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1 PROCEEDI NGS:

2 7:03 p. m

3 MR CGELLER  Good evening, everyone. This

4 is the continued hearing on 40 Centre Street. This

5 is a 40B proceeding. M nanme is Jesse Celler. To ny

6 imediate left is Christopher Hussey, to M. Hussey's

7 left is Steve Chiunmenti, to ny right is Kate

8 Pover nman.

9 Tonight's hearing is being both videotaped,
10 live on Brookline Cable, | understand, and we al so
11 have a transcription for the record. As | nentioned
12 before, the transcripts are available at the town's
13 website online under 40 Centre Street. |s that
14 correct?

15 MS. MORELLI: Yes, it is.

16 MR. CGELLER And we have the transcript

17 fromthe last hearing? |s that posted?

18 MS. MORELLI: It is posted.

19 MR CELLER It is posted, so people can
20 certainly go there and they will find both

21 transcripts as well as other materials pertinent to
22 this matter.

23 Tonight's hearing is going to be, ny

24 understanding is, dedicated to, one, the applicant
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1 wll provide us with an update on the plans for the
2 project. | understand that there is sone iterative
3 changes based on neetings that have been goi ng on.

4 Secondly, we will hear the applicant's new
5 traffic consultant's presentation.

6 W will then hear peer review fromthe

7 ZBA's peer reviewer, JimFitzgerald, who is our

8 traffic and -- can | call you parking, or do you want
9 to sub that out?

10 MR FI TZGERALD: |'mtransportation and

11 traffic. He's parking.

12 MR CELLER Ckay. And diff is hiding

13 over in the corner, who is our design peer reviewer.
14 He wll also present his final presentation this

15 eveni ng.

16 Hopeful ly, time allowing, we wll have an
17 opportunity to give the public an opportunity to

18 offer nore testinony. As |'ve cautioned in the past,
19 what | would ask you to do is keep in mnd that the
20 testinmony that we want -- we've heard a lot of it.
21 \What we want to hear about are things that are

22 introduced at this specific hearing.

23 | f sonebody happens, by sonme odd

24 circunstance, to say the exact sane thing that
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1 occurred to you, point at themand tell us that you

2 agree with them but we don't need to hear it over

3 and over again. W understand.

4 W obviously do want to hear any new

5 testinony that's pertinent to this evening' s topics,
6 so you're welcone to give them W would ask that if
7 you do want to offer your testinony, you speak into

8 the mcrophone. Start by giving us your nane, your

9 address. |'msure by now you know the whole drill.
10 | want to call on the applicant -- any

11 other admnistrative details, Mria?

12 M5. MORELLI: No.

13 Excuse nme, Chairman CGeller. Judi Barrett,
14 the ZBA' s 40B consultant, has al so prepared a nmeno on
15 pro forma: the triggers, process, and risks, and she
16 can also present that whenever you think it's

17 appropriate.

18 MR CGELLER Ckay. 1'll ask the inpanel ed
19 whether they feel that that presentation at this tine
20 is helpful.

21 M5. POVERMAN. Yes. | think it would be

22 helpful to the population in general.

23 MR CH UMENTI: Well, | haven't read it

24 carefully, but --
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1 MR CELLER. Right. That's ny issue, too.
2 Ckay. Thank you.

3 MR ENGLER: Good evening. Bob Engler of
4 SEB for the applicant. W're starting with John

5 Harding of CUBE 3 to explain what we've made changes
6 on.

7 Ch, we're not going to do the traffic -- we
8 were going to do the traffic first. Do you m nd

9 which order we take things in?

10 MR CGELLER:  Anybody here care?

11 | mean, there's a certain |ogic otherw se,
12 but | assune it's because your architect isn't here
13 yet?

14 MR ROTH: No, the architect is here. |
15 thought we'd take care of nore of the technical

16 issues first and then we go and do the buil ding.

17 MR, HUSSEY: | think that's fine.

18 MR, CGELLER It's fine with me. It's fine
19 with M. Hussey.

20 M. Chiunmenti, do you have any issues?

21 MR, CHI UMENTI:  No.

22 MR ENGLER: Ckay. So we'll have our

23 consultant from MM our traffic consultant talk

24 about -- Dan will talk about it.
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1 MR MLLS: Good evening. For the record,
2 ny nane is Daniel MIls. [I'ma principal traffic

3 engineer with MDM Transportation Consultants. W' ve
4 been retained by the applicant to provide a traffic
5 and parking assessnent of the project to address sone
6 of the concerns fromyour peer review consultant and
7 some prior comments fromthe board.

8 Tonight 1'mgoing to present sone of the

9 alternative transportation that's available for the
10 area to help reduce the vehicle traffic fromthis

11 project, so travel node statistics fromthree

12 sources, an update of the traffic trip generation for
13 the project. |It's been reduced from45 units to 40
14 units.

15 I n addition, we've conducted sone traffic
16 counts for Centre Street at the site driveway and

17 Centre Street East parking lot. [|'Il present

18 those -- that data and discuss sone of the -- those
19 vol unes.

20 In addition, we've projected the parking

21 demand for the site, the anobunt of vehicles we woul d
22 expect to be parked at the site at peak periods, and
23 that's been based on three pieces of data as well.
24 So | know many of you are famliar with the
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1 site. Just froma traffic perspective, Beacon

2 Street, Harvard Street, and Wnchester Street,

3 paralleling Centre Street. The site is obviously on

4 Centre Street opposite the Centre Street East

5 ogarage -- parking |ot, pardon ne.

6 We've prepared this slide to just

7 denmpnstrate the opportunities for alternative nodes

8 of transportation. There's a nunber of them here.

9 (Qoviously, nunmber one is the G een Line which stops
10 at Coolidge Corner and Summt. To the west we al so
11 have a bus line, MBTA bus line, Route 66, traveling
12 on Harvard Street. W've identified on here a nunber
13 of the other alternative nodes of transportation,

14 including a Hub facility just a short walk fromthe
15 project site. It has approximately 19 bicycles there
16 that can be rented out.

17 W al so have sone Zipcar |ocations for --
18 literally next door to the project site and a few
19 other ones scattered around the area as well, so a
20 nunber of other opportunities to travel to and from
21 the site besides a personal vehicle.

22 The data that |'m presenting in the next

23 few slides involves U S. Census Anerican Comunity
24 Survey statistics. It's for tract 4004, which is
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1 highlighted here on the town map, and the project

2 siteisinthis area of that tract. The tract is

3 representative of the project site. The data

4 involves all sorts of -- the survey information

5 provides a |lot of characteristics of the residents

6 that live in this area of the town.

7 One of the nore inportant pieces of

8 information, how people go to -- travel to and from
9 work. And this information cane fromthat tract

10 survey that identifies that approximtely -- |ess

11 than 50 percent of the people travel to and from work
12 in a single-occupant vehicle. The other half or so
13 use alternative nodes of transportation, generally
14 the itens that | pointed to in the previous slide:

15 the Geen Line, the MBTA bus line, they walk to their
16 place of business, all other sorts of -- take a bike.
17 So this information is fromthat tract.

18 Just to update the traffic generation for

19 the project, because it has been reduced in size, we
20 relied on the Institute of Transportation and

21 Engineer's Trip Generation Manual. [It's an industry
22 standard piece of information, a data set that we use
23 to identify -- amount of traffic that could be

24 generated by a whole host of |and uses. For this
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1 particular project, we obviously choose an

2 apartnent-style residential |and use. Those nunbers
3 that cone fromthat manual generally do not reflect
4 alternative travel nodes because we've got a

5 significant anmount of -- we are taking a reduction --
6 a node-share reduction of about 50 percent for the

7 site.

8 It's categorized fromthe weekend norning

9 peak hour and weekend eveni ng peak hour. W chose
10 these periods because this is when the roadway is

11 generally at its nost congested point because of

12 conmmuter traffic; generally during the norning

13 sonetinme between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m and again in the
14 evening sonetinme between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m So for
15 one hour, we estimate a -- taking the node-share

16 reduction into account, we estimate approximately 10
17 vehicle trips to or fromthe site.

18 In the norning, we generally see traffic

19 comng out of the site, just because people generally
20 go to work in the norning, so we would see a little
21 bit nore traffic comng out of the site. In this

22 case 8 versus the 2 vehicle trips that wll be

23 entering for a total of 10.

24 |'I'l get to the evening peak hour in one
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1 nonent, but | just wanted to show this network that

2 we have devel oped just to show you what the -- how

3 those conmpare to the actual traffic volunme on Centre
4 Street itself.

5 So if you use a sketch, Centre East

6 garage/parking lot would be over to the right side of
7 this figure, and the site traveling to the left of

8 Centre Street, traveling north and south. |If you

9 split those 8 exiting trips up, you woul d see about
10 4 -- you expect to see about 4 trips turning |eft

11 onto Centre Street and approximately 4 turning right.
12 We cane up with this distribution because
13 you can see that the through traffic com ng up and
14 down Centre Street, about 140 or 70 trips or so, and
15 then another 30 trips. They're not equal but they're
16 approximately equal. They're 50/50 from one ot her

17 another. So for this exercise, just identify the

18 trip distribution on Centre Street to be

19 approximately 50 to the north and 50 to the south.
20 |f you go to the evening peak hour, we have
21 run a simlar exercise. Trip generation is
22 approximately 12 in total trips, broken out to about
23 8 entering. |In the evening we generally see return
24 trips comng back to their hone, the residents, and
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1 less exiting.

2 Then we nove along. W look at the p.m

3 peak hour. Generally, we see these 4 trips com ng

4 back into the site and 4 trips |eaving. The

5 magnitude of the trips is very low It's really a

6 handful of trips that would be comng to and fromthe
7 site during the busiest -- quote, busiest tinme of the
8 day. You can see that even with -- the vol une on

9 Centre Street itself is quite low with only about

10 100, 150 cars per direction.

11 | indicated that we | ooked at three pieces
12 of data to identify what the peak parking demand

13 could be at the site. It's not -- we |ooked at the
14 Census tract, the American Conmunity Survey

15 information. W also relied on the industry's ITE
16 Parking Generation handbook, and we were able to

17 identify -- the town conducted a study in 2012

18 identifying the general parking or autonobile

19 ownership for rental units, and these were broken out
20 Dby unit type where the other two do not break it out
21 by unit type. It's just based on units in general.
22 The town survey did break it into unit type.

23 So if we start at the top, we just |ook at
24 what the American Community Survey reveals to us
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1 regarding vehicle ownership data for this tract. For
2 rental units, we |ooked at about a .45

3 vehicle-per-unit ratio. W applied that to the 40

4 units proposed. W estimated the parking demand is
5 approximtely 18 vehicl es.

6 W | ooked at the ITE parking generation,

7 adjusting for node share because approxinmately

8 50 percent of the people are traveling to and from

9 work wthout a vehicle. W adjusted the parking

10 demand rate for that. Approximately .58 vehicles

11 per -- parked vehicles per unit translates to

12 approxi mately 23 parked vehicl es.

13 The town survey information, we calcul ate
14 the nunber of bedroons that are being proposed for --
15 nunber of units, | should say, for studio, bedroom
16 two-bedroom etc. It equates to approximtely a

17 27-space parking demand for the project.

18 So it's not a specific science. Wth the
19 information that we have available to us and applying
20 it to this project, we see a demand of approxinmately
21 18 to 27 spaces. The project is proposing

22 approximately 21 spaces on-site, so in theory there
23 could be a deficit of six spaces. It's ny

24 understanding that there are several private lots in
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1 the area that have sone spaces for |ease, and al so
2 the Marriott Courtyard has -- within walking

3 distance -- has sone additional spaces that can be
4 |eased as well.

5 Just to summarize real quickly what the

6 findings are here, the majority of folks are going to
7 and fromwrk wthout using a car. W expect

8 approximately 12 vehicle trips or less during the

9 peak commuter periods.

10 One thing | don't have a slide for, but we
11 did receive information fromthe Brookline Police
12 Department, was that there is -- over the course of
13 the past three years, there's been one acci dent per
14 year along the block from Beacon Street to Wl |l man
15 Street.

16 We did conduct sone intersection capacity
17 analyses. It was based on the Hi ghway Capacity

18 Manual, and it indicates that -- we |ooked at the
19 |ane arrangenent, the traffic control, the vol unes.
20 The intersection is to operate at approximately |evel
21 of service B or better. |It's a grading systemfrom
22 level of service Ato F, A being very favorable, F
23 being not so favorable. In this case we have a
24 favorable grade that's a | evel of service B.
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1 Again, just to summarize, the statistics

2 that we used for those three pieces of data that we
3 have indicates a peak parking demand of 18 to 27

4 vehicles for a 40-unit devel opnent. And again, we

5 wunderstand that there are sone area private |lots that
6 have opportunities to park for the residents if the
7 demand dictates as such.

8 |'I'l take some questions now, or we can

9 nove on to M. Harding.

10 MR GELLER  Questions?

11 MS. BARRETT: Did you |ook at the

12 percentage of households wth at [ east one vehicle or
13 nore in Brookline?

14 MR MLLS: Well, the Census tract does

15 break it out to housing units with no vehicles, with
16 one vehicle, two vehicles, or three or nore vehicles.
17 MS. BARRETT: Right. D d you |ook at that
18 to try to determ ne what the demand m ght be for the
19 renter occupants of the project?

20 MR MLLS: Yes, that's what we did.

21 MS. BARRETT: \Wat did you find?

22 MR MLLS: That infornmation indicated

23 there should be approximtely 18 parked vehicles at
24 the site.
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1 MS. POVERMAN. Wasn't that the one that

2 determned that there should be 27? Could you go

3 back to that slide?

4 MS. BARRETT: | think you're | ooking at

5 trips. |'masking about household vehicles. | think
6 it's a different measure, but

7 MR MLLS: Sothisis --

8 MS. POVERMAN. The 2012 survey, rental

9 wunits, on the bottom

10 MR MLLS: 2012 survey?

11 MS. POVERMAN. 27 cars --

12 MR MLLS: 27 parked vehicles, yes. So if
13 we look at -- we apply 16 units at a .36 ratio, the
14 demand of six spaces.

15 MS. BARRETT: GCkay. | want to be clear

16 which tables we're | ooking at.

17 MR CELLER Let me ask you a quick

18 question. Just speak to your selection of

19 intersections that you studied.

20 MR MLLS: So we | ooked back at the trip
21 generation. W identified that there's a fairly | ow
22 nunber of trips that could be expected to cone out of
23 the driveway. And with our analysis that we would
24 see 50 percent going to the north and 50 percent to
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1 the south, we're talking two to four trips being

2 applied to either intersection on either side of the
3 street. The Centre Street -- the volune on Centre

4 Street could fluctuate 10 percent during the day, and
5 that two to four trips is certainly wthin that

6 10 percent during the day.

7 W don't see any neasurable effect for the

8 intersection of the site driveway with the parking

9 lot or intersections on either side or beyond. As

10 you get further away fromthe site, you have | ess and
11 less trips. And very quickly, as soon as you |eave
12 the site you're splitting the nunber of trips in

13 half, so we don't see a justification for any

14 additional intersections to be evaluated for this

15 particular project.

16 MR CGELLER  Ckay. Thank you.

17 MR. HARDING Thank you for having nme. M
18 name is John Harding for CUBE 3 Studio, the

19 architects, standing in for Peter Bartash toni ght who
20 is away on vacati on.
21 So as |'ve gotten brought back up to speed
22 on this project -- I've been involved since the
23 beginning and | have done analysis of the site and
24 been assisting Peter throughout the process -- |
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1 understand that where we are right now, we've net

2 WwWth the peer reviewer, Davis Square Architects, and
3 worked through a couple of the coments and concerns
4 they had had of the project, nostly regarding the

5 aesthetics of the building and the massing. And so
6 we've made adjustnments to the building since the |ast
7 time it was presented to the ZBA to accommpdate sone
8 of the comments. And there's also a few slight plan
9 adjustnents that have been nmade as well to nake that
10 work. So I'mgoing to kind of try to keep the brief
11 and hit upon sone of the highlights fromthose

12 conversations.

13 So within the ground fl oor plan, the --

14 kind of core to the top right here slid back to the
15 left -- plan left here -- to nake sone adjustnents
16 further up in the building. Wat that has done is
17 it's shrunk the main trash roomin a little bit, the
18 stair elongated slightly at this level, the | obby got
19 alittle bit larger, but no major inpacts to the
20 parking |evel.
21 One of the other comments was regardi ng the
22 quantity of handi cap parking spaces. So our project
23 is proposed to be in conpliance with the MAAB, which
24 requires one handi cap space. But what we've done is
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1 we've reallocated the striped area between two spaces
2 soif there's -- there's two G oup 2 accessible units
3 that will be part of this project. |If there was to
4 be sonebody el se who noved into the project that

5 needed a handi cap accessi bl e space, there's anot her
6 space adjacent to the striped area that they could

7 wuse for that -- for that use. But it wouldn't be

8 striped that way Day 1. Oher than that, there's no
9 mjor changes to the plan at this location at this
10 tinme.

11 O actually 1I'lIl take that back for one

12 second. And you'll see this nore in the

13 perspectives, but we've incorporated the transforner
14 and walled it in to be part of the massing of the

15 building, so you can't see the transfornmer directly
16 fromthe street level. 1It's not going to be in your
17 face as a pedestrian is walking on the site.

18 Movi ng up through the building, the mx has
19 changed slightly to work with the 40 units. And the
20 mx is studios, one-beds, one-bed plus den, two-beds,
21 and three-beds in the current presentation -- or the
22 current submtted package. | won't get into all the
23 details of that.
24 You can see the roof below for the -- for
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1 where the transformer is and the entrance that sticks
2 out of the building, and you'll see that better in

3 the imges.

4 Third and fourth floor plan, fifth floor

5 plan. So here is the level that caused the shift in
6 the elevators and the stairs. W previously had a

7 bal cony that existed only on this one end in front of
8 this comon space at the fifth-floor level. And your
9 coment was, to work better with the massing, to

10 extend that balcony all the way across the front of
11 the building. So we pushed back, a little bit, this
12 top floor, which had a knockdown effect on the

13 floors. No major changes related to the plans as a
14 result.

15 The sixth floor plan is just show ng the

16 building as it goes through to the roof with the

17 condensers, down the mddle of the building, not very
18 visible fromany major spots.

19 And then just working through sone of the

20 aesthetics of the project, you can see the -- where
21 we've -- we've worked wwth diff fromDavis Square to
22 work on trimtreatnents at the upper floor, the

23 cornice line, extending the balcony all the way

24 across the front, trying to work through the
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1 proportions to make sure that this brick face al ong

2 Centre Street feels in proportion with a ot of the

3 historic buildings along that street now, nmaking sure
4 it fits in to scale, stepping back the two floors

5 here, and then working -- as you work around the

6 building, sone trimdetails, sone nore expressive,

7 some |ess expressive. W worked with colors, getting
8 rid-- we had a -- kind of a two-toned gray -- a

9 light gray/dark gray tone before. W've elimnated
10 that to all one, although it |ooks kind of strange

11 here. But it's one gray color. You can see that in
12 the elevations in a second.

13 Down here at the ground floor, the

14 transformer is hidden behind a brick wall that

15 matches the rest of the masonry in that area, worKking
16 wth banding on that fifth | evel here above the

17 ground floor, and taking the brick base all the way
18 around the building. You'll see that against the

19 elevations in a second.

20 To really kind of ground the building, we

21 have a very strong base, mddle, top as we work

22 around the building.

23 At the ground floor, show ng you how the

24 garage is tucked underneath. You drive down a slight
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1 ranp into the garage space, and that is, as we tal ked
2 about previously, to get the head hei ght needed to

3 put the stackers into try to increase our parking

4 load in the -- within the garage. You can see the

5 main entrance here and the glass vestibule on Centre
6 Street.

7 Agai n, another view just fromthe other

8 side showi ng you the nmasonry wall where the

9 transforner is, landscaping buffer in front, and

10 trying to work with a nice, nore traditional

11 aesthetic than what was previously presented.

12 So just as we wal k around the building, the
13 elevation facing Centre Street, you see the

14 continuous bal cony, the nore increased trimat the
15 top of the brick. W've raised that parapet to try
16 to make sure the proportions felt better. One of

17 diff's comments in the peer review was that he felt
18 the top was a little too top-heavy, so we tried to
19 create a balance there wi thout conpletely bl ocking
20 the windows at that upper level. W think it's

21 working well at this point, and |'m happy to hear any
22 comments on that.

23 As you nove around to the right fromthe

24 main entrance, so Centre Street is here on the left,
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1 the major changes on this side is we got rid of the

2 two-tone. It used to be split at this trim band

3 here. W also elimnated all the balconies that were
4 on the fifth and sixth floors. Al of these coments
5 arein the peer review letter dated yesterday saying
6 he finds these as acceptable.

7 Wor ki ng around the back, you can see we

8 continued the brick base all the way around the back.
9 W've reduced the size of the wndows in the stairs,
10 keeping the gray color consistent all the way around.
11 Simlar to the second elevation that |I showed you,

12 we've elimnated the bal conies and kept the colors

13 consistent, working with the trimbands, trying to

14 create a nice mass at the front of the site

15 responding to the nei ghborhood.

16 Lastly -- and | can run through this

17 relatively quickly -- we've updated our shadow st udy.
18 The mmjor changes here is that we've brought the

19 parapet height down at the top of the building about
20 a foot and a half, and we've al so stepped the
21 building back fromCentre Street fromthe |ast shadow
22 study that was presented. And so we've updated this.
23 There's not any mgjor inpacts. |It's just that the
24 shadows are a little bit shorter in each direction.
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1 So the mpjor inpacts are in the norning tinme when you
2 have shadows noving to -- as you can see here, noving
3 to the adjacent properties.

4 So March 21st, the spring equinox, at noon,
5 in the evening -- or the afternoon and in the

6 evening. The red shows the shadows that wll be cast
7 by our building in addition to the shadows that exi st
8 there today. |In the sunmer: norning, afternoon,

9 md-afternoon, and evening. |In the fall: in the

10 norning, at noon, md-afternoon, evening. And then
11 in the winter you can see this only actually affects
12 the norning tinme. By md-afternoon we're to the

13 shadows that already exist.

14 At this time, | can open it up for any

15 questi ons.

16 MR, HUSSEY: Could you go back to the first
17 floor plan that shows the parking? | think -- | can
18 just barely nmake it out, but | think you ve got some
19 stackers spaces?

20 MR HARDING Yeah. So right now we're

21 proposing these mddle bays here. It consists of two
22 sets of stackers adjacent to a set of conpact spaces.
23 MR HUSSEY: So that's a total of --

24 MR. HARDI NG 21 parking spaces.
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1 MR HUSSEY. 21 parking spaces.

2 MR HARDING And those stackers -- | know
3 there's a comment in the parking nmeno that cane out

4 this afternoon about the usability of those stackers.
5 They work off of a touch pad. The residents that

6 have those spaces would be trained to use the touch
7 pad and to have that -- the car be -- it wouldn't

8 require anybody to cone and take their car out for

9 them W're putting these in other projects

10 currently, one right now under construction in

11 Brighton, and it's a user-friendly systemthat they
12 can be trained in. 1It's not conplicated.

13 MR CHIUMENTI: Now, if there are two cars
14 because there's a stacker and everybody has not nore
15 than one car, isn't soneone whose car is on top going
16 to have the nove the car underneath?

17 MR HARDING So there's a couple different
18 wvariations on how the stackers work. There's sone
19 where you'll press a keypad and it's attached to this
20 colum setting and the car will -- the upper car wll
21 come out and swi ng down to be placed on the ground
22 for you to take it and nove it off.
23 There's anot her one that works where al
24 three of these spaces would house five cars, so the
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1 sane count that we have here today. And you press a
2 keypad and it noves the cars around.

3 MR CH UMENTI: Like a dry cleaner's?

4 MR HARDING Yes, |like a dry cleaner's.

5 And then you would just go and get into your car in
6 the spot that it put it down at grade and drive it

7 out.

8 So we don't know exactly which stacker

9 we'll use. W need to keep that open as we go

10 further. But that would be the intention, is that
11 we'd have one of those types.

12 MR CH UMENTI: Well, unless soneone's

13 going to drive sonebody else's car, you're going to
14 need to use one of the nore conplex --

15 MR HARDING Right. Those two types are
16 the ones that are nmade for buildings Ilike this where
17 you'd have different users, different owners on all
18 different levels, and so it noves your car down to a
19 point where you can get in and not affect any of the
20 cars.
21 MR. GELLER. Questions?
22 MS. POVERMAN. So sticking with that first
23 floor, it looks like the second spot that is next to
24 the handicap spot, next to that, it looks like it's
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1 conpact -- or it says "conpact." Are any handi cap

2 accessible spaces actually allowed to be conpact?

3 MR HARDING So that's not the handicap

4 accessible space right now The difference there is
5 that the handicap space is 8 feet wide, and that

6 space is 7-6. |If we had to shrink the trash rooma
7 little bit nmore, we probably could nake that work at
8 8 feet and just make it a |arger conpact space to

9 acconmmpdate that future handi cap space. That

10 wouldn't be a problem

11 MR. CH UMENTI: How many apartnents are on
12 the sixth-floor |evel?

13 MR. HARDI NG There's nine.

14 MR CHI UMENTI: Nine?

15 MR HARDING Correct.

16 MS. POVERMAN. My recollection is that

17 there was a brick facade going around the building in
18 the pervious iterations and that that net with

19 approval. AmI| msrenmenbering that?
20 MR HARDING [I'msorry?
21 MS. POVERMAN. | thought -- if you could go
22 back to the elevations.
23 MR, CHI UMENTI: | thought they had, IiKke,
24 red cenentitious board or sonething around and not
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1 red brick, actually.

2 MS. POVERMAN. Yeah. | thought it had gone
3 all the way around.

4 MR CHI UMENTI: It was red, but it wasn't

5 brick.

6 MR HARDING There were sone bright red

7 panels in the previous iteration, but this -- the

8 amount of brick that you see here is the nost that

9 we've shown.

10 M5. POVERMAN. COkay. Well, | guess the

11 colors are incidental at this point.

12 Had nore thought been given to -- go to the
13 western elevation, please, the one facing

14 19 Wnchester. Has sone thought been given on howto
15 meke that a little nore interesting?

16 MR HARDING So we tried to keep the same
17 language around the building. It's difficult because
18 what you see here is this element is a stair and

19 we're trying not to create too nmany w ndows facing

20 that. | know that that was a comment from sone of

21 the previous public hearings, so we've been trying to
22 make this as aesthetically pleasing as possible

23 wi thout creating too many onl ookers back onto the

24 pool back there. So it's a tough bal anci ng game, but
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1 trying to keep the | anguage consistent is really

2 the --

3 M5. POVERMAN:. It's a push/pull thing here,
4 and you nmay hear sone comments tonight. | think

5 while privacy is very inportant, obviously, | have

6 heard expressions fromthe neighbors that it's also
7 inportant to have as attractive a building as

8 possible to be facing them So | think that actually
9 echoing and making conpatible -- that's not the right
10 word you used -- this part of the building with the
11 rest of it would actually involve sonething a little
12 nore conplex. But why don't we see if we hear

13 anything that clarifies that for you.

14 Has t he parapet hei ght been changed in any
15 way?

16 MR. HARDING It was previously reduced.

17 We're nearing practically at roof level, so we can't
18 really come down too nmuch | ower.

19 MS. POVERMAN:  No. But this iteration, has
20 it changed fromthe last iteration?
21 MR HARDING Sorry. No, it has not. The
22 shadow study is updated to reflect the previous
23 iteration that had reduced it to 1 foot 8 inches or
24 whatever that nunmber was. | don't renenber. | can
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1 look it up. It's actually here in Davis Square.

2 MS. POVERMAN: That's all | have for now

3 That's fine. That was ny question.

4 MR HARDI NG Not hi ng has changed. The one
5 difference there was that we raised this parapet edge
6 here along Centre Street, again, totry to -- to

7 increase the mass and get a better bal ance between

8 the base and the top floors in conjunction wth our

9 conversations with Davis Square Architects, trying to
10 get a better balance. That's the one parapet that

11 hasn't changed.

12 MS. POVERMAN: Let ne ask one fina

13 question. | notice that there are nore actual units
14 on the sixth floor, but is the actual net square

15 footage of residential |iving space any different

16 fromthe sixth floor to the fifth floor, for exanple?
17 MR. HARDI NG Because the fifth has a

18 comon area -- you can see the fifth floor has this
19 common space here that accesses the bal cony, so there
20 is nore net rentable square footage on the sixth

21 floor. W take over that space with the

22 three-bedroomthat's there.

23 MS. POVERMAN:  So one through four, for

24 exanple, it would be -- there's no bal cony?
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1 MR HARDING Right. One through four has
2 a bigger footprint, so that's larger than the sixth
3 floor. The fifth floor would be the small est anount
4 of net rentable square footage.

5 MR CHI UMENTI: VWhile we're here, do you

6 know what the apartnent mx is on the sixth floor?
7 MR. HARDING There are 5 studios, 1

8 one-bed, 1 one-bed with a den, 1 two-bed, and 1

9 three-bed.

10 MR GELLER M. Chiunenti, any questions?
11 MR, CHI UMENTI:  No.

12 MR. GELLER M. Hussey?

13 MR HUSSEY: No, | don't think so.

14 MR CELLER Ckay. | don't have anything
15 at this nonent. Thank you.

16 |s there anything else fromthe applicant?
17 MR. ENGLER  No.

18 MR CGELLER Ckay. Thank you.

19 Kate correctly comments that nuch of these
20 materials were given to us approximately two to three
21 hours ago, so that obviously that's a pretty short
22 period of time for us to digest them and therefore
23 we reserve our right to raise questions at a future
24 hearing.
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1 MR ENGLER Qur material or the peer

2 reviewer's?

3 MR CGELLER Al of it.

4 MR ROTH. That's not our fault.

5 MR CELLER I'mnot casting blame. [|'m

6 sinmply making the point that our ability to digest

7 information --

8 MR ROTH. Al right.

9 MR BOEHMER: |'m diff Boehmer, the urban
10 design peer reviewer. And | know you think | already
11 gave ny final report. This is the revised final
12 report. And so I'm-- what I'll dois -- to nake
13 that report that you just saw, | think, today with
14 the red letter part that is the final, final
15 report -- or at least a revised final report -- |
16 don't intend to read all the way through that. That
17 would drive you crazy. So I'mgoing really to focus
18 on the things that have changed, so |I'mgoing to
19 weave in a little bit of history just so we all
20 renmenber where we were. In fact, there have been
21 four sets of drawings that all of us have revi ewed
22 and a nunber of working sessions where we were
23 working with the design team
24 You'll notice in the report itself that |
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1 wote there are a nunber of places that say "no new
2 coments." | would only focus tonight on the no new
3 coments that are still, in my mnd, kind of open

4 issues -- still open issues. There's no new conments
5 that apply to things like ny review of the

6 nei ghborhood. The nei ghborhood hasn't changed since
7 | started, so I'mnot going to revisit that. But |

8 wll try to point out all of the no new comments that
9 actually mean, in ny mnd, they're still open issues
10 that haven't been cl osed fromprevious iterations.

11 | do want to point out a really inportant

12 thing fromthe slides that John Hardi ng projected.

13 The proportions were off of those. You probably

14 noticed. You'll see the building in those slides was
15 conpressed and | ooked taller than it actually is.

16 |'mnot sure why, but these inmages which I got --

17 these are the inmages that were produced by CUBE 3.

18 These are the correct proportions, these inmages that
19 I'mshowing. |I'mquite sure of that. So you'll see
20 the building | ooks broader and not as tall. The
21 images that John showed were actually conpressed |eft
22 to right, which --
23 MR CGELLER  But their dinmensions aren't
24 for increased size.
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1 MR BCEHMVER: The di nensions were exactly

2 the same, but the way that you saw the building was
3 quite different. | just want to point that out.

4 1t's making your building |ook actually taller than
5 it is, and that's an inportant point. So if you need
6 clarification, then you should rely on the paper

7 draw ngs that you have.

8 So I"'mgoing to quickly -- I'"mgoing to run
9 through the sane slides and just point to things that
10 | think are still open issues that will allow nme to
11 go even quicker through the witten report. GCkay?
12 Because | have, as | said, reviewed four sets of

13 draw ngs, and there has been a I ot of change since
14 then. There have been sone really inportant changes.
15 John correctly pointed out that nost of ny
16 comments have had to do with the aesthetics of the
17 building, the fit of the building in the

18 nei ghborhood, and how that's really been ny major

19 focus is that experience of the building.
20 But I'Il just start quickly and show you
21 some of the things that have changed or that are
22 still outstanding issues |'ve commented on in the
23 past. One is this area here, and | think the
24 devel oper was receptive to that in our |ast working
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1 session, which was changing the paving. Al of this
2 part of that driveway is all fromthe outside. It's
3 actually an open space. M suggestion was inproving
4 the paving there so it would feel nore patio-|ike,

5 rather than driveway-like, a very small change.

6 The infiltration system has been noved.

7 That was, | think, two generations of draw ngs ago.
8 As far as -- once we start noving up the

9 building, I'lIl nake a cooment a little bit later on
10 about the bal coni es.

11 This area here, the team the design team
12 did take to heart sone of the comments that | had

13 nade about the nore effective -- | think a nore

14 effective use of the setback going all the way across
15 the building, and they did do that, and | think it
16 does work better, that, conbined with sone

17 redistribution of the trimon the building.

18 You maybe recall from generations -- |

19 think it was two generations back, this indentation
20 on those plans was smaller than it is now It's now
21 3 feet. It was 1 foot going back severa
22 generations. So that's all good.
23 The coment | made that is kind of still an
24 outstanding issue in nmy mnd is that the di mension of
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1 the balcony, it's only 4 feet at this point, soit's
2 kind of marginally habitable, and it's not clear from
3 the drawings if there actually is access out onto

4 that balcony. So ny comment on that is | would still
5 hold that under consideration. | think if it's

6 really going to be a habitable bal cony, | think

7 4 feet is probably a little skinny for that. And |

8 think also, if it inproved sonewhat -- | don't hold
9 this as the highest inportance, but a setback of

10 sonething nore like 5 or 6 feet woul d be nore

11 effective fromthe ground level, froma purely

12 aesthetic level as well. But they did |listen very
13 carefully to the notion of achieving a better

14 horizontal reading of the building by carrying that
15 all the way across.

16 No ot her changes since the |ast couple

17 generations as far as these di nensions or setbacks.
18 That has stayed the sane. Nothing to coment on

19 that.

20 This is probably where they -- 'l point
21 out -- actually, I"'mgoing to go to the conparison of
22 those two, but |et nme point out here, for exanple,

23 this is what |I'mtal king about. The proportions and
24 the images that John projected were significantly
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1 different. The building appeared to be about that

2 wde and about that tall. It was squished for

3 reasons that aren't clear to ne.

4 Actually, 1'll start here. Sonme of the

5 changes that did happen since the |ast working

6 session and the last drawi ngs that you saw, | think,
7 on the 27th of last nonth: They redistributed the

8 trimon the buildings. Before -- this still is a

9 two-story attic level in the building, but it was

10 capped with very heavy trimup there so your eyes

11 really went right up to the highest part of the

12 building, which really was kind of working against

13 what they were really trying to do. Wat they wanted
14 to do was nmake a stronger elenent across at the | ower
15 Ilevel which would read very strongly fromthe street.
16 So that is a -- | think a big inprovenent.

17 This is the setback that goes all the way
18 across. | nake a minor point in the report about

19 still not quite believing in the glass railing
20 system | know why they did it. | think they did
21 it, you know, both for a nore contenporary | ook but
22 al so sone transparency fromthose wi ndows. Just as
23 the -- inproving the dinmension of this |ower piece to
24 help those proportions to nake it ook |ess
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1 top-heavy, just as raising the parapet in that zone

2 that they already did hel ped, by a different kind of
3 railing systemyou could inprove that even nore. At
4 this point, |I consider that to be not a major issue.
5 1'dcall that a mnor issue. But I'mjust trying to
6 be thorough, | guess.

7 There is still a 2-foot parapet. | think

8 it is 2 foot up at this level. Oher ideas about how
9 to mtigate the kind of top-heavy feeling of the

10 building is also use colors that recede as opposed to
11 pop out. You know, generally it's darker colors.

12 But again, we're at the point of sone things that |
13 consider to be fairly mnor issues.

14 Fromthe previous presentation | gave, they
15 did carry the brick all the way around. There was a
16 generation of dramings. | think it was the |ast

17 generation of draw ngs that you saw where the brick
18 at the base actually didn't go all the way around the
19 building. It does now. So the base has been
20 continued.
21 O her things they've done to the
22 elevations: | think the nost inportant is getting
23 rid of the balconies. You probably renenber fromthe
24 |ast presentation there were tacked on -- what
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1 appeared to be -- not literally tacked on, but

2 appeared to be pretty tacked on bal cony systens.

3 Those have gone away.

4 One of ny criticisns before was the

5 building was kind of patchwork. It was broken into
6 too many pieces, too nmuch variation, so | was pushing
7 themtowards a nore coherent reading, which | think
8 they have achieved through kind of quieting down --

9 istheterml used in the report -- sort of quieting
10 down the elevations. The rear elevation, that's

11 where the brick wasn't going across. Now it is.

12 There was -- to your point about adding

13 nore interest and wei ghing that against the privacy,
14 they did reintroduce those wi ndows. Those were gone.
15 | don't know if you renmenber. |In the |ast

16 presentation, you saw those w ndows weren't there.

17 And they did carry the base for -- so they did sone
18 work on that rear elevation to provide sone nore

19 wvisual interest to it while not creating privacy

20 issues.

21 That's the opposite side, a very simlar

22 idea, that heavy cornice at the inportant |evel that
23 you really want to perceive it at. It carries around
24 about 40 percent of that -- length of that elevation.
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1 And this is a conparison between the two.

2 The last time you guys saw that, | believe this was
3 the image where this was flush with that face and

4 then there was -- John nmentioned this earlier too --
5 there was a bal cony on one side. Now they have

6 carried that across, | think nore effectively

7 creating a nore horizontal reading on the building.
8 Again, I still have a little bit of an issue with it
9 looking top-heavy. | think a lot of that can be

10 addressed through sone pretty superficial changes to
11 the building.

12 So I"'mgoing to now very quickly | ook at ny
13 report just to nmake sure | hit on the things that I
14 consider to still be open issues.

15 | guess ny quick summary as far as the

16 facade treatnent and aesthetics of the building is
17 that there was a lot of attention paid to our

18 coments and | think the building did nove -- if you
19 all renmenber, especially back at Generation No. 1, it
20 has changed pretty radically since then.
21 So I"'mgoing to hit just on sone of these.
22 Again, the drawings |I'mreviewi ng now are the ones
23 dated 10/12. That's the latest iteration. As |
24 said, there were four total. |'malready on page 3
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1 here.

2 The | ast working session was at the end of
3 Septenber -- Septenber 29th, which is when sone of

4 these final changes were made especially regarding

5 the brick and the continuation of the balcony all the
6 way across.

7 | think sonmething that hasn't been

8 nentioned yet is the bedroom count, how that has

9 evolved over tinme. That is noted in ny report. The
10 devel opnent, | believe, originally was 61 bedroons.
11 The last drawi ng set that you saw before toni ght had
12 59 bedroons. Now | think we're at 55 -- 55 bedroons
13 total. That's where we stand today.

14 | did make a point -- | don't renenber when
15 in the report. At this point it is pretty inportant
16 that -- John nmentioned the handi cap spaces, and we
17 still don't see any designation in the draw ngs of
18 where the accessible units are and what the unit m x
19 is of the accessible units. | think that's a pretty
20 critical code issue that you guys will want to know
21 soon.

22 | already tal ked about a full-width

23 bal cony. Parking spaces we tal ked about. John

24 nentioned the type of stackers he's tal king about.

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 43

1 There are several systens that do indeed allow a kind
2 of virtual push-button control of the stacker w thout
3 having to nove sonebody el se's car.

4 |'mstill alittle bit iffy on the

5 interpretation of the accessible requirenents,

6 whether there should be -- there is a code, and |

7 refer to this at one other point. There's a part of
8 the code that kind of is a little grayer as far as

9 whether they would require two spaces or one. That's
10 a very easy thing for the architect to check on. A
11 call to the AAB would settle that issue. But again,
12 they did change the parking plan. 1In response to ny
13 conmment previously about that, they did change the
14 parking plan to nove that aisle in between two

15 spaces. That could give themthe flexibility to

16 provide a second accessible space, so it is fixable.
17 | made sone comments before about the

18 shadow studies. |In particular, my coment -- well,
19 there were a couple coments. One was | wasn't
20 convinced about sone of the dinensions that were
21 shown of surroundi ng buil di ngs.
22 | think at this point the shadow studies
23 that we are seeing for their building, | think | -- |
24 believe those studies and what they show, and it's
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1 actually -- the interesting thing is that because of
2 where this building sits relative to the building

3 behind it on Wnchester Street, for a good part of

4 the season -- and you could see that in the inmages

5 John showed you -- that the shadows generated by the
6 new building are actually subsunmed in the shadow from
7 the building on Wnchester Street. So given that

8 nost of that shadow i npact -- nost of it, for nost

9 hours -- obviously, there are outlying tines as well.
10 But nost of the shadow i npact nost of the tinme is, in
11 fact, on Centre Street and the building behind it is
12 a bigger building, so the 40 Centre Street actually
13 sits in the shadow of that buil ding.

14 Gt her comments --

15 MR GELLER  Excuse ne. So just to finish
16 your thought, you're referring to shadow studi es.

17 And | think in your reference you were saying shadow
18 studies because of the large building behind it and
19 because the shadows are on Centre Street, and then
20 you sort of noved on. What's the end of the

21 statenment?

22 MR BCEHMER: Oh, |I'msorry. GCkay. The

23 end of the statenment is that -- | guess the end of

24 the statenent is that |I'm-- the shadow studies at

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 45

1 this point | feel are adequate, and nost of the

2 shadow inpact is nost definitely on Centre Street and
3 to a certain degree -- again, you have to | ook at the
4 outlying tinmes. |In early nornings, you're going to
5 be casting shadows towards the west. The next

6 nearest residence is to the west, so that one does

7 get some shadow i npact.

8 Does that sound |ike a conclusion? C oser

9 at least?

10 MR GELLER It did.

11 MR. BOEHMER: There was actually a comment
12 that isn't in -- because | didn't read the traffic
13 study until today, in fact, there was a suggestion --
14 or maybe it was parking or traffic -- suggesting

15 perhaps using a single garage door instead of two

16 narrower garage doors. | think that actually does
17 make a lot of sense. And that's not an aesthetic

18 coment, just as a functional inprovenment. | think
19 that was a good catch.
20 So I'"Il just junp ahead. There's a couple
21 nore pieces. As | noted, |I think you'll see that
22 when you read this in detail | think that, to me, it
23 was pretty inportant to kind of quiet down that
24 building. It's very visible. It's visible from al
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1 sides. It doesn't have anything conparable size to

2 it -- next toit, and | think there's a nore subtle

3 way of fitting into the nei ghborhood.

4 Sight lines as far as exiting the garage

5 were fixed a while ago with the revision to the

6 front, the location of the garage door.

7 The trash collection | don't think has been
8 resolved at this point. | think that's still an open
9 issue. The trash roomis in a sensible |ocation, but
10 | don't think we've heard about schedul ed pickups or
11 stacking cans out in the street or how that m ght

12  work.

13 Energy efficiency, we still haven't

14 reviewed anything that allows ne to have any opinions
15 about energy efficiency or exterior lighting on the
16 building has not been -- at |east | have not seen any
17 new information on that.

18 | already mentioned the pavers, the

19 driveway, | nentioned accessible spaces.
20 OQther things that | think are still open
21 that | think the building comm ssioner and -- both
22 building comm ssioner and | nentioned getting a
23 prelimnary code analysis -- building code analysis.
24 1 think that is still inportant.
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1 The potential structural inpact of the

2 project on the neighboring buildings, particularly at
3 the back side of the building, there was sone

4 concern, and | haven't seen anything about the

5 geotechnical conditions or anything of the sort of

6 what the -- it certainly is feasible to do what

7 they're proposing to do. And they would, in the

8 normal course of developing their designs in nore

9 detail, would have to understand any foundation

10 systens near the buildings -- near their building.

11 Qthers, the parking ratio change, which you
12 did know that. The roof deck, | do consider it still
13 an open issue. | don't understand whether that

14 Dbal cony across the front is habitable or not.

15 And finally, the things that | did -- just
16 as a quick summary, things that we did talk about in
17 some of the group neetings: Setting back all the way
18 across the width was |listened to and adopted; the

19 side recesses are deeper now than they were, the

20 masonry base; unit bal conies are elimnated;

21 transforner |ocation remains hidden. That was

22 actually two generations of drawings ago. But that's
23 about it.

24 MR GELLER  Questions?

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 48

1 M5. POVERMAN. (kay. Part of this is just

2 making sure | understand what you're recommendi ng.

3 Interns of the -- as you say, the bal cony on the

4 fifth floor and the setback, your recommendation

5 would be that not only it would be nore aesthetic but

6 also functional if the setback of the fifth and sixth

7 floors were 5 or 6 feet rather than 4 feet?

8 MR. BOEHVER:  Yes.

9 MS. POVERMAN: Ckay. Now, also, the 2-foot
10 parapet at the top -- the parapet has an overhang of
11 2 feet; is that correct?

12 MR BOEHMER: No. It rises up above the

13 roof. The parapet's a vertical wall, basically, that
14 rises up above the flat roof. And there are reasons
15 why you need parapets. Not all buildings need them
16 Sometinmes you use themto hide nmechani cal equipnent
17 on the roof, vent fans. | only bring it up in the
18 context -- nmy issue isn't actually exactly where that
19 line is as nmuch as the building appearing to be

20 top-heavy. It's really that.

21 MS. POVERMAN. But you recommend that it be
22 taken in a bit so it --

23 MR BCEHMER: No. M suggestion was just

24 trying to think of different ways to either literally
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1 decrease the height of those attic |evels, you know,
2 by taking dinension out of it, or through color or

3 trimor other ways of dimnishing, you know, draw ng
4 your eye to it or increasing the sense of it.

5 MR, CHI UMENTI: | thought elimnating the

6 sixth floor --

7 MS. POVERMAN: Hold on, Steve.

8 What do you nmean by taking di mensi on out of
9 1t?

10 MR BCEHMVER. Well, the parapet. That's

11 what | was saying. | believe it is a 2-foot parapet
12 at this point, something on that order

13 MS. POVERMAN. "Parapet" being the area

14 above the wi ndow? Just making sure | understand what
15 you're --

16 MR. BOEHMER: Yes, that's a parapet.

17 MS. POVERMAN: So reducing -- so that woul d
18 not affect -- is it correct that that would not

19 affect the height of the roons?

20 MR BOEHMER: Not if -- no. Lowering the
21 parapet -- again, the parapet is kind of a free

22 standing wall on the edge of the roof, so you could
23 |ower that.

24 Again, | don't know all of the reasons why
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1 it is, but I think that -- | really want to be clear
2 about this. I'mnot -- for ne, the issue is nore the
3 proportions. So to me, the building appears

4 top-heavy. And the reason | brought up John's slides
5 1 ooking conpressed was it | ooked even nore top-heavy
6 in those renderings when they were squished --

7 squi shed together.

8 So height, per se, is not ny issue with the
9 building. It's just the perception and the --

10 perception of the height and the proportions of the
11 base -- base of -- the mddle of the building, the
12 base, the mddle, versus the top.

13 M5. POVERMAN. So for you it's an aesthetic
14 issue, but the practical effect would have it

15 reducing the height to, say, from66 to 64 feet?

16 MR BOEHMER: \Well, that woul d hel p because
17 it would dimnish the height of the attic level. So
18 that is a way to do it.

19 MS. POVERMAN: Is there a functional reason
20 for the 2 feet above the w ndows?

21 MR BCEHMER: Yeah, there usually is.

22 MS. POVERMAN:  What's the functional reason
23 for it?

24 MR. HARDING So we can definitely ook to
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1 mnimze that as nuch as possible. So looking in

2 that image, you have the wi ndows. Inside of the

3 room there will be about 6 inches to a foot above

4 that for the ceiling height. Above that there wll

5 be a 2-foot truss. That's really needed to be able
6 to get all of your attic ventilation and your

7 insulation and any ductwork that's in there. And

8 those trusses are typically sloped for drainage at

9 the roof I|evel.

10 So we try to work around any -- we usually
11 leave ourselves at least a little bit of parapet to
12 work -- because the slopes are different as you go
13 around the building, so we need sone amount to be

14 able to acconmmmodate the differing heights of the roof
15 level and still get good waterproofing and copi ngs at
16 the edge of the roof. So we can look to mnimze it.
17 We mght be able to take another six inches out, but
18 we're really getting close to the top of the roof

19 level at this tine.

20 | think some of the other things we could
21 look at would be to maybe add in another trim band
22 below. \Were we got rid of a ot of trim bands

23 before, maybe we can add back something that's -- so
24 there's sonme things we can do to try to reduce the
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1 appearance of the height above the w ndows w t hout

2 actually reducing the height of the building.

3 MS. POVERMAN: (Okay. Thanks.

4 So what ways woul d there be, to your

5 know edge, of reducing density other than reducing

6 height? For exanple, reduce bedroom m x, having nore
7 studios rather than three bedroons.

8 MR BOEHMER: \Well, it depends how you

9 neasure density. | mean, if it's units for that

10 site, you'd have fewer units but bigger units. |

11 nean, that's a traditional way of neasuring density,
12 | think, would be bigger units but fewer units.

13 M5. POVERMAN. So bigger studios, for

14 exanple, or --

15 MR BCEHMVER: Wl I, no.

16 MS. POVERMAN:  More bedroons?

17 MR. BCEHVER  Yeah, nore one bedroons

18 instead of studios or whatever, whatever it m ght be.
19 And that -- you know, the parking ratio you're seeing
20 is related to studio -- | nean, to the unit count.
21 MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah
22 MR BCEHMER: Yeah. So you reduce the unit
23 count, then your parking ratio goes up.
24 MS. POVERMAN. Right .
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1 MR BOEHMER: And that's a pretty conmmon

2 neasure of density. You're not changing the square
3 feet, and you're not even necessarily changing the

4 nunber of people who mght live in the building. But
5 that's traditionally how you neasure density.

6 MS. POVERMAN.  Right. As we know,

7 certainly that parking ratio is sonething we've

8 been --

9 MR, BCEHMER  That's right.

10 MS. POVERMAN. -- struggling with a |ot.

11 Hol d on a second. That's all | have for

12 right now.

13 MR GELLER M. Hussey?

14 MR HUSSEY: |'ve got a question, Ciff,

15 about the -- you nentioned accessible units. D d you
16 nean accessible living units?

17 MR BOEHMER: Yes. The way the building

18 code works is that in apartnent buildings with

19 greater than 20 units, 5 percent of the units need to
20 be Goup 2 accessible units, which neans accessible
21 to people who have nobility issues and, you know,

22 they generally have |arger bathroons. Turning radi
23 have to be taken into account, |arger doors

24 sonetines.
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1 So in this building there are two

2 accessible units that are required by the building

3 code. In fact, because it is an elevator-fed

4 building, every unit has to be a Goup 1 unit, which
5 is alower level of accessibility, but it's the state
6 Architectural Access Board's regul ations.

7 MR HUSSEY: Ckay.

8 MR BOEHMER: And ny point was that it's

9 strictly -- it's not random It can't be random

10 That's why |'ve been asking for the -- which ones are
11 accessible because the code actually dictates which
12 units should be accessible based on the unit mx. So
13 it is an inportant thing. And it would be cited by
14 the building departnent. |If they didn't get that

15 right, I"'mpretty sure the building conm ssioner

16 would cite themfor that.

17 MR. HUSSEY: The level of detail of the

18 wunits right now doesn't really tell you one way or

19 the other.

20 MR BOEHMER: No. That's a very good

21 point. No, | haven't seen any detailed unit plans.
22 MR HUSSEY. The other thing I'ma little

23 curious about is -- |I'msupposed to understand these
24 things, but | really don't understand the di scussion
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1 about the parapet. And if it's the look of it -- so
2 you're conplaining about the look of it; right?

3 MR BOEHMER: Well, no. It's funny. The

4 way the discussions have evol ved about the building
5 was -- and |'ve nmentioned this before -- that this is
6 the previous version when half of the building was

7 all in the same plane --

8 MR, HUSSEY: Right.

9 MR BOEHMER: -- and only that half was set
10 back.

11 And in addition to that, the nore prom nent
12 trim-- kind of roof trim-- occurred at the highest
13 level when, in fact, what they were really trying to
14 do is essentially the level at the fourth story, not
15 at the top of the sixth story. So in their newer

16 version, they've changed that hierarchy and

17 introduced -- it may be a little bit hard to see in
18 these imges, but they put the stronger trimband at
19 the top of the fourth floor, raised that up a little
20 bit nore to create a little nore mass down bel ow, and
21 then mnimzed the trimat the top level. So that
22 was the strategy.

23 MR HUSSEY: You're not asking that they

24 take that parapet and nake it di sappear as a visual
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1 element?

2 MR BOEHMER No, no. The only point | was
3 making is to help correct the proportions of the

4 building. If it can be lIowered, it would help.

5 MR HUSSEY: So they could change the

6 height of that band here. That band -- they could
7 change the height of that band by the materi al

8 selections without touching the height of the

9 parapet.

10 MR BOEHVER  Absolutely. And that's what
11 John was saying is -- | think his point was that if
12 he can get sone nore horizontality in the two top
13 attic levels, it could inprove it too. It's a

14 fixable issue, that aspect of the problem

15 MR HUSSEY: Ckay. That's all | have at

16 the nonent. Thank you.

17 MR CGELLER 1'mgoing to take a step back,
18 like I like to do. So we started this process

19 with -- when the first presentation cane in. And if
20 | summarize your thought process, it didn't fit in;
21 correct?

22 MR BCEHVER: It was kind of even nore than
23 that.

24 MR. GELLER: A commercial look to the
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1 structure.

2 MR BCEHMER: Yes, that was ny issue. The
3 originof -- | think that the original version was
4 kind of a fit plan. | think they were |ooking at a
5 previous building that had been done that was in a
6 different kind of environment that didn't work for

7 Centre Street.

8 MR CGELLER Is your -- does this building
9 fit in?

10 |''masking him |'masking him

11 MR, BOCEHMVER  Well, | think the -- | think
12 that it's actually going to be the best |ooking

13 building on that side of Centre Street -- the larger
14 scale buildings. You renenber that that side of

15 Centre Street -- there are two very different sides
16 to that street. The side of the street that this is
17 on has three intact historic wood-framed buil dings
18 and then a handful of buildings that are -- two of
19 which are very large and two or three of which are --
20 two bigger than this one, then one slightly smaller
21 than this, and then three of the original historic
22 wood-framed buildings. The other side of the street
23 is largely intact with consistent architecture and
24 historic buildings.
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1 So to say "fit in" is kind of a funny term
2 Cearly, on the other side of the street, this

3 building wouldn't fit in at all. There's a very

4 consistent street elevation on the other side of the
5 street, and that could be a very big problemas far
6 as pattern -- you know, the pattern of devel opnent.
7 This side of -- the south side of Centre

8 Street really is not coherent. It doesn't have a

9 coherent look. So "fit in" is kind of --

10 MR CELLER. Is it a residential style now?
11 They have addressed your concerns about --

12 MR BOEHMER  They' ve definitely addressed
13 ny concerns about the residential |ook of the

14 buil ding, which has to do with both proportions and
15 then material selections.

16 | don't want to be overly clear about that
17 "fit in" thing, but fit inis a different answer in
18 different places. And where that side of -- you

19 know, that side of Centre Street started to change a
20 long tinme ago, you know, when the 112 and 100 were
21 built.

22 MR CELLER. And to repeat sonething you

23 said earlier, do you have an issue with height?

24 MR. BOEHMVER: | don't have an issue with
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1 height.

2 MR CELLER  Ckay. Thank you.

3 Anyt hi ng el se?

4 (No audi bl e response.)

5 MR CELLER  Thank you. W may have

6 something further

7 MR BOEHMER: That's fine. |'mnot going
8 anywhere.

9 MR CELLER Nice to hear that.

10 MR FITZGERALD: My nane is JimFitzgerald.
11 I'mwth Environnental Partners G oup, and we have
12 done a peer review of the nost recent docunent

13 relative to 40 Centre Street prepared by MDM dat ed
14 Cctober 14th. It was a traffic and parking

15 assessnent.

16 This new eval uation includes the reduction
17 of apartnents from45 down to 40 apartnents. The
18 project limts consisted of the site driveway

19 approaching Centre Street with the opposite approach
20 fromthe parking lot on the eastern side.

21 | know our past discussion on this project,
22 that there was di scussion about |ooking at the Beacon
23 Street/Centre Street intersection that was not

24 included in the evaluation. However, the traffic
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1 volunmes that are being generated here are pretty

2 light. W don't necessarily agree 100 percent wth
3 the distribution. W nmay have put a little bit nore
4 weight of traffic heading towards Beacon Street,

5 given its significance. But in the end, that would
6 only nake a difference of about two or three vehicles
7 at nost, so we're talking very small traffic vol unes
8 here being generated by the site. So really, in al

9 reality, it would not make nuch of a difference.

10 Wth this sort of change in distribution,

11 what we mght be | ooking at would be approxinmately
12 three vehicles exiting -- approaching Beacon Street
13 and six vehicles entering from Beacon Street into

14 Centre Street. So, again, pretty |light vol unes

15 considering the amount of traffic that's currently at
16 the Beacon/Centre Street intersection, and not -- as
17 a result, not anticipated to have shown a substanti al
18 increase in del ays.

19 Crash information was | ooked into within
20 the study limts thenselves, again at the driveway's
21 approach to Centre Street, and a | ow nunber of
22 crashes were reported according to the Brookline
23 Police Departnent, as was earlier discussed.
24 Traffic volunmes were projected out five
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1 vyears, to the year 2021. Typically we project

2 traffic volunmes out seven years, so in this case it

3 would be the year 2023. A growth rate of .5 percent
4 per year was used, which is the appropriate for this
5 area.

6 When | ooki ng at inpact caused by the

7 devel opment, we conpared the future no-build vol unes
8 wth the future build volunes. The future no-build

9 reflects the future conditions without this

10 devel opnent being built, and the future build vol umes
11 reflect the traffic network with the devel oprment

12 being built.

13 Trips were generated in order to determ ne
14 what that build network would be using the trip

15 reductions that were previously discussed, which

16 appear to be reasonable. As a result, when you

17 conpare the operations at this intersection, if you
18 will -- it's really the site driveway and the parKking
19 |lot driveway approaches to Centre Street -- there's a
20 negligible difference in delay because of the snal
21 nunber of vehicles entering and exiting the site as a
22 result of this devel opnent.
23 Si ght distance was reviewed previously. W
24 had determ ned before, as we discussed at our | ast
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1 hearing, that there is adequate stopping sight

2 distance provided at this location. Since that tine,
3 the MDMreport commtted to trimm ng back the hedges
4 along the northern property line to ensure that

5 adequate sight distance is provided, as we had

6 recomended.

7 Al so, we want to point out here that

8 there's no parking that's supposed to take place in
9 front of this parcel. Illegal parking that takes

10 place here would inpact visibility, so enforcenent
11 would be required.

12 When we tal ked about the parking garage, we
13 previously discussed nunber of parking spaces, etc.
14 What 1'd like to dois |I'd like to introduce Art

15 Stadig from Wal ker Parking Consultants. He's been
16 working with us as our parking expert, especially

17 relative to nechanical parking.

18 MR CGELLER Jim before you do that --

19 MR, FI TZGERALD: Absol utely.
20 MR GELLER  Questions?
21 MS. POVERMAN:. | have a couple. And again,
22 | haven't had the |ongest amount of tinme to review
23 this.
24 So going to page 2 of your menob, you say
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1 that the crash period that was reported was 2012 to
2 2014. In ny very brief review of the MDM neno, |

3 thought it was actually 2014 to 2016 data. | just
4 wanted to see if the nost recent data was included.
5 Are the MDM peopl e here?

6 MR MLLS: Yes.

7 MS. POVERMAN:  Was 2016 incl uded?

8 MR MLLS: W reviewed the -- to your

9 question, yes. It was reviewed -- it was provided by
10 the -- not all of 2016. W still have a few nonths
11 to go, but up to a certain period of time we did

12 provide it fromthe |ocal police departnment --

13 Brookline Police Departnent.

14 MS. POVERMAN:  (Ckay.

15 MR FI TZGERALD: M apologies. That was a
16 typo. | just |ooked at the docunent itself.

17 MS. POVERMAN. No problem

18 Ckay. Under "projected future traffic

19 volune,” | don't understand the second paragraph
20 starting "The nmenorandumindi cates ..."
21 MR FITZGERALD: So in the report itself --
22 M5. POVERMAN. So if you could read it
23 aloud and then maybe tell nme what it neans, that
24 woul d be great.
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1 MR FITZGERALD: | could do both.

2 M5. POVERMAN.  Sure.

3 MR FI TZGERALD: "The nenorandum i ndi cates

4 that a nearby permanent count station shows

5 historical reduction in traffic, mnus .3 percent per
6 year, but the supporting docunentation in the

7 appendi x shows count stations |ocated in Abington and
8 Weymouth. Regardless, the used growh rate of .5

9 percent per year appears to be reasonable for the

10 project area."

11 What that all nmeans is that when devel oping
12 the future traffic network, traffic volunes were

13 projected using an assuned background growh rate

14 |ooking at traffic counts in the area. 1In the

15 report, it referenced MassDOT count information.

16 However, in the appendix of the report, it provided a
17 page showing traffic counts in Abington and Weynout h,
18 which aren't relevant in the inmediate vicinity. So
19 with that -- that's why | pointed out the fact that
20 that information was irrelevant.

21 The reason that | said .5 percent per year
22 appears to be reasonable is that in many instances in
23 traffic studies you'll see a consistent nunber

24 between .5 and 1 percent per year on average as an
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1 adequate background growth rate. And it's

2 anticipated that in this region, which is already

3 heavily built up, that .5 per year woul d be adequate
4 for an assunption.

5 M5. POVERMAN. So is the used growth rate

6 sonething that MDMused, or is it a termof art?

7 MR. FITZGERALD: So the growth rate was

8 wused by MDMto project traffic volumes to a future

9 year. |In this case, they used the year 2021, so they
10 projected volunes out for five years using .5 percent
11 per year conpounded.

12 MS. POVERMAN. And so what was the

13 historical reduction to traffic? Wat does that

14 relate to?

15 MR FI TZGERALD: So sonetinmes what we find
16 is that traffic volunmes actually decrease over tineg,
17 instead of increasing. |In many instances they've

18 increased, but there is information, and during

19 certain periods traffic volumes may decrease,
20 especially if there's a decline in the econony, for
21 instance. Sonetines that can happen. That can
22 contribute to inpact traffic volunme fluctuation
23 So instead of projecting traffic vol unes
24 out for a future year and actually reducing the
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1 traffic volunmes fromtoday, we want to be

2 conservative and at |east show an increased growh to
3 traffic volunmes in the network to nake sure that

4 we're conservative in |looking at howtraffic may

5 operate in the future.

6 M5. POVERMAN. (kay. So as you said, the

7 information about the historical reduction related to
8 Abington was just noise, in effect?

9 MR FITZGERALD: It basically said that

10 the -- there was an inconsistency between the text in
11 the report and the information shown in the appendi x.
12 MS. POVERMAN:. |s there anything to back up
13 the information -- do you have any way of telling us
14 the information in the report was accurate since the
15 backup docunentation was not relevant to Brookline?
16 MR. FI TZGERALD: In other studies in this

17 area, there's been .5 percent per year to 1 percent
18 per year in growh rate. So in my opinion, in ny

19 experience, .5 percent per year is reasonabl e because
20 we have all seen in the traffic industry fluctuations
21 in traffic volunmes over the years that do, in fact,
22 show negative changes: decreases in traffic volune
23 fromyear to year. And it's industry standard to at
24 |east assunme a .5 per year growth rate.
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1 M5. POVERMAN. (kay. GCot it.

2 | think | need another explanation.

3 MR CGELLER Let me junp in here.

4 M5. POVERMAN:  Sure.

5 MR CELLER What's the inpact of their

6 having reviewed a shorter period for the projection?
7 MR FITZGERALD: Quite honestly, not much.
8 And that's why a lot of this information are just --
9 alot of the findings that we included in here are
10 things -- small issues or questions that we had with
11 the report. 1In the end, there's very lowtrip

12 generation being -- as a result of this devel opnent.
13 If we were to ask themto redistribute

14 their trips, for instance, we're going to change two
15 or three vehicles. [It's not going to make nmuch of a
16 difference. If we were to ask themto evaluate the
17 Beacon Street/Centre Street intersection, those few
18 vehicles traveling through there would -- conpared to
19 the amount of traffic traveling through that

20 intersection would -- it would be negligible.

21 M5. POVERMAN. | don't have anything el se.
22 MR GELLER M. Hussey?

23 MR. HUSSEY.: No.

24 MR CGELLER M. Chiunenti?
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1 MR CHI UMENTI:  You know, obviously the --

2 | don't expect the traffic fromthis building to be

3 really the problem It's nore the congestion in this
4 nei ghborhood that already exists and that would be

5 exacerbated by traffic comng and going fromthis

6 building.

7 And a couple of things that | don't know --
8 that you may not be aware of is that there is -- this
9 is alocation for comunity activity, particularly on
10 Thursdays. They have farnmers markets and so on. And
11 also -- and the planning departnent's here. Mybe

12 they can remind nme if I'mmstaken. But weren't we
13 tal ki ng about maybe needing to build a school

14 facility across the street fromthis parking |ot or
15 wusing the parking for the school -- the Devotion

16 School ? No?

17 MS. POVERMAN. That's going on Centre

18 Street East.

19 MS. STEINFELD: Currently there are sone

20 surface spaces assigned to teachers in the east |ot,
21 but there's no increase in parking or anything al ong
22 those |ines.

23 MR CGELLER  Anything el se?

24 (No audi bl e response.)
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1 MR CELLER Ckay. Art?

2 MR STADIG (Good evening, Chairman Celler
3 and nenbers of the board. M nane is Art Stadig.

4 work for Wal ker Parking Consultants. |'ve been

5 retained by the city to do a peer review on the

6 parking portion of the project. W have prepared a
7 menorandum t hat was issued today, actually.

8 The first point was that the devel opers

9 have asked for a waiver from-- to deviate fromthe
10 parking space requirenment. It typically requires two
11 spaces per unit, and they are requesting

12 significantly |ess.

13 W' ve taken an independent review of the
14 parking demand for this project. W've taken into
15 account certainly the location, the nature and

16 character of what's happening in Coolidge Corner.
17 We've | ooked at the Census Bureau information in

18 addition to the vehicles available by tenant type.
19 Also, we've |ooked at the nunber of vehicles

20 avail able by the nunber of people per household. And
21 both of those pulled together help paint a picture,
22 but that's only part of it.

23 Based on our experience in the area

24 nationally, we've taken a | ook at what's goi ng on.
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1 Qur recomendation would be to require a parking

2 ratio of no less than .67 for the residents. And if
3 you wanted to include visitor parking, you would

4 increase that to a ratio of .77 spaces per unit.

5 That would require 27 spaces for residents and up to
6 31 total if you include visitor parking along with

7 that.

8 The current plans indicate six conpact

9 spaces, which is 29 percent of the total nunber of
10 spaces. Max allowed by zoning is 25 percent, so

11 they're slightly higher on the nunmber of conpact

12 spaces than what's al |l owed.

13 The driveway into the garage is indicated
14 to be 20 feet. Wiile that does neet zoning, that's
15 on the very low end of |evel of service and is quite
16 tight; this dinmension here, as |I'mlooking at the

17 floor plan -- the first-floor plan.

18 In addition to that, it would be tight even
19 if there was a straight maneuver directly in, but

20 there is a turn maneuver. And actually, it's a

21 double turn maneuver. So this will work, but it wll
22 significantly slow down the vehicle maneuvers both in
23 and out of the driveway there.

24 In addition to that, the people going in --
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1 the residents going in and out will also need to

2 negotiate overhead rolling doors. Currently the plan
3 indicates two separate doors; one for inbound and one
4 for outbound with a center jam W' re suggesting

5 later in the nmenorandumthat they m ght want to

6 consider just having one single |arger door which

7 would all ow ease of maneuvering in and out with that
8 turn.

9 W are recommendi ng that those turns be

10 reviewed, and if there's any way to help make a

11 better level of service there for people going in and
12 out, that woul d be advisable. That will help ease

13 nmaneuvers both on and off Centre Street.

14 As it stands right now, it's our opinion

15 that if a vehicle was leaving -- a vehicle trying to
16 enter the facility while that car is in the queue

17 waiting to | eave and get out on Centre Street, the

18 <car that's out on Centre Street waiting to get in

19 would have to essentially wait for that car to nove.
20 It's just -- the turning maneuvers wth a 20-foot
21 drive lane are quite tight -- but doable. It just
22 needs to be pointed out that that will slow things
23 down at that |ocation.
24 We have no indication of what access
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1 control would be, in other words, what type of system

2 or credential that would be used to get into the

3 overhead doors, if it's an automated system such as

4 AVI, automatic vehicle identification; a transponder-

5 type system or if it's a clicker -- a garage door

6 clicker, radio signal, etc. But whatever type would

7 need to be reviewed in how that would work to keep

8 the residents nmoving at that |ocation.

9 The overal | parking dinensions conply with
10 the zoning within the parking facility. What we'd
11 like to point out is that good design practice wuld
12 dictate -- even though a conpact space, for exanple,
13 in this location here adjacent the trash room-- even
14 though the space is physically neasured as 8 foot
15 wde, typically in a parking situation you have part
16 of your neighbor's parking space to help you maneuver
17 a door swing. So a good design practice would be
18 that you would provide an extra foot or so against a
19 hard object Iike a wall and/or also maneuvering
20 around columms. So even though it does neet the
21 letter of the zoning, it is quite tight. It's just
22 something to point out within the facility.

23 As indicated previously, there are proposed
24 car stackers, nechanical lifts. At |east that was
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1 what was in -- as we understand tonight, that there's
2 potential -- that the car stackers that are in this

3 position here, there's a grand total of four of them
4 that are indicated on the plans -- that those may be
5 adifferent type of systemthan a pure stacker.

6 A car stacker would be -- what we woul d

7 classically see is you drive one vehicle onto a car

8 stacker, you press the button, a hydraulic lift lifts
9 that vehicle directly up, and another car is driven
10 wunderneath it. To retrieve the car in the upper

11 position, you would need to first nove the vehicle

12 out of the |ower position and then | ower the

13 nechanical lift.

14 There are what we call sem aut onat ed

15 systens that could be used that could do this

16 automatically and you woul d not have to nove the

17 lower. W have to review the situation. This is

18 brand-new information as of this evening.

19 | woul d not recommend, as was suggest ed,
20 that there are lifts -- nmechanical units that would
21 literally drop the vehicle -- | won't say "drop."
22 That's not a good term But place the vehicle down,
23 by nmechani cal action, down at the center of the drive
24 lane. There could be obvious safety issues with
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1 that, but also just the orientation of the way the

2 car would be stacked up above and with the way the

3 drive lane is, may not be conducive to that type of
4 system

5 So what | would reconmend would be -- if

6 this was further explored by the proponent -- that a
7 sem- -- we'll call it a "sem autonmated systenm woul d
8 be reviewed, and that would be nore appropriate for
9 this particular instance.

10 But what we will say, and this is our

11 opinion, is if a car stacker is used, this is

12 regulated by the elevator regulations 524 CVR, and
13 they require that there's safety instruction and

14 training for anybody that would use these systens.
15 The sem automated systemis al so regul ated
16 by 524 CMR W do not have any of those systens

17 «currently in place in the Commonweal th. | would

18 suggest that early and often conmmunication with the
19 elevator people would be taken into account as this
20 is all brand newin the area. The use of autonmated
21 systens is not brand new, but the use right here in
22 the Boston area, the Commonwealth, is newand it wll
23 be looked at. If you're the first on your block, so
24 to speak, to have this, it would be good to get in
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1 early and often to discuss this with the el evator

2 people.

3 MR CGELLER  Excuse ne. Are you saying

4 that there are no stacker systens --

5 MR STADIG No. There are car lifts in

6 the area. There's no question there. But the use of
7 automatic and sem aut omat ed systens i s brand new

8 MR, GELLER  Autonated and sem aut onat ed.

9 MR STADIG Yeah, is what is new and

10 currently being considered in Boston, but yet not

11 approved and yet not built. There are -- several are
12 being planned at this point in tinme. |'mnot

13 aware -- | do know of sone being thought of as

14 sem automated, but | do not know of any that have

15 been in the approval process yet.

16 Bi ke parking is shown. Just both -- the

17 question would be if the access is through this door
18 here directly in front of the accessible parking

19 aisle, whether that is the location of bike parking
20 so that the bikes would not have to go in a different
21 direction. |It's just on a check.

22 But then what would be nore inportant is to
23 confirmthat there is an accessible egress path that
24 would remain free and clear to the public streets and
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1 just to ensure that -- it's alittle bit odd to

2 require that the accessible -- the person that

3 requires the accessible parking space to have to go
4 out into the elements, to wal k out, get onto the

5 public street to come around and enter the residence
6 through the front door. Normally, you would think

7 that you would be able to get to the accessible

8 parking space and have an accessible pathway directly
9 in.

10 At this point in tinme, this does not appear
11 to neet the requirenents of the accessible path as a
12 free and clear zone that's not in the drive lane. So
13 that can be reviewed, and to take it into account.

14 This is legal if this is an accessible path out here,
15 although | would say that that is probably not the
16 nost welcomng to soneone with accessibility needs.
17 That's it for ny review, if you have any

18 questions.

19 MR, CHI UMENTI: Are you suggesting that

20 this design doesn't neet regulations -- state

21 regulations -- as it's presently presented?

22 MR STADIG No, |I'mnot saying that. |If

23 the proponent is suggesting that they would use -- |
24 believe you're tal king about an automated or
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1 sem aut omat ed parking systenf

2 MR CHI UMENTI: Also this access you were

3 referring to.

4 MR STADIG Yeah. That -- | don't have

5 enough information to indicate that that is an

6 accessible pathway. |'mjust saying that it would

7 need to be an accessible pathway. | believe that

8 does neet regulations. |'mjust saying as a friendly
9 gesture and equal access to those with accessibility
10 needs, you would typically have an accessible path
11 wthin the covered and encl osed parking area.

12 MS. POVERMAN:. Actually, the devel oper

13 could say. How do handi capped peopl e access the

14 | obby, and how does everyone else get to the | obby?
15 |I'mjust not clear on either of that.

16 MR. HUSSEY: Right here. See that door?

17 That goes fromthe vestibule to the parking. |Is that
18 right?

19 MR HARDING Correct.
20 M5. POVERMAN. [Is it raised? | mean, could
21 a handi capped person --
22 MR. HARDING The door to the outside from
23 the handi cap hatched area is really just an egress
24 fromthe garage. So this door here is just an egress

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 78

1 fromthe garage and it gets you to the sidewal k --

2 the sidewal k all along the side of the building here,
3 all the way around to this stair exit. So that's a
4 concrete paved area entirely. That's an accessible
5 path.

6 MS. POVERMAN:  You can enter the |obby --

7 MR. HARDING You can enter the |obby right
8 here.

9 MR, CHIUMENTI: Isn't that sloped there?

10 MR HARDING It is. But it's sloped

11 within the requirenents of the code.

12 MS. POVERMAN: But the handi capped person
13 would have to go uphill.

14 MR HARDING It's a very slight -- it's a
15 1in 20 slope, so that's belowranp level. [It's just
16 kind of a sloped wal kway at that --

17 MS. POVERMAN. But if you go out the exit

18 next to the handicap ranp to the right, where is the
19 first exit to get into the | obby?

20 MR HARDING Well, that's an exit fromthe
21 garage. The person in -- that's using the handi cap
22 space would go through the garage right here and into
23 the lobby. Any person who parks in the garage woul d
24 enter though this door, into the vestibule, and then
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1 into the | obby.

2 An alternative route would be to go out the
3 door and around, but that would be an alternative

4 route, not the primary access.

5 MS. POVERMAN:  Ckay.

6 MR STADIG \Wat ny comment woul d be is

7 that accessibility regulations would require an

8 accessible pathway that is not shared with the drive
9 lane. It needs to be its own accessible path.

10 So, for exanple, right at this pinch-point
11 location, there's no width to that accessible

12 pathway. |It's not shared by the drive lane. As you
13 can imagine, if sonebody in a wheelchair was

14 negotiating that pathway while soneone's driving

15 in -- that's part of the reason for it. So |I'm

16 saying that needs to be reviewed, that you have --
17 it's by -- the admssibility regulations require that
18 it is its own path and not shared.

19 MR HUSSEY: That's basically a building

20 code issue, is it not?

21 MR. STADIG  Yes.

22 MR HARDING And we can revise this

23 access. W can revise these hatches to get us the
24 required amount of pathway outside of the drive
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1 aisle. I'mconfident we can do that.

2 MR GELLER So | take it that they don't
3 have a choice. They have to neet that code

4 requirenent.

5 MR STADIG Correct.

6 HARDING We will neet it.

7 POVERMAN.  Ckay.

8 GELLER. O her questions?

9

5 2 5 B

POVERMAN. Let nme think for a mnute.
10 MR CHI UMENTI: | suppose -- if you have a
11 16-year-old daughter, would you |l et her go down and

12 operate these devices?

13 M5. POVERMAN. Stop using wonen as your

14 exanpl es.

15 MR CHI UMENTI: | have a three-year-old
16 grandson. |I'msure he'd be delighted to operate
17 this.

18 MR. CGELLER The irony is your three-year-

19 old grandson probably knows how.

20 MR, CHI UMENTI: They say, you know, it's

21 sinple enough that a 12-year-old could do it, but the
22 12-year-old is never around when you need one.

23 It strikes nme as dangerous. | don't know

24 that 1'd feel confortable with other people
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1 operating --

2 MR STADIG Well, let's be clear as to

3 what you're talking about. |If you're talking about a
4 car stacker, which is just the device that | believe
5 was on the plans prior to what | |earned tonight, no,
6 | would not believe that -- typically, to allow

7 renters or rental units and residents -- to use that
8 type of system

9 Classically, it's parking operators, val et
10 operators that are not only trained but experienced
11 inwusing it. | have personally seen bad things

12 happen wth car stackers. GCkay? And so if not

13 properly used that could be a problem

14 Now, if you go to the sem aut onated

15 systens, they are nuch safer, and that can be

16 properly used by a -- you know, a rental resident, if
17 you will, with some training. But the systemis

18 completely different. It's wholly contained. You
19 are not in control of the system The systemis

20 sem automated and it's enclosed and the novenent

21 occurs behind the encl osure.

22 MR CGELLER Wy don't you ask the

23 developers, or I'lIl ask them

24 Have you started to think about the stacker
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1 and howit's going to function?

2 MR- ENGLER  These things are al

3 working/drawi ng-rel ated details that at the schematic
4 level, we don't feel Iike we have to. So you can put
5 conditions on the site. W have to satisfy the

6 building comm ssioner of the town when we get to

7 those levels, but there are only so many things you
8 can do at the prelimnary design | evel before you get
9 your permt, and then you spend the tine doing al

10 those kinds of details.

11 So the answer -- long way of saying, no, we
12 haven't done any nore than what we've shown you and
13 what our consultants have reviewed and what your peer
14 review consultant reviewed.

15 MR GELLER  Ckay.

16 MR ROTH. | can add to that. I'ma little
17 ahead of the gane in terns of where we are. So maybe
18 Bob is not aware of it, but |'ve contacted at | east
19 four different manufacturers. 1've gotten their

20 materials. |1've gotten a list of nanmes of where

21 they're being used, where they currently are used,

22 where they're planning on using them | have contact
23 people to reach out to to get historic data on it.

24 So |'ve done a lot of homework, not enough to
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1 identify a certain product yet, though.

2 MR CGELLER  And what you're |ooking at,

3 are they sinply stackers or sem automated systens or
4 the full spectrunf

5 MR ROTH |'ve | ooked at the whol e ganut.

6 W want sonething that's going to operate

7 efficiently, sonmething that -- it could hold up over
8 along period of tine, something that's relatively

9 friendly, sinple. So we've |ooked at all the

10 different conbinations. And, you know, it is |ike
11 Bob said. W're in a prelimnary state. But |'ve
12 gotten all the information.

13 | do want to make sure that whatever we get
14 is something that if there's a repair that needs to
15 be nmade, we could do it very quickly, there's parts
16 available, there's labor. And I'd really Iike to see
17 sonmething that has history toit. So we're doing our
18 homework on that.

19 MR. CELLER  And as you can appreciate from
20 our perspective, what we want is sonething that is
21 safe -- operable and safe.

22 MR ROTH. | mean, our intentionis to hold
23 the building for a very long time, and we understand
24 the liability associated with that.
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1 M5. POVERMAN. | just want to nake one nore
2 coment, which is that | assune your main concl usion
3 is that there is not enough -- as things are, there
4 are not enough parking spaces for the proposed anount
5 and mx of units that exist.

6 MR STADIG Correct. And our presunption
7 is also that our demand factors are based on narket

8 rates being charged for parking. A couple -- a

9 parking space, for exanple, with a unit, nmarket rate
10 space would be one of the presunptions. And also the
11 unit mx that you -- that is currently proposed is
12 how we've arrived at that. |If the unit m x changes,
13 then that ratio will change slightly. So, yes.

14 But to answer your question, we do not

15 believe that there is enough parking shown at this
16 point intine for what would be required -- what we
17 believe would be required for a supply of parking.

18 MS. POVERMAN. Thank you.

19 MR, CGELLER  Thank you.

20 Anyt hi ng el se?

21 (No audi bl e response.)

22 MR GELLER No. Thank you.

23 Ckay. | want to invite nenbers of the

24 public to offer their testinony. Again, please stick
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1 to the topic of tonight's hearing, offer us new

2 information. |If you agree with what sonebody before
3 you said, point to themand say you agree. Thank

4 you.

5 MR CH ANG Thank you, M. Chairman. M

6 name is Derek Chiang from4l Centre Street. W

7 appreciate the opportunity to provide public

8 coments. As usual, the neighbors have organi zed our
9 thoughts into an order. W may get inadvertently

10 interrupted, but we'll try to be as concise as

11 possible.

12 First off is -- Dan Hill is our attorney

13 representing us.

14 MR HLL: Menbers of the board, ny nane is
15 Dan HIl. [I'man attorney based out of Canbridge,
16 and | represent the neighbors at the property.

17 | actually have a few questions. | hope

18 you don't mind if | raise a few points and ask a few
19 questions about sonme of the comments that were nade
20 by the peer reviewers and the devel oper, since |
21 think that would be hel pful to the board's
22 understandi ng of the project.
23 And the first topic is really this parking
24 issue and the sight distances, and | suppose it sort
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1 of overlaps between the two experts. | kept hearing
2 tonight about the sight distance issue being

3 resolved, but | haven't seen a site plan, which is

4 striking to ne since -- you know, |'ve been doing 40B
5 work for about 15 years, and pretty nuch every 40B

6 project we work on has a site plan. ['mnot aware of
7 a site plan even being on file. There's certainly

8 not one posted on the town's website.

9 All we have is this one -- this ground

10 floor plan, which is an architect's plan. It's not
11 signed or stanmped by an engineer, it's not scaled, it
12 does not showthe -- it's not clear where the

13 property boundaries are, it doesn't show the detai

14 where the sidewalk is, it doesn't show the center

15 line of Centre Street. So how is anybody to tell

16 whether or not the sight distances have been conpli ed
17 with -- the stopping sight distance? So is the site
18 plan available on the website?

19 MS. MORELLI: It should be part of the

20 application.

21 MR HLL: GCkay. But the application has

22 changed dramatically in the last six nonths. So has
23 there been a current site plan filed? Wat |'ve seen
24 is a site plan that was a survey plan which showed
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1 the original footprint of the building, and that was
2 filed back in, what, My, when this application was
3 filed? 1s there an updated site plan?

4 MS. POVERMAN: WAs there a determ nation

5 made by soneone fromthe towmn? As | recall --

6 MS. MORELLI: W reviewed this for

7 application conpleteness. There was a site plan

8 stanped by a surveyor, as required. Right now we are
9 in the process of going through design iterations.
10 You can talk to the traffic peer reviewers,
11 if what they reviewed was sufficient for their

12 review

13 MR GELLER Was it sufficient for your

14 review?

15 MR FI TZGERALD: W based the review using
16 this plan here. It's -- although it's not

17 necessarily -- it is to scale. There's not

18 necessarily a bar scale in the corner of the plan.
19 It is not stanped by a professional engineer. This
20 is what we were given to review, and based on this
21 plan, that's what we based our assessnent on.
22 W determ ned that adequate stopping sight
23 distance was avail able for an assuned speed of 30
24 mles an hour traveling down the roadway. And based
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1 on what we were provided, based on our site visits

2 and neasurenents on the field, we have determ ned

3 that it was adequate, yes.

4 MR HLL: Wre you provided wth a plan

5 that shows the site triangles at this intersection?
6 MR. FI TZGERALD: No, we were not. Because
7 what we did was we used this plan to determ ne the

8 site triangles and we determ ned stopping sight

9 distance. Intersection sight distance versus

10 stopping sight distance, two different things.

11 So the m nimumrequirenents for sight

12 distance is stopping sight distance, and there was
13 nore than adequate stopping sight distance for this
14 approach, and that's what we based our assessnent on.
15 MR HLL: And did you review the adequacy
16 of the intersection sight distance?

17 MR, FI TZGERALD: We | ooked at intersection
18 sight distance stopped fromthe back of sidewalk. If
19 vyou're stopped behind the sidewal k, you're shy of
20 intersection sight distance requirements being net.
21 |If you protrude into the sidewal k zone, you have
22 adequate visibility. The obstruction, really, is
23 looking to the left through the trees that are
24 currently there. It's an existing condition that we
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1 can't -- basically, it's trees further down the

2 roadway along this grass strip.

3 MR H LL: How do you know where the

4 sidewalk is if it's not showm in this plan? | can

5 guess where it is, but the plan should show where the
6 sidewalk is.

7 MR, FITZGERALD: This is the edge of the

8 «curb, and this is the opposite edge of road.

9 MR HLL: Were is the sidewal k?

10 MR FI TZGERALD: It woul d be between the

11 edge of road and the |andscapi ng.

12 MR HLL: I'msorry, but how can you j ust
13 nake assunptions like this w thout having the detail
14 on a plan? | nean, this is just -- this is 40B 101.
15 Every application should have a site plan.

16 Can | speak w thout being interrupted, Bob?
17 Every 40B application should have an

18 updated site plan on whatever nmjor changes to the
19 design are provided, which isn't the case here. They
20 didn't have adequate sight distances for the prior
21 design. Nowthey claimthat they do. And you just
22 heard tonight that there is no intersection sight
23 distance w thout encroaching on the sidewal k.
24 The plan doesn't show t he sidewal k
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1 location. The plan doesn't show the center |ine of

2 Centre Street. | have major questions of whether or
3 not this is being satisfied, and I think you' re being
4 not served well by this reviewon traffic.

5 Pedestrian i npact remains a concern. |It's

6 a concern that we raised for the last four or five

7 nont hs.

8 Wth respect to the trash collection,

9 want to comment on that because M. Boehner raised

10 it. W've raised this issue nultiple tines. There's
11 still no -- fromwhat | can tell -- any nmanagenent

12 proposal or plan to deal with trash collection.

13 don't think anyone's studied this.

14 Has anyone actual ly revi ewed whet her or not
15 that trash roomthat's shown on the plan is large

16 enough to accommopdate 40 apartnent units?

17 You know, | know how nuch trash |

18 generate -- ny famly generates on a given week with
19 recycling cans and trash cans. That |ooks, to me, to
20 be the size of a parking space, and to put 40 units
21 worth of trash in there per week I don't think is
22 reasonable. But that's me. |'mnot an expert. This
23 board shoul d have an expert review --
24 MS. MORELLI: Chairman Geller, | can
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1 respond to that. So part of our staff neeting with

2 the applicant and the team-- we did neet with the

3 director of public health, Patrick Ml oney, and he's
4 requested a rubbish plan, a narrative of how that

5 wll be treated. Wuld it be a trash conpactor? How
6 many receptacles would be positioned outside? Wen

7 there would be pickup. How many tinmes a week? There
8 would be a narrative for rubbish, recycling, and for
9 noise nmanagenent pertaining to the nmechanicals and to
10 the trash conpactor.

11 | did give interimdeadlines to the project
12 team and that is sonmething -- we wanted you to see
13 updated plans first, but that will be -- you will get
14 a letter fromthe director of public health

15 commenting on the project teamis plan -- a narrative
16 when it's submtted, probably for the next hearing.
17 MR GELLER G eat.

18 MR HLL: Wen we're tal king about the

19 ground-floor basenent |evel, | haven't heard any

20 discussion fromthe peer reviewers on whether or not
21 there's adequate arrangenents for visitor drop-offs,
22 deliveries. It's actually striking to ne that

23 there's no discussion whatsoever in any of the

24 reports, whether the developer's traffic report or
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1 the peer reviewer's.

2 | don't know about you but, you know, ny

3 famly, we get probably two trips from Amazon every
4 day. And, you know, where are the delivery trucks

5 going to go? | nean, are they going to sit in the

6 driveway? That's going to block, of course, access
7 and egress out of this project. Are they going to be
8 parked on the street? Well, if that's the case, then
9 we just heard that cars parked in front of the

10 building are going to block sight distance.

11 So | raise that and ask that the board ask
12 the applicant to address, you know, how that's going
13 to be nmanaged on this property.

14 O her simlar design issues that we haven't
15 heard about -- and maybe there's been off-1line

16 discussions with staff. You know, it would be

17 helpful if that -- if those discussions were nade

18 public. And we were dunped today with a bunch of

19 reports, and you were as well. W haven't had a
20 chance to review themin depth. And it sounds |ike
21 there's al so discussions going on off-line, which we
22 aren't privy to either.
23 But there seens to have been no review of
24 the stormmater system Again, there's no site plan,
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1 so there's no details of the stormivater system except
2 for a box that's showing the plan -- the infiltration
3 system

4 MR GELLER Ms. Mirelli, do you want to

5 respond?

6 MS. MORELLI: Yes. Yes, | do.

7 The applicant has been instructed to speak
8 with the director of engineering, Peter Ditto, and

9 those conversations have taken place. The reason for
10 those conversations early on were sinply to | ook at
11 the site plan to determ ne where on the site an

12 infiltration systemcould be. He did not want that
13 within the building footprint, but outside it, and
14 that partly dictated the setback in the front yard of
15 15 feet to accomodate an infiltration system

16 So M. Ditto has been in touch with the

17 applicant about cal cul ati ons that he needs, and that
18 is ongoing. | haven't received any updates. That,
19 again, is established for the next hearing.
20 There is a site plan review, and that is in
21 keeping with Article 8.26 of the town's general
22 bylaw. That is after a conprehensive permt -- if it
23 were to be issued, that would be conducted before a
24 building permt is issued, and that is standard for a
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1 project that triggers that byl aw.

2 MR HLL: | would respectfully suggest

3 that that's too late. Site plan review should be

4 happening now. That should be part of your

5 conprehensive permt process. Under Chapter 40B,

6 every |local approval that is otherwse required for a
7 project gets subsunmed within this process, so it

8 would be entirely appropriate for the board to have a
9 subsequent site plan review process.

10 MS. MORELLI: | think | was m sunder st ood.
11 M. Ditto wll be giving a letter to the ZBA

12 commenting on what he's reviewed thus far. These are
13 prelimnary plans. Wat we have for all of our other
14 projects, as of right, 40A projects, and 40B, is a

15 site plan review that is three pages. |It's available
16 on our website. | wll nmake it available. W have
17 to have construction plans in order to get the

18 calculations that the director of engineering

19 requests. Prelimnary plans are not sufficient.

20 MR HLL: I'msorry. Dd | msunderstand
21 you? |s there going to be a site plan review process
22 after the conprehensive permt is issued?

23 MS. MORELLI: Yes. Per usual. That is how
24 we conduct our process. Prelimnary draw ngs are not
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1 sufficient for that.

2 MR HLL: | totally agree. But ny point

3 is that that should be happening during this process
4 because any |ocal approval that's required for a

5 project -- and the devel oper woul d be objecting to

6 that. |If there's a |local approval that's not

7 included within this process --

8 MS. MORELLI: The |ocal process -- we can't
9 treat this 40B project differently than the way we

10 treat other projects. There is going to be a

11 stormwater managenment review that is appropriate when
12 we have prelimnary drawings. W're not going to

13 treat 40B projects differently fromthe way we treat
14 our 40A and as-of-right projects.

15 MR HLL: GCkay. | disagree with the

16 process that's being laid out by the planner. That's
17 not how it works under 40B.

18 But there should be a stornmwater review

19 now. This is -- this may not be an issue. For all |
20 know, they can manage the stormmater on the site.
21 But why isn't it being done now? W' ve been talking
22 about this for four or five nonths. W've nmade this
23 point earlier, that there were no details on
24 stormvater. W keep hearing it's going to cone, it's
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1 going to cone. Before you knowit, it's going to be
2 the end of your hearing, and if there's a problem it
3 would've been nicer to know it up front.

4 MS. MORELLI: Chairman Celler, M. Dtto

5 has looked at plans. This is a fairly -- this is a
6 level site. There's not -- there's no slope here.

7 It is asnmall site. He does believe that -- this is
8 sonmething that he is reviewing hinself, and that's

9 why we don't have an outside peer reviewer. W feel
10 that his departnent can handle this. And he is in
11 touch with the devel oper every tinme the plans change.
12 Again, he will be giving you a letter before this

13 hearing is over. It should be the next hearing in
14 about three weeks.

15 MR HLL: GCkay. M. Boehner had raised a
16 point in his prior iterations of the report, and |

17 don't think he nentioned it tonight. But he had

18 asked whether or not there was a study done on the
19 inpact of the project -- structural inmpact of the

20 project on abutting properties.

21 This remains a concern of ours,

22 specifically 19 Wnchester Street. The foundation of
23 that building is right against the property |ine.

24 1t's on existing foundation. Fromwhat -- | haven't
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1 seen any reports of that evaluation -- of the inpact
2 the excavation of this project wll have on that

3 property.

4 |'ve al so seen no eval uation of the inpact

5 that excavation of this project m ght have on

6 abutting trees. There is, uniquely to this site, a

7 row of trees running along the property |ine of

8 19 Wnchester Street that serves a very inportant

9 purpose of providing screening and shade to the

10 parking lot. This building will be roughly 5 feet

11 fromthe parking lot -- fromthe trees. The trees

12 run along the property line. It's 5 feet.

13 Now, nost arborists you talk to would say

14 excavation within 5 feet of a mature tree is going to
15 have an inpact on that tree. W think that this is
16 something that the board shoul d consider and | ook at.
17 | want to make a point that under your

18 conventional zoning, if this project were not a 40B
19 project and it's proposed as is, the side yard
20 setback would be 24 feet. It's 10 feet plus the
21 length of the building divided by 10. So if | did ny
22 math right, | think it's 24 feet. This project has a
23 5-foot setback, 5 or 6 feet, depending on what plan
24 you |l ook at.
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1 And just in closing on ny part, | do want

2 to go back to this issue of density. This project,
3 if it was not a 40B, would be [imted to 4 stories,
4 it would be limted to 8 units, it would have a

5 24-foot side yard, a 30-foot rear yard. And in this
6 project, obviously -- and a floor area ratio of 1,

7 and 80 parking spaces. This is a substanti al

8 deviation, obviously, fromyour conventional zoning,
9 and that's what 40B al | ows.

10 | read Judi's neno to you today, about an
11 hour ago, and Judi says there's a m sconception out
12 there that a board should not approve a density any
13 greater than what they absolutely need to make a

14 project economc.

15 | don't necessarily disagree with that, but
16 | think an inportant caveat to that is that each --
17 Judi's right. The board just can't arbitrarily

18 reduce density down to 8 units, which is what | think
19 is appropriate. You just can't say 8 units is what
20 you'll get.

21 But you are allowed to reduce density when
22 that reduction in density is justified based upon
23 inpacts that you feel haven't been mtigated

24 adequately. And |'d argue that there are a | ot of

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 99

1 outstanding issues here, nostly related to public

2 safety and transportation, but also inmpacts on

3 abutters, including the trees and the building that
4 A haven't been addressed; or B, can't be mtigated.
5 And a reduction in density can be justified based

6 wupon those facts.

7 And | don't think just |opping off one

8 floor is sufficient. The board has tal ked about

9 considering taking off the sixth floor. |[|'d argue
10 vyou should take off the fifth and sixth floor. The
11 density may not be the biggest issue for us. The
12 biggest issue just mght be setbacks and providing
13 enough parking. And if they can nake it work with
14 four floors, maybe they could have a higher density
15 than 8 units, nmaybe even 16 or even 24. | don't

16 know.

17 But | woul d encourage the board to really
18 consider a |ower density that would probably mtigate
19 all of these concerns that we have raised in this
20 room and that you have rai sed and you' ve heard about
21 fromyour peer reviewers. And | would encourage you
22 to hire a peer review consultant to do this work.

23 And if you need sone nanes, |'d be happy to provide
24 sonme to you. Thank you.
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1 MR CELLER Hang on. Can you tell nme --

2 what are the negative inpacts on safety and heal th?
3 You cited them Tell nme what they are. You

4 nentioned traffic. [|'ve just heard peer review on

5 traffic. So are you telling nme you disagree with

6 their methodol ogy? Their conclusions? Wat

7 specifically is the problemw th the peer review that
8 we've just obtained that are tal ki ng about health

9 safety? Rather than sinply say those words, tell us
10 how this project adversely inpacts health and safety.
11 MR HLL: Sure. So the inadequacy of the
12 peer review, in ny mnd, are the sight distances.

13 There have been, in ny view, no evaluation of the

14 inpact of cars comng out of that garage on

15 pedestrians in the sidewal k. W don't even know

16 where the sidewalk is. It's not |abeled on the plan.
17 So that, to nme, is nunber one.

18 And beyond that, there's been, in ny view,
19 inadequate evaluation of the inpact of this project
20 on pedestrians overall, not just sight distances.

21 The amount -- the deliveries. \Were are people --

22 are there going to be people doubl e parking?

23 W' ve heard testinony about what's going to
24 happen on garbage day. M. Boehner's raised this.
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1 Were are the trash cans going to be stacked? Are

2 they going to be stacked on the sidewal k? Then where
3 are people going to walk? So | think there's a | ot

4 of unanswered questions.

5 And to your question, M. Geller, this

6 project mght actually be able to satisfy these

7 concerns, but there's so many unanswered questions,

8 and | don't think the board should be voting to

9 approve a project until it has those kind of answers,
10 and it doesn't get the answers fromthe devel oper.

11 If M. Engler is insisting that he only has to

12 provide conceptual plans, they don't have to get into
13 the details, fine. Then approve a project that

14 you're confortable with with those uncertainties.

15 MR GELLER  Thank you.

16 Are there any questions?

17 M5. POVERMAN. Ch, actually, there's one

18 nore question just arising out of that. But |

19 believe this mght be one nore for M. Boehner, but
20 it relates to sonmething you raised.

21 | may be using the wong termnol ogy. You
22 nentioned sonething relating to a geotechnical

23 evaluation before the digging is done. |Is this

24 sonmething that -- and Judi, |I'Il get you invol ved
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1 here. |Is this sonething that generally a devel oper

2 isrequired to do? Is it sonmething -- and if not,

3 who would do that to nake sure that there was no harm
4 to abutting structures?

5 MR BCEHMVER: \What | was referring to -- a
6 geotechnical study is the very, very first step

7 before you design the foundati on systemof the

8 building. So that involves, typically, the test pits
9 or a conbination of test pits and borings so that you
10 can really figure out the varying capacity of the

11 soil. So it's inpossible for a professional engineer
12 to design a foundation w thout having adequate

13 geotechnical information, so you can't do a building
14 wi thout having done that.

15 The issue of -- concern about the -- |

16 guess there -- it is imaginable that there are

17 situations where you woul d need a geotechnical report
18 wvery, very early in a process. A very steep slope

19 nmade out of very soft stone could just be kind of not
20 a believable project, and you'd want to find that out
21 really early.

22 That does not apply in this project. This
23 project wll need to do geotechnical borings in order
24 to proceed with the structural design of the
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1 building.

2 As far as the neighboring building, that's
3 also sonething that is part of the normal course of
4 engineering the building. It's connected. You need
5 to know if there's another building next to you that
6 is bearing on soil that you need to bear on, or

7 ensure that you're not going to underm ne the

8 structure of the adjacent building. It's a very

9 serious issue, but it's a very normal issue. And

10 certainly in urban sites -- every urban site has to
11 understand their inmpact on the neighboring buildings.
12 M5. POVERMAN. So it's sonmething that in

13 the course of building, it absolutely has to be done
14 and it will be done?

15 MR BCEHMER: It absolutely has to be done.
16 For a registered engineer to certify that this is

17 going to work, it absolutely has to be done.

18 MS. POVERMAN. Ckay. Thank you.

19 MR. CH ANG Thank you. Derek Chiang, once
20 again, Centre Street.

21 The nei ghbors have assenbl ed a conci se

22 slide presentation that we'd just |ike to go through
23 quickly. 1'll start here where we left off in terns
24 of what are the, you know, instances of threats to
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1 health and safety, the | ocal concerns.

2 Starting off with building massing, it

3 still remains problematic. At the last ZBA hearing,
4 there was a request for a 30-day extension to

5 continue the discussion on building articulation, to
6 gather adequate data about parking ratios. W've

7 seen materials fromthe applicant on both of those

8 points.

9 However, we strongly feel that a 4-foot

10 step-back on the fifth and sixth floors is illusory
11 and superficial. Even though it may be aesthetically
12 alittle better, it does not substantially reduce the
13 building massing to substitute for renoving an entire
14 story. That was the point of discussion at the |ast
15 ZBA public hearing in which there was a straw pol

16 taken by the ZBA menbers.

17 Si de el evation renains overly inposing.

18 The | ast elevation shown by the applicant shows a row
19 of trees which we maintain will be destroyed if

20 excavation were to take place 5 feet fromthe | ot

21 line. That rowof trees is not there. So the side
22 elevation is what really inpacts Centre Street, not
23 the front elevation, which has a narrow wdth. But
24 you can see that side elevation along Centre Street,
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1 that wonderful gray cenentitious mass, or red, or

2 whatever color of the day it happens to be.

3 Each additional story does credibly

4 increase the threat to |ocal concerns: pedestrian
5 safety, the waste managenent that wll be tal ked

6 about by Steven Pendery. It destroys the

7 nei ghborhood fabric, and it sets a bad precedent. |
8 want to enphasize this because, as you know, we're
9 under increasing threat for overdevel opnent in North
10 Brookline. 45 Marion was pointed to as a precedent
11 for 40B devel opnent, and now 40 Centre Street, if

12 approved at six stories, wll be set as the

13 precedent -- six stories as the precedent for 40B
14 devel opnents. In other sites, that's not always the
15 case, and we hope that the zoning board w |

16 reconsider.

17 Chuck Schwartz would also Iike to address
18 buil di ng massi ng.

19 MR SCHWARTZ: Thank you. Chuck Schwart z,
20 69 Centre Street.
21 I"d like to speak not only about height,
22 but to some of the issues that M. Boehnmer brought
23 up, and that is howthe building fits in with the
24 nei ghborhood. You've heard many tines that we are
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1 concerned about the height of the building. Several
2 tinmes during these hearings several of you have

3 expressed concerns about the height of the building.
4 You've asked to have one or two of the floors

5 reduced, and we woul d hope that you would continue to
6 make these demands on this project.

7 | want to talk a little bit about the

8 fitness of the building that M. Boehner nentioned.

9 Now, the buildings -- the other buildings on Centre
10 Street, 100, 112, 170 have been nentioned before.

11 They've even been nentioned at hearings for 420

12 Harvard Street. And at one of those hearings, |

13 particularly brought up the fact that those

14 buildings, although they are tall, they have

15 significant setbacks on both the front, side, and

16 rear. This building -- this project does not. Those
17 setbacks make the -- |essen the inpact of buildings.
18 On 100 Centre, not only do they have

19 setbacks, but they've included benches along the side
20 and the rear of the building for the public to use.
21 The front setback on 70 Centre has an area for people
22 to sit and for children to play. And, again, this

23 buil ding does not have those setbacks.

24 Since | nmentioned 420 Harvard Street, at
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1 those hearings, the ZBA specifically said that the

2 building is too tall for Harvard Street. As a

3 result, one of the floors was elimnated and the

4 nmechanicals were renoved fromthe roof also, adding
5 to a nore significant reduction, and you woul d hope
6 that simlar demands could be nmade on this project.
7 Now, | know in the past -- the past history
8 of 40Bs in Brookline -- let's start with St. Aiden's.
9 Wen St. Aiden's was first proposed, there was an

10 outcry fromthe neighborhood. People got together.
11 As a result of these efforts and nei ghborhood

12 concerns, nuch tinme and effort was spent for a

13 conprom sed plan to be reached. Some people now

14 consider that a friendly 40B, and maybe this should
15 be a nodel. Wat happened as a result of that

16 collaboration was the church was saved and the open
17 space in front of the church has been preserved for
18 public use.

19 Anot her 40B on Crowni nshi el d, once again,
20 the nei ghborhood got together. They were involved.
21 They successfully were able to reach a conprom se
22 wth the devel oper so the resulting project was nuch
23 different than the one originally proposed and nore
24 acceptable to the nei ghborhood.
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1 Even Hancock Vill age has been changed.

2 What's going on there nowis radically different than
3 the initial proposal. The heights have been reduced.
4 So | would ask that the sane considerations be given
5 tothis project on Centre Street.

6 And | would like to say that, you know,

7 once it's built, we have to live wth it. Like

8 Dexter Park, it's not going to go away. So | would

9 ask the ZBA to be custodi an of our streetscape.

10 Please don't let this building be part of your |egacy
11 in Brookline. Thank you.

12 MR CGELLER  Thank you.

13 MS. RESNI CK: Good evening. |'m Margery

14 Resnick. | live at 19 Shailer Street. | was going
15 to tal k about parking, but many of the issues have

16 already been di scussed.

17 One that hasn't and one on which we rely on
18 you guys to have the big picture is what else is

19 happening? No building exists in a vacuum And none
20 of the parking and traffic studies have taken into
21 account, as far as |'ve heard, the JCHE project,
22 which is one bl ock away which will 14 spaces for 60
23 residents, senior residents who'll have attendants
24 comng in, the 420 Harvard Street project, the
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1 possible project at Neena's, Coolidge Street and, of
2 course, this one.

3 And to say that these five projects which

4 are -- none of which have adequate parking, none of
5 which neet the ratios inposed by the town and conmon
6 sense, are not going to have an inpact, are going to
7 just put one or two or three cars on the street, it
8 really defies credibility.

9 Finally, | really want to say that the

10 endless circulation of cars right there -- because we
11 have senior housing -- of attendants |ooking for

12 spaces, it goes on all day, every day. | live on

13 Shailer Street. | mean, you just could cone and see
14 it. There are no spaces.

15 And finally, | want to say our quality of
16 life hasn't been addressed, those of us who own

17 houses there. \What does it nean to us that we can't
18 have a friend over because there's absolutely no

19 parking? Not only is there no parking, but we're

20 going to put another 21, 31 cars right in that

21 neighborhood in addition to the other five projects
22 currently under discussion. And our quality of life
23 matters because we own hones in Brookline, we care,
24 and we rely on the ZBA to protect our property and to
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1 really think about the fact that we're not against

2 40B. W want affordabl e housing.

3 There's one point that hasn't been brought
4 up that irks me a lot, and that is the devel oper has
5 not assured us that the first dibs on these parking
6 spaces will go to the affordable units. If I'ma

7 person and I'magetting all of these concessions and
8 all of these adjustnents and because |'m providing

9 affordable housing, surely the first dibs on parking
10 should go to the affordable units and it should be
11 free. Because the mnute you charge, it's no |onger
12 affordable. So | think in perpetuity, those

13 apartnments should be affiliated with free parking if
14 we're not going to be entirely cynical about 40B.

15 And | really think that sone of the

16 solutions -- I'msorry |I'm here tonight because

17 nonths ago | really thought M. Roth mght care

18 enough about the nei ghborhood, about building, about
19 all of us who live there to take some of these things
20 into consideration.

21 | nstead we |listened to a preposterous --

22 absol ute preposterous suggestion that people use town
23 parking and nove their car to a space at 8:00 at

24 night, get up at 8:00 in the norning, take it out,
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1 and then every two hours afterwards nove their car.
2 That's the solution. The only solution to

3 mtigate -- as far as | can see -- these problens is
4 to renove two stories. | really think that w thout
5 that adjustnent, these problens will go unmtigated
6 and unaddressed.

7 MR. CHIANG Derek Chiang, just to read

8 this into the record because it hasn't been

9 considered in the current traffic studies and peer
10 reviews.

11 No pedestrian counts, especially between

12 7:30 and 8:00 a.m, school days, 3:00 p.m to

13 3:30 p.m, have been provided. Devotion School --
14 the expanded Devotion School is one block away. The
15 Webster School is a pedestrian corridor along Centre
16 Street. What's going to happen during construction
17 while Webster School is open?

18 W' ve heard about the traffic peer reviewer
19 saying that there's inadequate need for parking
20 spaces. | do want to enphasize that we are very
21 concerned about the underground parking garage
22 because in 2001 an elderly pedestrian at
23 19 Wnchester was killed when a vehicle exited the
24 parking garage. Here we have the turning maneuver --
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a conplicated turning naneuver as opposed to a
strai ght parking |layout. W have even nore senior
citizens along Centre Street than along Wnchester

Street.

1

2

3

4

5 And there's just -- you know, as Dan Hi |

6 says -- a very mniml throwaway sketch of what the
7 sight distance and the pedestrian space will | ook

8 Ilike, without traffic counts, w thout engineering

9 calculations. W're very, very worried about this.
10 Renoving each story, eight units, wll reduce that
11 risk of pedestrian/vehicle collisions.

12 MS. SCHWARTZ: Linda Schwartz, and | |ive
13 at 69 Centre.

14 | want to say | agree with everything Derek
15 just said about pedestrians, and | also want to add
16 that | ama frequent pedestrian on Centre Street. |
17 counted -- between Wellman Street and Beacon is

18 approximately 200 feet. There are 13 curb cuts in
19 those 200 feet and hundreds of cars nmoving fromthe
20 east lot com ng over the sidewal ks. But they al so
21 cone fromall those other curb cuts too.

22 And twice in the last six nonths, |I've had
23 near msses, usually with people pulling out to the

24 sidewal k, | ooking at their smartphones, and then
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1 noving forward while I'min the mddle of the

2 sidewalk right in front of them And | worry that

3 not only are there hundreds of seniors on the street,
4 often with wal kers and notorized wheel chairs goi ng up
5 and down, but | know that we will get a new senior

6 housing and add in nore seniors to that. And |

7 really honestly fear not only for nyself, because |I'm
8 fairly fast with the dogs getting out of the way, but
9 not everyone is quick, and | do worry about this --
10 these cars noving fromthere.

11 Also, | know that a remark was nmade by the
12 consultant that the sight lines were good as |ong as
13 there was no one parked in front of -- on that side
14 of the street where it's illegal to park. But |

15 think, as you saw when Chuck showed pictures of what
16 just an average Thursday | ooks like, there are tons
17 of cars parked illegally on the wong side of the

18 street. So please take that all into consideration.
19 Thank you.

20 MR AULT: M nane is Steven Ault. | live
21 at 19 Shailer Street, and | want to touch on

22 sonething that was nentioned by M. Boehner and

23 M. HIl as well about the trash. The devel oper is
24 suggesting that in order to accommpdate a second
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1 accessible -- handi cap-accessi bl e parking space, that
2 they would shrink the trash room

3 The federal EPA, Environnmental Protection

4 Agency, estimates that the average househol d

5 generates 29 pounds of garbage, trash and recycl able
6 material, every week. At a building housing 40

7 units, as does this current iteration on 40 Centre,

8 the residents will generate 1,160 pounds of garbage a
9 week or 60,320 pounds per year, over 30 tons of waste
10 that the devel oper hasn't accounted for yet.

11 This material, studies on organic waste

12 managenent done in Toronto, suggests that fully three
13 and a third tons of this garbage wll be organic

14 waste which will engender unpl easant odors, attract
15 flies and other vermn. The so-called "ick factor"
16 for this organic waste and its inpact on our

17 nei ghbor hood has been ignored so far by the

18 devel oper.

19 The building will evidently be equi pped
20 with trash chutes on each floor so that residents
21 wll drop their garbage, waste, and recyclables in an
22 unsorted way to the ground floor where there will
23 reportedly be a conpactor. Who will operate the
24 conpactor is unclear. The capacity is unclear. And

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 115

1 even if conpacted, 60,320 pounds of garbage is a huge
2 volunme of waste materials to manage. |It's unclear

3 whether the current 12 by 18 trash roomw Il reliably
4 provide enough space to store over half a ton of

5 ogarbage every week, even if it is conpacted.

6 The devel oper hasn't bothered to tell the

7 community how this mx of garbage, organic waste, and
8 recyclables will be collected or where. The building
9 design doesn't permt a large waste renoval truck to
10 enpty the dunpster on the site. 40 Centre garbage

11 will then have to be hauled to the Centre Street curb
12 where it will be an obstacle for passersby of al

13 kinds: school children, the elderly, the disabled,
14 whether on foot or in wheelchairs.

15 By failing to submt a waste nmanagenent

16 plan so far, the devel oper has avoided telling the

17 ZBA and the comunity whether recycl abl es are going
18 to be dealt with separately. Should the devel oper

19 opt for undifferentiated private hauling, the
20 building will have a globally negative environnental
21 inpact, which is another public concern.
22 | f the devel oper decides to force this
23 refuse collection burden onto the town, then the
24 nei ghborhood wi Il be faced with having 30 tons of

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 116

1 garbage placed on the sidewal k over the year,

2 bl ocking passage for the public on Centre Street.

3 The volune of trash generated by this 40-unit

4 building will nost likely require about thirty

5 35-gallon trash carts being placed out at the curhb.
6 That's a line 55 feet long and 2 feet deep. Extra

7 blue recycling containers would take even nore space.
8 Alternatively, the devel oper's intention

9 may be just to | eave a nound of garbage bags at the
10 curb where they'd fall into the street or back over
11 the sidewal k, further inpeding the passersby. These
12 bags invite aninmals and | eave the garbage being

13 spilled out onto the sidewal ks and into the streets,
14 which is a further public health concern.

15 Ei ther of these options, the trash carts or
16 the garbage bags, creates a public safety and health
17 issue. In the absence of any waste managenent plan,
18 weither rejecting the devel oper's proposal conpletely
19 or downsizing this building is the best way to reduce
20 the public health, environnental, and public safety
21 inpacts that will be created by 30 tons of organic
22 waste, trash, and recycl ables that the occupants

23 woul d produce every year. Thank you.

24 MR. CGELLER  Thank you.
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1 KAREN. H . |'mKaren of Babcock. And as
2 a, you know, resident with |ower incone because of

3 severe allergies and, you know, many other things,

4 |'mreally tired of other people advocating what

5 should be in and around ny prospective building. |'m
6 already being displaced by Boston University New

7 Bal ance Field under ny w ndow.

8 And every time | |ook at where the 40Bs are
9 placed, they're either next to or not part of Boston
10 University or they're, you know, in other places

11 going to be built, like a school next door. | don't
12 want anot her school next door. GCkay? | nean, you
13 know, we're already being displaced at staggering

14 nunbers, and you al ready have enough schools in North
15 Brookline to strangle sonebody. | nean, it's

16 preposterous. | don't want benches under ny w ndow
17 for people to gather and hang out and have their

18 conversations all day and all night long. | don't
19 want balls being throwm up and down and hearing your
20 vibrations and screans and whistles through ny

21 wi ndow.

22 And | don't own a car, and | don't want to
23 be choked wth others that keep nentioning about

24 cars. There's a |lot of people who don't own a car.
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| just want a place that is confortable. Many places

are not confortable for ne to live. | want a one

bedroom | would like to have a small patio. | --

you know, | don't want it close, on top of nme. |

want a place that's actually livable -- livable size.
My current place is excellent because it

has heat and the air conditioning is controlled,

hence the filtered air conditioning system | |ove
ny nei ghbors. | have excellent credit. [|'man
excellent tenant. | look after the building as if it

was nmy owmn. But I'mreally tired of either being in
a bad position or having a new nei ghbor that's not
good. | nean, |'ma peaceful tenant. | want to live
in a peaceful area. And |I'd |love to have the floor
of soneone's house, but that hasn't cone through
ei ther. Yeah, thank you.

MR, CGELLER  Thank you.

MR, SIMONELLI: I'mRich Sinonelli, Unit
809 at 19 Wnchester Street.

| sent an email to you a couple of weeks
ago regarding the back side of 40 Centre Street. A
good deal of effort has been put into doing sonething
W th cutting back the massing on the front side of

that building and even on the sides. But back side
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1 still has a -- call it a Berlin Wall effect. You

2 have a six-story wall that's going to be 5 feet away
3 fromthe back of our property Iline.

4 Now, yes, there's a pool there. But that

5 area, if youlook at it, is nore than just a pool.

6 It's a de facto open space for the nei ghborhood. The
7 neighbors in the surrounding buildings get to | ook

8 into an open area. There's a building on either side
9 of 19 Wnchester Street, there's going to be a

10 building behind 19 Wnchester Street, nanely 40

11 Centre Street.

12 So |'m advocating that maybe what you

13 should do is try to stagger the floors on the back

14 side of the building, as was done with the hotel on
15 Route 9, try to give it a different effect so it

16 doesn't look Iike you' ve got a building just dwarfing
17 everything else around it because it's 5 feet away

18 fromthe property line. So either pull it back or at
19 least try to set the floors back, do something
20 different besides just adding w ndows, which is what
21 was done in the last iteration.
22 But this is, in effect, open space for us
23 and for the neighbors. The front -- also, the front
24 wi ndow or the front lawn for all the people on the

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 120

1 back side of that building, 19 Wnchester Street.

2 Thank you.

3 MR GELLER  Just one question. Are you

4 saying your neighbors for neighboring properties al so
5 are free to use your pool and --

6 MR SIMONELLI: No, no, no. |'mnot saying
7 they use the pool. Wat I'msaying is if they |ook
8 out their window, they get to | ook down into that

9 area, soit's an open space for them

10 KAREN:. You can hear them screan?

11 MR SIMONELLI: And so it's basically --

12 MR, CELLER That's not what one woul d

13 conventionally define as open space.

14 MR SIMONELLI: No. | understand that.

15 I'msaying it's a de facto open space, is what |

16 said. Because, yeah, it isn't, but this is the city.
17 You nake do with what you' ve got. Don't nmake it any
18 worse is what |'mtrying to say.

19 MR, CGELLER  Thank you.

20 MS. ROSENSTEIN:  Thank you guys again for
21 sitting through this time after tine after tine. |
22 would like to suggest that --

23 MR GELLER Tell us who you are.

24 MS. ROSENSTEIN: Ch, sorry. | thought we
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1 knew each other by now |'mHarriet Rosenstein. |

2 live at 53 Centre.

3 M. Celler, you said to try not to be

4 repetitive, and the trouble that |'m experiencing

5 anyway is that the problens are iterated repeatedly

6 because nothing has been candidly addressed. | think
7 that everything we are hearing in some detail tonight
8 we have heard in one way or another since June, |

9 think, June of 1916 -- 2016. |It's been a long tine.
10 And | think that one explanation of so nuch
11 repetition has been the |evel of good faith or the

12 presence of bad faith dealings on the part of

13 M. Roth and his representatives, that what we have
14 Dbeen presented with for a very long tinme now has been
15 stonewalling so that there have been no answers to

16 the questions we have repeatedly asked.

17 The first neeting that we had -- this is

18 where I'mgoing to add. The first neeting that we

19 had, M. Roth indicated that he wanted so nuch to

20 work with the neighbors. He wanted to work with the
21 neighborhood. W were entirely delighted that indeed
22 this could be a friendly 40B. That was the |ast we
23 ever heard from M. Roth, the expression of a wi sh, |
24 suppose, that nobody was granted, either M. Roth or
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1 the neighbors. Thank you.

2 MR GELLER  Thank you.

3 MR MCNAMARA: Hi. M nane is Don

4 MNamara. | live at 12 Wellman Street. | just

5 wanted to bring up a couple of points that |

6 thought -- that haven't been brought up yet.

7 So this is an apartnent building. So one

8 of the big things that's going to come up is turnover
9 of units. So as everybody knows in Boston, Septenber
10 1st is a very rough day. So | think the perfect

11 stormfor this place is Septenber 1st, on a Thursday,
12 farmers market, kids going to school. How nmany

13 apartnents are going to turn over on Septenber 1st?
14 20 of then? So there's 20 trucks pulling up with no
15 parking, all blocking the road. | think there's an
16 issue there.

17 | think that's about it. | think the

18 parking consultant brought up a great point about the
19 access for handi capped users. | think that is also
20 an issue for everybody el se because there are people
21 that are going to be wal king through on the car path,
22 which | think is a safety issue as well. Thank you.
23 MR GELLER  Thank you.
24 Anybody el se?
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1 (No audi bl e response.)

2 MR GELLER No. Gkay. Thank you,

3 everyone.

4 So what | think we ought to do, as we've

5 done in the past -- well, wait a mnute. Judi, do

6 you want to give us a --

7 MS. BARRETT: The el evator speech version

8 of --

9 MR, GELLER  Thank you.

10 MS. BARRETT: | was asked to try to explain
11 to the board how the pro forma review process worKks,
12 and that really is the purpose of the neno. | think
13 the take-honme points that I'd |like to underscore are
14 that you don't get to a pro forma review unless you
15 ask the applicant to nake a change that the applicant
16 says, | can't do. You don't get to sort of shop for,
17 you know, give us multiple iterations of a pro form
18 wuntil we get to the certain nunber of units that it's
19 a make or break. You have to tell the applicant,
20 take a floor off or increase the setbacks to sonme --
21 whatever it is that you want, you have to articul ate
22 that. And the applicant is either going to say, |
23 can do that or not.
24 |f the applicant doesn't think that he can
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1 accommodate your request and still have a financially
2 feasible project, the burden is on the applicant to

3 tell you that. You then nmay ask for a pro forma

4 review. The applicant has to give you a pro forma

5 that shows the inpact of what -- the condition that

6 you plan to inpose or the waiver that you intend to

7 not grant, the pro forma has to sort of represent the
8 applicant's perspective, that is, | can't do this.

9 You then have that pro forma reviewed by an
10 independent consultant who doesn't work for the

11 applicant, doesn't work for the neighborhood, but

12 works for you. You have two people already hired and
13 ready to go, so if you decide to require a pro forma
14 review, you can advance with that. But the applicant
15 has to give you that pro forma that shows, | can't do
16 this. You have your reviewer review that pro forma
17 and the reviewer is going to have a certain anount of
18 work to do.

19 For exanple, the reviewer is probably going
20 to need to corroborate sonme assunptions in the

21 pro forma. It's pretty typical. He mght want to

22 check the applicant's assunptions about site

23 construction costs or sonething of that nature. And
24 so there's a bit of discussion that goes on. And
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1 ultimately the reviewer cones back to you with a

2 report.

3 Now, if the report says the applicant's

4 full of bunk, you know, they can do -- the applicant

5 can do what you suggest, you then have to decide are

6 you going to go ahead and inpose the conditions you

7 threatened to inpose in the first place or not grant

8 a waiver. You have to decide what you want to do.

9 If the reviewer cones back and says, | hate
10 to tell you this, but what you want to do will nake
11 the project uneconomc, ny only concern for you if
12 that's what happens, then it nmakes it harder for you
13 as a board to continue to negotiate with the
14 applicant. It kind of puts you in a corner. And so
15 vyou have to decide: Do you want to take that risk?
16 If you feel that you're not getting
17 anywhere with the applicant, if you' re asking for
18 changes in what you're getting or gestures, then
19 maybe it is that point and you say, | don't want to
20 nmess around with this anynore. Take off a floor.

21 |I'mnot trying to put words in your nouth. |'mjust
22 saying, you know, just tell the applicant what it is
23 that you want and get going with this.

24 But if you feel that you' re getting
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1 sonewhere based on the independent reviews you have
2 so far, then ny recommendation to you is to keep

3 going and try to get the best project you can for

4 your town, recognizing that in the end, the changes
5 that you're asking the applicant to make, whatever

6 they may be, are always going to have to be sort of
7 weighed against this issue of, well, even if we get
8 what we -- if we can get what we want here, how does
9 that relate to the regional need for affordable

10 housing, which is, you know, ultimately the directive
11 of the statute.

12 So | think you have to -- you're getting to
13 the point where, frankly, you really do have to nake
14 a deci sion because peer review doesn't just happen
15 overnight. | nmean, you' ve seen what's happened with
16 the traffic reviews and wth diff's work. | nean,
17 there's been four different sets of plans | think you
18 said you' ve revi ewed.

19 Vell, the sanme kind of thing happens, you
20 know, with a pro forma review, and so you need to

21 have the tine to do that. And I'mjust concerned

22 that you have 180 days. There's a nodest extension
23 here, but you need to nmake a decision, and you have
24 to decide: Do you want to take that risk or do you
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1 want to keep goi ng?

2 And just bear in mnd that although -- you

3 know, in the end, the applicant's consultants are

4 going to represent the applicant's best interest.

5 The nei ghborhood -- no disrespect to any of you, but

6 the neighborhood has an advocacy position too. The

7 nei ghborhood wants the smal |l est project they can get.

8 The applicant wants the bi ggest project he can get.

9 You need to have a project -- as Lark said in another
10 setting here on a different project, you need to get
11 a project you can approve, and you have to deci de:

12 Are you there, are you getting there, or do you think
13 you're not?

14 |f you think you're not, thenit's tinme to
15 say, M. Roth, you need to make the follow ng change,
16 and let himeither say he can or he can't. |If you

17 think you're getting sonewhere, | would hold off and
18 | would see, can you get this thing a little closer
19 to what you're |ooking for?

20 In the end, what you're going to have to

21 rely on if this goes to the Housing Appeals Comm ttee
22 is not the neighborhood' s consultants, it's not the
23 applicant's consultants, it's yours.

24 MR. CGELLER  Qur peer reviewer's.
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1 MS. BARRETT: Yes, your peer reviewer's,

2 M5. POVERMAN. |'msorry. Can you say that
3 last sentence again, because | was witing sonething
4 down.

5 MS. BARRETT: That's all right, Kate. |

6 was saying when this case -- if this case goes to the
7 Housing Appeals Committee, you know, you're not going
8 to be relying on the nei ghborhood' s consultants, even
9 though they m ght want you to, and you're not going
10 to be relying on the applicant's consultant, even

11 though he may want you to. You're going to have to
12 rely on your consultants.

13 M5. POVERMAN. Got it.

14 MR CH UMENTI: M understanding is then

15 when it goes to land court, it's de novo basically on
16 these issues.

17 MS. BARRETT: | have not been to a | and

18 court proceeding before. | deal with the Housing

19 Appeals Conmittee as little as | possibly can.

20 MR CHIUMENTI: It's de novo. They start

21 from scratch.

22 MR HUSSEY: Can you el aborate on that a

23 little bit, Steve?

24 MR. CHI UMENTI: Basically the judge is the
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1 zoning board. It starts fromthe beginning. It

2 doesn't consider what we said. He basically

3 reevaluates the thing. He's not conpelled to pass

4 judgnent on us. He basically nmakes his own deci sion.
5 He does basically what we're doi ng now.

6 MR HUSSEY: Does the judge decide, or can
7 it goto ajury?

8 MR. CHIUMENTI: Oh, no, it would be a

9 judge.

10 MS. POVERMAN: As | understand it, if the
11 devel oper appeals, it always goes to the HAC?

12 M5. BARRETT: Correct.

13 M5. POVERMAN.  So we don't get a choice of
14 venue.

15 MR CHI UMENTI: OCh, no. Then you go to

16 court.

17 MS. BARRETT: Just to be clear, if the

18 applicant's unhappy with whatever you issue, the

19 applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Conmttee and
20 you go through that process. And if you' re not happy
21 wth how that turns out, then the ball's in your

22 court. Sonmebody's going to end up appealing, you

23 know, fromthere, but --

24 MR CHIUMENTI: If he can prove it's
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1 uneconomc, he gets to go to the Housing Appeal s

2 Commttee. |If we don't |ike the decision, we get to
3 goto court.

4 MS. BARRETT: | nean, that's true. That

5 is -- you know, you have to decide -- | think the

6 great difficulty for boards of appeal with this

7 process is, you know, you're trying to get -- your

8 jobis totry to get the best project you can for the
9 town. || think that just needs to be really clear.

10 This law is not about stopping affordabl e housing.

11 It's about building it. So there's always this

12 tension between, well, what's stopping the building
13 of affordable housing?

14 From a Chapter 40B perspective, it's the

15 regulatory requirenent. | mean, the very things that
16 Attorney Hill would Iike you to conply with are the
17 reasons that there's Chapter 40B. There's all this
18 tension between conpliance with what you have for

19 zoning and the regulatory barriers, and you're trying
20 to figure out where's that spot where you've got a
21 project that can be built. That's what the lawis
22 about. It's about creating affordable housing. But
23 you don't ever know for sure unless you ask the

24 applicant to nake sonme change and the applicant says,
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| can do it or not.
Now, so far, you know, you've been asking
for things and the applicant's come back with sonme

changes. |I'mnot saying -- |'mnot passing judgnent

1
2
3
4
5 on those changes. |'mnot saying they're great. |'m
6 just saying the applicant has nade quite a few

7 changes. | renenber the first time | saw the plans

8 for this building and I, frankly, was horrified.

9 But, you know, |I'mjust your 40B consultant. |'m not
10 an architect. Thank God you're here. But, you know,

11 the project's changed a lot, but has it changed in

12 the material ways that you want? | can't comment on
13 that. That's your job. | can just say it's changed
14 a lot.

15 And to -- you know, to the point of do we

16 have an adequate plan and so forth, what ny

17 experience typically is is whatever the focus issue
18 is, that's sort of what everybody kind of works on.
19 And then in the end when everybody agrees, yeah, this
20 is what we're going to do, then you get a revised --
21 conplete revised set of plans, and that becones the
22 plan of record.

23 MR GELLER That's a nice intro for the

24 board to have a discussion, so | want to invite the
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1 board to continue the discussion that they've had.

2 MR HUSSEY: Well, | think, fromny

3 perspective, the issue has always been, in terns of

4 the neighbors and to sone extent with us, the

5 dense -- the height of the building, the nunber of

6 floors, the density, and the msalignment with the

7 nunber of parking spaces and the nunber of units.

8 All the rest of the stuff that they've

9 done, sone setbacks, sonme visual design variation,

10 but it's been essentially -- the core of the program
11 is still the sane. And we haven't heard anything, |
12 don't think, fromour peer reviewers that indicates
13 that it's reasonable to demand that be changed. The
14 architectural peer reviewer says he's not bothered by
15 the height. The traffic and parking reviewer

16 indicates that it's -- you know, it's adequate.

17 MR, GELLER Right.

18 MR CHIUMENTI: | agree with Ciff Boehner
19 that the appearance of this project is very inproved.
20 | agree with Chris that that's really not terribly
21 material

22 The fact of the matter is the regul ations
23 tell us we're to consider the height and bulk of this
24 project. That doesn't nmean: How does it |ook? How
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1 big does it look? Howtall does it |ook?

2 Basically, if this building were 10 stories
3 tall, the problemwth the height and bulk isn't that
4 it would look Iike it's 10 stories tall. It's that

5 the height -- the bul k and height of the building,

6 the size of the building inplies a great deal about

7 the pressure that the popul ation concentration

8 <creates for the trash, for the parking, for the

9 traffic. Al of those things. That's what height

10 and bulk is really about, not about how tall it

11 appears.

12 Basically -- and |I've said and | continue

13 to feel that at least the sixth floor has to cone

14 off. And in looking at the distribution of

15 apartnments that they have there and working through
16 the little 2012 town survey for rental units, the

17 parking ratios they have, if you actually took the

18 sixth story off and you used those little ratios, you
19 get a parking requirenment of -- the .68 would get you
20 to -- which is what the parking consultant
21 suggested -- you get 21 parking spaces, which happens
22 to be the parking spaces in the basenent.
23 | think that for those reasons, not the way
24 the building | ooks, but because of the bulk and size
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1 of this building, taking that sixth story off goes a
2 long way to addressing the parking problemand the

3 trash problemand just the busyness and traffic that
4 this building entails. Basically, if you actually

5 took the sixth story off and you dropped down the

6 parapet there, it elimnates the building |ooking

7 top-heavy but, as | say, | don't think -- Ciff

8 nentioned -- but | don't think that's what height and
9 bulk in the regulation really is a reference to.

10 It's not that the building looks tall. It's that it
11 is big, too big.

12 MS. POVERMAN: There are tinmes when | w sh
13 | really hadn't been put on the zoning board, just
14 about every tinme | |eave one of these neetings.

15 MR GELLER Easier being in the public,

16 isn't it?

17 MR. CHIUMENTI: No, it isn"t. Not if

18 you're here fighting a project.

19 MR, HUSSEY. As Steve knows.

20 MS. POVERMAN: | agree that the building is
21 too big. | think the biggest problens are parking,
22 which our peer reviewer said was a problem that the
23 ratio was inadequate, that it should be closer to a
24 .67. | think that there are issues relating to there
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1 being inadequate parking. Some of those were shown
2 by the pictures that neighbors showed us of people,

3 for exanple, being knocked out of their wheelchairs
4 when they were basically run off the road at farners
5 mrkets. So | think there are safety issues.

6 think sonme of the issues are just convenience.

7 | think that the way to best handle that is
8 to, as Steve says, get a greater alignnent of the

9 percentages. | think that if we could find a way to
10 do that w thout taking off a floor, of reducing the
11 units and increasing the ratio of parking in a

12 discussion, in a collaborative way, that would be

13 great.

14 One thing I want to see is what diff

15 Boehner suggested, would be increasing the setback of
16 the fifth and sixth floors. And this is a huge

17 novenent for me. | hope everyone realizes that, and
18 I'msure sone people really hate it. But where I am
19 right nowis for the fifth and sixth floors to be set
20 way back, you know, at |east six feet, because that
21 will --

22 MR, GELLER  \Where? Front? Side?

23 MS. POVERMAN: On the front. So we have

24 where it's gone back to the bal cony, and he said, you

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 136

1 know, 4 feet, basically you'll just have -- ny view
2 is you'll have sonebody thrown over the edge in a

3 fight at the barbecue, so you may as well get it

4 further back to prevent death or sonme other safety

5 issue.

6 MR CGELLER  They're at 4 feet now. |

7 think diff's comment is if they set it back another
8 2 feet, it'll be of greater inpact. And that's --

9 we're just -- for the noment, we're tal king about the
10 front.

11 MS. POVERMAN. We're tal king about the

12 front. So I'mjust saying put it back another 6

13 feet -- no, no, no -- another 2 feet to actually have
14 habitabl e space up there but also have a greater

15 wvisual inpact of |lessening the bulk of the building.
16 And | think that that could have sonme effect on the
17 wunit mx, and | think that being collaborative in

18 finding a way of inproving the parking ratio would
19 get us far.

20 | think that trash managenent is sonet hing
21 that has to be worked out. | think that's sonething
22 that --

23 MR GELLER  You want to see a narrative?
24 MS. POVERMAN. Yes. Because we're just not
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1 going to see 50 -- we're just not going to inprove

2 anything by having 50 blue cans Iined up outside.

3 And | need to hear -- | don't know how far we go, but
4 | need to hear that we can work on that or else I am
5 going to say, okay, let's take a floor off. Because
6 in looking at the pro forma, | think you can stil

7 make it economcally viable. You can shake your

8 head, but the current treasury rate is 1.79. Add two
9 and a half to that and you've got --

10 MR, ENGLER  Four and a half.

11 M5. POVERMAN. | looked it up today. It's
12 1.79.

13 MR ENGLER And four and a half to that.

14 MS. POVERMAN:  No. You add two and a half.
15 MR ENGER No. You add 4.5 to that.

16 (Multiple parties speaking.)

17 M5. POVERMAN. Either way, | think it could
18 be econom cally reasonable, and | think he can nake
19 it. So that's ny point. | don't want to fight.

20 Ckay? So ny point here, too, is we can all fight, we
21 can all go to the HAC, we can all get ulcers. Let's
22 not do that. Let's try to be cooperative. You' ve

23 really conme a great way in terns of making this a

24 much nicer building. So we'll hear what Jesse has to
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1 say, but --

2 MR CELLER. So are -- | just want to be
3 ~clear. You're not asking for any kind of setback
4 other than in the front?

5 MS. POVERVAN: | would love it, but no.

6 MR CGELLER: That's the devel oper. What

7 are you asking himto do?

8 M5. POVERMAN. | amnot asking for that.

9 MR, GELLER Are you asking for that?

10 MR HUSSEY: | think if we can get nore
11 setback at the top --

12 MR, GELLER Front? Side?

13 MR HUSSEY: Well, the front. Probably the
14 front. The issue is going to be having that work
15 with the plan at the ground floor that doesn't

16 elimnate a parking space. Wen they noved the

17 elevator and stair back, it had sonme consequences
18 that the architect may have -- are working out. But
19 vyou certainly could give hima chance to do that.
20 M5. POVERVMAN. And the parking has to be
21 worked out, that ratio.
22 MR HUSSEY: The only way to reduce -- get
23 the parking worked out is to reduce the nunber of
24 units.
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1 MS. POVERMAN. Right.

2 MR CELLER O increase the parking.

3 MR HUSSEY: There's no way to increase the
4 parking.

5 MR CHI UMENTI: W' ve already got this

6 gold-plated strange systemto get the parking where
7 it is.

8 MR CGELLER  That gol d-plated strange

9 system assuming that they present information that
10 satisfies our concerns, they're building a structure
11 that accommodates nore of those do-hickies. And

12 therefore, if the conclusion is reached that they

13 function and they function safely and that they have
14 a nmethodology in which to enploy it in a safe manner,
15 then it seens to ne the -- the parking ratio is

16 addressed either by a reduction in the nunber of

17 units, right, size of the building, or an increase in
18 the parking.

19 So put -- if you approve the project, put a
20 condition in. They're already building the size

21 sufficient to acconmodate these things, so put in a
22 condition that says that they have to do an audit one
23 year after they've got 70 percent occupancy. And if
24 it is established that there's insufficient parking,
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1 they' ve got to add further stackers. So that's nore
2 parking. So the parking issue you can address one of
3 two ways.

4 In ternms of the trash, they've got to

5 produce for us a narrative that tells us howthis is
6 going to be acconplished and it's going to tell us

7 how a roomof that size is going to acconmpdate a

8 building with this nunber of units, with this nunber
9 of occupants. Howis it going to be stored? Howis
10 it going to be disposed of? Wat's the pickup

11 nethodol ogy? How s it going to work? @G ve us

12 sonmething in witing to that effect and let us | ook
13 at that. So, | nean, | think that'll at |east give
14 us a starting point to look at that. And, frankly, |
15 think we should have that.

16 MR CHIUMENTI: | think that we need to get
17 this thing done right in the first place because,

18 frankly, if | were representing the devel oper and a
19 vyear later you're telling ne |'ve got to buy three
20 nore of these things, I'd go to the judge and say it
21 nmakes it unaffordable, and the judge woul d say forget
22 it.
23 MR, CGELLER  Can they go and do that?
24 MR. CHI UMENTI: Yeah. That's what you do.
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1 You go to the judge and you say it's not affordable.
2 MS. BARRETT: Well, the applicant woul d

3 cone back and ask for a nodification. | mean, that's
4 how you renmedy that. And the board deci des whet her

5 the request for a nodification is substantial or

6 insubstantial.

7 MR. CHI UMENTI: And then we go back and

8 tell them sorry, can you renove the sixth floor?

9 It'salittletoo late, little too |ate.

10 M5. BARRETT: Well, to conplete the

11 thought, if the board said -- you're asking for a

12 substantial change. Let's assune the applicant's

13 com ng back and saying, well, it doesn't work, but |
14 just want a waiver from having to provide nore

15 parking, so | want to nodify the permt. And board
16 says, no, we're not going to do that. W're going to
17 hold you to the ratio that we wote into the permt.
18 The applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Conmittee
19 and get that overturned. |'mjust saying that that's
20 what the renedy -- that's how the process woul d work.
21 M5. POVERMAN.  Well, why don't we just say
22 put in the stackers nowif that's the way -- we know
23 that the demand is going to be greater than the --

24 what's existing.
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1 MR, HUSSEY: You nean what's proposed.

2 M5. POVERMAN. \Wat's proposed rat her

3 yeabh.

4 MR CHI UMENTI: |f the applicant renoves

5 the sixth floor, the ratio cones out to be what the
6 parking consultant said.

7 MS. POVERMAN. | think there is -- |I'm

8 trying to do a risk assessnent, and that's really

9 what it is comng down to for ne, is what the risk is
10 of being wong, if I'"mwong about the economc

11 considerations and the strength of our |ocal-concern
12 argunent. So for nme it was a risk/benefit analysis.
13 MR GELLER  What you've lost is the

14 cooperation of this devel oper.

15 MS. POVERMAN: Yeah, that too. | nean

16 what? You're saying | lost it right now? Yeah,

17 we've |lost that.

18 But also, if we do get to the appeals

19 court, realistically -- I'"mjust trying to weigh al
20 of this. I'mtrying to be very realistic and very
21 pragmatic. And | think -- | think we'd succeed on
22 economcs, but if we don't, | think |ocal concerns
23 wll be very tough. And that's being very pragmati c,
24 and that's why I'mw lling to see if the devel oper --
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1 but | think it's possible. But that's why I'm

2 wlling to see if the developer will work with us now
3 on these issues. And if he were to say no, | would

4 say take off the sixth floor and we'll play that

5 gane.

6 MR HUSSEY: Well, | think we don't have

7 time going forward to bring this up at a future

8 hearing. | think if you're going to ask for a floor
9 to be elimnated, you' ve got to do that now.

10 And the pro forma, the whol e business about
11 estimates going forward, both construction estinates
12 and market estimates, as | said before, is an art.

13 It is not a science. There are a nunber of variables
14 that go any which way.

15 MR, GELLER  That's true.

16 MS. POVERVMAN: Wl |, Jesse, I'd like to

17 hear what you're thinking, for one thing, and then

18

19 MR CGELLER  So ny thought process has been
20 fromthe beginning that -- you know, it's interesting
21 what Steve says, but ny viewpoint has been -- | don't
22 have an issue with height, our peer reviewer doesn't
23 have an issue with height, so | don't have a basis on
24 which to say this building is too tall.
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1 M5. POVERMAN. | feel like I've lost that

2 today.

3 MR, CGELLER  Peer review has not said that
4 the massing is too large, so | don't have an

5 independent way of determining that the massing is

6 too large. I'mnot saying this is a beautiful

7 building that is pristine Victorian styling. 1'm

8 trying to deal with the practical reality of 40B

9 what we can do and cannot do. That's the [imtation.
10 And it's not a good one, but that is the Iimtation.
11 So | just |look at the peer review that we
12 have. |Is traffic an issue? Peer review says traffic
13 is not an issue. So what are the issues?

14 Steve points out that it's not the height
15 so nmuch, in and of itself. [It's the inpact of

16 density on trash disposal, storage, pickup; it's on
17 the fact that delivery vehicles -- we've had

18 testinony to that effect -- will have an inpact.

19 Ckay. \Where are the narratives on this that tell me
20 one way or another howit's going to be done so that
21 | can draw a concl usion, or sonebody who is
22 technically capable can tell ne it can't work that
23 way. You're going to have UPS trucks |ined up down
24 Centre Street. W're going to have queuing. It's

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

BROCKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG - 10/ 26/ 2016 Page 145

1 going to take you 16 hours just to clear the site.

2 By the way, | don't think that's the case, but |

3 don't have any peer review, and | don't have anybody
4 technically who can tell nme that that's what's going
5 to happen.

6 You can tell me that there's no parking in
7 front of this building because the Town of Brookli ne,
8 initsinfinite wisdom said that's not a good pl ace
9 for it. But where's the technical information that
10 tells nme, the ZBA nenber, that therefore, this

11 building doesn't work?

12 So I'd like the starting point to be -- I'd
13 like to know how this is going to happen. Were are
14 the trucks going to go? Wen | nove into your

15 building -- and ny wife [oves to shop on Amazon --
16 where is that stuff going to -- howis the truck

17 going to cone to the building? How s it going to get
18 into the building?

19 MR, ENGLER  Drones.
20 MR. GELLER  Drones, probably to your roof
21 deck.
22 M5. POVERMAN. O to the expanded bal cony.
23 Maybe it could go there.
24 MR. HUSSEY: O double park, just like they
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1 do now all over the place.

2 MR CELLER  Everywhere el se.

3 |'msinply saying -- so if | |ook at our

4 peer review, | have a very difficult tinme reaching

5 the conclusion that | ought to tell himsinply |op

6 off the sixth floor.

7 | f what you're saying is you ought to nove
8 the front back to 6 feet, | think you ought to nove
9 that floor -- is that the neasurenment, 6 feet?

10 Because you're at 4. Move it back 2 feet? Yeah,

11 think that would be an inprovenent. | think it would
12 be an inprovenment to the building that | actually

13 think you do Iike and that you do want to take pride
14 in. | think it's a better building because | think
15 what it does is it nmakes that four stories read nore
16 like a four-story building.

17 You know, the question then becones: Has
18 peer reviewtold us, because of health, safety, |ocal
19 concern, that there ought to be setbacks on any other
20 side of this building? Again, peer review hasn't
21 told us. There is nothing in peer review that has
22 suggested to nme that they ought to be taking off a
23 floor. I'msorry to say that, because | think it'd
24 be better if you did.
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1 MR CHI UMENTI: | disagree.

2 MR GELLER That's why we're here.

3 MR CH UMENTI: |f there were a health and
4 safety problem we reject the project. W're not

5 saying we're going to reject the project. The

6 regulations say we consider height and bul k. Height
7 and bulk aren't going to be safety concerns, but it

8 says we consider height and bulk, it says we consider
9 adequacy of parking ratios, tal ks about open space
10 and so on, tal ks about the intended use of space in
11 the facility and so on. These are not reasons to

12 reject the project, but they are reasons to basically
13 say this project is too big. And that's all I'm

14 suggesting, this project is to big.

15 If it were five stories -- it's not because
16 it doesn't look so tall or it |ooks better in the

17 nei ghborhood. |It's because they have less bulk, |ess
18 pressure on the --

19 MR CGELLER Let's distinguish. This

20 project is too hig.

21 MR CHI UMENTI:  Yeabh.

22 MR GELLER  40B says people can build nuch
23 bigger than they otherw se coul d.

24 MR CHI UMENTI: It says they are excused
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1 fromthe zoning limtation, but it has a |list of

2 requirenments that we are to consider. They're al

3 not quantifiable.

4 MS. BARRETT: But you have to weigh them

5 against the regional need for affordable.

6 MR CH UMENTI: What is that?

7 MS. BARRETT: \What does it nmean?

8 MR. CHI UMENTI: These are all concepts.

9 These are not -- how do you weigh the fact that 30
10 percent of the households in Brookline are eligible,
11 basically, for affordable housing, as opposed to this
12 is a 40-apartnment building in a neighborhood where
13 this would never have been permtted otherw se? |
14 nean, how do you neasure that? How do you weigh
15 that?

16 MS. BARRETT: Well, it's the direct -- the
17 inpetus of the statute is that -- because there is an
18 unnet need.

19 MR. CH UMENTI: Then why did they tell us

20 to consider the height and the bulk and --

21 MS. BARRETT: Because you have to bal ance,
22 you have to bal ance.

23 MR CHI UMENTI: And that's what we're

24 doing, and there's too nuch pressure in this spot.
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1 MS. BARRETT: And all | would suggest to

2 you -- and not as a fan of this project, but just to
3 point out -- you need sone objective basis besides, |
4 just think the building is too big. That's why you
5 end up getting professional help.

6 So I'mnot saying that to your eye you're

7 wong. |'msaying that you get professional help to
8 evaluate those matters that are listed in the

9 regulations. | think you' ve got a tough road here if
10 vyou're suggesting that perhaps your assessnent of the
11 size of the building supercedes that of your

12 architectural review, but that's just sonething to
13 think about.

14 MR HUSSEY: So you're essentially saying
15 that you're agreeing with M. Geller, our chairman,
16 in his analysis, whichis --

17 MR. CGELLER  Nobody should agree with ne.

18 MR. HUSSEY: |'d |ike to make one comment

19 about the trash.
20 MS. POVERMAN:  She's not agreeing
21 necessarily. What nodifications or --
22 MR. GELLER  No.
23 MS. POVERMAN: What do you have to say?
24 MS. BARRETT: |I'mtrying -- | don't want to
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1 steer the board. | really don't want to steer you
2 on. |I'mjust trying to give you the benefit of ny
3 experience, whatever that's worth.

4 MS. POVERMAN:  Ckay.

5 MR HUSSEY: |1'd Iike to nake one comment

6 about the trash. And | know this nmay be giving

7 evidence, but it can't be helped. Mst of the trash
8 analogies that we've heard so far, as near as |

9 wunderstand them really related to single-famly

10 hones.

11 | live in a 72-unit condom nium and we

12 have thirty 55-gallon trash containers for a 72-unit
13 building. So | don't see 40 containers in this

14 Dbuilding, fromny experience.

15 MR CELLER Okay. |'msinply suggesting
16 that it would be appropriate for us to hear the

17 narrative of howit's going to function.

18 MS. POVERVAN. How do we sol ve the parking
19 problen? |If we give direction today -- because |
20 think we do need to decide now whet her or not we get
21 the economc review. | think you and | have nade
22 suggestions. The others have not weighed in on the
23 6-foot back issue, whether or not that would --
24 MR CGELLER Well, that's not going to
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1 solve the parking ratio.

2 M5. POVERMAN. Right. Well, that's it. So
3 we ask for that or -- | haven't heard M. Hussey say
4 it, but -- and then the parking. How do we --

5 MR CHI UMENTI: The expert says .67 should
6 be the ratio, and you can do that by elimnating nine
7 units, elimnating the sixth floor. O you could

8 just say keep a ratio of .68, however you do it.

9 MS. BARRETT: You could do that.

10 MR, CH UMENTI: WWhich is what Jesse was

11 saying.

12 MR, HUSSEY: Yeah. I1'mreally not happy

13 wth these jack-up units.

14 MR, GELLER St ackers?

15 MR HUSSEY. Stackers. | think they're --
16 as | said in the past, | think we have two issues

17 here with the parking. One is the number of units
18 related to the nunber of living units. The other is
19 the so-called safety. And the safety issue gets
20 resolved by not increasing the parking, and let the
21 parking be driven by the market.
22 MR, GELLER  There is a tension there.
23 nean, one of the points that is nmade by the parking
24 peer reviewer is, of course, that you' ve got a tight
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1 parking garage. And the inpact of that is the

2 ability of cars, frankly, to get in and out, and what
3 happens if there are conflicts.

4 And al though | think the peer reviewer was
5 wvery careful and did not say that he thought that

6 there was a safety-hazard issue and he was careful to
7 say that it conplied with codes, he gave comments

8 that -- these are ny words, not his -- but better

9 design would be at |east a 1-foot gap at the doors
10 and for people to get in and out, and that

11 particularly in the curve of the drive where there's
12 a single door, there's the concern about conflict

13 between the vehicles comng in and the vehicles

14 comng out. And then you throw in the concern about
15 the tight garage. The cars have to back in, and the
16 nunber of tines -- back in and out -- the nunber of
17 times they have to naneuver to get out or in.

18 You know, those all go to -- you sort of

19 put that -- you weigh that against the denand for

20 adequate parking. So you have to wei gh those two

21 different concerns.

22 MR, HUSSEY: Well, there are limts to what
23 you can do --

24 MR CGELLER -- do with this, right.
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1 That's exactly the issue.

2 MR, HUSSEY: You | ost ne.

3 MR GELLER No. The issue is -- you can

4 demand that they add parking spaces; right?

5 MR HUSSEY. Through the stackers.

6 MR CGELLER  Through the stackers, which

7 Steve is not in favor of. But your point is --

8 MR CHIUMENTI: |'mscared. You've got two
9 tons of netal.

10 MR CGELLER  But your point is that even if
11 you do that, you've exacerbated the risks --

12 MR HUSSEY: Right. And also perceived

13 pedestrian safety.

14 MR GELLER Right.

15 MR HUSSEY. | won't give you ny |lecture on
16 the three different truths.

17 MS. POVERMAN.  What ?

18 MR. HUSSEY: Well, there's objective truth,
19 which is scientific truth; perceived truth, which is
20 political truth. [I'mtrying to remenber themnow. |
21 lectured ny grandchildren.
22 MR GELLER  You forgot the punch line?
23 VWll, if you're follow ng your
24 concl usion --
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1 MR HUSSEY. The safety issue is perceived
2 rather than scientific.

3 MR CGELLER Right, right. He was very

4 careful to make that distinction.

5 |f you follow your line of reasoning, then
6 your conclusion is sonewhere between Kate's and

7 Steve's. Nowtranslate that to the devel oper.

8 Kate's ask -- and | don't want to steal

9 your words, but you want the front a full 6 feet

10 back; right?

11 MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.

12 MR GELLER  And you al so want the nunber
13 of units --

14 MS. POVERMAN: -- reduced.

15 MR CELLER So that the ratio --

16 M5. POVERMAN. -- is inproved.

17 MR CGELLER -- is inproved to 60.

18 MR, CHI UMENTI: . 67.

19 MR, CGELLER . 67.

20 MS. POVERMAN: | deally.

21 MR GELLER And are you at the same pl ace?
22 MR HUSSEY. Pretty nuch. | think the

23 additional setback can be done. | don't think that's
24 a probl em
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1 MR CGELLER No. | won't speak for them
2 but it seens to ne the balcony is a limted

3 functionality.

4 MR HUSSEY. R ght. There's a conmunity

5 space right in back. That can be reduced -- can be
6 elimnated, frankly. They could access the so-called
7 balcony, fourth floor, through the el evator | obby.
8 MR CGELLER M ght be his managenent

9 office.

10 MR HUSSEY: (Ckay. So where does all this
11 leave us? So we're going to ask for another 2-foot
12 setback on that fourth-floor front setback.

13 MR CELLER Right. But your bigger

14 discussion is about reduction in units so that the
15 ratio -- or sinply going --

16 MS. POVERMAN: O bedroom m x.

17 MR CELLER O bedroom m x. Bringing the
18 ratio in line, is what you' re asking; is that

19 correct?

20 MR, HUSSEY: The only way that's going to
21 happen is by elimnating units, and the only way

22 that's going to happen is by elimnating a floor.
23 don't think mx -- say you've got three-bedroom

24 units, the big units now So you elimnate a
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1 three-bedroomand you put in two studio apartnents,

2 so three studio apartnents. That's not going to

3 change --

4 M5. POVERMAN. Right. | do think it's

5 true -- | think the ratio you can use for studio

6 apartnents is less. | think someone with a studio is
7 less likely to have a car.

8 MS. BARRETT: They do need to preserve at

9 least 10 percent of the units as three-bedroons.

10 M5. POVERMAN. Right. But nowthere are 5
11 three-bedroons? Yeah, there are 5 three-bedroons,

12 and they're also nore per square foot for the

13 studi os.

14 MR HUSSEY: Well, I'mnot going to work

15 out the nunbers.

16 MS. BARRETT: Right. That's the

17 applicant's problem You need to tell the applicant,
18 whatever it's going to be, what --

19 MR HUSSEY: Well, right nowit appears to
20 be to add another 2 feet to the setback at the fourth
21 floor and reduce the nunber of types of units within
22 the required percentages that you need to perhaps
23 reduce the parking required and therefore get that
24 ratio back up.
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1 MS. POVERMAN. What is the current ratio?

2 MR ROTH. R ght now -- you know, | know

3 you've been talking about this ratio of units, but

4 it's inportant to renenber that one of the reasons

5 we've changed the mx to what we did was trying to

6 release a little of the pressure on the parking. W
7 originally had nuch fewer studios. W went to --

8 alnost half the units are studios. Sixteen units are
9 studios. So you have, you know, a good percentage of
10 studios, and then you have 14 one-bedroomunits. So
11 you have a total of 16 studios and 14 one- bedroons.
12 So, you know, our point -- | nean, we've

13 heard this parking issue early on. And one of the
14 ways we thought is that bringing in nore studios

15 would, you know, release that pressure on the

16 parking. | nean, we had it up to as many as 20

17 studi os.

18 And we still think that it's inportant. |
19 think, first of all, in the Coolidge Corner area on
20 Brookline, there is really a shortage of studios.
21 The other inportant factor is that
22 affordability is very inportant. | nean, there are
23 many, many residents that are going to the hospitals
24 that need space. They don't need, necessarily, cars.
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1 They need space. They need space that they can

2 afford.

3 Now, if you want to live in Coolidge

4 Corner, you start conbining two studios into a

5 one-bedroomunit or you take 2 one-bedroons and nake
6 it into a twd-bedroomunit. You're increasing the

7 price of the rent. Rents are going to just continue
8 going higher by making the -- conbining the units

9 into fewer units. And you'll be encouraging nore

10 cars.

11 So, you know, it's not -- | don't think the
12 strategy is -- and | know | have a self-interest in
13 this, but the truth is that by conbining the units,
14 vyou're going to be at bigger units, you're going to
15 get nore expensive units, and you're going to be

16 encouraging nore cars. So right now, | think that
17 the mx that we're trying to get is to not encourage
18 <cars by introducing nore studio units.

19 MR. ENGLER The answer to your question is
20 .525, | think. 1t's 21 divided by 40.
21 MS. POVERMAN.  Ckay.
22 MR ENGLER And | et ne add one ot her
23 point. You can tell us what ratio you want, which we
24 don't happen to think is arise to the |evel of
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1 safety in terns of affordable housing. You can tel
2 us that.

3 What you can't tell us is what mx you

4 want. That's between us and the subsidi zi ng agency.
5 So you can say, derive whatever m x you want to get
6 to this ratio, but you can't tell us -- when it's a
7 market issue, it's between us and MassHousi ng.

8 So we think, as Bob just said, the mx is

9 good. W don't think the parking ratio is a safety
10 issue. That's your call. And taking off a story is
11 20 percent of the units. ['Il run you the nunbers
12 seven ways to Sunday. It won't work.

13 MR CH UMENTI: Well, | think the parking
14 is becoming the idiomfor the neasure of the -- the
15 massiveness of the building. It's sort of becom ng
16 the neasure. |It's sort of not whether there are 21
17 cars or 25 cars. |It's nore or less what that entails
18 as far as the bulk of the building. | think that's
19 kind of -- we're ending up having to express it that
20 way, that we want a .67 ratio, but that's kind of an
21 indirect way of describing the -- limting the bul k
22 of the building, | think is the -- it's sort of

23 sounding less inportant, but that's because it's --
24 we're saying traffic when -- parking when really it's
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1 the nmeasure of the bulk of this building.

2 M5. POVERMAN. So, Chris, where are you at
3 this time?

4 MR CH UMENTI: Be interested to here,

5 though, Judi -- sonetinme would you explain the -- |
6 nmean, if this were a ten-story project, would you

7 object to the height and bulk of the building and --
8 MS. BARRETT: On what basis are you asking
9 nme?

10 MR, CH UMENTI: That's a rhetorical

11 question.

12 M5. BARRETT: |'msorry.

13 MR CHI UMENTI: Why woul d you object to it?
14 MS. BARRETT: Well, | would look at it as a
15 planner, so | would |look at the area, | would | ook at
16 whether there are reasonabl e precedents, not

17 necessarily next door, but within the general

18 wvicinity.

19 MR. CHI UMENTI: There are a few four-story
20 buildings. They're -- actually, they have better

21 setbacks, but they're not terrible. They have better
22 setbacks, | think, as the neighbors described. And
23 this is totally out of character when it gets to be
24 this tall. But you say we can't -- that's not --
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1 MS. BARRETT: |'mnot saying you can't.

2 |'msaying you have to have an objective basis for
3 it. That's all I'mtrying to say. |'mnot saying
4 vyou don't have one. |'mjust saying that's the

5 issue. You need an objective basis for it.

6 MS. POVERMAN: And sort of maintaining the
7 character of the neighborhood -- | know that's been
8 shot down and hei ght --

9 MR CH UMENTI: It says height and bul k of
10 the project and height and bul k of surrounding

11 structures and inprovenents. W're to consider that.
12 MS. POVERMAN:. Yeah. But | think that has
13 to do with design

14 MR CHI UMENTI: Well, yeah. But it's not
15 the way it -- it's not the way it |looks. [It's what
16 it is.

17 MS. BARRETT: It's a design issue. That's
18 why you have an urban desi gner.

19 MR. CHI UMENTI: But what it is. It's not
20 that it looks tall. Well, the reason it |ooks tall,
21 of course, is because it is tall.
22 MS. POVERMAN: But to use Maria's favorite
23 phrase, we sort of chip away at density, height, and
24 bulk, and | think that's what we've been working at.
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1 MS. BARRETT: There is always, | think,

2 sone tension in Chapter 40B projects in terns of this
3 issue of conpatibility with the surrounding area.

4 This is Brookline. You know, you live in a certain

5 type of comunity here. A lot of the towns | work in
6 are far nore suburban, single-famly hones

7 everywhere. How do you introduce nulti-famly

8 housing stock in a community where everything is a

9 single-famly home? |If you held it to the standard
10 that it has to look like what's around it, you

11 wouldn't get much affordabl e housing.

12 So there's always this tension around

13 trying to nmake sonething that is different fit in an
14 area where there isn't necessarily a precedent right
15 next door. That's a -- there is just a tension that
16 exists with a lot of these projects is all I'mtrying
17 to say.

18 MS. POVERMAN. |'ve forgotten where Chris

19 is on this.
20 MR HUSSEY: Chris has forgotten where
21 Chrisis. | think | would go back, to sone extent,
22 to what our chairman says. He, | think, has
23 expressed the opinion that elimnating a floor is
24 going to be a risky nove.
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1 MR CELLER What | said was that peer

2 review-- it's not supported by peer review that --
3 MR HUSSEY: | agree with you.

4 MR GELLER  Now, the question then becones
5 if your concern is about the -- if your concern is

6 about the nunber of units and the inpact that that

7 has and how it filters through in terms of inadequacy
8 of the parking, too much trash, or too many vehicles
9 |leaving the garage and affecting pedestrians on the
10 sidewalk, it doesn't nean that you can't ask for

11 setbacks that alleviate the density, the nunber of
12 wunits. You know, it's not all or nothing. It's not
13 renove the entire floor.

14 And | know what you sai d about they have to
15 have access. There has to be -- you know, they have
16 to line up their stairwells. That's for themto

17 figure out. GCkay?

18 So if your concern is with the density

19 issues, then the ask to consider is should they --
20 should they provide to you a deeper setback? Because
21 that results, | think, in what you're asking for

22 without inpacting further stackers in the garage or,
23 you know, however you're going to do it.

24 MR, HUSSEY: | think a nom nal setback at
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1 the top --

2 MR CELLER That's can be done, but that's
3 not going to have anything to do with the other

4 |ssue.

5 MR HUSSEY: And | think that -- |'ve got

6 an issue with the stackers. | don't want to see any
7 nore stackers. I'ma little worried about the

8 stackers we've got. So if that's the case and if |

9 agree wth you, which I think I do, that the peer

10 review, because of the positions they take, it really
11 doesn't agree with our elimnating a floor. | mean,
12 that's what you've indicated. It would be our own
13 individual -- but |I don't have any trouble with the
14 height, either, quite frankly.

15 MR GELLER  So then -- so your next step
16 would be -- so is your conclusion that they shoul d
17 renove half a floor? Sinply create a further setback
18 in the rear on the side so that it reduces the nunber
19 of units? Tell themwhere you -- what is your
20 conclusion, based on all of those things? Because
21 that's what they need.
22 He's either going to tell you, | can't do
23 it, or, hmm | haven't thought about that. Mybe |
24 can.
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1 MS. POVERMAN:. You're our fearless |eader.

2 \Wat do you say?

3 MR ENGLER | need a majority. W can't

4 just respond to any one of you.

5 MR CELLER I'mtrying to find out --

6 you' ve told ne these factors, and I'mtrying to

7 figure out, so what are you telling themto do?

8 MS. POVERMAN.  Well, | want to know what

9 you say too. | can't nake a final statement until |
10 know what all of you think, and you have not said

11 what you want.

12 MR CGELLER No. | want themto take back
13 the front 6 feet.

14 MS. POVERMAN.  And that's all?

15 MR GELLER That's it. | nmean, | -- ny

16 feeling is -- ny order on the parking would be I want
17 you to bring it within the ratio that was reconmended
18 by the peer reviewer. That's what | want you to do.
19 | don't want to figure out how you're going to do it.
20 | want you to do it.

21 M5. POVERMAN. Ckay. |'mwth you.

22 MR GELLER  Now, the question is -- you've
23 been nore specific. You cited things that go

24 slightly beyond that. And the question I'mtrying to
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1 get to so you can tell themso they can figure out

2 what it is they're willing to dois, to deal with

3 your density issue, do you want themto trimthis

4 building in some aspect that they have not done yet?
5 Forget, for the nonent, the 6 feet in the front,

6 Dbecause it does --

7 MR HUSSEY: | really don't have that nuch
8 problemwth the density and the anount of units.

9 The safety issue that -- again, the perceived one has
10 to do with the amobunt of parking. And if we can

11 direct themto reduce that parking sonmehow w t hout

12 reducing the density, then that's fine.

13 MR, GELLER | don't know how --

14 MS. POVERMAN. What do you nean by "reduce
15 parking"?

16 MR, HUSSEY: Well, | think the parking --

17 there's enough parking there right now | would not
18 want to increase the parking if it means nore

19 stackers. [I'mnot even sure |I'll vote for these four
20 stackers that he's got now.

21 MS. POVERMAN. That's their issue, parking.
22 MR CHI UMENTI: Well, that's why this ratio
23 of .67 becones kind of a sinple formula for the whole
24 problem-- the whole problemw th bulk. Just -- if
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1 you could achieve the .67, however you do it, | nean,
2 that's not really about parking. That's about bulk
3 of the building, in effect. |It's just a neasure that
4 sort of captures that, in effect. The parking is

5 very fixed. They can't really -- so .67 inplies

6 something about the size of the building. It inplies
7 a sonewhat snaller nunber of apartnents or a snmaller
8 building than they proposed.

9 MR, HUSSEY: | think the devel oper has

10 already said they've tried to adjust this mx and

11 gone as far as they can -- or are willing to go on
12 the m x.

13 MR GELLER Well, within the dinensions of
14 the existing structure.

15 MR HUSSEY. Right.

16 M5. POVERMAN.  Well, | think if, as you

17 suggest, we say set back the front by 6 feet and then
18 you determ ne how you're going to nake the parking
19 jive, this gives nme the option of setting back the
20 back, setting back all around, being creative,.
21 MR CELLER  Ckay.
22 M. Hussey?
23 MR HUSSEY: |'mnot sure it's feasible,
24 but what we're saying -- what | think we agree on is
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that the goal is to get that parking ratio down to --
what is it .6 --

MR CH UMENTI: .67. That's what the
par ki ng consul tant said.

MR HUSSEY. However they do it is up to
them | think that's fine. So it's the ratio that

MR CGELLER But let me say, if | read
between the lines of what Ms. Poverman and M. Hussey
are not saying, is they want you to reduce -- they
want you to create a setback on that sixth floor that
reduces the -- that increases the ratio, gets you
to -- I'mreadi ng between the |ines.

MR HUSSEY: | don't hear that.

M5. POVERMAN. Al I'msaying is put the
6-f oot setback, and then it is up to you how you
achi eve the ratio.

MR CGELLER Ckay. Then |I'mreading nore
intoit than | should. | take it back.

MR HUSSEY: W shouldn't tell ne how to do

t hi ngs.

MR CGELLER Ckay. That's fine.

The other thing that | want is | would |ike
a narrative on trash, | want a narrative on pickup,
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drop-off. That nmeans both residents as well as
del i veri es.

| appreciate, M. Roth, the fact that you
have started to do the research on the stackers. Any
i nformation of what you're thinking of in terns of
how you see it functioning would be helpful, if we
could start seeing what that |ooks I|ike, at |east
what you' re thinking of.

And al so a response to the parking peer
reviewer's conmments in terns of concerns about there
being conflicts within the garage. They raised the
possibility of going fromtwo doors to a single door,
which will alleviate some of the issues, and then how
cars are going to negotiate the two directions in the
20-foot drive that curves.

There was also the issue of the -- sinply
clarifying handicap access fromthe garage to the
vestibule. | think he took a | ook at that draw ng.

It was a little unclear, so if you could bring sone
clarity to that, that would be particularly hel pful
t 0o.

MS. POVERMAN.  Now, do we need to know if

this is something he's saying -- you're going to say,

absolutely not, we can't do this?
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1 MR ENGLER Well, I'masking for a

2 five-mnute recess so we can talk. So you know t hat
3 .67 is nine units. That's the sanme thing as taking
4 off afloor. That's 20 percent of the devel opnent.
5 | know the economcs of that without getting up. W
6 have to tal k about whether we're going to say we need
7 a peer review, or we're going to tell you we can do
8 it or we'll think about it or we'll design sonething.
9 W'Il cone back and tell you. W just need a little
10 conversation.

11 MR ROTH. One thing | said before, and |
12 think it's inportant to really think about, and |

13 think it's true. | think that if you brought the

14 amount of units from40 units to, say, 30 units and
15 vyou nmade bigger units, right, essentially what we'd
16 do is essentially create nore one- and two-bedroom
17 wunits and elimnate studios. Right?

18 |f you do that, | think you will have nore
19 demand for car use by having bigger units and nore
20 bedroons than having smaller studio units.
21 MR ENGLER That's not what they're
22 aski ng.
23 MR ROTH. That's ny take on it.
24 MR CELLER It's a possibility. | would
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1 defer to peer reviewto tell us.

2 (Recess taken from 10:41 p.m to

3 10:53 p.m)

4 MR ROTH. W spoke with the architect, we
5 talked to our peer reviewtraffic person, our traffic
6 guy. First of all, I still stick to the statenent

7 that the studio units are a better play.

8 But, that said, we're prepared to put in --
9 acconmmpdate up to 25 parking spots, which is 6.25,
10 which cones out to .625. And what we'd like to do is
11 perhaps what the chairman was nmaybe suggesti ng.

12 don't want to put words in your nouth, but we'd |ike
13 to start off of wwth a few of the stackers. W'|

14 accommodate the architecture for the building to

15 accomodate nore stackers. But | think what we'd

16 like to dois put in the 21 spaces that we need and
17 then after one year, we evaluate the project, we do
18 an audit, and we cone back, we report to the board
19 with the audit, and then if it's determ ned that we
20 need to put in nore, we'll go up to 25 units.

21 MR ENGER W can't go any higher than

22 that.

23 MR ROTH. Twenty-five is the limt.

24 So | think that is our parking solution.
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1 think it's sort of a conpromse. | think that

2 it's -- 1 think it's prudent because | hear that

3 there are concerns about the nmechanisnms, and | think
4 that | share those concerns. So to put in all 25 on
5 Day 1, I think that we'd like to take it in steps and
6 make sure that we need them and that they work

7 properly and that -- and if they don't work properly
8 inthe first four and we do need them we'll make

9 inprovenents on the second pass. So | think that

10 that's the approach we'd |like to take.

11 In terms of setting the building back

12 another 2 feet, we will agree to do that. You know,
13 | have to talk to the architect to see what that al
14 neans. |1'd like to see what it neans on the

15 building. Personally, | think that the setback in
16 one space could be a little bit greater than 6 feet
17 and maybe a little less in one spot so that there's a
18 building sort of -- the articulationis alittle bit
19 different in the front, that it's not on the sane

20 plane. But I'Il let the architects take a | ook at
21 that. But noving it back one way or another, we're
22 agreeable to that. So that's sort of our plan.

23 MR. ENGLER W have gone out to bid for

24 the trash discussion, whose going to do it and how
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1 and what and answer all your questions, so we'll that
2 have for you next tine.

3 MR CELLER Geat. Let me ask --

4 MS. STEINFELD: The sooner we can have it,
5 the better so we can submt it to our health

6 departnent.

7 MR CGELLER Ckay. Let nme quickly ask peer
8 reviewfor a comment on --

9 MS. BARRETT: -- on this proposal.

10 MR CGELLER -- this proposal.

11 MR STADIG | presune that you're saying
12 parking peer reviewer, SO --

13 MR GELLER  Stand up tall and | oud and

14 tell us who you are because we've forgotten.

15 MR STADIG Once again, Art Stadig, Wl ker
16 Parking Consultants, peer reviewer for the parking
17 conponent of the project.

18 One coment would be -- it is possible -- a
19 Kkey to this whole discussion would be -- one

20 observation is that you cannot increase the parking
21 count. It'slimted. It's -- you see what you get
22 and you can only have a few stackers and that's it.
23 Actual ly, if you did have a parKking

24 consultant involved with this that's experienced in
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1 doing sem automat ed parking, you could absolutely

2 increase the parking count to get it up within the

3 ratios that you have requested.

4 Essentially, what that would be -- one area
5 that you could |ook into woul d have the parking --

6 sem automated systens go both bel ow grade, at grade,
7 and above grade with sem automated units. And in the
8 areas that you have, let's say, two spaces with a

9 stacker, you could essentially get three spaces with
10 a stacker.

11 So those systens can be | ooked into on one
12 or both sides of your parking, and you could

13 accomodate a hi gher nunber of parking spaces

14 supplied, and you could conply with it. It is

15 sonething that can be | ooked into and coul d be done
16 in addition to the nentioned stackers that the

17 opponent had stated. So | just offer that to you for
18 consideration to be thought through.

19 MR, GELLER  Thank you.

20 Anybody have questions?

21 MR HARDING Can | add one thing to that?
22 MR, CELLER  Sure.

23 MR HARDI NG John Harding, from CUBE 3

24 St udi o.
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1 | don't disagree that there is an option

2 for a systemthat goes bel ow grade and above grade,

3 but planning for that in the building architecture

4 ahead of tinme and not installing it on Day 1 would be
5 a problem because you have to build pits that go down
6 8 feet deep, and we woul dn't have the parking space

7 on Day 1 to be able to do the evaluation. So going

8 up -- we can easily accommpdate the space to go up.

9 It's not possible to go down.

10 Havi ng a parking consultant on board, there
11 probably could be some ways to tweak somethi ng, maybe
12 get one nore space that works. But | think that

13 within this plan that we have now and wi thin our

14 architectural judgnent at this point, we find it

15 reasonable to get the 25 wth just the space at grade
16 and above, but goi ng down bel ow grade, you can't do
17 that at a |ater date.

18 M5. POVERMAN. Right. You'd have to do it
19 as you go in. | think that has to be understood.
20 MR HARDING Right. So | just want to
21 nmake that one clarification. |It's not that easy to
22 add those pieces |ater.
23 MR CGELLER  Ckay. Thank you.
24 MR. HARDI NG Thank you.
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1 MR, CELLER  Anything el se?

2 M5. POVERMAN: | like that idea of doing

3 soneone which would actually reap the ratio that we
4 asked for, because | do think that the conprom se

5 that M. Roth suggested is actually sonething that

6 had been discussed earlier, so it wasn't actually

7 much of a conpromise. | do understand the attraction
8 of it, see what works and then conme back, but |

9 really amnot appeased by it.

10 MR, GELLER | don't know what that neans.
11 M5. POVERMAN. | don't |ike the suggestion
12 of building 21 and then adding nore stackers if

13 necessary.

14 MR CELLER Ckay. And what are you

15 telling them then?

16 MS. POVERMAN: | would like to -- himto
17 hire a parking consultant and build underground

18 initially and have the required anount of parKking
19 spaces |ike we had asked for.
20 MR ENGLER Try to work with us.
21 M5. POVERMAN. | amtying to work with you.
22 MR ENGLER  You're just working against
23 us. No, we're not going to do that.
24 MS. POVERMAN:  No. | haven't said take off
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aline or anything. So | think that we're both
trying to get to the sane place, which is have a good
proportion that doesn't require you to reduce any

units. And the parking consultant could also tel

1

2

3

4

5 vyou how expensive it would be.
6 MR ROTH |'msorry. But, you know, it's

7 not expense, it's not expense. Ckay? It's nme owning
8 a building that are dropping cars into a pit. That's
9 what it's about. |It's not expense. |'mnot prepared
10 to tell this board that |I'mconfortable putting cars
11 into pits and accomuodating, you know, 27 cars.

12 know what | can do, and | know | can do 25 units,

13 like | said. The architect has said it.

14 MR HARDI NG  Spaces.

15 MR ROTH  Twenty-five spaces.

16 It's just that dropping cars into holes and
17 working with systens is not in ny plan. It's

18 something | don't want to own. | don't think this

19 board wants to own it. | don't think anyone wants to

20 own it. That's a solution for, you know, a New York
21 City or a Boston conpany. |'mtalking about

22 sonething that | can achieve, sonmething I'mwlling
23 to do and commt to.

24 MR. HUSSEY: | agree. |'mnot happy about
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1 stackers going -- three levels of stackers, | think
2 is -- (inaudible.)

3 (Clarification requested by the court

4 reporter.)

5 MR HUSSEY: | tend to agree with the

6 developer. | feel very unconfortable with a

7 three-level parking arrangenent, no matter how many
8 twos you' ve gotten in that.

9 MR, CGELLER Are you confortable with their
10 proposal ?

11 MR HUSSEY: Well, we haven't quite seen

12 it, but I"'mlikely getting --

13 MR CGELLER: The idea behind it?

14 MR HUSSEY: Yeah.

15 MR, GELLER Let ne just correct you on one
16 thing. M suggestion had been that it not be within
17 one year, but it would be within one year of 70

18 percent occupancy, because that's really the point.
19 MR. ROTH  That's fine.
20 MR ENGLER: Sone reasonabl e point --
21 mutually agreeable point to go back and | ook at
22 sonet hi ng.
23 MR CELLER  Ckay.
24 MS. POVERVAN.  But why not just have the 25
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1 now? | really don't understand what the problemwth
2 that is.

3 MR CHI UMENTI: They think it won't be

4 necessary. They think it's not going to happen.

5 M5. POVERMAN: | think that's --

6 MR ENGLER  Then you'll win. Wen we go
7 back and look, if we're wong, we need those spaces,
8 we'll put themin. But why put in stackers that

9 aren't necessary?

10 MS. POVERMAN. Because our expert has told
11 us that 6.67 is the anount that, in his professional
12 judgnent, is needed, which is well below what the
13 Brookline requirement is. And even if you cone in
14 with 25 spots, that's 6.25. So that's still a give.
15 This is still an incredi ble waiver of our parking
16 requirenments. And frankly, as far as |I'm concerned,
17 we have cone so far in ternms of what the ZBA wants
18 that | see this as an incredible accomodati on.

19 MR. ENGLER W have to hear a mpjority.

20 Because we don't feel that .67, which is a

21 statistical thing from Wl ker, neans that's what's
22 going to happen in this building with all the parking
23 that's surrounding it. Wth all the buildings in
24 Boston with zero parking, a whole novenent of
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1 reducing the nunber of cars around the country, this

2 is archaic to say that, you know, there's a nunber

3 out there that has to be the right nunber.

4 MS. POVERMAN: You can't cite Boston for

5 there being no parking and then have your client

6 saying Boston is fine. You know, you can't do Boston

7 for parking underground -- this isn't Boston. You

8 <can't use Boston both ways.

9 MR ENGLER I'mtal king about a trend, and
10 what I'msaying is let's prove it. You can see that
11 it works as opposed to picking a nunber out.

12 MS. POVERMAN:  You know what? | also don't
13 like the idea -- and, frankly, I'mnot sure the

14 extent to which it works -- about putting in

15 conditions for this conprehensive permt. It nakes
16 ne very unconfortable, and | just don't want to do
17 it.

18 MS. BARRETT: Because of what may happen
19 later in terns of how the process works?

20 MS. POVERMAN: Yeah. You know, |

21 honestly -- you know, | know |I've seen sone things,
22 and don't know exactly what they were about

23 conditions not being permtted with a conprehensive
24 permt. | don't want to nuddy anything any nore than
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1 it is. | just don't see anything that can be gai ned
2 or worked out well or not lead to further

3 disagreenent if we don't just say, put in 25. Wat's
4 the problen? You' re considering doing it anyway.

5 Wat's the probl enf

6 MR ENGLER W told you what the problem
7 was.

8 Al so, on subsequent conditions, it could be
9 anissue if there's a contest. |If we agree with it,
10 it's not an issue.

11 MS. BARRETT: You can al ways cone back and
12 request a nodification of a permt that you have

13 agreed to today. [|'mnot saying --

14 MR ENGLER That's a pretty weak position
15 to be in.

16 MS. BARRETT: |'msaying that they could do
17 that.

18 | just -- maybe it's late and ny math

19 skills are deteriorating, but if the applicant goes
20 to 25 spaces and reduces two units, you're at .67,
21 think

22 MR ENGLER  Who said we're reducing two

23 units?

24 MS. BARRETT: |I'mjust trying to get you to
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1 .67.

2 MR ENGER Ch, sorry.

3 M5. POVERMAN. So if you want to do that,
4 that's great. Qherwi se, just agree to those --

5 we're arguing about four parking spaces. What in the
6 world is this?

7 MR ROTH. No, it's not that. |It's

8 really -- you know, it's a test nodel. W're putting
9 four in. W're going to work with those four. And
10 if the systens work and they're received and the

11 units are received by the tenants and the tenants
12 like them | nmean, |I'lIl put themin. |If there's a
13 need for them ['Il put themin.

14 |f there's problens with them then I'm
15 going to get another manufacturer and |I'll get a

16 better manufacturer. [|'Il know what the probl ens
17 are. 1'lIl be able to vet out the issues and get a
18 better manufacturer. It allows nme to inprove the
19 system
20 MR, HUSSEY: | don't have a problemwth
21 that.
22 MS. POVERMAN: | do.
23 MR HUSSEY: Well, you're outvoted.
24 MS. POVERMAN. | am outvot ed.
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1 MR CGELLER. Wl cone to denocracy.
2 What's the date of our next hearing?
3 M5. MORELLI: It is 11/21.
4 MR CELLER: Novenber 21st, 7:00 p.m And
5 do we have a sense of key --
6 MS. BARRETT: What are you trying to
7 acconplish that night?
8 MR CGELLER:  Sonet hi ng.
9 MS. BARRETT: And when does the
10 extension --
11 MR ENGLER. We're going through Decenber.
12 M5. MORELLI: So you'll be talking about
13 waivers, conditions, the rubbish plan, you'll be
14 | ooking at any revised design, garage plan, the
15 architecturals, letters fromrelative departnents,
16 stormwater, fire, and police.
17 MR CGELLER Good. | would Iike to get al
18 of those things.
19 | want to thank everyone.
20 (Proceedi ngs adjourned 11:08 p.m)
21
22
23
24
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1 |, Kristen C. Krakofsky, court reporter and
2 notary public in and for the Conmonweal th of

3 Massachusetts, certify:

4 That the foregoing proceedi ngs were taken

5 before ne at the tinme and place herein set forth and
6 that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript
7 of ny shorthand notes so taken.

8 | further certify that | amnot a relative
9 or enployee of any of the parties, nor am!|

10 financially interested in the action.

11 | declare under penalty of perjury that the
12 foregoing is true and correct.

13 Dated this 7th day of Novenber, 2016.

14

s Lot (

16 '

17 Kristen Krakofsky, Notary Pﬁblic

18 M conmi ssion expires Novenber 3, 2017.

19
20
21
22
23
24
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 1                     PROCEEDINGS:

 2                       7:03 p.m.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Good evening, everyone.  This

 4  is the continued hearing on 40 Centre Street.  This

 5  is a 40B proceeding.  My name is Jesse Geller.  To my

 6  immediate left is Christopher Hussey, to Mr. Hussey's

 7  left is Steve Chiumenti, to my right is Kate

 8  Poverman.

 9           Tonight's hearing is being both videotaped,

10  live on Brookline Cable, I understand, and we also

11  have a transcription for the record.  As I mentioned

12  before, the transcripts are available at the town's

13  website online under 40 Centre Street.  Is that

14  correct?

15           MS. MORELLI:  Yes, it is.

16           MR. GELLER:  And we have the transcript

17  from the last hearing?  Is that posted?

18           MS. MORELLI:  It is posted.

19           MR. GELLER:  It is posted, so people can

20  certainly go there and they will find both

21  transcripts as well as other materials pertinent to

22  this matter.

23           Tonight's hearing is going to be, my

24  understanding is, dedicated to, one, the applicant
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 1  will provide us with an update on the plans for the

 2  project.  I understand that there is some iterative

 3  changes based on meetings that have been going on.

 4           Secondly, we will hear the applicant's new

 5  traffic consultant's presentation.

 6           We will then hear peer review from the

 7  ZBA's peer reviewer, Jim Fitzgerald, who is our

 8  traffic and -- can I call you parking, or do you want

 9  to sub that out?

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  I'm transportation and

11  traffic.  He's parking.

12           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  And Cliff is hiding

13  over in the corner, who is our design peer reviewer.

14  He will also present his final presentation this

15  evening.

16           Hopefully, time allowing, we will have an

17  opportunity to give the public an opportunity to

18  offer more testimony.  As I've cautioned in the past,

19  what I would ask you to do is keep in mind that the

20  testimony that we want -- we've heard a lot of it.

21  What we want to hear about are things that are

22  introduced at this specific hearing.

23           If somebody happens, by some odd

24  circumstance, to say the exact same thing that
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 1  occurred to you, point at them and tell us that you

 2  agree with them, but we don't need to hear it over

 3  and over again.  We understand.

 4           We obviously do want to hear any new

 5  testimony that's pertinent to this evening's topics,

 6  so you're welcome to give them.  We would ask that if

 7  you do want to offer your testimony, you speak into

 8  the microphone.  Start by giving us your name, your

 9  address.  I'm sure by now you know the whole drill.

10           I want to call on the applicant -- any

11  other administrative details, Maria?

12           MS. MORELLI:  No.

13           Excuse me, Chairman Geller.  Judi Barrett,

14  the ZBA's 40B consultant, has also prepared a memo on

15  pro forma:  the triggers, process, and risks, and she

16  can also present that whenever you think it's

17  appropriate.

18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I'll ask the impaneled

19  whether they feel that that presentation at this time

20  is helpful.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.  I think it would be

22  helpful to the population in general.

23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, I haven't read it

24  carefully, but --
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Right.  That's my issue, too.

 2           Okay.  Thank you.

 3           MR. ENGLER:  Good evening.  Bob Engler of

 4  SEB for the applicant.  We're starting with John

 5  Harding of CUBE 3 to explain what we've made changes

 6  on.

 7           Oh, we're not going to do the traffic -- we

 8  were going to do the traffic first.  Do you mind

 9  which order we take things in?

10           MR. GELLER:  Anybody here care?

11           I mean, there's a certain logic otherwise,

12  but I assume it's because your architect isn't here

13  yet?

14           MR. ROTH:  No, the architect is here.  I

15  thought we'd take care of more of the technical

16  issues first and then we go and do the building.

17           MR. HUSSEY:  I think that's fine.

18           MR. GELLER:  It's fine with me.  It's fine

19  with Mr. Hussey.

20           Mr. Chiumenti, do you have any issues?

21           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No.

22           MR. ENGLER:  Okay.  So we'll have our

23  consultant from MDM, our traffic consultant talk

24  about -- Dan will talk about it.
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 1           MR. MILLS:  Good evening.  For the record,

 2  my name is Daniel Mills.  I'm a principal traffic

 3  engineer with MDM Transportation Consultants.  We've

 4  been retained by the applicant to provide a traffic

 5  and parking assessment of the project to address some

 6  of the concerns from your peer review consultant and

 7  some prior comments from the board.

 8           Tonight I'm going to present some of the

 9  alternative transportation that's available for the

10  area to help reduce the vehicle traffic from this

11  project, so travel mode statistics from three

12  sources, an update of the traffic trip generation for

13  the project.  It's been reduced from 45 units to 40

14  units.

15           In addition, we've conducted some traffic

16  counts for Centre Street at the site driveway and

17  Centre Street East parking lot.  I'll present

18  those -- that data and discuss some of the -- those

19  volumes.

20           In addition, we've projected the parking

21  demand for the site, the amount of vehicles we would

22  expect to be parked at the site at peak periods, and

23  that's been based on three pieces of data as well.

24           So I know many of you are familiar with the
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 1  site.  Just from a traffic perspective, Beacon

 2  Street, Harvard Street, and Winchester Street,

 3  paralleling Centre Street.  The site is obviously on

 4  Centre Street opposite the Centre Street East

 5  garage -- parking lot, pardon me.

 6           We've prepared this slide to just

 7  demonstrate the opportunities for alternative modes

 8  of transportation.  There's a number of them here.

 9  Obviously, number one is the Green Line which stops

10  at Coolidge Corner and Summit.  To the west we also

11  have a bus line, MBTA bus line, Route 66, traveling

12  on Harvard Street.  We've identified on here a number

13  of the other alternative modes of transportation,

14  including a Hub facility just a short walk from the

15  project site.  It has approximately 19 bicycles there

16  that can be rented out.

17           We also have some Zipcar locations for --

18  literally next door to the project site and a few

19  other ones scattered around the area as well, so a

20  number of other opportunities to travel to and from

21  the site besides a personal vehicle.

22           The data that I'm presenting in the next

23  few slides involves U.S. Census American Community

24  Survey statistics.  It's for tract 4004, which is
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 1  highlighted here on the town map, and the project

 2  site is in this area of that tract.  The tract is

 3  representative of the project site.  The data

 4  involves all sorts of -- the survey information

 5  provides a lot of characteristics of the residents

 6  that live in this area of the town.

 7           One of the more important pieces of

 8  information, how people go to -- travel to and from

 9  work.  And this information came from that tract

10  survey that identifies that approximately -- less

11  than 50 percent of the people travel to and from work

12  in a single-occupant vehicle.  The other half or so

13  use alternative modes of transportation, generally

14  the items that I pointed to in the previous slide:

15  the Green Line, the MBTA bus line, they walk to their

16  place of business, all other sorts of -- take a bike.

17  So this information is from that tract.

18           Just to update the traffic generation for

19  the project, because it has been reduced in size, we

20  relied on the Institute of Transportation and

21  Engineer's Trip Generation Manual.  It's an industry

22  standard piece of information, a data set that we use

23  to identify -- amount of traffic that could be

24  generated by a whole host of land uses.  For this
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 1  particular project, we obviously choose an

 2  apartment-style residential land use.  Those numbers

 3  that come from that manual generally do not reflect

 4  alternative travel modes because we've got a

 5  significant amount of -- we are taking a reduction --

 6  a mode-share reduction of about 50 percent for the

 7  site.

 8           It's categorized from the weekend morning

 9  peak hour and weekend evening peak hour.  We chose

10  these periods because this is when the roadway is

11  generally at its most congested point because of

12  commuter traffic; generally during the morning

13  sometime between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and again in the

14  evening sometime between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.  So for

15  one hour, we estimate a -- taking the mode-share

16  reduction into account, we estimate approximately 10

17  vehicle trips to or from the site.

18           In the morning, we generally see traffic

19  coming out of the site, just because people generally

20  go to work in the morning, so we would see a little

21  bit more traffic coming out of the site.  In this

22  case 8 versus the 2 vehicle trips that will be

23  entering for a total of 10.

24           I'll get to the evening peak hour in one
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 1  moment, but I just wanted to show this network that

 2  we have developed just to show you what the -- how

 3  those compare to the actual traffic volume on Centre

 4  Street itself.

 5           So if you use a sketch, Centre East

 6  garage/parking lot would be over to the right side of

 7  this figure, and the site traveling to the left of

 8  Centre Street, traveling north and south.  If you

 9  split those 8 exiting trips up, you would see about

10  4 -- you expect to see about 4 trips turning left

11  onto Centre Street and approximately 4 turning right.

12           We came up with this distribution because

13  you can see that the through traffic coming up and

14  down Centre Street, about 140 or 70 trips or so, and

15  then another 30 trips.  They're not equal but they're

16  approximately equal.  They're 50/50 from one other

17  another.  So for this exercise, just identify the

18  trip distribution on Centre Street to be

19  approximately 50 to the north and 50 to the south.

20           If you go to the evening peak hour, we have

21  run a similar exercise.  Trip generation is

22  approximately 12 in total trips, broken out to about

23  8 entering.  In the evening we generally see return

24  trips coming back to their home, the residents, and
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 1  less exiting.

 2           Then we move along.  We look at the p.m.

 3  peak hour.  Generally, we see these 4 trips coming

 4  back into the site and 4 trips leaving.  The

 5  magnitude of the trips is very low.  It's really a

 6  handful of trips that would be coming to and from the

 7  site during the busiest -- quote, busiest time of the

 8  day.  You can see that even with -- the volume on

 9  Centre Street itself is quite low with only about

10  100, 150 cars per direction.

11           I indicated that we looked at three pieces

12  of data to identify what the peak parking demand

13  could be at the site.  It's not -- we looked at the

14  Census tract, the American Community Survey

15  information.  We also relied on the industry's ITE

16  Parking Generation handbook, and we were able to

17  identify -- the town conducted a study in 2012

18  identifying the general parking or automobile

19  ownership for rental units, and these were broken out

20  by unit type where the other two do not break it out

21  by unit type.  It's just based on units in general.

22  The town survey did break it into unit type.

23           So if we start at the top, we just look at

24  what the American Community Survey reveals to us
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 1  regarding vehicle ownership data for this tract.  For

 2  rental units, we looked at about a .45

 3  vehicle-per-unit ratio.  We applied that to the 40

 4  units proposed.  We estimated the parking demand is

 5  approximately 18 vehicles.

 6           We looked at the ITE parking generation,

 7  adjusting for mode share because approximately

 8  50 percent of the people are traveling to and from

 9  work without a vehicle.  We adjusted the parking

10  demand rate for that.  Approximately .58 vehicles

11  per -- parked vehicles per unit translates to

12  approximately 23 parked vehicles.

13           The town survey information, we calculate

14  the number of bedrooms that are being proposed for --

15  number of units, I should say, for studio, bedroom,

16  two-bedroom, etc.  It equates to approximately a

17  27-space parking demand for the project.

18           So it's not a specific science.  With the

19  information that we have available to us and applying

20  it to this project, we see a demand of approximately

21  18 to 27 spaces.  The project is proposing

22  approximately 21 spaces on-site, so in theory there

23  could be a deficit of six spaces.  It's my

24  understanding that there are several private lots in
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 1  the area that have some spaces for lease, and also

 2  the Marriott Courtyard has -- within walking

 3  distance -- has some additional spaces that can be

 4  leased as well.

 5           Just to summarize real quickly what the

 6  findings are here, the majority of folks are going to

 7  and from work without using a car.  We expect

 8  approximately 12 vehicle trips or less during the

 9  peak commuter periods.

10           One thing I don't have a slide for, but we

11  did receive information from the Brookline Police

12  Department, was that there is -- over the course of

13  the past three years, there's been one accident per

14  year along the block from Beacon Street to Wellman

15  Street.

16           We did conduct some intersection capacity

17  analyses.  It was based on the Highway Capacity

18  Manual, and it indicates that -- we looked at the

19  lane arrangement, the traffic control, the volumes.

20  The intersection is to operate at approximately level

21  of service B or better.  It's a grading system from

22  level of service A to F; A being very favorable, F

23  being not so favorable.  In this case we have a

24  favorable grade that's a level of service B.
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 1           Again, just to summarize, the statistics

 2  that we used for those three pieces of data that we

 3  have indicates a peak parking demand of 18 to 27

 4  vehicles for a 40-unit development.  And again, we

 5  understand that there are some area private lots that

 6  have opportunities to park for the residents if the

 7  demand dictates as such.

 8           I'll take some questions now, or we can

 9  move on to Mr. Harding.

10           MR. GELLER:  Questions?

11           MS. BARRETT:  Did you look at the

12  percentage of households with at least one vehicle or

13  more in Brookline?

14           MR. MILLS:  Well, the Census tract does

15  break it out to housing units with no vehicles, with

16  one vehicle, two vehicles, or three or more vehicles.

17           MS. BARRETT:  Right.  Did you look at that

18  to try to determine what the demand might be for the

19  renter occupants of the project?

20           MR. MILLS:  Yes, that's what we did.

21           MS. BARRETT:  What did you find?

22           MR. MILLS:  That information indicated

23  there should be approximately 18 parked vehicles at

24  the site.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Wasn't that the one that

 2  determined that there should be 27?  Could you go

 3  back to that slide?

 4           MS. BARRETT:  I think you're looking at

 5  trips.  I'm asking about household vehicles.  I think

 6  it's a different measure, but ...

 7           MR. MILLS:  So this is --

 8           MS. POVERMAN:  The 2012 survey, rental

 9  units, on the bottom.

10           MR. MILLS:  2012 survey?

11           MS. POVERMAN:  27 cars --

12           MR. MILLS:  27 parked vehicles, yes.  So if

13  we look at -- we apply 16 units at a .36 ratio, the

14  demand of six spaces.

15           MS. BARRETT:  Okay.  I want to be clear

16  which tables we're looking at.

17           MR. GELLER:  Let me ask you a quick

18  question.  Just speak to your selection of

19  intersections that you studied.

20           MR. MILLS:  So we looked back at the trip

21  generation.  We identified that there's a fairly low

22  number of trips that could be expected to come out of

23  the driveway.  And with our analysis that we would

24  see 50 percent going to the north and 50 percent to
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 1  the south, we're talking two to four trips being

 2  applied to either intersection on either side of the

 3  street.  The Centre Street -- the volume on Centre

 4  Street could fluctuate 10 percent during the day, and

 5  that two to four trips is certainly within that

 6  10 percent during the day.

 7           We don't see any measurable effect for the

 8  intersection of the site driveway with the parking

 9  lot or intersections on either side or beyond.  As

10  you get further away from the site, you have less and

11  less trips.  And very quickly, as soon as you leave

12  the site you're splitting the number of trips in

13  half, so we don't see a justification for any

14  additional intersections to be evaluated for this

15  particular project.

16           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.

17           MR. HARDING:  Thank you for having me.  My

18  name is John Harding for CUBE 3 Studio, the

19  architects, standing in for Peter Bartash tonight who

20  is away on vacation.

21           So as I've gotten brought back up to speed

22  on this project -- I've been involved since the

23  beginning and I have done analysis of the site and

24  been assisting Peter throughout the process -- I
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 1  understand that where we are right now, we've met

 2  with the peer reviewer, Davis Square Architects, and

 3  worked through a couple of the comments and concerns

 4  they had had of the project, mostly regarding the

 5  aesthetics of the building and the massing.  And so

 6  we've made adjustments to the building since the last

 7  time it was presented to the ZBA to accommodate some

 8  of the comments.  And there's also a few slight plan

 9  adjustments that have been made as well to make that

10  work.  So I'm going to kind of try to keep the brief

11  and hit upon some of the highlights from those

12  conversations.

13           So within the ground floor plan, the --

14  kind of core to the top right here slid back to the

15  left -- plan left here -- to make some adjustments

16  further up in the building.  What that has done is

17  it's shrunk the main trash room in a little bit, the

18  stair elongated slightly at this level, the lobby got

19  a little bit larger, but no major impacts to the

20  parking level.

21           One of the other comments was regarding the

22  quantity of handicap parking spaces.  So our project

23  is proposed to be in compliance with the MAAB, which

24  requires one handicap space.  But what we've done is
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 1  we've reallocated the striped area between two spaces

 2  so if there's -- there's two Group 2 accessible units

 3  that will be part of this project.  If there was to

 4  be somebody else who moved into the project that

 5  needed a handicap accessible space, there's another

 6  space adjacent to the striped area that they could

 7  use for that -- for that use.  But it wouldn't be

 8  striped that way Day 1.  Other than that, there's no

 9  major changes to the plan at this location at this

10  time.

11           Or actually I'll take that back for one

12  second.  And you'll see this more in the

13  perspectives, but we've incorporated the transformer

14  and walled it in to be part of the massing of the

15  building, so you can't see the transformer directly

16  from the street level.  It's not going to be in your

17  face as a pedestrian is walking on the site.

18           Moving up through the building, the mix has

19  changed slightly to work with the 40 units.  And the

20  mix is studios, one-beds, one-bed plus den, two-beds,

21  and three-beds in the current presentation -- or the

22  current submitted package.  I won't get into all the

23  details of that.

24           You can see the roof below for the -- for
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 1  where the transformer is and the entrance that sticks

 2  out of the building, and you'll see that better in

 3  the images.

 4           Third and fourth floor plan, fifth floor

 5  plan.  So here is the level that caused the shift in

 6  the elevators and the stairs.  We previously had a

 7  balcony that existed only on this one end in front of

 8  this common space at the fifth-floor level.  And your

 9  comment was, to work better with the massing, to

10  extend that balcony all the way across the front of

11  the building.  So we pushed back, a little bit, this

12  top floor, which had a knockdown effect on the

13  floors.  No major changes related to the plans as a

14  result.

15           The sixth floor plan is just showing the

16  building as it goes through to the roof with the

17  condensers, down the middle of the building, not very

18  visible from any major spots.

19           And then just working through some of the

20  aesthetics of the project, you can see the -- where

21  we've -- we've worked with Cliff from Davis Square to

22  work on trim treatments at the upper floor, the

23  cornice line, extending the balcony all the way

24  across the front, trying to work through the
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 1  proportions to make sure that this brick face along

 2  Centre Street feels in proportion with a lot of the

 3  historic buildings along that street now, making sure

 4  it fits in to scale, stepping back the two floors

 5  here, and then working -- as you work around the

 6  building, some trim details, some more expressive,

 7  some less expressive.  We worked with colors, getting

 8  rid -- we had a -- kind of a two-toned gray -- a

 9  light gray/dark gray tone before.  We've eliminated

10  that to all one, although it looks kind of strange

11  here.  But it's one gray color.  You can see that in

12  the elevations in a second.

13           Down here at the ground floor, the

14  transformer is hidden behind a brick wall that

15  matches the rest of the masonry in that area, working

16  with banding on that fifth level here above the

17  ground floor, and taking the brick base all the way

18  around the building.  You'll see that against the

19  elevations in a second.

20           To really kind of ground the building, we

21  have a very strong base, middle, top as we work

22  around the building.

23           At the ground floor, showing you how the

24  garage is tucked underneath.  You drive down a slight
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 1  ramp into the garage space, and that is, as we talked

 2  about previously, to get the head height needed to

 3  put the stackers in to try to increase our parking

 4  load in the -- within the garage.  You can see the

 5  main entrance here and the glass vestibule on Centre

 6  Street.

 7           Again, another view just from the other

 8  side showing you the masonry wall where the

 9  transformer is, landscaping buffer in front, and

10  trying to work with a nice, more traditional

11  aesthetic than what was previously presented.

12           So just as we walk around the building, the

13  elevation facing Centre Street, you see the

14  continuous balcony, the more increased trim at the

15  top of the brick.  We've raised that parapet to try

16  to make sure the proportions felt better.  One of

17  Cliff's comments in the peer review was that he felt

18  the top was a little too top-heavy, so we tried to

19  create a balance there without completely blocking

20  the windows at that upper level.  We think it's

21  working well at this point, and I'm happy to hear any

22  comments on that.

23           As you move around to the right from the

24  main entrance, so Centre Street is here on the left,
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 1  the major changes on this side is we got rid of the

 2  two-tone.  It used to be split at this trim band

 3  here.  We also eliminated all the balconies that were

 4  on the fifth and sixth floors.  All of these comments

 5  are in the peer review letter dated yesterday saying

 6  he finds these as acceptable.

 7           Working around the back, you can see we

 8  continued the brick base all the way around the back.

 9  We've reduced the size of the windows in the stairs,

10  keeping the gray color consistent all the way around.

11  Similar to the second elevation that I showed you,

12  we've eliminated the balconies and kept the colors

13  consistent, working with the trim bands, trying to

14  create a nice mass at the front of the site

15  responding to the neighborhood.

16           Lastly -- and I can run through this

17  relatively quickly -- we've updated our shadow study.

18  The major changes here is that we've brought the

19  parapet height down at the top of the building about

20  a foot and a half, and we've also stepped the

21  building back from Centre Street from the last shadow

22  study that was presented.  And so we've updated this.

23  There's not any major impacts.  It's just that the

24  shadows are a little bit shorter in each direction.
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 1  So the major impacts are in the morning time when you

 2  have shadows moving to -- as you can see here, moving

 3  to the adjacent properties.

 4           So March 21st, the spring equinox, at noon,

 5  in the evening -- or the afternoon and in the

 6  evening.  The red shows the shadows that will be cast

 7  by our building in addition to the shadows that exist

 8  there today.  In the summer:  morning, afternoon,

 9  mid-afternoon, and evening.  In the fall:  in the

10  morning, at noon, mid-afternoon, evening.  And then

11  in the winter you can see this only actually affects

12  the morning time.  By mid-afternoon we're to the

13  shadows that already exist.

14           At this time, I can open it up for any

15  questions.

16           MR. HUSSEY:  Could you go back to the first

17  floor plan that shows the parking?  I think -- I can

18  just barely make it out, but I think you've got some

19  stackers spaces?

20           MR. HARDING:  Yeah.  So right now we're

21  proposing these middle bays here.  It consists of two

22  sets of stackers adjacent to a set of compact spaces.

23           MR. HUSSEY:  So that's a total of --

24           MR. HARDING:  21 parking spaces.
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  21 parking spaces.

 2           MR. HARDING:  And those stackers -- I know

 3  there's a comment in the parking memo that came out

 4  this afternoon about the usability of those stackers.

 5  They work off of a touch pad.  The residents that

 6  have those spaces would be trained to use the touch

 7  pad and to have that -- the car be -- it wouldn't

 8  require anybody to come and take their car out for

 9  them.  We're putting these in other projects

10  currently, one right now under construction in

11  Brighton, and it's a user-friendly system that they

12  can be trained in.  It's not complicated.

13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Now, if there are two cars

14  because there's a stacker and everybody has not more

15  than one car, isn't someone whose car is on top going

16  to have the move the car underneath?

17           MR. HARDING:  So there's a couple different

18  variations on how the stackers work.  There's some

19  where you'll press a keypad and it's attached to this

20  column setting and the car will -- the upper car will

21  come out and swing down to be placed on the ground

22  for you to take it and move it off.

23           There's another one that works where all

24  three of these spaces would house five cars, so the
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 1  same count that we have here today.  And you press a

 2  keypad and it moves the cars around.

 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Like a dry cleaner's?

 4           MR. HARDING:  Yes, like a dry cleaner's.

 5  And then you would just go and get into your car in

 6  the spot that it put it down at grade and drive it

 7  out.

 8           So we don't know exactly which stacker

 9  we'll use.  We need to keep that open as we go

10  further.  But that would be the intention, is that

11  we'd have one of those types.

12           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, unless someone's

13  going to drive somebody else's car, you're going to

14  need to use one of the more complex --

15           MR. HARDING:  Right.  Those two types are

16  the ones that are made for buildings like this where

17  you'd have different users, different owners on all

18  different levels, and so it moves your car down to a

19  point where you can get in and not affect any of the

20  cars.

21           MR. GELLER:  Questions?

22           MS. POVERMAN:  So sticking with that first

23  floor, it looks like the second spot that is next to

24  the handicap spot, next to that, it looks like it's

0028

 1  compact -- or it says "compact."  Are any handicap

 2  accessible spaces actually allowed to be compact?

 3           MR. HARDING:  So that's not the handicap

 4  accessible space right now.  The difference there is

 5  that the handicap space is 8 feet wide, and that

 6  space is 7-6.  If we had to shrink the trash room a

 7  little bit more, we probably could make that work at

 8  8 feet and just make it a larger compact space to

 9  accommodate that future handicap space.  That

10  wouldn't be a problem.

11           MR. CHIUMENTI:  How many apartments are on

12  the sixth-floor level?

13           MR. HARDING:  There's nine.

14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Nine?

15           MR. HARDING:  Correct.

16           MS. POVERMAN:  My recollection is that

17  there was a brick facade going around the building in

18  the pervious iterations and that that met with

19  approval.  Am I misremembering that?

20           MR. HARDING:  I'm sorry?

21           MS. POVERMAN:  I thought -- if you could go

22  back to the elevations.

23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I thought they had, like,

24  red cementitious board or something around and not
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 1  red brick, actually.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  I thought it had gone

 3  all the way around.

 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It was red, but it wasn't

 5  brick.

 6           MR. HARDING:  There were some bright red

 7  panels in the previous iteration, but this -- the

 8  amount of brick that you see here is the most that

 9  we've shown.

10           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Well, I guess the

11  colors are incidental at this point.

12           Had more thought been given to -- go to the

13  western elevation, please, the one facing

14  19 Winchester.  Has some thought been given on how to

15  make that a little more interesting?

16           MR. HARDING:  So we tried to keep the same

17  language around the building.  It's difficult because

18  what you see here is this element is a stair and

19  we're trying not to create too many windows facing

20  that.  I know that that was a comment from some of

21  the previous public hearings, so we've been trying to

22  make this as aesthetically pleasing as possible

23  without creating too many onlookers back onto the

24  pool back there.  So it's a tough balancing game, but
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 1  trying to keep the language consistent is really

 2  the --

 3           MS. POVERMAN:  It's a push/pull thing here,

 4  and you may hear some comments tonight.  I think

 5  while privacy is very important, obviously, I have

 6  heard expressions from the neighbors that it's also

 7  important to have as attractive a building as

 8  possible to be facing them.  So I think that actually

 9  echoing and making compatible -- that's not the right

10  word you used -- this part of the building with the

11  rest of it would actually involve something a little

12  more complex.  But why don't we see if we hear

13  anything that clarifies that for you.

14           Has the parapet height been changed in any

15  way?

16           MR. HARDING:  It was previously reduced.

17  We're nearing practically at roof level, so we can't

18  really come down too much lower.

19           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  But this iteration, has

20  it changed from the last iteration?

21           MR. HARDING:  Sorry.  No, it has not.  The

22  shadow study is updated to reflect the previous

23  iteration that had reduced it to 1 foot 8 inches or

24  whatever that number was.  I don't remember.  I can
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 1  look it up.  It's actually here in Davis Square.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  That's all I have for now.

 3  That's fine.  That was my question.

 4           MR. HARDING:  Nothing has changed.  The one

 5  difference there was that we raised this parapet edge

 6  here along Centre Street, again, to try to -- to

 7  increase the mass and get a better balance between

 8  the base and the top floors in conjunction with our

 9  conversations with Davis Square Architects, trying to

10  get a better balance.  That's the one parapet that

11  hasn't changed.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  Let me ask one final

13  question.  I notice that there are more actual units

14  on the sixth floor, but is the actual net square

15  footage of residential living space any different

16  from the sixth floor to the fifth floor, for example?

17           MR. HARDING:  Because the fifth has a

18  common area -- you can see the fifth floor has this

19  common space here that accesses the balcony, so there

20  is more net rentable square footage on the sixth

21  floor.  We take over that space with the

22  three-bedroom that's there.

23           MS. POVERMAN:  So one through four, for

24  example, it would be -- there's no balcony?
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 1           MR. HARDING:  Right.  One through four has

 2  a bigger footprint, so that's larger than the sixth

 3  floor.  The fifth floor would be the smallest amount

 4  of net rentable square footage.

 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  While we're here, do you

 6  know what the apartment mix is on the sixth floor?

 7           MR. HARDING:  There are 5 studios, 1

 8  one-bed, 1 one-bed with a den, 1 two-bed, and 1

 9  three-bed.

10           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Chiumenti, any questions?

11           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No.

12           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?

13           MR. HUSSEY:  No, I don't think so.

14           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I don't have anything

15  at this moment.  Thank you.

16           Is there anything else from the applicant?

17           MR. ENGLER:  No.

18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.

19           Kate correctly comments that much of these

20  materials were given to us approximately two to three

21  hours ago, so that obviously that's a pretty short

22  period of time for us to digest them, and therefore

23  we reserve our right to raise questions at a future

24  hearing.

0033

 1           MR. ENGLER:  Our material or the peer

 2  reviewer's?

 3           MR. GELLER:  All of it.

 4           MR. ROTH:  That's not our fault.

 5           MR. GELLER:  I'm not casting blame.  I'm

 6  simply making the point that our ability to digest

 7  information --

 8           MR. ROTH:  All right.

 9           MR. BOEHMER:  I'm Cliff Boehmer, the urban

10  design peer reviewer.  And I know you think I already

11  gave my final report.  This is the revised final

12  report.  And so I'm -- what I'll do is -- to make

13  that report that you just saw, I think, today with

14  the red letter part that is the final, final

15  report -- or at least a revised final report -- I

16  don't intend to read all the way through that.  That

17  would drive you crazy.  So I'm going really to focus

18  on the things that have changed, so I'm going to

19  weave in a little bit of history just so we all

20  remember where we were.  In fact, there have been

21  four sets of drawings that all of us have reviewed

22  and a number of working sessions where we were

23  working with the design team.

24           You'll notice in the report itself that I
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 1  wrote there are a number of places that say "no new

 2  comments."  I would only focus tonight on the no new

 3  comments that are still, in my mind, kind of open

 4  issues -- still open issues.  There's no new comments

 5  that apply to things like my review of the

 6  neighborhood.  The neighborhood hasn't changed since

 7  I started, so I'm not going to revisit that.  But I

 8  will try to point out all of the no new comments that

 9  actually mean, in my mind, they're still open issues

10  that haven't been closed from previous iterations.

11           I do want to point out a really important

12  thing from the slides that John Harding projected.

13  The proportions were off of those.  You probably

14  noticed.  You'll see the building in those slides was

15  compressed and looked taller than it actually is.

16  I'm not sure why, but these images which I got --

17  these are the images that were produced by CUBE 3.

18  These are the correct proportions, these images that

19  I'm showing.  I'm quite sure of that.  So you'll see

20  the building looks broader and not as tall.  The

21  images that John showed were actually compressed left

22  to right, which --

23           MR. GELLER:  But their dimensions aren't

24  for increased size.
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 1           MR. BOEHMER:  The dimensions were exactly

 2  the same, but the way that you saw the building was

 3  quite different.  I just want to point that out.

 4  It's making your building look actually taller than

 5  it is, and that's an important point.  So if you need

 6  clarification, then you should rely on the paper

 7  drawings that you have.

 8           So I'm going to quickly -- I'm going to run

 9  through the same slides and just point to things that

10  I think are still open issues that will allow me to

11  go even quicker through the written report.  Okay?

12  Because I have, as I said, reviewed four sets of

13  drawings, and there has been a lot of change since

14  then.  There have been some really important changes.

15           John correctly pointed out that most of my

16  comments have had to do with the aesthetics of the

17  building, the fit of the building in the

18  neighborhood, and how that's really been my major

19  focus is that experience of the building.

20           But I'll just start quickly and show you

21  some of the things that have changed or that are

22  still outstanding issues I've commented on in the

23  past.  One is this area here, and I think the

24  developer was receptive to that in our last working
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 1  session, which was changing the paving.  All of this

 2  part of that driveway is all from the outside.  It's

 3  actually an open space.  My suggestion was improving

 4  the paving there so it would feel more patio-like,

 5  rather than driveway-like, a very small change.

 6           The infiltration system has been moved.

 7  That was, I think, two generations of drawings ago.

 8           As far as -- once we start moving up the

 9  building, I'll make a comment a little bit later on

10  about the balconies.

11           This area here, the team, the design team

12  did take to heart some of the comments that I had

13  made about the more effective -- I think a more

14  effective use of the setback going all the way across

15  the building, and they did do that, and I think it

16  does work better, that, combined with some

17  redistribution of the trim on the building.

18           You maybe recall from generations -- I

19  think it was two generations back, this indentation

20  on those plans was smaller than it is now.  It's now

21  3 feet.  It was 1 foot going back several

22  generations.  So that's all good.

23           The comment I made that is kind of still an

24  outstanding issue in my mind is that the dimension of
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 1  the balcony, it's only 4 feet at this point, so it's

 2  kind of marginally habitable, and it's not clear from

 3  the drawings if there actually is access out onto

 4  that balcony.  So my comment on that is I would still

 5  hold that under consideration.  I think if it's

 6  really going to be a habitable balcony, I think

 7  4 feet is probably a little skinny for that.  And I

 8  think also, if it improved somewhat -- I don't hold

 9  this as the highest importance, but a setback of

10  something more like 5 or 6 feet would be more

11  effective from the ground level, from a purely

12  aesthetic level as well.  But they did listen very

13  carefully to the notion of achieving a better

14  horizontal reading of the building by carrying that

15  all the way across.

16           No other changes since the last couple

17  generations as far as these dimensions or setbacks.

18  That has stayed the same.  Nothing to comment on

19  that.

20           This is probably where they -- I'll point

21  out -- actually, I'm going to go to the comparison of

22  those two, but let me point out here, for example,

23  this is what I'm talking about.  The proportions and

24  the images that John projected were significantly
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 1  different.  The building appeared to be about that

 2  wide and about that tall.  It was squished for

 3  reasons that aren't clear to me.

 4           Actually, I'll start here.  Some of the

 5  changes that did happen since the last working

 6  session and the last drawings that you saw, I think,

 7  on the 27th of last month:  They redistributed the

 8  trim on the buildings.  Before -- this still is a

 9  two-story attic level in the building, but it was

10  capped with very heavy trim up there so your eyes

11  really went right up to the highest part of the

12  building, which really was kind of working against

13  what they were really trying to do.  What they wanted

14  to do was make a stronger element across at the lower

15  level which would read very strongly from the street.

16  So that is a -- I think a big improvement.

17           This is the setback that goes all the way

18  across.  I make a minor point in the report about

19  still not quite believing in the glass railing

20  system.  I know why they did it.  I think they did

21  it, you know, both for a more contemporary look but

22  also some transparency from those windows.  Just as

23  the -- improving the dimension of this lower piece to

24  help those proportions to make it look less
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 1  top-heavy, just as raising the parapet in that zone

 2  that they already did helped, by a different kind of

 3  railing system you could improve that even more.  At

 4  this point, I consider that to be not a major issue.

 5  I'd call that a minor issue.  But I'm just trying to

 6  be thorough, I guess.

 7           There is still a 2-foot parapet.  I think

 8  it is 2 foot up at this level.  Other ideas about how

 9  to mitigate the kind of top-heavy feeling of the

10  building is also use colors that recede as opposed to

11  pop out.  You know, generally it's darker colors.

12  But again, we're at the point of some things that I

13  consider to be fairly minor issues.

14           From the previous presentation I gave, they

15  did carry the brick all the way around.  There was a

16  generation of drawings.  I think it was the last

17  generation of drawings that you saw where the brick

18  at the base actually didn't go all the way around the

19  building.  It does now.  So the base has been

20  continued.

21           Other things they've done to the

22  elevations:  I think the most important is getting

23  rid of the balconies.  You probably remember from the

24  last presentation there were tacked on -- what
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 1  appeared to be -- not literally tacked on, but

 2  appeared to be pretty tacked on balcony systems.

 3  Those have gone away.

 4           One of my criticisms before was the

 5  building was kind of patchwork.  It was broken into

 6  too many pieces, too much variation, so I was pushing

 7  them towards a more coherent reading, which I think

 8  they have achieved through kind of quieting down --

 9  is the term I used in the report -- sort of quieting

10  down the elevations.  The rear elevation, that's

11  where the brick wasn't going across.  Now it is.

12           There was -- to your point about adding

13  more interest and weighing that against the privacy,

14  they did reintroduce those windows.  Those were gone.

15  I don't know if you remember.  In the last

16  presentation, you saw those windows weren't there.

17  And they did carry the base for -- so they did some

18  work on that rear elevation to provide some more

19  visual interest to it while not creating privacy

20  issues.

21           That's the opposite side, a very similar

22  idea, that heavy cornice at the important level that

23  you really want to perceive it at.  It carries around

24  about 40 percent of that -- length of that elevation.
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 1           And this is a comparison between the two.

 2  The last time you guys saw that, I believe this was

 3  the image where this was flush with that face and

 4  then there was -- John mentioned this earlier too --

 5  there was a balcony on one side.  Now they have

 6  carried that across, I think more effectively

 7  creating a more horizontal reading on the building.

 8  Again, I still have a little bit of an issue with it

 9  looking top-heavy.  I think a lot of that can be

10  addressed through some pretty superficial changes to

11  the building.

12           So I'm going to now very quickly look at my

13  report just to make sure I hit on the things that I

14  consider to still be open issues.

15           I guess my quick summary as far as the

16  facade treatment and aesthetics of the building is

17  that there was a lot of attention paid to our

18  comments and I think the building did move -- if you

19  all remember, especially back at Generation No. 1, it

20  has changed pretty radically since then.

21           So I'm going to hit just on some of these.

22  Again, the drawings I'm reviewing now are the ones

23  dated 10/12.  That's the latest iteration.  As I

24  said, there were four total.  I'm already on page 3
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 1  here.

 2           The last working session was at the end of

 3  September -- September 29th, which is when some of

 4  these final changes were made especially regarding

 5  the brick and the continuation of the balcony all the

 6  way across.

 7           I think something that hasn't been

 8  mentioned yet is the bedroom count, how that has

 9  evolved over time.  That is noted in my report.  The

10  development, I believe, originally was 61 bedrooms.

11  The last drawing set that you saw before tonight had

12  59 bedrooms.  Now I think we're at 55 -- 55 bedrooms

13  total.  That's where we stand today.

14           I did make a point -- I don't remember when

15  in the report.  At this point it is pretty important

16  that -- John mentioned the handicap spaces, and we

17  still don't see any designation in the drawings of

18  where the accessible units are and what the unit mix

19  is of the accessible units.  I think that's a pretty

20  critical code issue that you guys will want to know

21  soon.

22           I already talked about a full-width

23  balcony.  Parking spaces we talked about.  John

24  mentioned the type of stackers he's talking about.
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 1  There are several systems that do indeed allow a kind

 2  of virtual push-button control of the stacker without

 3  having to move somebody else's car.

 4           I'm still a little bit iffy on the

 5  interpretation of the accessible requirements,

 6  whether there should be -- there is a code, and I

 7  refer to this at one other point.  There's a part of

 8  the code that kind of is a little grayer as far as

 9  whether they would require two spaces or one.  That's

10  a very easy thing for the architect to check on.  A

11  call to the AAB would settle that issue.  But again,

12  they did change the parking plan.  In response to my

13  comment previously about that, they did change the

14  parking plan to move that aisle in between two

15  spaces.  That could give them the flexibility to

16  provide a second accessible space, so it is fixable.

17           I made some comments before about the

18  shadow studies.  In particular, my comment -- well,

19  there were a couple comments.  One was I wasn't

20  convinced about some of the dimensions that were

21  shown of surrounding buildings.

22           I think at this point the shadow studies

23  that we are seeing for their building, I think I -- I

24  believe those studies and what they show, and it's
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 1  actually -- the interesting thing is that because of

 2  where this building sits relative to the building

 3  behind it on Winchester Street, for a good part of

 4  the season -- and you could see that in the images

 5  John showed you -- that the shadows generated by the

 6  new building are actually subsumed in the shadow from

 7  the building on Winchester Street.  So given that

 8  most of that shadow impact -- most of it, for most

 9  hours -- obviously, there are outlying times as well.

10  But most of the shadow impact most of the time is, in

11  fact, on Centre Street and the building behind it is

12  a bigger building, so the 40 Centre Street actually

13  sits in the shadow of that building.

14           Other comments --

15           MR. GELLER:  Excuse me.  So just to finish

16  your thought, you're referring to shadow studies.

17  And I think in your reference you were saying shadow

18  studies because of the large building behind it and

19  because the shadows are on Centre Street, and then

20  you sort of moved on.  What's the end of the

21  statement?

22           MR. BOEHMER:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Okay.  The

23  end of the statement is that -- I guess the end of

24  the statement is that I'm -- the shadow studies at
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 1  this point I feel are adequate, and most of the

 2  shadow impact is most definitely on Centre Street and

 3  to a certain degree -- again, you have to look at the

 4  outlying times.  In early mornings, you're going to

 5  be casting shadows towards the west.  The next

 6  nearest residence is to the west, so that one does

 7  get some shadow impact.

 8           Does that sound like a conclusion?  Closer

 9  at least?

10           MR. GELLER:  It did.

11           MR. BOEHMER:  There was actually a comment

12  that isn't in -- because I didn't read the traffic

13  study until today, in fact, there was a suggestion --

14  or maybe it was parking or traffic -- suggesting

15  perhaps using a single garage door instead of two

16  narrower garage doors.  I think that actually does

17  make a lot of sense.  And that's not an aesthetic

18  comment, just as a functional improvement.  I think

19  that was a good catch.

20           So I'll just jump ahead.  There's a couple

21  more pieces.  As I noted, I think you'll see that

22  when you read this in detail I think that, to me, it

23  was pretty important to kind of quiet down that

24  building.  It's very visible.  It's visible from all
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 1  sides.  It doesn't have anything comparable size to

 2  it -- next to it, and I think there's a more subtle

 3  way of fitting into the neighborhood.

 4           Sight lines as far as exiting the garage

 5  were fixed a while ago with the revision to the

 6  front, the location of the garage door.

 7           The trash collection I don't think has been

 8  resolved at this point.  I think that's still an open

 9  issue.  The trash room is in a sensible location, but

10  I don't think we've heard about scheduled pickups or

11  stacking cans out in the street or how that might

12  work.

13           Energy efficiency, we still haven't

14  reviewed anything that allows me to have any opinions

15  about energy efficiency or exterior lighting on the

16  building has not been -- at least I have not seen any

17  new information on that.

18           I already mentioned the pavers, the

19  driveway, I mentioned accessible spaces.

20           Other things that I think are still open

21  that I think the building commissioner and -- both

22  building commissioner and I mentioned getting a

23  preliminary code analysis -- building code analysis.

24  I think that is still important.
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 1           The potential structural impact of the

 2  project on the neighboring buildings, particularly at

 3  the back side of the building, there was some

 4  concern, and I haven't seen anything about the

 5  geotechnical conditions or anything of the sort of

 6  what the -- it certainly is feasible to do what

 7  they're proposing to do.  And they would, in the

 8  normal course of developing their designs in more

 9  detail, would have to understand any foundation

10  systems near the buildings -- near their building.

11           Others, the parking ratio change, which you

12  did know that.  The roof deck, I do consider it still

13  an open issue.  I don't understand whether that

14  balcony across the front is habitable or not.

15           And finally, the things that I did -- just

16  as a quick summary, things that we did talk about in

17  some of the group meetings:  Setting back all the way

18  across the width was listened to and adopted; the

19  side recesses are deeper now than they were, the

20  masonry base; unit balconies are eliminated;

21  transformer location remains hidden.  That was

22  actually two generations of drawings ago.  But that's

23  about it.

24           MR. GELLER:  Questions?

0048

 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Part of this is just

 2  making sure I understand what you're recommending.

 3  In terms of the -- as you say, the balcony on the

 4  fifth floor and the setback, your recommendation

 5  would be that not only it would be more aesthetic but

 6  also functional if the setback of the fifth and sixth

 7  floors were 5 or 6 feet rather than 4 feet?

 8           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes.

 9           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Now, also, the 2-foot

10  parapet at the top -- the parapet has an overhang of

11  2 feet; is that correct?

12           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  It rises up above the

13  roof.  The parapet's a vertical wall, basically, that

14  rises up above the flat roof.  And there are reasons

15  why you need parapets.  Not all buildings need them.

16  Sometimes you use them to hide mechanical equipment

17  on the roof, vent fans.  I only bring it up in the

18  context -- my issue isn't actually exactly where that

19  line is as much as the building appearing to be

20  top-heavy.  It's really that.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  But you recommend that it be

22  taken in a bit so it --

23           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  My suggestion was just

24  trying to think of different ways to either literally
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 1  decrease the height of those attic levels, you know,

 2  by taking dimension out of it, or through color or

 3  trim or other ways of diminishing, you know, drawing

 4  your eye to it or increasing the sense of it.

 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I thought eliminating the

 6  sixth floor --

 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Hold on, Steve.

 8           What do you mean by taking dimension out of

 9  it?

10           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, the parapet.  That's

11  what I was saying.  I believe it is a 2-foot parapet

12  at this point, something on that order.

13           MS. POVERMAN:  "Parapet" being the area

14  above the window?  Just making sure I understand what

15  you're --

16           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes, that's a parapet.

17           MS. POVERMAN:  So reducing -- so that would

18  not affect -- is it correct that that would not

19  affect the height of the rooms?

20           MR. BOEHMER:  Not if -- no.  Lowering the

21  parapet -- again, the parapet is kind of a free

22  standing wall on the edge of the roof, so you could

23  lower that.

24           Again, I don't know all of the reasons why

0050

 1  it is, but I think that -- I really want to be clear

 2  about this.  I'm not -- for me, the issue is more the

 3  proportions.  So to me, the building appears

 4  top-heavy.  And the reason I brought up John's slides

 5  looking compressed was it looked even more top-heavy

 6  in those renderings when they were squished --

 7  squished together.

 8           So height, per se, is not my issue with the

 9  building.  It's just the perception and the --

10  perception of the height and the proportions of the

11  base -- base of -- the middle of the building, the

12  base, the middle, versus the top.

13           MS. POVERMAN:  So for you it's an aesthetic

14  issue, but the practical effect would have it

15  reducing the height to, say, from 66 to 64 feet?

16           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, that would help because

17  it would diminish the height of the attic level.  So

18  that is a way to do it.

19           MS. POVERMAN:  Is there a functional reason

20  for the 2 feet above the windows?

21           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah, there usually is.

22           MS. POVERMAN:  What's the functional reason

23  for it?

24           MR. HARDING:  So we can definitely look to

0051

 1  minimize that as much as possible.  So looking in

 2  that image, you have the windows.  Inside of the

 3  room, there will be about 6 inches to a foot above

 4  that for the ceiling height.  Above that there will

 5  be a 2-foot truss.  That's really needed to be able

 6  to get all of your attic ventilation and your

 7  insulation and any ductwork that's in there.  And

 8  those trusses are typically sloped for drainage at

 9  the roof level.

10           So we try to work around any -- we usually

11  leave ourselves at least a little bit of parapet to

12  work -- because the slopes are different as you go

13  around the building, so we need some amount to be

14  able to accommodate the differing heights of the roof

15  level and still get good waterproofing and copings at

16  the edge of the roof.  So we can look to minimize it.

17  We might be able to take another six inches out, but

18  we're really getting close to the top of the roof

19  level at this time.

20           I think some of the other things we could

21  look at would be to maybe add in another trim band

22  below.  Where we got rid of a lot of trim bands

23  before, maybe we can add back something that's -- so

24  there's some things we can do to try to reduce the
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 1  appearance of the height above the windows without

 2  actually reducing the height of the building.

 3           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Thanks.

 4           So what ways would there be, to your

 5  knowledge, of reducing density other than reducing

 6  height?  For example, reduce bedroom mix, having more

 7  studios rather than three bedrooms.

 8           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, it depends how you

 9  measure density.  I mean, if it's units for that

10  site, you'd have fewer units but bigger units.  I

11  mean, that's a traditional way of measuring density,

12  I think, would be bigger units but fewer units.

13           MS. POVERMAN:  So bigger studios, for

14  example, or --

15           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, no.

16           MS. POVERMAN:  More bedrooms?

17           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah, more one bedrooms

18  instead of studios or whatever, whatever it might be.

19  And that -- you know, the parking ratio you're seeing

20  is related to studio -- I mean, to the unit count.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.

22           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah.  So you reduce the unit

23  count, then your parking ratio goes up.

24           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.
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 1           MR. BOEHMER:  And that's a pretty common

 2  measure of density.  You're not changing the square

 3  feet, and you're not even necessarily changing the

 4  number of people who might live in the building.  But

 5  that's traditionally how you measure density.

 6           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  As we know,

 7  certainly that parking ratio is something we've

 8  been --

 9           MR. BOEHMER:  That's right.

10           MS. POVERMAN:  -- struggling with a lot.

11           Hold on a second.  That's all I have for

12  right now.

13           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?

14           MR. HUSSEY:  I've got a question, Cliff,

15  about the -- you mentioned accessible units.  Did you

16  mean accessible living units?

17           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes.  The way the building

18  code works is that in apartment buildings with

19  greater than 20 units, 5 percent of the units need to

20  be Group 2 accessible units, which means accessible

21  to people who have mobility issues and, you know,

22  they generally have larger bathrooms.  Turning radii

23  have to be taken into account, larger doors

24  sometimes.
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 1           So in this building there are two

 2  accessible units that are required by the building

 3  code.  In fact, because it is an elevator-fed

 4  building, every unit has to be a Group 1 unit, which

 5  is a lower level of accessibility, but it's the state

 6  Architectural Access Board's regulations.

 7           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.

 8           MR. BOEHMER:  And my point was that it's

 9  strictly -- it's not random.  It can't be random.

10  That's why I've been asking for the -- which ones are

11  accessible because the code actually dictates which

12  units should be accessible based on the unit mix.  So

13  it is an important thing.  And it would be cited by

14  the building department.  If they didn't get that

15  right, I'm pretty sure the building commissioner

16  would cite them for that.

17           MR. HUSSEY:  The level of detail of the

18  units right now doesn't really tell you one way or

19  the other.

20           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  That's a very good

21  point.  No, I haven't seen any detailed unit plans.

22           MR. HUSSEY:  The other thing I'm a little

23  curious about is -- I'm supposed to understand these

24  things, but I really don't understand the discussion
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 1  about the parapet.  And if it's the look of it -- so

 2  you're complaining about the look of it; right?

 3           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, no.  It's funny.  The

 4  way the discussions have evolved about the building

 5  was -- and I've mentioned this before -- that this is

 6  the previous version when half of the building was

 7  all in the same plane --

 8           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.

 9           MR. BOEHMER:  -- and only that half was set

10  back.

11           And in addition to that, the more prominent

12  trim -- kind of roof trim -- occurred at the highest

13  level when, in fact, what they were really trying to

14  do is essentially the level at the fourth story, not

15  at the top of the sixth story.  So in their newer

16  version, they've changed that hierarchy and

17  introduced -- it may be a little bit hard to see in

18  these images, but they put the stronger trim band at

19  the top of the fourth floor, raised that up a little

20  bit more to create a little more mass down below, and

21  then minimized the trim at the top level.  So that

22  was the strategy.

23           MR. HUSSEY:  You're not asking that they

24  take that parapet and make it disappear as a visual
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 1  element?

 2           MR. BOEHMER:  No, no.  The only point I was

 3  making is to help correct the proportions of the

 4  building.  If it can be lowered, it would help.

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  So they could change the

 6  height of that band here.  That band -- they could

 7  change the height of that band by the material

 8  selections without touching the height of the

 9  parapet.

10           MR. BOEHMER:  Absolutely.  And that's what

11  John was saying is -- I think his point was that if

12  he can get some more horizontality in the two top

13  attic levels, it could improve it too.  It's a

14  fixable issue, that aspect of the problem.

15           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.  That's all I have at

16  the moment.  Thank you.

17           MR. GELLER:  I'm going to take a step back,

18  like I like to do.  So we started this process

19  with -- when the first presentation came in.  And if

20  I summarize your thought process, it didn't fit in;

21  correct?

22           MR. BOEHMER:  It was kind of even more than

23  that.

24           MR. GELLER:  A commercial look to the
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 1  structure.

 2           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes, that was my issue.  The

 3  origin of -- I think that the original version was

 4  kind of a fit plan.  I think they were looking at a

 5  previous building that had been done that was in a

 6  different kind of environment that didn't work for

 7  Centre Street.

 8           MR. GELLER:  Is your -- does this building

 9  fit in?

10           I'm asking him.  I'm asking him.

11           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, I think the -- I think

12  that it's actually going to be the best looking

13  building on that side of Centre Street -- the larger

14  scale buildings.  You remember that that side of

15  Centre Street -- there are two very different sides

16  to that street.  The side of the street that this is

17  on has three intact historic wood-framed buildings

18  and then a handful of buildings that are -- two of

19  which are very large and two or three of which are --

20  two bigger than this one, then one slightly smaller

21  than this, and then three of the original historic

22  wood-framed buildings.  The other side of the street

23  is largely intact with consistent architecture and

24  historic buildings.
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 1           So to say "fit in" is kind of a funny term.

 2  Clearly, on the other side of the street, this

 3  building wouldn't fit in at all.  There's a very

 4  consistent street elevation on the other side of the

 5  street, and that could be a very big problem as far

 6  as pattern -- you know, the pattern of development.

 7           This side of -- the south side of Centre

 8  Street really is not coherent.  It doesn't have a

 9  coherent look.  So "fit in" is kind of --

10           MR. GELLER:  Is it a residential style now?

11  They have addressed your concerns about --

12           MR. BOEHMER:  They've definitely addressed

13  my concerns about the residential look of the

14  building, which has to do with both proportions and

15  then material selections.

16           I don't want to be overly clear about that

17  "fit in" thing, but fit in is a different answer in

18  different places.  And where that side of -- you

19  know, that side of Centre Street started to change a

20  long time ago, you know, when the 112 and 100 were

21  built.

22           MR. GELLER:  And to repeat something you

23  said earlier, do you have an issue with height?

24           MR. BOEHMER:  I don't have an issue with
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 1  height.

 2           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.

 3           Anything else?

 4           (No audible response.)

 5           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  We may have

 6  something further.

 7           MR. BOEHMER:  That's fine.  I'm not going

 8  anywhere.

 9           MR. GELLER:  Nice to hear that.

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  My name is Jim Fitzgerald.

11  I'm with Environmental Partners Group, and we have

12  done a peer review of the most recent document

13  relative to 40 Centre Street prepared by MDM dated

14  October 14th.  It was a traffic and parking

15  assessment.

16           This new evaluation includes the reduction

17  of apartments from 45 down to 40 apartments.  The

18  project limits consisted of the site driveway

19  approaching Centre Street with the opposite approach

20  from the parking lot on the eastern side.

21           I know our past discussion on this project,

22  that there was discussion about looking at the Beacon

23  Street/Centre Street intersection that was not

24  included in the evaluation.  However, the traffic
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 1  volumes that are being generated here are pretty

 2  light.  We don't necessarily agree 100 percent with

 3  the distribution.  We may have put a little bit more

 4  weight of traffic heading towards Beacon Street,

 5  given its significance.  But in the end, that would

 6  only make a difference of about two or three vehicles

 7  at most, so we're talking very small traffic volumes

 8  here being generated by the site.  So really, in all

 9  reality, it would not make much of a difference.

10           With this sort of change in distribution,

11  what we might be looking at would be approximately

12  three vehicles exiting -- approaching Beacon Street

13  and six vehicles entering from Beacon Street into

14  Centre Street.  So, again, pretty light volumes

15  considering the amount of traffic that's currently at

16  the Beacon/Centre Street intersection, and not -- as

17  a result, not anticipated to have shown a substantial

18  increase in delays.

19           Crash information was looked into within

20  the study limits themselves, again at the driveway's

21  approach to Centre Street, and a low number of

22  crashes were reported according to the Brookline

23  Police Department, as was earlier discussed.

24           Traffic volumes were projected out five
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 1  years, to the year 2021.  Typically we project

 2  traffic volumes out seven years, so in this case it

 3  would be the year 2023.  A growth rate of .5 percent

 4  per year was used, which is the appropriate for this

 5  area.

 6           When looking at impact caused by the

 7  development, we compared the future no-build volumes

 8  with the future build volumes.  The future no-build

 9  reflects the future conditions without this

10  development being built, and the future build volumes

11  reflect the traffic network with the development

12  being built.

13           Trips were generated in order to determine

14  what that build network would be using the trip

15  reductions that were previously discussed, which

16  appear to be reasonable.  As a result, when you

17  compare the operations at this intersection, if you

18  will -- it's really the site driveway and the parking

19  lot driveway approaches to Centre Street -- there's a

20  negligible difference in delay because of the small

21  number of vehicles entering and exiting the site as a

22  result of this development.

23           Sight distance was reviewed previously.  We

24  had determined before, as we discussed at our last
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 1  hearing, that there is adequate stopping sight

 2  distance provided at this location.  Since that time,

 3  the MDM report committed to trimming back the hedges

 4  along the northern property line to ensure that

 5  adequate sight distance is provided, as we had

 6  recommended.

 7           Also, we want to point out here that

 8  there's no parking that's supposed to take place in

 9  front of this parcel.  Illegal parking that takes

10  place here would impact visibility, so enforcement

11  would be required.

12           When we talked about the parking garage, we

13  previously discussed number of parking spaces, etc.

14  What I'd like to do is I'd like to introduce Art

15  Stadig from Walker Parking Consultants.  He's been

16  working with us as our parking expert, especially

17  relative to mechanical parking.

18           MR. GELLER:  Jim, before you do that --

19           MR. FITZGERALD:  Absolutely.

20           MR. GELLER:  Questions?

21           MS. POVERMAN:  I have a couple.  And again,

22  I haven't had the longest amount of time to review

23  this.

24           So going to page 2 of your memo, you say
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 1  that the crash period that was reported was 2012 to

 2  2014.  In my very brief review of the MDM memo, I

 3  thought it was actually 2014 to 2016 data.  I just

 4  wanted to see if the most recent data was included.

 5           Are the MDM people here?

 6           MR. MILLS:  Yes.

 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Was 2016 included?

 8           MR. MILLS:  We reviewed the -- to your

 9  question, yes.  It was reviewed -- it was provided by

10  the -- not all of 2016.  We still have a few months

11  to go, but up to a certain period of time we did

12  provide it from the local police department --

13  Brookline Police Department.

14           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.

15           MR. FITZGERALD:  My apologies.  That was a

16  typo.  I just looked at the document itself.

17           MS. POVERMAN:  No problem.

18           Okay.  Under "projected future traffic

19  volume," I don't understand the second paragraph

20  starting "The memorandum indicates ..."

21           MR. FITZGERALD:  So in the report itself --

22           MS. POVERMAN:  So if you could read it

23  aloud and then maybe tell me what it means, that

24  would be great.
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 1           MR. FITZGERALD:  I could do both.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Sure.

 3           MR. FITZGERALD:  "The memorandum indicates

 4  that a nearby permanent count station shows

 5  historical reduction in traffic, minus .3 percent per

 6  year, but the supporting documentation in the

 7  appendix shows count stations located in Abington and

 8  Weymouth.  Regardless, the used growth rate of .5

 9  percent per year appears to be reasonable for the

10  project area."

11           What that all means is that when developing

12  the future traffic network, traffic volumes were

13  projected using an assumed background growth rate

14  looking at traffic counts in the area.  In the

15  report, it referenced MassDOT count information.

16  However, in the appendix of the report, it provided a

17  page showing traffic counts in Abington and Weymouth,

18  which aren't relevant in the immediate vicinity.  So

19  with that -- that's why I pointed out the fact that

20  that information was irrelevant.

21           The reason that I said .5 percent per year

22  appears to be reasonable is that in many instances in

23  traffic studies you'll see a consistent number

24  between .5 and 1 percent per year on average as an
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 1  adequate background growth rate.  And it's

 2  anticipated that in this region, which is already

 3  heavily built up, that .5 per year would be adequate

 4  for an assumption.

 5           MS. POVERMAN:  So is the used growth rate

 6  something that MDM used, or is it a term of art?

 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  So the growth rate was

 8  used by MDM to project traffic volumes to a future

 9  year.  In this case, they used the year 2021, so they

10  projected volumes out for five years using .5 percent

11  per year compounded.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  And so what was the

13  historical reduction to traffic?  What does that

14  relate to?

15           MR. FITZGERALD:  So sometimes what we find

16  is that traffic volumes actually decrease over time,

17  instead of increasing.  In many instances they've

18  increased, but there is information, and during

19  certain periods traffic volumes may decrease,

20  especially if there's a decline in the economy, for

21  instance.  Sometimes that can happen.  That can

22  contribute to impact traffic volume fluctuation.

23           So instead of projecting traffic volumes

24  out for a future year and actually reducing the
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 1  traffic volumes from today, we want to be

 2  conservative and at least show an increased growth to

 3  traffic volumes in the network to make sure that

 4  we're conservative in looking at how traffic may

 5  operate in the future.

 6           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  So as you said, the

 7  information about the historical reduction related to

 8  Abington was just noise, in effect?

 9           MR. FITZGERALD:  It basically said that

10  the -- there was an inconsistency between the text in

11  the report and the information shown in the appendix.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  Is there anything to back up

13  the information -- do you have any way of telling us

14  the information in the report was accurate since the

15  backup documentation was not relevant to Brookline?

16           MR. FITZGERALD:  In other studies in this

17  area, there's been .5 percent per year to 1 percent

18  per year in growth rate.  So in my opinion, in my

19  experience, .5 percent per year is reasonable because

20  we have all seen in the traffic industry fluctuations

21  in traffic volumes over the years that do, in fact,

22  show negative changes:  decreases in traffic volume

23  from year to year.  And it's industry standard to at

24  least assume a .5 per year growth rate.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Got it.

 2           I think I need another explanation.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Let me jump in here.

 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Sure.

 5           MR. GELLER:  What's the impact of their

 6  having reviewed a shorter period for the projection?

 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  Quite honestly, not much.

 8  And that's why a lot of this information are just --

 9  a lot of the findings that we included in here are

10  things -- small issues or questions that we had with

11  the report.  In the end, there's very low trip

12  generation being -- as a result of this development.

13           If we were to ask them to redistribute

14  their trips, for instance, we're going to change two

15  or three vehicles.  It's not going to make much of a

16  difference.  If we were to ask them to evaluate the

17  Beacon Street/Centre Street intersection, those few

18  vehicles traveling through there would -- compared to

19  the amount of traffic traveling through that

20  intersection would -- it would be negligible.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  I don't have anything else.

22           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?

23           MR. HUSSEY:  No.

24           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Chiumenti?
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 1           MR. CHIUMENTI:  You know, obviously the --

 2  I don't expect the traffic from this building to be

 3  really the problem.  It's more the congestion in this

 4  neighborhood that already exists and that would be

 5  exacerbated by traffic coming and going from this

 6  building.

 7           And a couple of things that I don't know --

 8  that you may not be aware of is that there is -- this

 9  is a location for community activity, particularly on

10  Thursdays.  They have farmers markets and so on.  And

11  also -- and the planning department's here.  Maybe

12  they can remind me if I'm mistaken.  But weren't we

13  talking about maybe needing to build a school

14  facility across the street from this parking lot or

15  using the parking for the school -- the Devotion

16  School?  No?

17           MS. POVERMAN:  That's going on Centre

18  Street East.

19           MS. STEINFELD:  Currently there are some

20  surface spaces assigned to teachers in the east lot,

21  but there's no increase in parking or anything along

22  those lines.

23           MR. GELLER:  Anything else?

24           (No audible response.)
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Art?

 2           MR. STADIG:  Good evening, Chairman Geller

 3  and members of the board.  My name is Art Stadig.  I

 4  work for Walker Parking Consultants.  I've been

 5  retained by the city to do a peer review on the

 6  parking portion of the project.  We have prepared a

 7  memorandum that was issued today, actually.

 8           The first point was that the developers

 9  have asked for a waiver from -- to deviate from the

10  parking space requirement.  It typically requires two

11  spaces per unit, and they are requesting

12  significantly less.

13           We've taken an independent review of the

14  parking demand for this project.  We've taken into

15  account certainly the location, the nature and

16  character of what's happening in Coolidge Corner.

17  We've looked at the Census Bureau information in

18  addition to the vehicles available by tenant type.

19  Also, we've looked at the number of vehicles

20  available by the number of people per household.  And

21  both of those pulled together help paint a picture,

22  but that's only part of it.

23           Based on our experience in the area

24  nationally, we've taken a look at what's going on.
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 1  Our recommendation would be to require a parking

 2  ratio of no less than .67 for the residents.  And if

 3  you wanted to include visitor parking, you would

 4  increase that to a ratio of .77 spaces per unit.

 5  That would require 27 spaces for residents and up to

 6  31 total if you include visitor parking along with

 7  that.

 8           The current plans indicate six compact

 9  spaces, which is 29 percent of the total number of

10  spaces.  Max allowed by zoning is 25 percent, so

11  they're slightly higher on the number of compact

12  spaces than what's allowed.

13           The driveway into the garage is indicated

14  to be 20 feet.  While that does meet zoning, that's

15  on the very low end of level of service and is quite

16  tight; this dimension here, as I'm looking at the

17  floor plan -- the first-floor plan.

18           In addition to that, it would be tight even

19  if there was a straight maneuver directly in, but

20  there is a turn maneuver.  And actually, it's a

21  double turn maneuver.  So this will work, but it will

22  significantly slow down the vehicle maneuvers both in

23  and out of the driveway there.

24           In addition to that, the people going in --
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 1  the residents going in and out will also need to

 2  negotiate overhead rolling doors.  Currently the plan

 3  indicates two separate doors; one for inbound and one

 4  for outbound with a center jam.  We're suggesting

 5  later in the memorandum that they might want to

 6  consider just having one single larger door which

 7  would allow ease of maneuvering in and out with that

 8  turn.

 9           We are recommending that those turns be

10  reviewed, and if there's any way to help make a

11  better level of service there for people going in and

12  out, that would be advisable.  That will help ease

13  maneuvers both on and off Centre Street.

14           As it stands right now, it's our opinion

15  that if a vehicle was leaving -- a vehicle trying to

16  enter the facility while that car is in the queue

17  waiting to leave and get out on Centre Street, the

18  car that's out on Centre Street waiting to get in

19  would have to essentially wait for that car to move.

20  It's just -- the turning maneuvers with a 20-foot

21  drive lane are quite tight -- but doable.  It just

22  needs to be pointed out that that will slow things

23  down at that location.

24           We have no indication of what access
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 1  control would be, in other words, what type of system

 2  or credential that would be used to get into the

 3  overhead doors, if it's an automated system, such as

 4  AVI, automatic vehicle identification; a transponder-

 5  type system; or if it's a clicker -- a garage door

 6  clicker, radio signal, etc.  But whatever type would

 7  need to be reviewed in how that would work to keep

 8  the residents moving at that location.

 9           The overall parking dimensions comply with

10  the zoning within the parking facility.  What we'd

11  like to point out is that good design practice would

12  dictate -- even though a compact space, for example,

13  in this location here adjacent the trash room -- even

14  though the space is physically measured as 8 foot

15  wide, typically in a parking situation you have part

16  of your neighbor's parking space to help you maneuver

17  a door swing.  So a good design practice would be

18  that you would provide an extra foot or so against a

19  hard object like a wall and/or also maneuvering

20  around columns.  So even though it does meet the

21  letter of the zoning, it is quite tight.  It's just

22  something to point out within the facility.

23           As indicated previously, there are proposed

24  car stackers, mechanical lifts.  At least that was
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 1  what was in -- as we understand tonight, that there's

 2  potential -- that the car stackers that are in this

 3  position here, there's a grand total of four of them

 4  that are indicated on the plans -- that those may be

 5  a different type of system than a pure stacker.

 6           A car stacker would be -- what we would

 7  classically see is you drive one vehicle onto a car

 8  stacker, you press the button, a hydraulic lift lifts

 9  that vehicle directly up, and another car is driven

10  underneath it.  To retrieve the car in the upper

11  position, you would need to first move the vehicle

12  out of the lower position and then lower the

13  mechanical lift.

14           There are what we call semiautomated

15  systems that could be used that could do this

16  automatically and you would not have to move the

17  lower.  We have to review the situation.  This is

18  brand-new information as of this evening.

19           I would not recommend, as was suggested,

20  that there are lifts -- mechanical units that would

21  literally drop the vehicle -- I won't say "drop."

22  That's not a good term.  But place the vehicle down,

23  by mechanical action, down at the center of the drive

24  lane.  There could be obvious safety issues with
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 1  that, but also just the orientation of the way the

 2  car would be stacked up above and with the way the

 3  drive lane is, may not be conducive to that type of

 4  system.

 5           So what I would recommend would be -- if

 6  this was further explored by the proponent -- that a

 7  semi- -- we'll call it a "semiautomated system" would

 8  be reviewed, and that would be more appropriate for

 9  this particular instance.

10           But what we will say, and this is our

11  opinion, is if a car stacker is used, this is

12  regulated by the elevator regulations 524 CMR, and

13  they require that there's safety instruction and

14  training for anybody that would use these systems.

15           The semiautomated system is also regulated

16  by 524 CMR.  We do not have any of those systems

17  currently in place in the Commonwealth.  I would

18  suggest that early and often communication with the

19  elevator people would be taken into account as this

20  is all brand new in the area.  The use of automated

21  systems is not brand new, but the use right here in

22  the Boston area, the Commonwealth, is new and it will

23  be looked at.  If you're the first on your block, so

24  to speak, to have this, it would be good to get in
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 1  early and often to discuss this with the elevator

 2  people.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Excuse me.  Are you saying

 4  that there are no stacker systems --

 5           MR. STADIG:  No.  There are car lifts in

 6  the area.  There's no question there.  But the use of

 7  automatic and semiautomated systems is brand new.

 8           MR. GELLER:  Automated and semiautomated.

 9           MR. STADIG:  Yeah, is what is new and

10  currently being considered in Boston, but yet not

11  approved and yet not built.  There are -- several are

12  being planned at this point in time.  I'm not

13  aware -- I do know of some being thought of as

14  semiautomated, but I do not know of any that have

15  been in the approval process yet.

16           Bike parking is shown.  Just both -- the

17  question would be if the access is through this door

18  here directly in front of the accessible parking

19  aisle, whether that is the location of bike parking

20  so that the bikes would not have to go in a different

21  direction.  It's just on a check.

22           But then what would be more important is to

23  confirm that there is an accessible egress path that

24  would remain free and clear to the public streets and
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 1  just to ensure that -- it's a little bit odd to

 2  require that the accessible -- the person that

 3  requires the accessible parking space to have to go

 4  out into the elements, to walk out, get onto the

 5  public street to come around and enter the residence

 6  through the front door.  Normally, you would think

 7  that you would be able to get to the accessible

 8  parking space and have an accessible pathway directly

 9  in.

10           At this point in time, this does not appear

11  to meet the requirements of the accessible path as a

12  free and clear zone that's not in the drive lane.  So

13  that can be reviewed, and to take it into account.

14  This is legal if this is an accessible path out here,

15  although I would say that that is probably not the

16  most welcoming to someone with accessibility needs.

17           That's it for my review, if you have any

18  questions.

19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Are you suggesting that

20  this design doesn't meet regulations -- state

21  regulations -- as it's presently presented?

22           MR. STADIG:  No, I'm not saying that.  If

23  the proponent is suggesting that they would use -- I

24  believe you're talking about an automated or
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 1  semiautomated parking system?

 2           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Also this access you were

 3  referring to.

 4           MR. STADIG:  Yeah.  That -- I don't have

 5  enough information to indicate that that is an

 6  accessible pathway.  I'm just saying that it would

 7  need to be an accessible pathway.  I believe that

 8  does meet regulations.  I'm just saying as a friendly

 9  gesture and equal access to those with accessibility

10  needs, you would typically have an accessible path

11  within the covered and enclosed parking area.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  Actually, the developer

13  could say.  How do handicapped people access the

14  lobby, and how does everyone else get to the lobby?

15  I'm just not clear on either of that.

16           MR. HUSSEY:  Right here.  See that door?

17  That goes from the vestibule to the parking.  Is that

18  right?

19           MR. HARDING:  Correct.

20           MS. POVERMAN:  Is it raised?  I mean, could

21  a handicapped person --

22           MR. HARDING:  The door to the outside from

23  the handicap hatched area is really just an egress

24  from the garage.  So this door here is just an egress

0078

 1  from the garage and it gets you to the sidewalk --

 2  the sidewalk all along the side of the building here,

 3  all the way around to this stair exit.  So that's a

 4  concrete paved area entirely.  That's an accessible

 5  path.

 6           MS. POVERMAN:  You can enter the lobby --

 7           MR. HARDING:  You can enter the lobby right

 8  here.

 9           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Isn't that sloped there?

10           MR. HARDING:  It is.  But it's sloped

11  within the requirements of the code.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  But the handicapped person

13  would have to go uphill.

14           MR. HARDING:  It's a very slight -- it's a

15  1 in 20 slope, so that's below ramp level.  It's just

16  kind of a sloped walkway at that --

17           MS. POVERMAN:  But if you go out the exit

18  next to the handicap ramp to the right, where is the

19  first exit to get into the lobby?

20           MR. HARDING:  Well, that's an exit from the

21  garage.  The person in -- that's using the handicap

22  space would go through the garage right here and into

23  the lobby.  Any person who parks in the garage would

24  enter though this door, into the vestibule, and then
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 1  into the lobby.

 2           An alternative route would be to go out the

 3  door and around, but that would be an alternative

 4  route, not the primary access.

 5           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.

 6           MR. STADIG:  What my comment would be is

 7  that accessibility regulations would require an

 8  accessible pathway that is not shared with the drive

 9  lane.  It needs to be its own accessible path.

10           So, for example, right at this pinch-point

11  location, there's no width to that accessible

12  pathway.  It's not shared by the drive lane.  As you

13  can imagine, if somebody in a wheelchair was

14  negotiating that pathway while someone's driving

15  in -- that's part of the reason for it.  So I'm

16  saying that needs to be reviewed, that you have --

17  it's by -- the admissibility regulations require that

18  it is its own path and not shared.

19           MR. HUSSEY:  That's basically a building

20  code issue, is it not?

21           MR. STADIG:  Yes.

22           MR. HARDING:  And we can revise this

23  access.  We can revise these hatches to get us the

24  required amount of pathway outside of the drive
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 1  aisle.  I'm confident we can do that.

 2           MR. GELLER:  So I take it that they don't

 3  have a choice.  They have to meet that code

 4  requirement.

 5           MR. STADIG:  Correct.

 6           MR. HARDING:  We will meet it.

 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.

 8           MR. GELLER:  Other questions?

 9           MS. POVERMAN:  Let me think for a minute.

10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I suppose -- if you have a

11  16-year-old daughter, would you let her go down and

12  operate these devices?

13           MS. POVERMAN:  Stop using women as your

14  examples.

15           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I have a three-year-old

16  grandson.  I'm sure he'd be delighted to operate

17  this.

18           MR. GELLER:  The irony is your three-year-

19  old grandson probably knows how.

20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  They say, you know, it's

21  simple enough that a 12-year-old could do it, but the

22  12-year-old is never around when you need one.

23           It strikes me as dangerous.  I don't know

24  that I'd feel comfortable with other people
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 1  operating --

 2           MR. STADIG:  Well, let's be clear as to

 3  what you're talking about.  If you're talking about a

 4  car stacker, which is just the device that I believe

 5  was on the plans prior to what I learned tonight, no,

 6  I would not believe that -- typically, to allow

 7  renters or rental units and residents -- to use that

 8  type of system.

 9           Classically, it's parking operators, valet

10  operators that are not only trained but experienced

11  in using it.  I have personally seen bad things

12  happen with car stackers.  Okay?  And so if not

13  properly used that could be a problem.

14           Now, if you go to the semiautomated

15  systems, they are much safer, and that can be

16  properly used by a -- you know, a rental resident, if

17  you will, with some training.  But the system is

18  completely different.  It's wholly contained.  You

19  are not in control of the system.  The system is

20  semiautomated and it's enclosed and the movement

21  occurs behind the enclosure.

22           MR. GELLER:  Why don't you ask the

23  developers, or I'll ask them.

24           Have you started to think about the stacker
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 1  and how it's going to function?

 2           MR. ENGLER:  These things are all

 3  working/drawing-related details that at the schematic

 4  level, we don't feel like we have to.  So you can put

 5  conditions on the site.  We have to satisfy the

 6  building commissioner of the town when we get to

 7  those levels, but there are only so many things you

 8  can do at the preliminary design level before you get

 9  your permit, and then you spend the time doing all

10  those kinds of details.

11           So the answer -- long way of saying, no, we

12  haven't done any more than what we've shown you and

13  what our consultants have reviewed and what your peer

14  review consultant reviewed.

15           MR. GELLER:  Okay.

16           MR. ROTH:  I can add to that.  I'm a little

17  ahead of the game in terms of where we are.  So maybe

18  Bob is not aware of it, but I've contacted at least

19  four different manufacturers.  I've gotten their

20  materials.  I've gotten a list of names of where

21  they're being used, where they currently are used,

22  where they're planning on using them.  I have contact

23  people to reach out to to get historic data on it.

24  So I've done a lot of homework, not enough to
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 1  identify a certain product yet, though.

 2           MR. GELLER:  And what you're looking at,

 3  are they simply stackers or semiautomated systems or

 4  the full spectrum?

 5           MR. ROTH:  I've looked at the whole gamut.

 6  We want something that's going to operate

 7  efficiently, something that -- it could hold up over

 8  a long period of time, something that's relatively

 9  friendly, simple.  So we've looked at all the

10  different combinations.  And, you know, it is like

11  Bob said.  We're in a preliminary state.  But I've

12  gotten all the information.

13           I do want to make sure that whatever we get

14  is something that if there's a repair that needs to

15  be made, we could do it very quickly, there's parts

16  available, there's labor.  And I'd really like to see

17  something that has history to it.  So we're doing our

18  homework on that.

19           MR. GELLER:  And as you can appreciate from

20  our perspective, what we want is something that is

21  safe -- operable and safe.

22           MR. ROTH:  I mean, our intention is to hold

23  the building for a very long time, and we understand

24  the liability associated with that.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  I just want to make one more

 2  comment, which is that I assume your main conclusion

 3  is that there is not enough -- as things are, there

 4  are not enough parking spaces for the proposed amount

 5  and mix of units that exist.

 6           MR. STADIG:  Correct.  And our presumption

 7  is also that our demand factors are based on market

 8  rates being charged for parking.  A couple -- a

 9  parking space, for example, with a unit, market rate

10  space would be one of the presumptions.  And also the

11  unit mix that you -- that is currently proposed is

12  how we've arrived at that.  If the unit mix changes,

13  then that ratio will change slightly.  So, yes.

14           But to answer your question, we do not

15  believe that there is enough parking shown at this

16  point in time for what would be required -- what we

17  believe would be required for a supply of parking.

18           MS. POVERMAN:  Thank you.

19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

20           Anything else?

21           (No audible response.)

22           MR. GELLER:  No.  Thank you.

23           Okay.  I want to invite members of the

24  public to offer their testimony.  Again, please stick
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 1  to the topic of tonight's hearing, offer us new

 2  information.  If you agree with what somebody before

 3  you said, point to them and say you agree.  Thank

 4  you.

 5           MR. CHIANG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My

 6  name is Derek Chiang from 41 Centre Street.  We

 7  appreciate the opportunity to provide public

 8  comments.  As usual, the neighbors have organized our

 9  thoughts into an order.  We may get inadvertently

10  interrupted, but we'll try to be as concise as

11  possible.

12           First off is -- Dan Hill is our attorney

13  representing us.

14           MR. HILL:  Members of the board, my name is

15  Dan Hill.  I'm an attorney based out of Cambridge,

16  and I represent the neighbors at the property.

17           I actually have a few questions.  I hope

18  you don't mind if I raise a few points and ask a few

19  questions about some of the comments that were made

20  by the peer reviewers and the developer, since I

21  think that would be helpful to the board's

22  understanding of the project.

23           And the first topic is really this parking

24  issue and the sight distances, and I suppose it sort
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 1  of overlaps between the two experts.  I kept hearing

 2  tonight about the sight distance issue being

 3  resolved, but I haven't seen a site plan, which is

 4  striking to me since -- you know, I've been doing 40B

 5  work for about 15 years, and pretty much every 40B

 6  project we work on has a site plan.  I'm not aware of

 7  a site plan even being on file.  There's certainly

 8  not one posted on the town's website.

 9           All we have is this one -- this ground

10  floor plan, which is an architect's plan.  It's not

11  signed or stamped by an engineer, it's not scaled, it

12  does not show the -- it's not clear where the

13  property boundaries are, it doesn't show the detail

14  where the sidewalk is, it doesn't show the center

15  line of Centre Street.  So how is anybody to tell

16  whether or not the sight distances have been complied

17  with -- the stopping sight distance?  So is the site

18  plan available on the website?

19           MS. MORELLI:  It should be part of the

20  application.

21           MR. HILL:  Okay.  But the application has

22  changed dramatically in the last six months.  So has

23  there been a current site plan filed?  What I've seen

24  is a site plan that was a survey plan which showed
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 1  the original footprint of the building, and that was

 2  filed back in, what, May, when this application was

 3  filed?  Is there an updated site plan?

 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Was there a determination

 5  made by someone from the town?  As I recall --

 6           MS. MORELLI:  We reviewed this for

 7  application completeness.  There was a site plan

 8  stamped by a surveyor, as required.  Right now we are

 9  in the process of going through design iterations.

10           You can talk to the traffic peer reviewers,

11  if what they reviewed was sufficient for their

12  review.

13           MR. GELLER:  Was it sufficient for your

14  review?

15           MR. FITZGERALD:  We based the review using

16  this plan here.  It's -- although it's not

17  necessarily -- it is to scale.  There's not

18  necessarily a bar scale in the corner of the plan.

19  It is not stamped by a professional engineer.  This

20  is what we were given to review, and based on this

21  plan, that's what we based our assessment on.

22           We determined that adequate stopping sight

23  distance was available for an assumed speed of 30

24  miles an hour traveling down the roadway.  And based
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 1  on what we were provided, based on our site visits

 2  and measurements on the field, we have determined

 3  that it was adequate, yes.

 4           MR. HILL:  Were you provided with a plan

 5  that shows the site triangles at this intersection?

 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  No, we were not.  Because

 7  what we did was we used this plan to determine the

 8  site triangles and we determined stopping sight

 9  distance.  Intersection sight distance versus

10  stopping sight distance, two different things.

11           So the minimum requirements for sight

12  distance is stopping sight distance, and there was

13  more than adequate stopping sight distance for this

14  approach, and that's what we based our assessment on.

15           MR. HILL:  And did you review the adequacy

16  of the intersection sight distance?

17           MR. FITZGERALD:  We looked at intersection

18  sight distance stopped from the back of sidewalk.  If

19  you're stopped behind the sidewalk, you're shy of

20  intersection sight distance requirements being met.

21  If you protrude into the sidewalk zone, you have

22  adequate visibility.  The obstruction, really, is

23  looking to the left through the trees that are

24  currently there.  It's an existing condition that we
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 1  can't -- basically, it's trees further down the

 2  roadway along this grass strip.

 3           MR. HILL:  How do you know where the

 4  sidewalk is if it's not shown in this plan?  I can

 5  guess where it is, but the plan should show where the

 6  sidewalk is.

 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  This is the edge of the

 8  curb, and this is the opposite edge of road.

 9           MR. HILL:  Where is the sidewalk?

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  It would be between the

11  edge of road and the landscaping.

12           MR. HILL:  I'm sorry, but how can you just

13  make assumptions like this without having the detail

14  on a plan?  I mean, this is just -- this is 40B 101.

15  Every application should have a site plan.

16           Can I speak without being interrupted, Bob?

17           Every 40B application should have an

18  updated site plan on whatever major changes to the

19  design are provided, which isn't the case here.  They

20  didn't have adequate sight distances for the prior

21  design.  Now they claim that they do.  And you just

22  heard tonight that there is no intersection sight

23  distance without encroaching on the sidewalk.

24           The plan doesn't show the sidewalk
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 1  location.  The plan doesn't show the center line of

 2  Centre Street.  I have major questions of whether or

 3  not this is being satisfied, and I think you're being

 4  not served well by this review on traffic.

 5           Pedestrian impact remains a concern.  It's

 6  a concern that we raised for the last four or five

 7  months.

 8           With respect to the trash collection, I

 9  want to comment on that because Mr. Boehmer raised

10  it.  We've raised this issue multiple times.  There's

11  still no -- from what I can tell -- any management

12  proposal or plan to deal with trash collection.  I

13  don't think anyone's studied this.

14           Has anyone actually reviewed whether or not

15  that trash room that's shown on the plan is large

16  enough to accommodate 40 apartment units?

17           You know, I know how much trash I

18  generate -- my family generates on a given week with

19  recycling cans and trash cans.  That looks, to me, to

20  be the size of a parking space, and to put 40 units

21  worth of trash in there per week I don't think is

22  reasonable.  But that's me.  I'm not an expert.  This

23  board should have an expert review --

24           MS. MORELLI:  Chairman Geller, I can
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 1  respond to that.  So part of our staff meeting with

 2  the applicant and the team -- we did meet with the

 3  director of public health, Patrick Maloney, and he's

 4  requested a rubbish plan, a narrative of how that

 5  will be treated.  Would it be a trash compactor?  How

 6  many receptacles would be positioned outside?  When

 7  there would be pickup.  How many times a week?  There

 8  would be a narrative for rubbish, recycling, and for

 9  noise management pertaining to the mechanicals and to

10  the trash compactor.

11           I did give interim deadlines to the project

12  team, and that is something -- we wanted you to see

13  updated plans first, but that will be -- you will get

14  a letter from the director of public health

15  commenting on the project team's plan -- a narrative

16  when it's submitted, probably for the next hearing.

17           MR. GELLER:  Great.

18           MR. HILL:  When we're talking about the

19  ground-floor basement level, I haven't heard any

20  discussion from the peer reviewers on whether or not

21  there's adequate arrangements for visitor drop-offs,

22  deliveries.  It's actually striking to me that

23  there's no discussion whatsoever in any of the

24  reports, whether the developer's traffic report or
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 1  the peer reviewer's.

 2           I don't know about you but, you know, my

 3  family, we get probably two trips from Amazon every

 4  day.  And, you know, where are the delivery trucks

 5  going to go?  I mean, are they going to sit in the

 6  driveway?  That's going to block, of course, access

 7  and egress out of this project.  Are they going to be

 8  parked on the street?  Well, if that's the case, then

 9  we just heard that cars parked in front of the

10  building are going to block sight distance.

11           So I raise that and ask that the board ask

12  the applicant to address, you know, how that's going

13  to be managed on this property.

14           Other similar design issues that we haven't

15  heard about -- and maybe there's been off-line

16  discussions with staff.  You know, it would be

17  helpful if that -- if those discussions were made

18  public.  And we were dumped today with a bunch of

19  reports, and you were as well.  We haven't had a

20  chance to review them in depth.  And it sounds like

21  there's also discussions going on off-line, which we

22  aren't privy to either.

23           But there seems to have been no review of

24  the stormwater system.  Again, there's no site plan,

0093

 1  so there's no details of the stormwater system except

 2  for a box that's showing the plan -- the infiltration

 3  system.

 4           MR. GELLER:  Ms. Morelli, do you want to

 5  respond?

 6           MS. MORELLI:  Yes.  Yes, I do.

 7           The applicant has been instructed to speak

 8  with the director of engineering, Peter Ditto, and

 9  those conversations have taken place.  The reason for

10  those conversations early on were simply to look at

11  the site plan to determine where on the site an

12  infiltration system could be.  He did not want that

13  within the building footprint, but outside it, and

14  that partly dictated the setback in the front yard of

15  15 feet to accommodate an infiltration system.

16           So Mr. Ditto has been in touch with the

17  applicant about calculations that he needs, and that

18  is ongoing.  I haven't received any updates.  That,

19  again, is established for the next hearing.

20           There is a site plan review, and that is in

21  keeping with Article 8.26 of the town's general

22  bylaw.  That is after a comprehensive permit -- if it

23  were to be issued, that would be conducted before a

24  building permit is issued, and that is standard for a
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 1  project that triggers that bylaw.

 2           MR. HILL:  I would respectfully suggest

 3  that that's too late.  Site plan review should be

 4  happening now.  That should be part of your

 5  comprehensive permit process.  Under Chapter 40B,

 6  every local approval that is otherwise required for a

 7  project gets subsumed within this process, so it

 8  would be entirely appropriate for the board to have a

 9  subsequent site plan review process.

10           MS. MORELLI:  I think I was misunderstood.

11  Mr. Ditto will be giving a letter to the ZBA

12  commenting on what he's reviewed thus far.  These are

13  preliminary plans.  What we have for all of our other

14  projects, as of right, 40A projects, and 40B, is a

15  site plan review that is three pages.  It's available

16  on our website.  I will make it available.  We have

17  to have construction plans in order to get the

18  calculations that the director of engineering

19  requests.  Preliminary plans are not sufficient.

20           MR. HILL:  I'm sorry.  Did I misunderstand

21  you?  Is there going to be a site plan review process

22  after the comprehensive permit is issued?

23           MS. MORELLI:  Yes.  Per usual.  That is how

24  we conduct our process.  Preliminary drawings are not
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 1  sufficient for that.

 2           MR. HILL:  I totally agree.  But my point

 3  is that that should be happening during this process

 4  because any local approval that's required for a

 5  project -- and the developer would be objecting to

 6  that.  If there's a local approval that's not

 7  included within this process --

 8           MS. MORELLI:  The local process -- we can't

 9  treat this 40B project differently than the way we

10  treat other projects.  There is going to be a

11  stormwater management review that is appropriate when

12  we have preliminary drawings.  We're not going to

13  treat 40B projects differently from the way we treat

14  our 40A and as-of-right projects.

15           MR. HILL:  Okay.  I disagree with the

16  process that's being laid out by the planner.  That's

17  not how it works under 40B.

18           But there should be a stormwater review

19  now.  This is -- this may not be an issue.  For all I

20  know, they can manage the stormwater on the site.

21  But why isn't it being done now?  We've been talking

22  about this for four or five months.  We've made this

23  point earlier, that there were no details on

24  stormwater.  We keep hearing it's going to come, it's
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 1  going to come.  Before you know it, it's going to be

 2  the end of your hearing, and if there's a problem, it

 3  would've been nicer to know it up front.

 4           MS. MORELLI:  Chairman Geller, Mr. Ditto

 5  has looked at plans.  This is a fairly -- this is a

 6  level site.  There's not -- there's no slope here.

 7  It is a small site.  He does believe that -- this is

 8  something that he is reviewing himself, and that's

 9  why we don't have an outside peer reviewer.  We feel

10  that his department can handle this.  And he is in

11  touch with the developer every time the plans change.

12  Again, he will be giving you a letter before this

13  hearing is over.  It should be the next hearing in

14  about three weeks.

15           MR. HILL:  Okay.  Mr. Boehmer had raised a

16  point in his prior iterations of the report, and I

17  don't think he mentioned it tonight.  But he had

18  asked whether or not there was a study done on the

19  impact of the project -- structural impact of the

20  project on abutting properties.

21           This remains a concern of ours,

22  specifically 19 Winchester Street.  The foundation of

23  that building is right against the property line.

24  It's on existing foundation.  From what -- I haven't
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 1  seen any reports of that evaluation -- of the impact

 2  the excavation of this project will have on that

 3  property.

 4           I've also seen no evaluation of the impact

 5  that excavation of this project might have on

 6  abutting trees.  There is, uniquely to this site, a

 7  row of trees running along the property line of

 8  19 Winchester Street that serves a very important

 9  purpose of providing screening and shade to the

10  parking lot.  This building will be roughly 5 feet

11  from the parking lot -- from the trees.  The trees

12  run along the property line.  It's 5 feet.

13           Now, most arborists you talk to would say

14  excavation within 5 feet of a mature tree is going to

15  have an impact on that tree.  We think that this is

16  something that the board should consider and look at.

17           I want to make a point that under your

18  conventional zoning, if this project were not a 40B

19  project and it's proposed as is, the side yard

20  setback would be 24 feet.  It's 10 feet plus the

21  length of the building divided by 10.  So if I did my

22  math right, I think it's 24 feet.  This project has a

23  5-foot setback, 5 or 6 feet, depending on what plan

24  you look at.
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 1           And just in closing on my part, I do want

 2  to go back to this issue of density.  This project,

 3  if it was not a 40B, would be limited to 4 stories,

 4  it would be limited to 8 units, it would have a

 5  24-foot side yard, a 30-foot rear yard.  And in this

 6  project, obviously -- and a floor area ratio of 1,

 7  and 80 parking spaces.  This is a substantial

 8  deviation, obviously, from your conventional zoning,

 9  and that's what 40B allows.

10           I read Judi's memo to you today, about an

11  hour ago, and Judi says there's a misconception out

12  there that a board should not approve a density any

13  greater than what they absolutely need to make a

14  project economic.

15           I don't necessarily disagree with that, but

16  I think an important caveat to that is that each --

17  Judi's right.  The board just can't arbitrarily

18  reduce density down to 8 units, which is what I think

19  is appropriate.  You just can't say 8 units is what

20  you'll get.

21           But you are allowed to reduce density when

22  that reduction in density is justified based upon

23  impacts that you feel haven't been mitigated

24  adequately.  And I'd argue that there are a lot of
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 1  outstanding issues here, mostly related to public

 2  safety and transportation, but also impacts on

 3  abutters, including the trees and the building that

 4  A, haven't been addressed; or B, can't be mitigated.

 5  And a reduction in density can be justified based

 6  upon those facts.

 7           And I don't think just lopping off one

 8  floor is sufficient.  The board has talked about

 9  considering taking off the sixth floor.  I'd argue

10  you should take off the fifth and sixth floor.  The

11  density may not be the biggest issue for us.  The

12  biggest issue just might be setbacks and providing

13  enough parking.  And if they can make it work with

14  four floors, maybe they could have a higher density

15  than 8 units, maybe even 16 or even 24.  I don't

16  know.

17           But I would encourage the board to really

18  consider a lower density that would probably mitigate

19  all of these concerns that we have raised in this

20  room and that you have raised and you've heard about

21  from your peer reviewers.  And I would encourage you

22  to hire a peer review consultant to do this work.

23  And if you need some names, I'd be happy to provide

24  some to you.  Thank you.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Hang on.  Can you tell me --

 2  what are the negative impacts on safety and health?

 3  You cited them.  Tell me what they are.  You

 4  mentioned traffic.  I've just heard peer review on

 5  traffic.  So are you telling me you disagree with

 6  their methodology?  Their conclusions?  What

 7  specifically is the problem with the peer review that

 8  we've just obtained that are talking about health

 9  safety?  Rather than simply say those words, tell us

10  how this project adversely impacts health and safety.

11           MR. HILL:  Sure.  So the inadequacy of the

12  peer review, in my mind, are the sight distances.

13  There have been, in my view, no evaluation of the

14  impact of cars coming out of that garage on

15  pedestrians in the sidewalk.  We don't even know

16  where the sidewalk is.  It's not labeled on the plan.

17  So that, to me, is number one.

18           And beyond that, there's been, in my view,

19  inadequate evaluation of the impact of this project

20  on pedestrians overall, not just sight distances.

21  The amount -- the deliveries.  Where are people --

22  are there going to be people double parking?

23           We've heard testimony about what's going to

24  happen on garbage day.  Mr. Boehmer's raised this.
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 1  Where are the trash cans going to be stacked?  Are

 2  they going to be stacked on the sidewalk?  Then where

 3  are people going to walk?  So I think there's a lot

 4  of unanswered questions.

 5           And to your question, Mr. Geller, this

 6  project might actually be able to satisfy these

 7  concerns, but there's so many unanswered questions,

 8  and I don't think the board should be voting to

 9  approve a project until it has those kind of answers,

10  and it doesn't get the answers from the developer.

11  If Mr. Engler is insisting that he only has to

12  provide conceptual plans, they don't have to get into

13  the details, fine.  Then approve a project that

14  you're comfortable with with those uncertainties.

15           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

16           Are there any questions?

17           MS. POVERMAN:  Oh, actually, there's one

18  more question just arising out of that.  But I

19  believe this might be one more for Mr. Boehmer, but

20  it relates to something you raised.

21           I may be using the wrong terminology.  You

22  mentioned something relating to a geotechnical

23  evaluation before the digging is done.  Is this

24  something that -- and Judi, I'll get you involved
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 1  here.  Is this something that generally a developer

 2  is required to do?  Is it something -- and if not,

 3  who would do that to make sure that there was no harm

 4  to abutting structures?

 5           MR. BOEHMER:  What I was referring to -- a

 6  geotechnical study is the very, very first step

 7  before you design the foundation system of the

 8  building.  So that involves, typically, the test pits

 9  or a combination of test pits and borings so that you

10  can really figure out the varying capacity of the

11  soil.  So it's impossible for a professional engineer

12  to design a foundation without having adequate

13  geotechnical information, so you can't do a building

14  without having done that.

15           The issue of -- concern about the -- I

16  guess there -- it is imaginable that there are

17  situations where you would need a geotechnical report

18  very, very early in a process.  A very steep slope

19  made out of very soft stone could just be kind of not

20  a believable project, and you'd want to find that out

21  really early.

22           That does not apply in this project.  This

23  project will need to do geotechnical borings in order

24  to proceed with the structural design of the
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 1  building.

 2           As far as the neighboring building, that's

 3  also something that is part of the normal course of

 4  engineering the building.  It's connected.  You need

 5  to know if there's another building next to you that

 6  is bearing on soil that you need to bear on, or

 7  ensure that you're not going to undermine the

 8  structure of the adjacent building.  It's a very

 9  serious issue, but it's a very normal issue.  And

10  certainly in urban sites -- every urban site has to

11  understand their impact on the neighboring buildings.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  So it's something that in

13  the course of building, it absolutely has to be done

14  and it will be done?

15           MR. BOEHMER:  It absolutely has to be done.

16  For a registered engineer to certify that this is

17  going to work, it absolutely has to be done.

18           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

19           MR. CHIANG:  Thank you.  Derek Chiang, once

20  again, Centre Street.

21           The neighbors have assembled a concise

22  slide presentation that we'd just like to go through

23  quickly.  I'll start here where we left off in terms

24  of what are the, you know, instances of threats to
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 1  health and safety, the local concerns.

 2           Starting off with building massing, it

 3  still remains problematic.  At the last ZBA hearing,

 4  there was a request for a 30-day extension to

 5  continue the discussion on building articulation, to

 6  gather adequate data about parking ratios.  We've

 7  seen materials from the applicant on both of those

 8  points.

 9           However, we strongly feel that a 4-foot

10  step-back on the fifth and sixth floors is illusory

11  and superficial.  Even though it may be aesthetically

12  a little better, it does not substantially reduce the

13  building massing to substitute for removing an entire

14  story.  That was the point of discussion at the last

15  ZBA public hearing in which there was a straw poll

16  taken by the ZBA members.

17           Side elevation remains overly imposing.

18  The last elevation shown by the applicant shows a row

19  of trees which we maintain will be destroyed if

20  excavation were to take place 5 feet from the lot

21  line.  That row of trees is not there.  So the side

22  elevation is what really impacts Centre Street, not

23  the front elevation, which has a narrow width.  But

24  you can see that side elevation along Centre Street,
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 1  that wonderful gray cementitious mass, or red, or

 2  whatever color of the day it happens to be.

 3           Each additional story does credibly

 4  increase the threat to local concerns:  pedestrian

 5  safety, the waste management that will be talked

 6  about by Steven Pendery.  It destroys the

 7  neighborhood fabric, and it sets a bad precedent.  I

 8  want to emphasize this because, as you know, we're

 9  under increasing threat for overdevelopment in North

10  Brookline.  45 Marion was pointed to as a precedent

11  for 40B development, and now 40 Centre Street, if

12  approved at six stories, will be set as the

13  precedent -- six stories as the precedent for 40B

14  developments.  In other sites, that's not always the

15  case, and we hope that the zoning board will

16  reconsider.

17           Chuck Schwartz would also like to address

18  building massing.

19           MR. SCHWARTZ:  Thank you.  Chuck Schwartz,

20  69 Centre Street.

21           I'd like to speak not only about height,

22  but to some of the issues that Mr. Boehmer brought

23  up, and that is how the building fits in with the

24  neighborhood.  You've heard many times that we are
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 1  concerned about the height of the building.  Several

 2  times during these hearings several of you have

 3  expressed concerns about the height of the building.

 4  You've asked to have one or two of the floors

 5  reduced, and we would hope that you would continue to

 6  make these demands on this project.

 7           I want to talk a little bit about the

 8  fitness of the building that Mr. Boehmer mentioned.

 9  Now, the buildings -- the other buildings on Centre

10  Street, 100, 112, 170 have been mentioned before.

11  They've even been mentioned at hearings for 420

12  Harvard Street.  And at one of those hearings, I

13  particularly brought up the fact that those

14  buildings, although they are tall, they have

15  significant setbacks on both the front, side, and

16  rear.  This building -- this project does not.  Those

17  setbacks make the -- lessen the impact of buildings.

18           On 100 Centre, not only do they have

19  setbacks, but they've included benches along the side

20  and the rear of the building for the public to use.

21  The front setback on 70 Centre has an area for people

22  to sit and for children to play.  And, again, this

23  building does not have those setbacks.

24           Since I mentioned 420 Harvard Street, at

0107

 1  those hearings, the ZBA specifically said that the

 2  building is too tall for Harvard Street.  As a

 3  result, one of the floors was eliminated and the

 4  mechanicals were removed from the roof also, adding

 5  to a more significant reduction, and you would hope

 6  that similar demands could be made on this project.

 7           Now, I know in the past -- the past history

 8  of 40Bs in Brookline -- let's start with St. Aiden's.

 9  When St. Aiden's was first proposed, there was an

10  outcry from the neighborhood.  People got together.

11  As a result of these efforts and neighborhood

12  concerns, much time and effort was spent for a

13  compromised plan to be reached.  Some people now

14  consider that a friendly 40B, and maybe this should

15  be a model.  What happened as a result of that

16  collaboration was the church was saved and the open

17  space in front of the church has been preserved for

18  public use.

19           Another 40B on Crowninshield, once again,

20  the neighborhood got together.  They were involved.

21  They successfully were able to reach a compromise

22  with the developer so the resulting project was much

23  different than the one originally proposed and more

24  acceptable to the neighborhood.

0108

 1           Even Hancock Village has been changed.

 2  What's going on there now is radically different than

 3  the initial proposal.  The heights have been reduced.

 4  So I would ask that the same considerations be given

 5  to this project on Centre Street.

 6           And I would like to say that, you know,

 7  once it's built, we have to live with it.  Like

 8  Dexter Park, it's not going to go away.  So I would

 9  ask the ZBA to be custodian of our streetscape.

10  Please don't let this building be part of your legacy

11  in Brookline.  Thank you.

12           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

13           MS. RESNICK:  Good evening.  I'm Margery

14  Resnick.  I live at 19 Shailer Street.  I was going

15  to talk about parking, but many of the issues have

16  already been discussed.

17           One that hasn't and one on which we rely on

18  you guys to have the big picture is what else is

19  happening?  No building exists in a vacuum.  And none

20  of the parking and traffic studies have taken into

21  account, as far as I've heard, the JCHE project,

22  which is one block away which will 14 spaces for 60

23  residents, senior residents who'll have attendants

24  coming in, the 420 Harvard Street project, the
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 1  possible project at Neena's, Coolidge Street and, of

 2  course, this one.

 3           And to say that these five projects which

 4  are -- none of which have adequate parking, none of

 5  which meet the ratios imposed by the town and common

 6  sense, are not going to have an impact, are going to

 7  just put one or two or three cars on the street, it

 8  really defies credibility.

 9           Finally, I really want to say that the

10  endless circulation of cars right there -- because we

11  have senior housing -- of attendants looking for

12  spaces, it goes on all day, every day.  I live on

13  Shailer Street.  I mean, you just could come and see

14  it.  There are no spaces.

15           And finally, I want to say our quality of

16  life hasn't been addressed, those of us who own

17  houses there.  What does it mean to us that we can't

18  have a friend over because there's absolutely no

19  parking?  Not only is there no parking, but we're

20  going to put another 21, 31 cars right in that

21  neighborhood in addition to the other five projects

22  currently under discussion.  And our quality of life

23  matters because we own homes in Brookline, we care,

24  and we rely on the ZBA to protect our property and to
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 1  really think about the fact that we're not against

 2  40B.  We want affordable housing.

 3           There's one point that hasn't been brought

 4  up that irks me a lot, and that is the developer has

 5  not assured us that the first dibs on these parking

 6  spaces will go to the affordable units.  If I'm a

 7  person and I'm getting all of these concessions and

 8  all of these adjustments and because I'm providing

 9  affordable housing, surely the first dibs on parking

10  should go to the affordable units and it should be

11  free.  Because the minute you charge, it's no longer

12  affordable.  So I think in perpetuity, those

13  apartments should be affiliated with free parking if

14  we're not going to be entirely cynical about 40B.

15           And I really think that some of the

16  solutions -- I'm sorry I'm here tonight because

17  months ago I really thought Mr. Roth might care

18  enough about the neighborhood, about building, about

19  all of us who live there to take some of these things

20  into consideration.

21           Instead we listened to a preposterous --

22  absolute preposterous suggestion that people use town

23  parking and move their car to a space at 8:00 at

24  night, get up at 8:00 in the morning, take it out,
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 1  and then every two hours afterwards move their car.

 2  That's the solution.  The only solution to

 3  mitigate -- as far as I can see -- these problems is

 4  to remove two stories.  I really think that without

 5  that adjustment, these problems will go unmitigated

 6  and unaddressed.

 7           MR. CHIANG:  Derek Chiang, just to read

 8  this into the record because it hasn't been

 9  considered in the current traffic studies and peer

10  reviews.

11           No pedestrian counts, especially between

12  7:30 and 8:00 a.m., school days, 3:00 p.m. to

13  3:30 p.m., have been provided.  Devotion School --

14  the expanded Devotion School is one block away.  The

15  Webster School is a pedestrian corridor along Centre

16  Street.  What's going to happen during construction

17  while Webster School is open?

18           We've heard about the traffic peer reviewer

19  saying that there's inadequate need for parking

20  spaces.  I do want to emphasize that we are very

21  concerned about the underground parking garage

22  because in 2001 an elderly pedestrian at

23  19 Winchester was killed when a vehicle exited the

24  parking garage.  Here we have the turning maneuver --

0112

 1  a complicated turning maneuver as opposed to a

 2  straight parking layout.  We have even more senior

 3  citizens along Centre Street than along Winchester

 4  Street.

 5           And there's just -- you know, as Dan Hill

 6  says -- a very minimal throwaway sketch of what the

 7  sight distance and the pedestrian space will look

 8  like, without traffic counts, without engineering

 9  calculations.  We're very, very worried about this.

10  Removing each story, eight units, will reduce that

11  risk of pedestrian/vehicle collisions.

12           MS. SCHWARTZ:  Linda Schwartz, and I live

13  at 69 Centre.

14           I want to say I agree with everything Derek

15  just said about pedestrians, and I also want to add

16  that I am a frequent pedestrian on Centre Street.  I

17  counted -- between Wellman Street and Beacon is

18  approximately 200 feet.  There are 13 curb cuts in

19  those 200 feet and hundreds of cars moving from the

20  east lot coming over the sidewalks.  But they also

21  come from all those other curb cuts too.

22           And twice in the last six months, I've had

23  near misses, usually with people pulling out to the

24  sidewalk, looking at their smartphones, and then
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 1  moving forward while I'm in the middle of the

 2  sidewalk right in front of them.  And I worry that

 3  not only are there hundreds of seniors on the street,

 4  often with walkers and motorized wheelchairs going up

 5  and down, but I know that we will get a new senior

 6  housing and add in more seniors to that.  And I

 7  really honestly fear not only for myself, because I'm

 8  fairly fast with the dogs getting out of the way, but

 9  not everyone is quick, and I do worry about this --

10  these cars moving from there.

11           Also, I know that a remark was made by the

12  consultant that the sight lines were good as long as

13  there was no one parked in front of -- on that side

14  of the street where it's illegal to park.  But I

15  think, as you saw when Chuck showed pictures of what

16  just an average Thursday looks like, there are tons

17  of cars parked illegally on the wrong side of the

18  street.  So please take that all into consideration.

19  Thank you.

20           MR. AULT:  My name is Steven Ault.  I live

21  at 19 Shailer Street, and I want to touch on

22  something that was mentioned by Mr. Boehmer and

23  Mr. Hill as well about the trash.  The developer is

24  suggesting that in order to accommodate a second
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 1  accessible -- handicap-accessible parking space, that

 2  they would shrink the trash room.

 3           The federal EPA, Environmental Protection

 4  Agency, estimates that the average household

 5  generates 29 pounds of garbage, trash and recyclable

 6  material, every week.  At a building housing 40

 7  units, as does this current iteration on 40 Centre,

 8  the residents will generate 1,160 pounds of garbage a

 9  week or 60,320 pounds per year, over 30 tons of waste

10  that the developer hasn't accounted for yet.

11           This material, studies on organic waste

12  management done in Toronto, suggests that fully three

13  and a third tons of this garbage will be organic

14  waste which will engender unpleasant odors, attract

15  flies and other vermin.  The so-called "ick factor"

16  for this organic waste and its impact on our

17  neighborhood has been ignored so far by the

18  developer.

19           The building will evidently be equipped

20  with trash chutes on each floor so that residents

21  will drop their garbage, waste, and recyclables in an

22  unsorted way to the ground floor where there will

23  reportedly be a compactor.  Who will operate the

24  compactor is unclear.  The capacity is unclear.  And
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 1  even if compacted, 60,320 pounds of garbage is a huge

 2  volume of waste materials to manage.  It's unclear

 3  whether the current 12 by 18 trash room will reliably

 4  provide enough space to store over half a ton of

 5  garbage every week, even if it is compacted.

 6           The developer hasn't bothered to tell the

 7  community how this mix of garbage, organic waste, and

 8  recyclables will be collected or where.  The building

 9  design doesn't permit a large waste removal truck to

10  empty the dumpster on the site.  40 Centre garbage

11  will then have to be hauled to the Centre Street curb

12  where it will be an obstacle for passersby of all

13  kinds:  school children, the elderly, the disabled,

14  whether on foot or in wheelchairs.

15           By failing to submit a waste management

16  plan so far, the developer has avoided telling the

17  ZBA and the community whether recyclables are going

18  to be dealt with separately.  Should the developer

19  opt for undifferentiated private hauling, the

20  building will have a globally negative environmental

21  impact, which is another public concern.

22           If the developer decides to force this

23  refuse collection burden onto the town, then the

24  neighborhood will be faced with having 30 tons of
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 1  garbage placed on the sidewalk over the year,

 2  blocking passage for the public on Centre Street.

 3  The volume of trash generated by this 40-unit

 4  building will most likely require about thirty

 5  35-gallon trash carts being placed out at the curb.

 6  That's a line 55 feet long and 2 feet deep.  Extra

 7  blue recycling containers would take even more space.

 8           Alternatively, the developer's intention

 9  may be just to leave a mound of garbage bags at the

10  curb where they'd fall into the street or back over

11  the sidewalk, further impeding the passersby.  These

12  bags invite animals and leave the garbage being

13  spilled out onto the sidewalks and into the streets,

14  which is a further public health concern.

15           Either of these options, the trash carts or

16  the garbage bags, creates a public safety and health

17  issue.  In the absence of any waste management plan,

18  either rejecting the developer's proposal completely

19  or downsizing this building is the best way to reduce

20  the public health, environmental, and public safety

21  impacts that will be created by 30 tons of organic

22  waste, trash, and recyclables that the occupants

23  would produce every year.  Thank you.

24           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.
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 1           KAREN:  Hi.  I'm Karen of Babcock.  And as

 2  a, you know, resident with lower income because of

 3  severe allergies and, you know, many other things,

 4  I'm really tired of other people advocating what

 5  should be in and around my prospective building.  I'm

 6  already being displaced by Boston University New

 7  Balance Field under my window.

 8           And every time I look at where the 40Bs are

 9  placed, they're either next to or not part of Boston

10  University or they're, you know, in other places

11  going to be built, like a school next door.  I don't

12  want another school next door.  Okay?  I mean, you

13  know, we're already being displaced at staggering

14  numbers, and you already have enough schools in North

15  Brookline to strangle somebody.  I mean, it's

16  preposterous.  I don't want benches under my window

17  for people to gather and hang out and have their

18  conversations all day and all night long.  I don't

19  want balls being thrown up and down and hearing your

20  vibrations and screams and whistles through my

21  window.

22           And I don't own a car, and I don't want to

23  be choked with others that keep mentioning about

24  cars.  There's a lot of people who don't own a car.

0118

 1  I just want a place that is comfortable.  Many places

 2  are not comfortable for me to live.  I want a one

 3  bedroom.  I would like to have a small patio.  I --

 4  you know, I don't want it close, on top of me.  I

 5  want a place that's actually livable -- livable size.

 6           My current place is excellent because it

 7  has heat and the air conditioning is controlled,

 8  hence the filtered air conditioning system.  I love

 9  my neighbors.  I have excellent credit.  I'm an

10  excellent tenant.  I look after the building as if it

11  was my own.  But I'm really tired of either being in

12  a bad position or having a new neighbor that's not

13  good.  I mean, I'm a peaceful tenant.  I want to live

14  in a peaceful area.  And I'd love to have the floor

15  of someone's house, but that hasn't come through

16  either.  Yeah, thank you.

17           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

18           MR. SIMONELLI:  I'm Rich Simonelli, Unit

19  809 at 19 Winchester Street.

20           I sent an email to you a couple of weeks

21  ago regarding the back side of 40 Centre Street.  A

22  good deal of effort has been put into doing something

23  with cutting back the massing on the front side of

24  that building and even on the sides.  But back side
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 1  still has a -- call it a Berlin Wall effect.  You

 2  have a six-story wall that's going to be 5 feet away

 3  from the back of our property line.

 4           Now, yes, there's a pool there.  But that

 5  area, if you look at it, is more than just a pool.

 6  It's a de facto open space for the neighborhood.  The

 7  neighbors in the surrounding buildings get to look

 8  into an open area.  There's a building on either side

 9  of 19 Winchester Street, there's going to be a

10  building behind 19 Winchester Street, namely 40

11  Centre Street.

12           So I'm advocating that maybe what you

13  should do is try to stagger the floors on the back

14  side of the building, as was done with the hotel on

15  Route 9, try to give it a different effect so it

16  doesn't look like you've got a building just dwarfing

17  everything else around it because it's 5 feet away

18  from the property line.  So either pull it back or at

19  least try to set the floors back, do something

20  different besides just adding windows, which is what

21  was done in the last iteration.

22           But this is, in effect, open space for us

23  and for the neighbors.  The front -- also, the front

24  window or the front lawn for all the people on the
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 1  back side of that building, 19 Winchester Street.

 2  Thank you.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Just one question.  Are you

 4  saying your neighbors for neighboring properties also

 5  are free to use your pool and --

 6           MR. SIMONELLI:  No, no, no.  I'm not saying

 7  they use the pool.  What I'm saying is if they look

 8  out their window, they get to look down into that

 9  area, so it's an open space for them.

10           KAREN:  You can hear them scream?

11           MR. SIMONELLI:  And so it's basically --

12           MR. GELLER:  That's not what one would

13  conventionally define as open space.

14           MR. SIMONELLI:  No.  I understand that.

15  I'm saying it's a de facto open space, is what I

16  said.  Because, yeah, it isn't, but this is the city.

17  You make do with what you've got.  Don't make it any

18  worse is what I'm trying to say.

19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

20           MS. ROSENSTEIN:  Thank you guys again for

21  sitting through this time after time after time.  I

22  would like to suggest that --

23           MR. GELLER:  Tell us who you are.

24           MS. ROSENSTEIN:  Oh, sorry.  I thought we
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 1  knew each other by now.  I'm Harriet Rosenstein.  I

 2  live at 53 Centre.

 3           Mr. Geller, you said to try not to be

 4  repetitive, and the trouble that I'm experiencing

 5  anyway is that the problems are iterated repeatedly

 6  because nothing has been candidly addressed.  I think

 7  that everything we are hearing in some detail tonight

 8  we have heard in one way or another since June, I

 9  think, June of 1916 -- 2016.  It's been a long time.

10           And I think that one explanation of so much

11  repetition has been the level of good faith or the

12  presence of bad faith dealings on the part of

13  Mr. Roth and his representatives, that what we have

14  been presented with for a very long time now has been

15  stonewalling so that there have been no answers to

16  the questions we have repeatedly asked.

17           The first meeting that we had -- this is

18  where I'm going to add.  The first meeting that we

19  had, Mr. Roth indicated that he wanted so much to

20  work with the neighbors.  He wanted to work with the

21  neighborhood.  We were entirely delighted that indeed

22  this could be a friendly 40B.  That was the last we

23  ever heard from Mr. Roth, the expression of a wish, I

24  suppose, that nobody was granted, either Mr. Roth or
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 1  the neighbors.  Thank you.

 2           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

 3           MR. MCNAMARA:  Hi.  My name is Don

 4  McNamara.  I live at 12 Wellman Street.  I just

 5  wanted to bring up a couple of points that I

 6  thought -- that haven't been brought up yet.

 7           So this is an apartment building.  So one

 8  of the big things that's going to come up is turnover

 9  of units.  So as everybody knows in Boston, September

10  1st is a very rough day.  So I think the perfect

11  storm for this place is September 1st, on a Thursday,

12  farmers market, kids going to school.  How many

13  apartments are going to turn over on September 1st?

14  20 of them?  So there's 20 trucks pulling up with no

15  parking, all blocking the road.  I think there's an

16  issue there.

17           I think that's about it.  I think the

18  parking consultant brought up a great point about the

19  access for handicapped users.  I think that is also

20  an issue for everybody else because there are people

21  that are going to be walking through on the car path,

22  which I think is a safety issue as well.  Thank you.

23           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

24           Anybody else?
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 1           (No audible response.)

 2           MR. GELLER:  No.  Okay.  Thank you,

 3  everyone.

 4           So what I think we ought to do, as we've

 5  done in the past -- well, wait a minute.  Judi, do

 6  you want to give us a --

 7           MS. BARRETT:  The elevator speech version

 8  of --

 9           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

10           MS. BARRETT:  I was asked to try to explain

11  to the board how the pro forma review process works,

12  and that really is the purpose of the memo.  I think

13  the take-home points that I'd like to underscore are

14  that you don't get to a pro forma review unless you

15  ask the applicant to make a change that the applicant

16  says, I can't do.  You don't get to sort of shop for,

17  you know, give us multiple iterations of a pro forma

18  until we get to the certain number of units that it's

19  a make or break.  You have to tell the applicant,

20  take a floor off or increase the setbacks to some --

21  whatever it is that you want, you have to articulate

22  that.  And the applicant is either going to say, I

23  can do that or not.

24           If the applicant doesn't think that he can
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 1  accommodate your request and still have a financially

 2  feasible project, the burden is on the applicant to

 3  tell you that.  You then may ask for a pro forma

 4  review.  The applicant has to give you a pro forma

 5  that shows the impact of what -- the condition that

 6  you plan to impose or the waiver that you intend to

 7  not grant, the pro forma has to sort of represent the

 8  applicant's perspective, that is, I can't do this.

 9           You then have that pro forma reviewed by an

10  independent consultant who doesn't work for the

11  applicant, doesn't work for the neighborhood, but

12  works for you.  You have two people already hired and

13  ready to go, so if you decide to require a pro forma

14  review, you can advance with that.  But the applicant

15  has to give you that pro forma that shows, I can't do

16  this.  You have your reviewer review that pro forma,

17  and the reviewer is going to have a certain amount of

18  work to do.

19           For example, the reviewer is probably going

20  to need to corroborate some assumptions in the

21  pro forma.  It's pretty typical.  He might want to

22  check the applicant's assumptions about site

23  construction costs or something of that nature.  And

24  so there's a bit of discussion that goes on.  And
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 1  ultimately the reviewer comes back to you with a

 2  report.

 3           Now, if the report says the applicant's

 4  full of bunk, you know, they can do -- the applicant

 5  can do what you suggest, you then have to decide are

 6  you going to go ahead and impose the conditions you

 7  threatened to impose in the first place or not grant

 8  a waiver.  You have to decide what you want to do.

 9           If the reviewer comes back and says, I hate

10  to tell you this, but what you want to do will make

11  the project uneconomic, my only concern for you if

12  that's what happens, then it makes it harder for you

13  as a board to continue to negotiate with the

14  applicant.  It kind of puts you in a corner.  And so

15  you have to decide:  Do you want to take that risk?

16           If you feel that you're not getting

17  anywhere with the applicant, if you're asking for

18  changes in what you're getting or gestures, then

19  maybe it is that point and you say, I don't want to

20  mess around with this anymore.  Take off a floor.

21  I'm not trying to put words in your mouth.  I'm just

22  saying, you know, just tell the applicant what it is

23  that you want and get going with this.

24           But if you feel that you're getting
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 1  somewhere based on the independent reviews you have

 2  so far, then my recommendation to you is to keep

 3  going and try to get the best project you can for

 4  your town, recognizing that in the end, the changes

 5  that you're asking the applicant to make, whatever

 6  they may be, are always going to have to be sort of

 7  weighed against this issue of, well, even if we get

 8  what we -- if we can get what we want here, how does

 9  that relate to the regional need for affordable

10  housing, which is, you know, ultimately the directive

11  of the statute.

12           So I think you have to -- you're getting to

13  the point where, frankly, you really do have to make

14  a decision because peer review doesn't just happen

15  overnight.  I mean, you've seen what's happened with

16  the traffic reviews and with Cliff's work.  I mean,

17  there's been four different sets of plans I think you

18  said you've reviewed.

19           Well, the same kind of thing happens, you

20  know, with a pro forma review, and so you need to

21  have the time to do that.  And I'm just concerned

22  that you have 180 days.  There's a modest extension

23  here, but you need to make a decision, and you have

24  to decide:  Do you want to take that risk or do you
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 1  want to keep going?

 2           And just bear in mind that although -- you

 3  know, in the end, the applicant's consultants are

 4  going to represent the applicant's best interest.

 5  The neighborhood -- no disrespect to any of you, but

 6  the neighborhood has an advocacy position too.  The

 7  neighborhood wants the smallest project they can get.

 8  The applicant wants the biggest project he can get.

 9  You need to have a project -- as Lark said in another

10  setting here on a different project, you need to get

11  a project you can approve, and you have to decide:

12  Are you there, are you getting there, or do you think

13  you're not?

14           If you think you're not, then it's time to

15  say, Mr. Roth, you need to make the following change,

16  and let him either say he can or he can't.  If you

17  think you're getting somewhere, I would hold off and

18  I would see, can you get this thing a little closer

19  to what you're looking for?

20           In the end, what you're going to have to

21  rely on if this goes to the Housing Appeals Committee

22  is not the neighborhood's consultants, it's not the

23  applicant's consultants, it's yours.

24           MR. GELLER:  Our peer reviewer's.
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  Yes, your peer reviewer's.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  I'm sorry.  Can you say that

 3  last sentence again, because I was writing something

 4  down.

 5           MS. BARRETT:  That's all right, Kate.  I

 6  was saying when this case -- if this case goes to the

 7  Housing Appeals Committee, you know, you're not going

 8  to be relying on the neighborhood's consultants, even

 9  though they might want you to, and you're not going

10  to be relying on the applicant's consultant, even

11  though he may want you to.  You're going to have to

12  rely on your consultants.

13           MS. POVERMAN:  Got it.

14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  My understanding is then

15  when it goes to land court, it's de novo basically on

16  these issues.

17           MS. BARRETT:  I have not been to a land

18  court proceeding before.  I deal with the Housing

19  Appeals Committee as little as I possibly can.

20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It's de novo.  They start

21  from scratch.

22           MR. HUSSEY:  Can you elaborate on that a

23  little bit, Steve?

24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Basically the judge is the
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 1  zoning board.  It starts from the beginning.  It

 2  doesn't consider what we said.  He basically

 3  reevaluates the thing.  He's not compelled to pass

 4  judgment on us.  He basically makes his own decision.

 5  He does basically what we're doing now.

 6           MR. HUSSEY:  Does the judge decide, or can

 7  it go to a jury?

 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Oh, no, it would be a

 9  judge.

10           MS. POVERMAN:  As I understand it, if the

11  developer appeals, it always goes to the HAC?

12           MS. BARRETT:  Correct.

13           MS. POVERMAN:  So we don't get a choice of

14  venue.

15           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Oh, no.  Then you go to

16  court.

17           MS. BARRETT:  Just to be clear, if the

18  applicant's unhappy with whatever you issue, the

19  applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Committee and

20  you go through that process.  And if you're not happy

21  with how that turns out, then the ball's in your

22  court.  Somebody's going to end up appealing, you

23  know, from there, but --

24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If he can prove it's
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 1  uneconomic, he gets to go to the Housing Appeals

 2  Committee.  If we don't like the decision, we get to

 3  go to court.

 4           MS. BARRETT:  I mean, that's true.  That

 5  is -- you know, you have to decide -- I think the

 6  great difficulty for boards of appeal with this

 7  process is, you know, you're trying to get -- your

 8  job is to try to get the best project you can for the

 9  town.  I think that just needs to be really clear.

10  This law is not about stopping affordable housing.

11  It's about building it.  So there's always this

12  tension between, well, what's stopping the building

13  of affordable housing?

14           From a Chapter 40B perspective, it's the

15  regulatory requirement.  I mean, the very things that

16  Attorney Hill would like you to comply with are the

17  reasons that there's Chapter 40B.  There's all this

18  tension between compliance with what you have for

19  zoning and the regulatory barriers, and you're trying

20  to figure out where's that spot where you've got a

21  project that can be built.  That's what the law is

22  about.  It's about creating affordable housing.  But

23  you don't ever know for sure unless you ask the

24  applicant to make some change and the applicant says,
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 1  I can do it or not.

 2           Now, so far, you know, you've been asking

 3  for things and the applicant's come back with some

 4  changes.  I'm not saying -- I'm not passing judgment

 5  on those changes.  I'm not saying they're great.  I'm

 6  just saying the applicant has made quite a few

 7  changes.  I remember the first time I saw the plans

 8  for this building and I, frankly, was horrified.

 9  But, you know, I'm just your 40B consultant.  I'm not

10  an architect.  Thank God you're here.  But, you know,

11  the project's changed a lot, but has it changed in

12  the material ways that you want?  I can't comment on

13  that.  That's your job.  I can just say it's changed

14  a lot.

15           And to -- you know, to the point of do we

16  have an adequate plan and so forth, what my

17  experience typically is is whatever the focus issue

18  is, that's sort of what everybody kind of works on.

19  And then in the end when everybody agrees, yeah, this

20  is what we're going to do, then you get a revised --

21  complete revised set of plans, and that becomes the

22  plan of record.

23           MR. GELLER:  That's a nice intro for the

24  board to have a discussion, so I want to invite the
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 1  board to continue the discussion that they've had.

 2           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think, from my

 3  perspective, the issue has always been, in terms of

 4  the neighbors and to some extent with us, the

 5  dense -- the height of the building, the number of

 6  floors, the density, and the misalignment with the

 7  number of parking spaces and the number of units.

 8           All the rest of the stuff that they've

 9  done, some setbacks, some visual design variation,

10  but it's been essentially -- the core of the program

11  is still the same.  And we haven't heard anything, I

12  don't think, from our peer reviewers that indicates

13  that it's reasonable to demand that be changed.  The

14  architectural peer reviewer says he's not bothered by

15  the height.  The traffic and parking reviewer

16  indicates that it's -- you know, it's adequate.

17           MR. GELLER:  Right.

18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I agree with Cliff Boehmer

19  that the appearance of this project is very improved.

20  I agree with Chris that that's really not terribly

21  material.

22           The fact of the matter is the regulations

23  tell us we're to consider the height and bulk of this

24  project.  That doesn't mean:  How does it look?  How
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 1  big does it look?  How tall does it look?

 2           Basically, if this building were 10 stories

 3  tall, the problem with the height and bulk isn't that

 4  it would look like it's 10 stories tall.  It's that

 5  the height -- the bulk and height of the building,

 6  the size of the building implies a great deal about

 7  the pressure that the population concentration

 8  creates for the trash, for the parking, for the

 9  traffic.  All of those things.  That's what height

10  and bulk is really about, not about how tall it

11  appears.

12           Basically -- and I've said and I continue

13  to feel that at least the sixth floor has to come

14  off.  And in looking at the distribution of

15  apartments that they have there and working through

16  the little 2012 town survey for rental units, the

17  parking ratios they have, if you actually took the

18  sixth story off and you used those little ratios, you

19  get a parking requirement of -- the .68 would get you

20  to -- which is what the parking consultant

21  suggested -- you get 21 parking spaces, which happens

22  to be the parking spaces in the basement.

23           I think that for those reasons, not the way

24  the building looks, but because of the bulk and size
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 1  of this building, taking that sixth story off goes a

 2  long way to addressing the parking problem and the

 3  trash problem and just the busyness and traffic that

 4  this building entails.  Basically, if you actually

 5  took the sixth story off and you dropped down the

 6  parapet there, it eliminates the building looking

 7  top-heavy but, as I say, I don't think -- Cliff

 8  mentioned -- but I don't think that's what height and

 9  bulk in the regulation really is a reference to.

10  It's not that the building looks tall.  It's that it

11  is big, too big.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  There are times when I wish

13  I really hadn't been put on the zoning board, just

14  about every time I leave one of these meetings.

15           MR. GELLER:  Easier being in the public,

16  isn't it?

17           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No, it isn't.  Not if

18  you're here fighting a project.

19           MR. HUSSEY.  As Steve knows.

20           MS. POVERMAN:  I agree that the building is

21  too big.  I think the biggest problems are parking,

22  which our peer reviewer said was a problem, that the

23  ratio was inadequate, that it should be closer to a

24  .67.  I think that there are issues relating to there
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 1  being inadequate parking.  Some of those were shown

 2  by the pictures that neighbors showed us of people,

 3  for example, being knocked out of their wheelchairs

 4  when they were basically run off the road at farmers

 5  markets.  So I think there are safety issues.  I

 6  think some of the issues are just convenience.

 7           I think that the way to best handle that is

 8  to, as Steve says, get a greater alignment of the

 9  percentages.  I think that if we could find a way to

10  do that without taking off a floor, of reducing the

11  units and increasing the ratio of parking in a

12  discussion, in a collaborative way, that would be

13  great.

14           One thing I want to see is what Cliff

15  Boehmer suggested, would be increasing the setback of

16  the fifth and sixth floors.  And this is a huge

17  movement for me.  I hope everyone realizes that, and

18  I'm sure some people really hate it.  But where I am

19  right now is for the fifth and sixth floors to be set

20  way back, you know, at least six feet, because that

21  will --

22           MR. GELLER:  Where?  Front?  Side?

23           MS. POVERMAN:  On the front.  So we have

24  where it's gone back to the balcony, and he said, you
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 1  know, 4 feet, basically you'll just have -- my view

 2  is you'll have somebody thrown over the edge in a

 3  fight at the barbecue, so you may as well get it

 4  further back to prevent death or some other safety

 5  issue.

 6           MR. GELLER:  They're at 4 feet now.  I

 7  think Cliff's comment is if they set it back another

 8  2 feet, it'll be of greater impact.  And that's --

 9  we're just -- for the moment, we're talking about the

10  front.

11           MS. POVERMAN:  We're talking about the

12  front.  So I'm just saying put it back another 6

13  feet -- no, no, no -- another 2 feet to actually have

14  habitable space up there but also have a greater

15  visual impact of lessening the bulk of the building.

16  And I think that that could have some effect on the

17  unit mix, and I think that being collaborative in

18  finding a way of improving the parking ratio would

19  get us far.

20           I think that trash management is something

21  that has to be worked out.  I think that's something

22  that --

23           MR. GELLER:  You want to see a narrative?

24           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.  Because we're just not
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 1  going to see 50 -- we're just not going to improve

 2  anything by having 50 blue cans lined up outside.

 3  And I need to hear -- I don't know how far we go, but

 4  I need to hear that we can work on that or else I am

 5  going to say, okay, let's take a floor off.  Because

 6  in looking at the pro forma, I think you can still

 7  make it economically viable.  You can shake your

 8  head, but the current treasury rate is 1.79.  Add two

 9  and a half to that and you've got --

10           MR. ENGLER:  Four and a half.

11           MS. POVERMAN:  I looked it up today.  It's

12  1.79.

13           MR. ENGLER:  And four and a half to that.

14           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  You add two and a half.

15           MR. ENGLER:  No.  You add 4.5 to that.

16           (Multiple parties speaking.)

17           MS. POVERMAN:  Either way, I think it could

18  be economically reasonable, and I think he can make

19  it.  So that's my point.  I don't want to fight.

20  Okay?  So my point here, too, is we can all fight, we

21  can all go to the HAC, we can all get ulcers.  Let's

22  not do that.  Let's try to be cooperative.  You've

23  really come a great way in terms of making this a

24  much nicer building.  So we'll hear what Jesse has to
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 1  say, but --

 2           MR. GELLER:  So are -- I just want to be

 3  clear.  You're not asking for any kind of setback

 4  other than in the front?

 5           MS. POVERMAN:  I would love it, but no.

 6           MR. GELLER:  That's the developer.  What

 7  are you asking him to do?

 8           MS. POVERMAN:  I am not asking for that.

 9           MR. GELLER:  Are you asking for that?

10           MR. HUSSEY:  I think if we can get more

11  setback at the top --

12           MR. GELLER:  Front?  Side?

13           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, the front.  Probably the

14  front.  The issue is going to be having that work

15  with the plan at the ground floor that doesn't

16  eliminate a parking space.  When they moved the

17  elevator and stair back, it had some consequences

18  that the architect may have -- are working out.  But

19  you certainly could give him a chance to do that.

20           MS. POVERMAN:  And the parking has to be

21  worked out, that ratio.

22           MR. HUSSEY:  The only way to reduce -- get

23  the parking worked out is to reduce the number of

24  units.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.

 2           MR. GELLER:  Or increase the parking.

 3           MR. HUSSEY:  There's no way to increase the

 4  parking.

 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  We've already got this

 6  gold-plated strange system to get the parking where

 7  it is.

 8           MR. GELLER:  That gold-plated strange

 9  system, assuming that they present information that

10  satisfies our concerns, they're building a structure

11  that accommodates more of those do-hickies.  And

12  therefore, if the conclusion is reached that they

13  function and they function safely and that they have

14  a methodology in which to employ it in a safe manner,

15  then it seems to me the -- the parking ratio is

16  addressed either by a reduction in the number of

17  units, right, size of the building, or an increase in

18  the parking.

19           So put -- if you approve the project, put a

20  condition in.  They're already building the size

21  sufficient to accommodate these things, so put in a

22  condition that says that they have to do an audit one

23  year after they've got 70 percent occupancy.  And if

24  it is established that there's insufficient parking,
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 1  they've got to add further stackers.  So that's more

 2  parking.  So the parking issue you can address one of

 3  two ways.

 4           In terms of the trash, they've got to

 5  produce for us a narrative that tells us how this is

 6  going to be accomplished and it's going to tell us

 7  how a room of that size is going to accommodate a

 8  building with this number of units, with this number

 9  of occupants.  How is it going to be stored?  How is

10  it going to be disposed of?  What's the pickup

11  methodology?  How's it going to work?  Give us

12  something in writing to that effect and let us look

13  at that.  So, I mean, I think that'll at least give

14  us a starting point to look at that.  And, frankly, I

15  think we should have that.

16           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I think that we need to get

17  this thing done right in the first place because,

18  frankly, if I were representing the developer and a

19  year later you're telling me I've got to buy three

20  more of these things, I'd go to the judge and say it

21  makes it unaffordable, and the judge would say forget

22  it.

23           MR. GELLER:  Can they go and do that?

24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Yeah.  That's what you do.
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 1  You go to the judge and you say it's not affordable.

 2           MS. BARRETT:  Well, the applicant would

 3  come back and ask for a modification.  I mean, that's

 4  how you remedy that.  And the board decides whether

 5  the request for a modification is substantial or

 6  insubstantial.

 7           MR. CHIUMENTI:  And then we go back and

 8  tell them, sorry, can you remove the sixth floor?

 9  It's a little too late, little too late.

10           MS. BARRETT:  Well, to complete the

11  thought, if the board said -- you're asking for a

12  substantial change.  Let's assume the applicant's

13  coming back and saying, well, it doesn't work, but I

14  just want a waiver from having to provide more

15  parking, so I want to modify the permit.  And board

16  says, no, we're not going to do that.  We're going to

17  hold you to the ratio that we wrote into the permit.

18  The applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Committee

19  and get that overturned.  I'm just saying that that's

20  what the remedy -- that's how the process would work.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, why don't we just say

22  put in the stackers now if that's the way -- we know

23  that the demand is going to be greater than the --

24  what's existing.
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  You mean what's proposed.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  What's proposed rather,

 3  yeah.

 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If the applicant removes

 5  the sixth floor, the ratio comes out to be what the

 6  parking consultant said.

 7           MS. POVERMAN:  I think there is -- I'm

 8  trying to do a risk assessment, and that's really

 9  what it is coming down to for me, is what the risk is

10  of being wrong, if I'm wrong about the economic

11  considerations and the strength of our local-concern

12  argument.  So for me it was a risk/benefit analysis.

13           MR. GELLER:  What you've lost is the

14  cooperation of this developer.

15           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah, that too.  I mean,

16  what?  You're saying I lost it right now?  Yeah,

17  we've lost that.

18           But also, if we do get to the appeals

19  court, realistically -- I'm just trying to weigh all

20  of this.  I'm trying to be very realistic and very

21  pragmatic.  And I think -- I think we'd succeed on

22  economics, but if we don't, I think local concerns

23  will be very tough.  And that's being very pragmatic,

24  and that's why I'm willing to see if the developer --
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 1  but I think it's possible.  But that's why I'm

 2  willing to see if the developer will work with us now

 3  on these issues.  And if he were to say no, I would

 4  say take off the sixth floor and we'll play that

 5  game.

 6           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think we don't have

 7  time going forward to bring this up at a future

 8  hearing.  I think if you're going to ask for a floor

 9  to be eliminated, you've got to do that now.

10           And the pro forma, the whole business about

11  estimates going forward, both construction estimates

12  and market estimates, as I said before, is an art.

13  It is not a science.  There are a number of variables

14  that go any which way.

15           MR. GELLER:  That's true.

16           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, Jesse, I'd like to

17  hear what you're thinking, for one thing, and then

18  ...

19           MR. GELLER:  So my thought process has been

20  from the beginning that -- you know, it's interesting

21  what Steve says, but my viewpoint has been -- I don't

22  have an issue with height, our peer reviewer doesn't

23  have an issue with height, so I don't have a basis on

24  which to say this building is too tall.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  I feel like I've lost that

 2  today.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Peer review has not said that

 4  the massing is too large, so I don't have an

 5  independent way of determining that the massing is

 6  too large.  I'm not saying this is a beautiful

 7  building that is pristine Victorian styling.  I'm

 8  trying to deal with the practical reality of 40B,

 9  what we can do and cannot do.  That's the limitation.

10  And it's not a good one, but that is the limitation.

11           So I just look at the peer review that we

12  have.  Is traffic an issue?  Peer review says traffic

13  is not an issue.  So what are the issues?

14           Steve points out that it's not the height

15  so much, in and of itself.  It's the impact of

16  density on trash disposal, storage, pickup; it's on

17  the fact that delivery vehicles -- we've had

18  testimony to that effect -- will have an impact.

19  Okay.  Where are the narratives on this that tell me

20  one way or another how it's going to be done so that

21  I can draw a conclusion, or somebody who is

22  technically capable can tell me it can't work that

23  way.  You're going to have UPS trucks lined up down

24  Centre Street.  We're going to have queuing.  It's

0145

 1  going to take you 16 hours just to clear the site.

 2  By the way, I don't think that's the case, but I

 3  don't have any peer review, and I don't have anybody

 4  technically who can tell me that that's what's going

 5  to happen.

 6           You can tell me that there's no parking in

 7  front of this building because the Town of Brookline,

 8  in its infinite wisdom, said that's not a good place

 9  for it.  But where's the technical information that

10  tells me, the ZBA member, that therefore, this

11  building doesn't work?

12           So I'd like the starting point to be -- I'd

13  like to know how this is going to happen.  Where are

14  the trucks going to go?  When I move into your

15  building -- and my wife loves to shop on Amazon --

16  where is that stuff going to -- how is the truck

17  going to come to the building?  How's it going to get

18  into the building?

19           MR. ENGLER:  Drones.

20           MR. GELLER:  Drones, probably to your roof

21  deck.

22           MS. POVERMAN:  Or to the expanded balcony.

23  Maybe it could go there.

24           MR. HUSSEY:  Or double park, just like they
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 1  do now all over the place.

 2           MR. GELLER:  Everywhere else.

 3           I'm simply saying -- so if I look at our

 4  peer review, I have a very difficult time reaching

 5  the conclusion that I ought to tell him simply lop

 6  off the sixth floor.

 7           If what you're saying is you ought to move

 8  the front back to 6 feet, I think you ought to move

 9  that floor -- is that the measurement, 6 feet?

10  Because you're at 4.  Move it back 2 feet?  Yeah, I

11  think that would be an improvement.  I think it would

12  be an improvement to the building that I actually

13  think you do like and that you do want to take pride

14  in.  I think it's a better building because I think

15  what it does is it makes that four stories read more

16  like a four-story building.

17           You know, the question then becomes:  Has

18  peer review told us, because of health, safety, local

19  concern, that there ought to be setbacks on any other

20  side of this building?  Again, peer review hasn't

21  told us.  There is nothing in peer review that has

22  suggested to me that they ought to be taking off a

23  floor.  I'm sorry to say that, because I think it'd

24  be better if you did.
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 1           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I disagree.

 2           MR. GELLER:  That's why we're here.

 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If there were a health and

 4  safety problem, we reject the project.  We're not

 5  saying we're going to reject the project.  The

 6  regulations say we consider height and bulk.  Height

 7  and bulk aren't going to be safety concerns, but it

 8  says we consider height and bulk, it says we consider

 9  adequacy of parking ratios, talks about open space

10  and so on, talks about the intended use of space in

11  the facility and so on.  These are not reasons to

12  reject the project, but they are reasons to basically

13  say this project is too big.  And that's all I'm

14  suggesting, this project is to big.

15           If it were five stories -- it's not because

16  it doesn't look so tall or it looks better in the

17  neighborhood.  It's because they have less bulk, less

18  pressure on the --

19           MR. GELLER:  Let's distinguish.  This

20  project is too big.

21           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Yeah.

22           MR. GELLER:  40B says people can build much

23  bigger than they otherwise could.

24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It says they are excused
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 1  from the zoning limitation, but it has a list of

 2  requirements that we are to consider.  They're all

 3  not quantifiable.

 4           MS. BARRETT:  But you have to weigh them

 5  against the regional need for affordable.

 6           MR. CHIUMENTI:  What is that?

 7           MS. BARRETT:  What does it mean?

 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  These are all concepts.

 9  These are not -- how do you weigh the fact that 30

10  percent of the households in Brookline are eligible,

11  basically, for affordable housing, as opposed to this

12  is a 40-apartment building in a neighborhood where

13  this would never have been permitted otherwise?  I

14  mean, how do you measure that?  How do you weigh

15  that?

16           MS. BARRETT:  Well, it's the direct -- the

17  impetus of the statute is that -- because there is an

18  unmet need.

19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Then why did they tell us

20  to consider the height and the bulk and --

21           MS. BARRETT:  Because you have to balance,

22  you have to balance.

23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  And that's what we're

24  doing, and there's too much pressure in this spot.
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  And all I would suggest to

 2  you -- and not as a fan of this project, but just to

 3  point out -- you need some objective basis besides, I

 4  just think the building is too big.  That's why you

 5  end up getting professional help.

 6           So I'm not saying that to your eye you're

 7  wrong.  I'm saying that you get professional help to

 8  evaluate those matters that are listed in the

 9  regulations.  I think you've got a tough road here if

10  you're suggesting that perhaps your assessment of the

11  size of the building supercedes that of your

12  architectural review, but that's just something to

13  think about.

14           MR. HUSSEY:  So you're essentially saying

15  that you're agreeing with Mr. Geller, our chairman,

16  in his analysis, which is --

17           MR. GELLER:  Nobody should agree with me.

18           MR. HUSSEY:  I'd like to make one comment

19  about the trash.

20           MS. POVERMAN:  She's not agreeing

21  necessarily.  What modifications or --

22           MR. GELLER:  No.

23           MS. POVERMAN:  What do you have to say?

24           MS. BARRETT:  I'm trying -- I don't want to
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 1  steer the board.  I really don't want to steer you

 2  on.  I'm just trying to give you the benefit of my

 3  experience, whatever that's worth.

 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  I'd like to make one comment

 6  about the trash.  And I know this may be giving

 7  evidence, but it can't be helped.  Most of the trash

 8  analogies that we've heard so far, as near as I

 9  understand them, really related to single-family

10  homes.

11           I live in a 72-unit condominium, and we

12  have thirty 55-gallon trash containers for a 72-unit

13  building.  So I don't see 40 containers in this

14  building, from my experience.

15           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I'm simply suggesting

16  that it would be appropriate for us to hear the

17  narrative of how it's going to function.

18           MS. POVERMAN:  How do we solve the parking

19  problem?  If we give direction today -- because I

20  think we do need to decide now whether or not we get

21  the economic review.  I think you and I have made

22  suggestions.  The others have not weighed in on the

23  6-foot back issue, whether or not that would --

24           MR. GELLER:  Well, that's not going to
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 1  solve the parking ratio.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  Well, that's it.  So

 3  we ask for that or -- I haven't heard Mr. Hussey say

 4  it, but -- and then the parking.  How do we --

 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  The expert says .67 should

 6  be the ratio, and you can do that by eliminating nine

 7  units, eliminating the sixth floor.  Or you could

 8  just say keep a ratio of .68, however you do it.

 9           MS. BARRETT:  You could do that.

10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Which is what Jesse was

11  saying.

12           MR. HUSSEY:  Yeah.  I'm really not happy

13  with these jack-up units.

14           MR. GELLER:  Stackers?

15           MR. HUSSEY:  Stackers.  I think they're --

16  as I said in the past, I think we have two issues

17  here with the parking.  One is the number of units

18  related to the number of living units.  The other is

19  the so-called safety.  And the safety issue gets

20  resolved by not increasing the parking, and let the

21  parking be driven by the market.

22           MR. GELLER:  There is a tension there.  I

23  mean, one of the points that is made by the parking

24  peer reviewer is, of course, that you've got a tight
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 1  parking garage.  And the impact of that is the

 2  ability of cars, frankly, to get in and out, and what

 3  happens if there are conflicts.

 4           And although I think the peer reviewer was

 5  very careful and did not say that he thought that

 6  there was a safety-hazard issue and he was careful to

 7  say that it complied with codes, he gave comments

 8  that -- these are my words, not his -- but better

 9  design would be at least a 1-foot gap at the doors

10  and for people to get in and out, and that

11  particularly in the curve of the drive where there's

12  a single door, there's the concern about conflict

13  between the vehicles coming in and the vehicles

14  coming out.  And then you throw in the concern about

15  the tight garage.  The cars have to back in, and the

16  number of times -- back in and out -- the number of

17  times they have to maneuver to get out or in.

18           You know, those all go to -- you sort of

19  put that -- you weigh that against the demand for

20  adequate parking.  So you have to weigh those two

21  different concerns.

22           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, there are limits to what

23  you can do --

24           MR. GELLER:  -- do with this, right.
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 1  That's exactly the issue.

 2           MR. HUSSEY:  You lost me.

 3           MR. GELLER:  No.  The issue is -- you can

 4  demand that they add parking spaces; right?

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  Through the stackers.

 6           MR. GELLER:  Through the stackers, which

 7  Steve is not in favor of.  But your point is --

 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I'm scared.  You've got two

 9  tons of metal.

10           MR. GELLER:  But your point is that even if

11  you do that, you've exacerbated the risks --

12           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.  And also perceived

13  pedestrian safety.

14           MR. GELLER:  Right.

15           MR. HUSSEY:  I won't give you my lecture on

16  the three different truths.

17           MS. POVERMAN:  What?

18           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, there's objective truth,

19  which is scientific truth; perceived truth, which is

20  political truth.  I'm trying to remember them now.  I

21  lectured my grandchildren.

22           MR. GELLER:  You forgot the punch line?

23           Well, if you're following your

24  conclusion --
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  The safety issue is perceived

 2  rather than scientific.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Right, right.  He was very

 4  careful to make that distinction.

 5           If you follow your line of reasoning, then

 6  your conclusion is somewhere between Kate's and

 7  Steve's.  Now translate that to the developer.

 8           Kate's ask -- and I don't want to steal

 9  your words, but you want the front a full 6 feet

10  back; right?

11           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.

12           MR. GELLER:  And you also want the number

13  of units --

14           MS. POVERMAN:  -- reduced.

15           MR. GELLER:  So that the ratio --

16           MS. POVERMAN:  -- is improved.

17           MR. GELLER:  -- is improved to 60.

18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  .67.

19           MR. GELLER:  .67.

20           MS. POVERMAN:  Ideally.

21           MR. GELLER:  And are you at the same place?

22           MR. HUSSEY:  Pretty much.  I think the

23  additional setback can be done.  I don't think that's

24  a problem.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  No.  I won't speak for them,

 2  but it seems to me the balcony is a limited

 3  functionality.

 4           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.  There's a community

 5  space right in back.  That can be reduced -- can be

 6  eliminated, frankly.  They could access the so-called

 7  balcony, fourth floor, through the elevator lobby.

 8           MR. GELLER:  Might be his management

 9  office.

10           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.  So where does all this

11  leave us?  So we're going to ask for another 2-foot

12  setback on that fourth-floor front setback.

13           MR. GELLER:  Right.  But your bigger

14  discussion is about reduction in units so that the

15  ratio -- or simply going --

16           MS. POVERMAN:  Or bedroom mix.

17           MR. GELLER:  Or bedroom mix.  Bringing the

18  ratio in line, is what you're asking; is that

19  correct?

20           MR. HUSSEY:  The only way that's going to

21  happen is by eliminating units, and the only way

22  that's going to happen is by eliminating a floor.  I

23  don't think mix -- say you've got three-bedroom

24  units, the big units now.  So you eliminate a
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 1  three-bedroom and you put in two studio apartments,

 2  so three studio apartments.  That's not going to

 3  change --

 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  I do think it's

 5  true -- I think the ratio you can use for studio

 6  apartments is less.  I think someone with a studio is

 7  less likely to have a car.

 8           MS. BARRETT:  They do need to preserve at

 9  least 10 percent of the units as three-bedrooms.

10           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  But now there are 5

11  three-bedrooms?  Yeah, there are 5 three-bedrooms,

12  and they're also more per square foot for the

13  studios.

14           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I'm not going to work

15  out the numbers.

16           MS. BARRETT:  Right.  That's the

17  applicant's problem.  You need to tell the applicant,

18  whatever it's going to be, what --

19           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, right now it appears to

20  be to add another 2 feet to the setback at the fourth

21  floor and reduce the number of types of units within

22  the required percentages that you need to perhaps

23  reduce the parking required and therefore get that

24  ratio back up.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  What is the current ratio?

 2           MR. ROTH:  Right now -- you know, I know

 3  you've been talking about this ratio of units, but

 4  it's important to remember that one of the reasons

 5  we've changed the mix to what we did was trying to

 6  release a little of the pressure on the parking.  We

 7  originally had much fewer studios.  We went to --

 8  almost half the units are studios.  Sixteen units are

 9  studios.  So you have, you know, a good percentage of

10  studios, and then you have 14 one-bedroom units.  So

11  you have a total of 16 studios and 14 one-bedrooms.

12           So, you know, our point -- I mean, we've

13  heard this parking issue early on.  And one of the

14  ways we thought is that bringing in more studios

15  would, you know, release that pressure on the

16  parking.  I mean, we had it up to as many as 20

17  studios.

18           And we still think that it's important.  I

19  think, first of all, in the Coolidge Corner area on

20  Brookline, there is really a shortage of studios.

21           The other important factor is that

22  affordability is very important.  I mean, there are

23  many, many residents that are going to the hospitals

24  that need space.  They don't need, necessarily, cars.
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 1  They need space.  They need space that they can

 2  afford.

 3           Now, if you want to live in Coolidge

 4  Corner, you start combining two studios into a

 5  one-bedroom unit or you take 2 one-bedrooms and make

 6  it into a two-bedroom unit.  You're increasing the

 7  price of the rent.  Rents are going to just continue

 8  going higher by making the -- combining the units

 9  into fewer units.  And you'll be encouraging more

10  cars.

11           So, you know, it's not -- I don't think the

12  strategy is -- and I know I have a self-interest in

13  this, but the truth is that by combining the units,

14  you're going to be at bigger units, you're going to

15  get more expensive units, and you're going to be

16  encouraging more cars.  So right now, I think that

17  the mix that we're trying to get is to not encourage

18  cars by introducing more studio units.

19           MR. ENGLER:  The answer to your question is

20  .525, I think.  It's 21 divided by 40.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.

22           MR. ENGLER:  And let me add one other

23  point.  You can tell us what ratio you want, which we

24  don't happen to think is a rise to the level of
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 1  safety in terms of affordable housing.  You can tell

 2  us that.

 3           What you can't tell us is what mix you

 4  want.  That's between us and the subsidizing agency.

 5  So you can say, derive whatever mix you want to get

 6  to this ratio, but you can't tell us -- when it's a

 7  market issue, it's between us and MassHousing.

 8           So we think, as Bob just said, the mix is

 9  good.  We don't think the parking ratio is a safety

10  issue.  That's your call.  And taking off a story is

11  20 percent of the units.  I'll run you the numbers

12  seven ways to Sunday.  It won't work.

13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, I think the parking

14  is becoming the idiom for the measure of the -- the

15  massiveness of the building.  It's sort of becoming

16  the measure.  It's sort of not whether there are 21

17  cars or 25 cars.  It's more or less what that entails

18  as far as the bulk of the building.  I think that's

19  kind of -- we're ending up having to express it that

20  way, that we want a .67 ratio, but that's kind of an

21  indirect way of describing the -- limiting the bulk

22  of the building, I think is the -- it's sort of

23  sounding less important, but that's because it's --

24  we're saying traffic when -- parking when really it's
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 1  the measure of the bulk of this building.

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  So, Chris, where are you at

 3  this time?

 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Be interested to here,

 5  though, Judi -- sometime would you explain the -- I

 6  mean, if this were a ten-story project, would you

 7  object to the height and bulk of the building and --

 8           MS. BARRETT:  On what basis are you asking

 9  me?

10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  That's a rhetorical

11  question.

12           MS. BARRETT:  I'm sorry.

13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Why would you object to it?

14           MS. BARRETT:  Well, I would look at it as a

15  planner, so I would look at the area, I would look at

16  whether there are reasonable precedents, not

17  necessarily next door, but within the general

18  vicinity.

19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  There are a few four-story

20  buildings.  They're -- actually, they have better

21  setbacks, but they're not terrible.  They have better

22  setbacks, I think, as the neighbors described.  And

23  this is totally out of character when it gets to be

24  this tall.  But you say we can't -- that's not --
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  I'm not saying you can't.

 2  I'm saying you have to have an objective basis for

 3  it.  That's all I'm trying to say.  I'm not saying

 4  you don't have one.  I'm just saying that's the

 5  issue.  You need an objective basis for it.

 6           MS. POVERMAN:  And sort of maintaining the

 7  character of the neighborhood -- I know that's been

 8  shot down and height --

 9           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It says height and bulk of

10  the project and height and bulk of surrounding

11  structures and improvements.  We're to consider that.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  But I think that has

13  to do with design.

14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, yeah.  But it's not

15  the way it -- it's not the way it looks.  It's what

16  it is.

17           MS. BARRETT:  It's a design issue.  That's

18  why you have an urban designer.

19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  But what it is.  It's not

20  that it looks tall.  Well, the reason it looks tall,

21  of course, is because it is tall.

22           MS. POVERMAN:  But to use Maria's favorite

23  phrase, we sort of chip away at density, height, and

24  bulk, and I think that's what we've been working at.
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  There is always, I think,

 2  some tension in Chapter 40B projects in terms of this

 3  issue of compatibility with the surrounding area.

 4  This is Brookline.  You know, you live in a certain

 5  type of community here.  A lot of the towns I work in

 6  are far more suburban, single-family homes

 7  everywhere.  How do you introduce multi-family

 8  housing stock in a community where everything is a

 9  single-family home?  If you held it to the standard

10  that it has to look like what's around it, you

11  wouldn't get much affordable housing.

12           So there's always this tension around

13  trying to make something that is different fit in an

14  area where there isn't necessarily a precedent right

15  next door.  That's a -- there is just a tension that

16  exists with a lot of these projects is all I'm trying

17  to say.

18           MS. POVERMAN:  I've forgotten where Chris

19  is on this.

20           MR. HUSSEY:  Chris has forgotten where

21  Chris is.  I think I would go back, to some extent,

22  to what our chairman says.  He, I think, has

23  expressed the opinion that eliminating a floor is

24  going to be a risky move.

0163

 1           MR. GELLER:  What I said was that peer

 2  review -- it's not supported by peer review that --

 3           MR. HUSSEY:  I agree with you.

 4           MR. GELLER:  Now, the question then becomes

 5  if your concern is about the -- if your concern is

 6  about the number of units and the impact that that

 7  has and how it filters through in terms of inadequacy

 8  of the parking, too much trash, or too many vehicles

 9  leaving the garage and affecting pedestrians on the

10  sidewalk, it doesn't mean that you can't ask for

11  setbacks that alleviate the density, the number of

12  units.  You know, it's not all or nothing.  It's not

13  remove the entire floor.

14           And I know what you said about they have to

15  have access.  There has to be -- you know, they have

16  to line up their stairwells.  That's for them to

17  figure out.  Okay?

18           So if your concern is with the density

19  issues, then the ask to consider is should they --

20  should they provide to you a deeper setback?  Because

21  that results, I think, in what you're asking for,

22  without impacting further stackers in the garage or,

23  you know, however you're going to do it.

24           MR. HUSSEY:  I think a nominal setback at
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 1  the top --

 2           MR. GELLER:  That's can be done, but that's

 3  not going to have anything to do with the other

 4  issue.

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  And I think that -- I've got

 6  an issue with the stackers.  I don't want to see any

 7  more stackers.  I'm a little worried about the

 8  stackers we've got.  So if that's the case and if I

 9  agree with you, which I think I do, that the peer

10  review, because of the positions they take, it really

11  doesn't agree with our eliminating a floor.  I mean,

12  that's what you've indicated.  It would be our own

13  individual -- but I don't have any trouble with the

14  height, either, quite frankly.

15           MR. GELLER:  So then -- so your next step

16  would be -- so is your conclusion that they should

17  remove half a floor?  Simply create a further setback

18  in the rear on the side so that it reduces the number

19  of units?  Tell them where you -- what is your

20  conclusion, based on all of those things?  Because

21  that's what they need.

22           He's either going to tell you, I can't do

23  it, or, hmm, I haven't thought about that.  Maybe I

24  can.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  You're our fearless leader.

 2  What do you say?

 3           MR. ENGLER:  I need a majority.  We can't

 4  just respond to any one of you.

 5           MR. GELLER:  I'm trying to find out --

 6  you've told me these factors, and I'm trying to

 7  figure out, so what are you telling them to do?

 8           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, I want to know what

 9  you say too.  I can't make a final statement until I

10  know what all of you think, and you have not said

11  what you want.

12           MR. GELLER:  No.  I want them to take back

13  the front 6 feet.

14           MS. POVERMAN:  And that's all?

15           MR. GELLER:  That's it.  I mean, I -- my

16  feeling is -- my order on the parking would be I want

17  you to bring it within the ratio that was recommended

18  by the peer reviewer.  That's what I want you to do.

19  I don't want to figure out how you're going to do it.

20  I want you to do it.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  I'm with you.

22           MR. GELLER:  Now, the question is -- you've

23  been more specific.  You cited things that go

24  slightly beyond that.  And the question I'm trying to
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 1  get to so you can tell them so they can figure out

 2  what it is they're willing to do is, to deal with

 3  your density issue, do you want them to trim this

 4  building in some aspect that they have not done yet?

 5  Forget, for the moment, the 6 feet in the front,

 6  because it does --

 7           MR. HUSSEY:  I really don't have that much

 8  problem with the density and the amount of units.

 9  The safety issue that -- again, the perceived one has

10  to do with the amount of parking.  And if we can

11  direct them to reduce that parking somehow without

12  reducing the density, then that's fine.

13           MR. GELLER:  I don't know how --

14           MS. POVERMAN:  What do you mean by "reduce

15  parking"?

16           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think the parking --

17  there's enough parking there right now.  I would not

18  want to increase the parking if it means more

19  stackers.  I'm not even sure I'll vote for these four

20  stackers that he's got now.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  That's their issue, parking.

22           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, that's why this ratio

23  of .67 becomes kind of a simple formula for the whole

24  problem -- the whole problem with bulk.  Just -- if
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 1  you could achieve the .67, however you do it, I mean,

 2  that's not really about parking.  That's about bulk

 3  of the building, in effect.  It's just a measure that

 4  sort of captures that, in effect.  The parking is

 5  very fixed.  They can't really -- so .67 implies

 6  something about the size of the building.  It implies

 7  a somewhat smaller number of apartments or a smaller

 8  building than they proposed.

 9           MR. HUSSEY:  I think the developer has

10  already said they've tried to adjust this mix and

11  gone as far as they can -- or are willing to go on

12  the mix.

13           MR. GELLER:  Well, within the dimensions of

14  the existing structure.

15           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.

16           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, I think if, as you

17  suggest, we say set back the front by 6 feet and then

18  you determine how you're going to make the parking

19  jive, this gives me the option of setting back the

20  back, setting back all around, being creative.

21           MR. GELLER:  Okay.

22           Mr. Hussey?

23           MR. HUSSEY:  I'm not sure it's feasible,

24  but what we're saying -- what I think we agree on is
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 1  that the goal is to get that parking ratio down to --

 2  what is it .6 --

 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  .67.  That's what the

 4  parking consultant said.

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  However they do it is up to

 6  them.  I think that's fine.  So it's the ratio that

 7  --

 8           MR. GELLER:  But let me say, if I read

 9  between the lines of what Ms. Poverman and Mr. Hussey

10  are not saying, is they want you to reduce -- they

11  want you to create a setback on that sixth floor that

12  reduces the -- that increases the ratio, gets you

13  to -- I'm reading between the lines.

14           MR. HUSSEY:  I don't hear that.

15           MS. POVERMAN:  All I'm saying is put the

16  6-foot setback, and then it is up to you how you

17  achieve the ratio.

18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Then I'm reading more

19  into it than I should.  I take it back.

20           MR. HUSSEY:  We shouldn't tell me how to do

21  things.

22           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  That's fine.

23           The other thing that I want is I would like

24  a narrative on trash, I want a narrative on pickup,
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 1  drop-off.  That means both residents as well as

 2  deliveries.

 3           I appreciate, Mr. Roth, the fact that you

 4  have started to do the research on the stackers.  Any

 5  information of what you're thinking of in terms of

 6  how you see it functioning would be helpful, if we

 7  could start seeing what that looks like, at least

 8  what you're thinking of.

 9           And also a response to the parking peer

10  reviewer's comments in terms of concerns about there

11  being conflicts within the garage.  They raised the

12  possibility of going from two doors to a single door,

13  which will alleviate some of the issues, and then how

14  cars are going to negotiate the two directions in the

15  20-foot drive that curves.

16           There was also the issue of the -- simply

17  clarifying handicap access from the garage to the

18  vestibule.  I think he took a look at that drawing.

19  It was a little unclear, so if you could bring some

20  clarity to that, that would be particularly helpful

21  too.

22           MS. POVERMAN:  Now, do we need to know if

23  this is something he's saying -- you're going to say,

24  absolutely not, we can't do this?
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 1           MR. ENGLER:  Well, I'm asking for a

 2  five-minute recess so we can talk.  So you know that

 3  .67 is nine units.  That's the same thing as taking

 4  off a floor.  That's 20 percent of the development.

 5  I know the economics of that without getting up.  We

 6  have to talk about whether we're going to say we need

 7  a peer review, or we're going to tell you we can do

 8  it or we'll think about it or we'll design something.

 9  We'll come back and tell you.  We just need a little

10  conversation.

11           MR. ROTH:  One thing I said before, and I

12  think it's important to really think about, and I

13  think it's true.  I think that if you brought the

14  amount of units from 40 units to, say, 30 units and

15  you made bigger units, right, essentially what we'd

16  do is essentially create more one- and two-bedroom

17  units and eliminate studios.  Right?

18           If you do that, I think you will have more

19  demand for car use by having bigger units and more

20  bedrooms than having smaller studio units.

21           MR. ENGLER:  That's not what they're

22  asking.

23           MR. ROTH:  That's my take on it.

24           MR. GELLER:  It's a possibility.  I would
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 1  defer to peer review to tell us.

 2           (Recess taken from 10:41 p.m. to

 3  10:53 p.m.)

 4           MR. ROTH:  We spoke with the architect, we

 5  talked to our peer review traffic person, our traffic

 6  guy.  First of all, I still stick to the statement

 7  that the studio units are a better play.

 8           But, that said, we're prepared to put in --

 9  accommodate up to 25 parking spots, which is 6.25,

10  which comes out to .625.  And what we'd like to do is

11  perhaps what the chairman was maybe suggesting.  I

12  don't want to put words in your mouth, but we'd like

13  to start off of with a few of the stackers.  We'll

14  accommodate the architecture for the building to

15  accommodate more stackers.  But I think what we'd

16  like to do is put in the 21 spaces that we need and

17  then after one year, we evaluate the project, we do

18  an audit, and we come back, we report to the board

19  with the audit, and then if it's determined that we

20  need to put in more, we'll go up to 25 units.

21           MR. ENGLER:  We can't go any higher than

22  that.

23           MR. ROTH:  Twenty-five is the limit.

24           So I think that is our parking solution.  I
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 1  think it's sort of a compromise.  I think that

 2  it's -- I think it's prudent because I hear that

 3  there are concerns about the mechanisms, and I think

 4  that I share those concerns.  So to put in all 25 on

 5  Day 1, I think that we'd like to take it in steps and

 6  make sure that we need them and that they work

 7  properly and that -- and if they don't work properly

 8  in the first four and we do need them, we'll make

 9  improvements on the second pass.  So I think that

10  that's the approach we'd like to take.

11           In terms of setting the building back

12  another 2 feet, we will agree to do that.  You know,

13  I have to talk to the architect to see what that all

14  means.  I'd like to see what it means on the

15  building.  Personally, I think that the setback in

16  one space could be a little bit greater than 6 feet

17  and maybe a little less in one spot so that there's a

18  building sort of -- the articulation is a little bit

19  different in the front, that it's not on the same

20  plane.  But I'll let the architects take a look at

21  that.  But moving it back one way or another, we're

22  agreeable to that.  So that's sort of our plan.

23           MR. ENGLER:  We have gone out to bid for

24  the trash discussion, whose going to do it and how
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 1  and what and answer all your questions, so we'll that

 2  have for you next time.

 3           MR. GELLER:  Great.  Let me ask --

 4           MS. STEINFELD:  The sooner we can have it,

 5  the better so we can submit it to our health

 6  department.

 7           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Let me quickly ask peer

 8  review for a comment on --

 9           MS. BARRETT:  -- on this proposal.

10           MR. GELLER:  -- this proposal.

11           MR. STADIG:  I presume that you're saying

12  parking peer reviewer, so --

13           MR. GELLER:  Stand up tall and loud and

14  tell us who you are because we've forgotten.

15           MR. STADIG:  Once again, Art Stadig, Walker

16  Parking Consultants, peer reviewer for the parking

17  component of the project.

18           One comment would be -- it is possible -- a

19  key to this whole discussion would be -- one

20  observation is that you cannot increase the parking

21  count.  It's limited.  It's -- you see what you get

22  and you can only have a few stackers and that's it.

23           Actually, if you did have a parking

24  consultant involved with this that's experienced in
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 1  doing semiautomated parking, you could absolutely

 2  increase the parking count to get it up within the

 3  ratios that you have requested.

 4           Essentially, what that would be -- one area

 5  that you could look into would have the parking --

 6  semiautomated systems go both below grade, at grade,

 7  and above grade with semiautomated units.  And in the

 8  areas that you have, let's say, two spaces with a

 9  stacker, you could essentially get three spaces with

10  a stacker.

11           So those systems can be looked into on one

12  or both sides of your parking, and you could

13  accommodate a higher number of parking spaces

14  supplied, and you could comply with it.  It is

15  something that can be looked into and could be done

16  in addition to the mentioned stackers that the

17  opponent had stated.  So I just offer that to you for

18  consideration to be thought through.

19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.

20           Anybody have questions?

21           MR. HARDING:  Can I add one thing to that?

22           MR. GELLER:  Sure.

23           MR. HARDING:  John Harding, from CUBE 3

24  Studio.
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 1           I don't disagree that there is an option

 2  for a system that goes below grade and above grade,

 3  but planning for that in the building architecture

 4  ahead of time and not installing it on Day 1 would be

 5  a problem because you have to build pits that go down

 6  8 feet deep, and we wouldn't have the parking space

 7  on Day 1 to be able to do the evaluation.  So going

 8  up -- we can easily accommodate the space to go up.

 9  It's not possible to go down.

10           Having a parking consultant on board, there

11  probably could be some ways to tweak something, maybe

12  get one more space that works.  But I think that

13  within this plan that we have now and within our

14  architectural judgment at this point, we find it

15  reasonable to get the 25 with just the space at grade

16  and above, but going down below grade, you can't do

17  that at a later date.

18           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  You'd have to do it

19  as you go in.  I think that has to be understood.

20           MR. HARDING:  Right.  So I just want to

21  make that one clarification.  It's not that easy to

22  add those pieces later.

23           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.

24           MR. HARDING:  Thank you.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Anything else?

 2           MS. POVERMAN:  I like that idea of doing

 3  someone which would actually reap the ratio that we

 4  asked for, because I do think that the compromise

 5  that Mr. Roth suggested is actually something that

 6  had been discussed earlier, so it wasn't actually

 7  much of a compromise.  I do understand the attraction

 8  of it, see what works and then come back, but I

 9  really am not appeased by it.

10           MR. GELLER:  I don't know what that means.

11           MS. POVERMAN:  I don't like the suggestion

12  of building 21 and then adding more stackers if

13  necessary.

14           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  And what are you

15  telling them, then?

16           MS. POVERMAN:  I would like to -- him to

17  hire a parking consultant and build underground

18  initially and have the required amount of parking

19  spaces like we had asked for.

20           MR. ENGLER:  Try to work with us.

21           MS. POVERMAN:  I am tying to work with you.

22           MR. ENGLER:  You're just working against

23  us.  No, we're not going to do that.

24           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  I haven't said take off
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 1  a line or anything.  So I think that we're both

 2  trying to get to the same place, which is have a good

 3  proportion that doesn't require you to reduce any

 4  units.  And the parking consultant could also tell

 5  you how expensive it would be.

 6           MR. ROTH:  I'm sorry.  But, you know, it's

 7  not expense, it's not expense.  Okay?  It's me owning

 8  a building that are dropping cars into a pit.  That's

 9  what it's about.  It's not expense.  I'm not prepared

10  to tell this board that I'm comfortable putting cars

11  into pits and accommodating, you know, 27 cars.  I

12  know what I can do, and I know I can do 25 units,

13  like I said.  The architect has said it.

14           MR. HARDING:  Spaces.

15           MR. ROTH:  Twenty-five spaces.

16           It's just that dropping cars into holes and

17  working with systems is not in my plan.  It's

18  something I don't want to own.  I don't think this

19  board wants to own it.  I don't think anyone wants to

20  own it.  That's a solution for, you know, a New York

21  City or a Boston company.  I'm talking about

22  something that I can achieve, something I'm willing

23  to do and commit to.

24           MR. HUSSEY:  I agree.  I'm not happy about
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 1  stackers going -- three levels of stackers, I think

 2  is -- (inaudible.)

 3           (Clarification requested by the court

 4  reporter.)

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  I tend to agree with the

 6  developer.  I feel very uncomfortable with a

 7  three-level parking arrangement, no matter how many

 8  twos you've gotten in that.

 9           MR. GELLER:  Are you comfortable with their

10  proposal?

11           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, we haven't quite seen

12  it, but I'm likely getting --

13           MR. GELLER:  The idea behind it?

14           MR. HUSSEY:  Yeah.

15           MR. GELLER:  Let me just correct you on one

16  thing.  My suggestion had been that it not be within

17  one year, but it would be within one year of 70

18  percent occupancy, because that's really the point.

19           MR. ROTH:  That's fine.

20           MR. ENGLER:  Some reasonable point --

21  mutually agreeable point to go back and look at

22  something.

23           MR. GELLER:  Okay.

24           MS. POVERMAN:  But why not just have the 25
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 1  now?  I really don't understand what the problem with

 2  that is.

 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  They think it won't be

 4  necessary.  They think it's not going to happen.

 5           MS. POVERMAN:  I think that's --

 6           MR. ENGLER:  Then you'll win.  When we go

 7  back and look, if we're wrong, we need those spaces,

 8  we'll put them in.  But why put in stackers that

 9  aren't necessary?

10           MS. POVERMAN:  Because our expert has told

11  us that 6.67 is the amount that, in his professional

12  judgment, is needed, which is well below what the

13  Brookline requirement is.  And even if you come in

14  with 25 spots, that's 6.25.  So that's still a give.

15  This is still an incredible waiver of our parking

16  requirements.  And frankly, as far as I'm concerned,

17  we have come so far in terms of what the ZBA wants

18  that I see this as an incredible accommodation.

19           MR. ENGLER:  We have to hear a majority.

20  Because we don't feel that .67, which is a

21  statistical thing from Walker, means that's what's

22  going to happen in this building with all the parking

23  that's surrounding it.  With all the buildings in

24  Boston with zero parking, a whole movement of
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 1  reducing the number of cars around the country, this

 2  is archaic to say that, you know, there's a number

 3  out there that has to be the right number.

 4           MS. POVERMAN:  You can't cite Boston for

 5  there being no parking and then have your client

 6  saying Boston is fine.  You know, you can't do Boston

 7  for parking underground -- this isn't Boston.  You

 8  can't use Boston both ways.

 9           MR. ENGLER:  I'm talking about a trend, and

10  what I'm saying is let's prove it.  You can see that

11  it works as opposed to picking a number out.

12           MS. POVERMAN:  You know what?  I also don't

13  like the idea -- and, frankly, I'm not sure the

14  extent to which it works -- about putting in

15  conditions for this comprehensive permit.  It makes

16  me very uncomfortable, and I just don't want to do

17  it.

18           MS. BARRETT:  Because of what may happen

19  later in terms of how the process works?

20           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  You know, I

21  honestly -- you know, I know I've seen some things,

22  and don't know exactly what they were about

23  conditions not being permitted with a comprehensive

24  permit.  I don't want to muddy anything any more than
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 1  it is.  I just don't see anything that can be gained

 2  or worked out well or not lead to further

 3  disagreement if we don't just say, put in 25.  What's

 4  the problem?  You're considering doing it anyway.

 5  What's the problem?

 6           MR. ENGLER:  We told you what the problem

 7  was.

 8           Also, on subsequent conditions, it could be

 9  an issue if there's a contest.  If we agree with it,

10  it's not an issue.

11           MS. BARRETT:  You can always come back and

12  request a modification of a permit that you have

13  agreed to today.  I'm not saying --

14           MR. ENGLER:  That's a pretty weak position

15  to be in.

16           MS. BARRETT:  I'm saying that they could do

17  that.

18           I just -- maybe it's late and my math

19  skills are deteriorating, but if the applicant goes

20  to 25 spaces and reduces two units, you're at .67, I

21  think.

22           MR. ENGLER:  Who said we're reducing two

23  units?

24           MS. BARRETT:  I'm just trying to get you to
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 1  .67.

 2           MR. ENGLER:  Oh, sorry.

 3           MS. POVERMAN:  So if you want to do that,

 4  that's great.  Otherwise, just agree to those --

 5  we're arguing about four parking spaces.  What in the

 6  world is this?

 7           MR. ROTH:  No, it's not that.  It's

 8  really -- you know, it's a test model.  We're putting

 9  four in.  We're going to work with those four.  And

10  if the systems work and they're received and the

11  units are received by the tenants and the tenants

12  like them, I mean, I'll put them in.  If there's a

13  need for them, I'll put them in.

14           If there's problems with them, then I'm

15  going to get another manufacturer and I'll get a

16  better manufacturer.  I'll know what the problems

17  are.  I'll be able to vet out the issues and get a

18  better manufacturer.  It allows me to improve the

19  system.

20           MR. HUSSEY:  I don't have a problem with

21  that.

22           MS. POVERMAN:  I do.

23           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, you're outvoted.

24           MS. POVERMAN:  I am outvoted.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Welcome to democracy.

 2           What's the date of our next hearing?

 3           MS. MORELLI:  It is 11/21.

 4           MR. GELLER:  November 21st, 7:00 p.m.  And

 5  do we have a sense of key --

 6           MS. BARRETT:  What are you trying to

 7  accomplish that night?

 8           MR. GELLER:  Something.

 9           MS. BARRETT:  And when does the

10  extension --

11           MR. ENGLER:  We're going through December.

12           MS. MORELLI:  So you'll be talking about

13  waivers, conditions, the rubbish plan, you'll be

14  looking at any revised design, garage plan, the

15  architecturals, letters from relative departments,

16  stormwater, fire, and police.

17           MR. GELLER:  Good.  I would like to get all

18  of those things.

19           I want to thank everyone.

20           (Proceedings adjourned 11:08 p.m.)

21

22

23

24
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 1           I, Kristen C. Krakofsky, court reporter and

 2  notary public in and for the Commonwealth of

 3  Massachusetts, certify:

 4           That the foregoing proceedings were taken

 5  before me at the time and place herein set forth and

 6  that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript

 7  of my shorthand notes so taken.

 8           I further certify that I am not a relative

 9  or employee of any of the parties, nor am I

10  financially interested in the action.

11           I declare under penalty of perjury that the

12  foregoing is true and correct.

13           Dated this 7th day of November, 2016.

14

15

16  ________________________________

17  Kristen Krakofsky, Notary Public

18  My commission expires November 3, 2017.
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 1                     PROCEEDINGS:  



 2                       7:03 p.m.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Good evening, everyone.  This 



 4  is the continued hearing on 40 Centre Street.  This 



 5  is a 40B proceeding.  My name is Jesse Geller.  To my 



 6  immediate left is Christopher Hussey, to Mr. Hussey's 



 7  left is Steve Chiumenti, to my right is Kate 



 8  Poverman.  



 9           Tonight's hearing is being both videotaped, 



10  live on Brookline Cable, I understand, and we also 



11  have a transcription for the record.  As I mentioned 



12  before, the transcripts are available at the town's 



13  website online under 40 Centre Street.  Is that 



14  correct?  



15           MS. MORELLI:  Yes, it is.



16           MR. GELLER:  And we have the transcript 



17  from the last hearing?  Is that posted?  



18           MS. MORELLI:  It is posted.



19           MR. GELLER:  It is posted, so people can 



20  certainly go there and they will find both 



21  transcripts as well as other materials pertinent to 



22  this matter.  



23           Tonight's hearing is going to be, my 



24  understanding is, dedicated to, one, the applicant 
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 1  will provide us with an update on the plans for the 



 2  project.  I understand that there is some iterative 



 3  changes based on meetings that have been going on.  



 4           Secondly, we will hear the applicant's new 



 5  traffic consultant's presentation.  



 6           We will then hear peer review from the 



 7  ZBA's peer reviewer, Jim Fitzgerald, who is our 



 8  traffic and -- can I call you parking, or do you want 



 9  to sub that out?  



10           MR. FITZGERALD:  I'm transportation and 



11  traffic.  He's parking.  



12           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  And Cliff is hiding 



13  over in the corner, who is our design peer reviewer.  



14  He will also present his final presentation this 



15  evening.  



16           Hopefully, time allowing, we will have an 



17  opportunity to give the public an opportunity to 



18  offer more testimony.  As I've cautioned in the past, 



19  what I would ask you to do is keep in mind that the 



20  testimony that we want -- we've heard a lot of it.  



21  What we want to hear about are things that are 



22  introduced at this specific hearing.  



23           If somebody happens, by some odd 



24  circumstance, to say the exact same thing that 
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 1  occurred to you, point at them and tell us that you 



 2  agree with them, but we don't need to hear it over 



 3  and over again.  We understand.



 4           We obviously do want to hear any new 



 5  testimony that's pertinent to this evening's topics, 



 6  so you're welcome to give them.  We would ask that if 



 7  you do want to offer your testimony, you speak into 



 8  the microphone.  Start by giving us your name, your 



 9  address.  I'm sure by now you know the whole drill.  



10           I want to call on the applicant -- any 



11  other administrative details, Maria?



12           MS. MORELLI:  No.  



13           Excuse me, Chairman Geller.  Judi Barrett, 



14  the ZBA's 40B consultant, has also prepared a memo on 



15  pro forma:  the triggers, process, and risks, and she 



16  can also present that whenever you think it's 



17  appropriate.



18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I'll ask the impaneled 



19  whether they feel that that presentation at this time 



20  is helpful.  



21           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.  I think it would be 



22  helpful to the population in general.  



23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, I haven't read it 



24  carefully, but -- 
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Right.  That's my issue, too.  



 2           Okay.  Thank you.



 3           MR. ENGLER:  Good evening.  Bob Engler of 



 4  SEB for the applicant.  We're starting with John 



 5  Harding of CUBE 3 to explain what we've made changes 



 6  on.  



 7           Oh, we're not going to do the traffic -- we 



 8  were going to do the traffic first.  Do you mind 



 9  which order we take things in?  



10           MR. GELLER:  Anybody here care?  



11           I mean, there's a certain logic otherwise, 



12  but I assume it's because your architect isn't here 



13  yet?  



14           MR. ROTH:  No, the architect is here.  I 



15  thought we'd take care of more of the technical 



16  issues first and then we go and do the building.



17           MR. HUSSEY:  I think that's fine.  



18           MR. GELLER:  It's fine with me.  It's fine 



19  with Mr. Hussey.  



20           Mr. Chiumenti, do you have any issues?  



21           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No.



22           MR. ENGLER:  Okay.  So we'll have our 



23  consultant from MDM, our traffic consultant talk 



24  about -- Dan will talk about it. 





�                                                                      8



 1           MR. MILLS:  Good evening.  For the record, 



 2  my name is Daniel Mills.  I'm a principal traffic 



 3  engineer with MDM Transportation Consultants.  We've 



 4  been retained by the applicant to provide a traffic 



 5  and parking assessment of the project to address some 



 6  of the concerns from your peer review consultant and 



 7  some prior comments from the board.



 8           Tonight I'm going to present some of the 



 9  alternative transportation that's available for the 



10  area to help reduce the vehicle traffic from this 



11  project, so travel mode statistics from three 



12  sources, an update of the traffic trip generation for 



13  the project.  It's been reduced from 45 units to 40 



14  units.



15           In addition, we've conducted some traffic 



16  counts for Centre Street at the site driveway and 



17  Centre Street East parking lot.  I'll present 



18  those -- that data and discuss some of the -- those 



19  volumes.  



20           In addition, we've projected the parking 



21  demand for the site, the amount of vehicles we would 



22  expect to be parked at the site at peak periods, and 



23  that's been based on three pieces of data as well.



24           So I know many of you are familiar with the 
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 1  site.  Just from a traffic perspective, Beacon 



 2  Street, Harvard Street, and Winchester Street, 



 3  paralleling Centre Street.  The site is obviously on 



 4  Centre Street opposite the Centre Street East 



 5  garage -- parking lot, pardon me.



 6           We've prepared this slide to just 



 7  demonstrate the opportunities for alternative modes 



 8  of transportation.  There's a number of them here.  



 9  Obviously, number one is the Green Line which stops 



10  at Coolidge Corner and Summit.  To the west we also 



11  have a bus line, MBTA bus line, Route 66, traveling 



12  on Harvard Street.  We've identified on here a number 



13  of the other alternative modes of transportation, 



14  including a Hub facility just a short walk from the 



15  project site.  It has approximately 19 bicycles there 



16  that can be rented out.



17           We also have some Zipcar locations for -- 



18  literally next door to the project site and a few 



19  other ones scattered around the area as well, so a 



20  number of other opportunities to travel to and from 



21  the site besides a personal vehicle.  



22           The data that I'm presenting in the next 



23  few slides involves U.S. Census American Community 



24  Survey statistics.  It's for tract 4004, which is 
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 1  highlighted here on the town map, and the project 



 2  site is in this area of that tract.  The tract is 



 3  representative of the project site.  The data 



 4  involves all sorts of -- the survey information 



 5  provides a lot of characteristics of the residents 



 6  that live in this area of the town.



 7           One of the more important pieces of 



 8  information, how people go to -- travel to and from 



 9  work.  And this information came from that tract 



10  survey that identifies that approximately -- less 



11  than 50 percent of the people travel to and from work 



12  in a single-occupant vehicle.  The other half or so 



13  use alternative modes of transportation, generally 



14  the items that I pointed to in the previous slide:  



15  the Green Line, the MBTA bus line, they walk to their 



16  place of business, all other sorts of -- take a bike.  



17  So this information is from that tract.



18           Just to update the traffic generation for 



19  the project, because it has been reduced in size, we 



20  relied on the Institute of Transportation and 



21  Engineer's Trip Generation Manual.  It's an industry 



22  standard piece of information, a data set that we use 



23  to identify -- amount of traffic that could be 



24  generated by a whole host of land uses.  For this 
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 1  particular project, we obviously choose an 



 2  apartment-style residential land use.  Those numbers 



 3  that come from that manual generally do not reflect 



 4  alternative travel modes because we've got a 



 5  significant amount of -- we are taking a reduction -- 



 6  a mode-share reduction of about 50 percent for the 



 7  site.  



 8           It's categorized from the weekend morning 



 9  peak hour and weekend evening peak hour.  We chose 



10  these periods because this is when the roadway is 



11  generally at its most congested point because of 



12  commuter traffic; generally during the morning 



13  sometime between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and again in the 



14  evening sometime between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.  So for 



15  one hour, we estimate a -- taking the mode-share 



16  reduction into account, we estimate approximately 10 



17  vehicle trips to or from the site.  



18           In the morning, we generally see traffic 



19  coming out of the site, just because people generally 



20  go to work in the morning, so we would see a little 



21  bit more traffic coming out of the site.  In this 



22  case 8 versus the 2 vehicle trips that will be 



23  entering for a total of 10.



24           I'll get to the evening peak hour in one 
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 1  moment, but I just wanted to show this network that 



 2  we have developed just to show you what the -- how 



 3  those compare to the actual traffic volume on Centre 



 4  Street itself.  



 5           So if you use a sketch, Centre East 



 6  garage/parking lot would be over to the right side of 



 7  this figure, and the site traveling to the left of 



 8  Centre Street, traveling north and south.  If you 



 9  split those 8 exiting trips up, you would see about 



10  4 -- you expect to see about 4 trips turning left 



11  onto Centre Street and approximately 4 turning right.  



12           We came up with this distribution because 



13  you can see that the through traffic coming up and 



14  down Centre Street, about 140 or 70 trips or so, and 



15  then another 30 trips.  They're not equal but they're 



16  approximately equal.  They're 50/50 from one other 



17  another.  So for this exercise, just identify the 



18  trip distribution on Centre Street to be 



19  approximately 50 to the north and 50 to the south.



20           If you go to the evening peak hour, we have 



21  run a similar exercise.  Trip generation is 



22  approximately 12 in total trips, broken out to about 



23  8 entering.  In the evening we generally see return 



24  trips coming back to their home, the residents, and 
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 1  less exiting.



 2           Then we move along.  We look at the p.m. 



 3  peak hour.  Generally, we see these 4 trips coming 



 4  back into the site and 4 trips leaving.  The 



 5  magnitude of the trips is very low.  It's really a 



 6  handful of trips that would be coming to and from the 



 7  site during the busiest -- quote, busiest time of the 



 8  day.  You can see that even with -- the volume on 



 9  Centre Street itself is quite low with only about 



10  100, 150 cars per direction.



11           I indicated that we looked at three pieces 



12  of data to identify what the peak parking demand 



13  could be at the site.  It's not -- we looked at the 



14  Census tract, the American Community Survey 



15  information.  We also relied on the industry's ITE 



16  Parking Generation handbook, and we were able to 



17  identify -- the town conducted a study in 2012 



18  identifying the general parking or automobile 



19  ownership for rental units, and these were broken out 



20  by unit type where the other two do not break it out 



21  by unit type.  It's just based on units in general.  



22  The town survey did break it into unit type.  



23           So if we start at the top, we just look at 



24  what the American Community Survey reveals to us 
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 1  regarding vehicle ownership data for this tract.  For 



 2  rental units, we looked at about a .45 



 3  vehicle-per-unit ratio.  We applied that to the 40 



 4  units proposed.  We estimated the parking demand is 



 5  approximately 18 vehicles.



 6           We looked at the ITE parking generation, 



 7  adjusting for mode share because approximately 



 8  50 percent of the people are traveling to and from 



 9  work without a vehicle.  We adjusted the parking 



10  demand rate for that.  Approximately .58 vehicles 



11  per -- parked vehicles per unit translates to 



12  approximately 23 parked vehicles.



13           The town survey information, we calculate 



14  the number of bedrooms that are being proposed for -- 



15  number of units, I should say, for studio, bedroom, 



16  two-bedroom, etc.  It equates to approximately a 



17  27-space parking demand for the project.  



18           So it's not a specific science.  With the 



19  information that we have available to us and applying 



20  it to this project, we see a demand of approximately 



21  18 to 27 spaces.  The project is proposing 



22  approximately 21 spaces on-site, so in theory there 



23  could be a deficit of six spaces.  It's my 



24  understanding that there are several private lots in 
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 1  the area that have some spaces for lease, and also 



 2  the Marriott Courtyard has -- within walking 



 3  distance -- has some additional spaces that can be 



 4  leased as well.



 5           Just to summarize real quickly what the 



 6  findings are here, the majority of folks are going to 



 7  and from work without using a car.  We expect 



 8  approximately 12 vehicle trips or less during the 



 9  peak commuter periods.  



10           One thing I don't have a slide for, but we 



11  did receive information from the Brookline Police 



12  Department, was that there is -- over the course of 



13  the past three years, there's been one accident per 



14  year along the block from Beacon Street to Wellman 



15  Street.



16           We did conduct some intersection capacity 



17  analyses.  It was based on the Highway Capacity 



18  Manual, and it indicates that -- we looked at the 



19  lane arrangement, the traffic control, the volumes.  



20  The intersection is to operate at approximately level 



21  of service B or better.  It's a grading system from 



22  level of service A to F; A being very favorable, F 



23  being not so favorable.  In this case we have a 



24  favorable grade that's a level of service B.  
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 1           Again, just to summarize, the statistics 



 2  that we used for those three pieces of data that we 



 3  have indicates a peak parking demand of 18 to 27 



 4  vehicles for a 40-unit development.  And again, we 



 5  understand that there are some area private lots that 



 6  have opportunities to park for the residents if the 



 7  demand dictates as such.



 8           I'll take some questions now, or we can 



 9  move on to Mr. Harding.



10           MR. GELLER:  Questions?  



11           MS. BARRETT:  Did you look at the 



12  percentage of households with at least one vehicle or 



13  more in Brookline?  



14           MR. MILLS:  Well, the Census tract does 



15  break it out to housing units with no vehicles, with 



16  one vehicle, two vehicles, or three or more vehicles.  



17           MS. BARRETT:  Right.  Did you look at that 



18  to try to determine what the demand might be for the 



19  renter occupants of the project?  



20           MR. MILLS:  Yes, that's what we did.  



21           MS. BARRETT:  What did you find?  



22           MR. MILLS:  That information indicated 



23  there should be approximately 18 parked vehicles at 



24  the site.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Wasn't that the one that 



 2  determined that there should be 27?  Could you go 



 3  back to that slide?  



 4           MS. BARRETT:  I think you're looking at 



 5  trips.  I'm asking about household vehicles.  I think 



 6  it's a different measure, but ...  



 7           MR. MILLS:  So this is -- 



 8           MS. POVERMAN:  The 2012 survey, rental 



 9  units, on the bottom.  



10           MR. MILLS:  2012 survey?



11           MS. POVERMAN:  27 cars -- 



12           MR. MILLS:  27 parked vehicles, yes.  So if 



13  we look at -- we apply 16 units at a .36 ratio, the 



14  demand of six spaces.



15           MS. BARRETT:  Okay.  I want to be clear 



16  which tables we're looking at.



17           MR. GELLER:  Let me ask you a quick 



18  question.  Just speak to your selection of 



19  intersections that you studied.



20           MR. MILLS:  So we looked back at the trip 



21  generation.  We identified that there's a fairly low 



22  number of trips that could be expected to come out of 



23  the driveway.  And with our analysis that we would 



24  see 50 percent going to the north and 50 percent to 
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 1  the south, we're talking two to four trips being 



 2  applied to either intersection on either side of the 



 3  street.  The Centre Street -- the volume on Centre 



 4  Street could fluctuate 10 percent during the day, and 



 5  that two to four trips is certainly within that 



 6  10 percent during the day. 



 7           We don't see any measurable effect for the 



 8  intersection of the site driveway with the parking 



 9  lot or intersections on either side or beyond.  As 



10  you get further away from the site, you have less and 



11  less trips.  And very quickly, as soon as you leave 



12  the site you're splitting the number of trips in 



13  half, so we don't see a justification for any 



14  additional intersections to be evaluated for this 



15  particular project.  



16           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.



17           MR. HARDING:  Thank you for having me.  My 



18  name is John Harding for CUBE 3 Studio, the 



19  architects, standing in for Peter Bartash tonight who 



20  is away on vacation.



21           So as I've gotten brought back up to speed 



22  on this project -- I've been involved since the 



23  beginning and I have done analysis of the site and 



24  been assisting Peter throughout the process -- I 
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 1  understand that where we are right now, we've met 



 2  with the peer reviewer, Davis Square Architects, and 



 3  worked through a couple of the comments and concerns 



 4  they had had of the project, mostly regarding the 



 5  aesthetics of the building and the massing.  And so 



 6  we've made adjustments to the building since the last 



 7  time it was presented to the ZBA to accommodate some 



 8  of the comments.  And there's also a few slight plan 



 9  adjustments that have been made as well to make that 



10  work.  So I'm going to kind of try to keep the brief 



11  and hit upon some of the highlights from those 



12  conversations.



13           So within the ground floor plan, the -- 



14  kind of core to the top right here slid back to the 



15  left -- plan left here -- to make some adjustments 



16  further up in the building.  What that has done is 



17  it's shrunk the main trash room in a little bit, the 



18  stair elongated slightly at this level, the lobby got 



19  a little bit larger, but no major impacts to the 



20  parking level.  



21           One of the other comments was regarding the 



22  quantity of handicap parking spaces.  So our project 



23  is proposed to be in compliance with the MAAB, which 



24  requires one handicap space.  But what we've done is 
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 1  we've reallocated the striped area between two spaces 



 2  so if there's -- there's two Group 2 accessible units 



 3  that will be part of this project.  If there was to 



 4  be somebody else who moved into the project that 



 5  needed a handicap accessible space, there's another 



 6  space adjacent to the striped area that they could 



 7  use for that -- for that use.  But it wouldn't be 



 8  striped that way Day 1.  Other than that, there's no 



 9  major changes to the plan at this location at this 



10  time.



11           Or actually I'll take that back for one 



12  second.  And you'll see this more in the 



13  perspectives, but we've incorporated the transformer 



14  and walled it in to be part of the massing of the 



15  building, so you can't see the transformer directly 



16  from the street level.  It's not going to be in your 



17  face as a pedestrian is walking on the site.



18           Moving up through the building, the mix has 



19  changed slightly to work with the 40 units.  And the 



20  mix is studios, one-beds, one-bed plus den, two-beds, 



21  and three-beds in the current presentation -- or the 



22  current submitted package.  I won't get into all the 



23  details of that.  



24           You can see the roof below for the -- for 
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 1  where the transformer is and the entrance that sticks 



 2  out of the building, and you'll see that better in 



 3  the images.  



 4           Third and fourth floor plan, fifth floor 



 5  plan.  So here is the level that caused the shift in 



 6  the elevators and the stairs.  We previously had a 



 7  balcony that existed only on this one end in front of 



 8  this common space at the fifth-floor level.  And your 



 9  comment was, to work better with the massing, to 



10  extend that balcony all the way across the front of 



11  the building.  So we pushed back, a little bit, this 



12  top floor, which had a knockdown effect on the 



13  floors.  No major changes related to the plans as a 



14  result.  



15           The sixth floor plan is just showing the 



16  building as it goes through to the roof with the 



17  condensers, down the middle of the building, not very 



18  visible from any major spots.  



19           And then just working through some of the 



20  aesthetics of the project, you can see the -- where 



21  we've -- we've worked with Cliff from Davis Square to 



22  work on trim treatments at the upper floor, the 



23  cornice line, extending the balcony all the way 



24  across the front, trying to work through the 
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 1  proportions to make sure that this brick face along 



 2  Centre Street feels in proportion with a lot of the 



 3  historic buildings along that street now, making sure 



 4  it fits in to scale, stepping back the two floors 



 5  here, and then working -- as you work around the 



 6  building, some trim details, some more expressive, 



 7  some less expressive.  We worked with colors, getting 



 8  rid -- we had a -- kind of a two-toned gray -- a 



 9  light gray/dark gray tone before.  We've eliminated 



10  that to all one, although it looks kind of strange 



11  here.  But it's one gray color.  You can see that in 



12  the elevations in a second.



13           Down here at the ground floor, the 



14  transformer is hidden behind a brick wall that 



15  matches the rest of the masonry in that area, working 



16  with banding on that fifth level here above the 



17  ground floor, and taking the brick base all the way 



18  around the building.  You'll see that against the 



19  elevations in a second.



20           To really kind of ground the building, we 



21  have a very strong base, middle, top as we work 



22  around the building.



23           At the ground floor, showing you how the 



24  garage is tucked underneath.  You drive down a slight 
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 1  ramp into the garage space, and that is, as we talked 



 2  about previously, to get the head height needed to 



 3  put the stackers in to try to increase our parking 



 4  load in the -- within the garage.  You can see the 



 5  main entrance here and the glass vestibule on Centre 



 6  Street.



 7           Again, another view just from the other 



 8  side showing you the masonry wall where the 



 9  transformer is, landscaping buffer in front, and 



10  trying to work with a nice, more traditional 



11  aesthetic than what was previously presented.



12           So just as we walk around the building, the 



13  elevation facing Centre Street, you see the 



14  continuous balcony, the more increased trim at the 



15  top of the brick.  We've raised that parapet to try 



16  to make sure the proportions felt better.  One of 



17  Cliff's comments in the peer review was that he felt 



18  the top was a little too top-heavy, so we tried to 



19  create a balance there without completely blocking 



20  the windows at that upper level.  We think it's 



21  working well at this point, and I'm happy to hear any 



22  comments on that.



23           As you move around to the right from the 



24  main entrance, so Centre Street is here on the left, 
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 1  the major changes on this side is we got rid of the 



 2  two-tone.  It used to be split at this trim band 



 3  here.  We also eliminated all the balconies that were 



 4  on the fifth and sixth floors.  All of these comments 



 5  are in the peer review letter dated yesterday saying 



 6  he finds these as acceptable.



 7           Working around the back, you can see we 



 8  continued the brick base all the way around the back.  



 9  We've reduced the size of the windows in the stairs, 



10  keeping the gray color consistent all the way around.  



11  Similar to the second elevation that I showed you, 



12  we've eliminated the balconies and kept the colors 



13  consistent, working with the trim bands, trying to 



14  create a nice mass at the front of the site 



15  responding to the neighborhood.



16           Lastly -- and I can run through this 



17  relatively quickly -- we've updated our shadow study.  



18  The major changes here is that we've brought the 



19  parapet height down at the top of the building about 



20  a foot and a half, and we've also stepped the 



21  building back from Centre Street from the last shadow 



22  study that was presented.  And so we've updated this.  



23  There's not any major impacts.  It's just that the 



24  shadows are a little bit shorter in each direction.  
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 1  So the major impacts are in the morning time when you 



 2  have shadows moving to -- as you can see here, moving 



 3  to the adjacent properties.  



 4           So March 21st, the spring equinox, at noon, 



 5  in the evening -- or the afternoon and in the 



 6  evening.  The red shows the shadows that will be cast 



 7  by our building in addition to the shadows that exist 



 8  there today.  In the summer:  morning, afternoon, 



 9  mid-afternoon, and evening.  In the fall:  in the 



10  morning, at noon, mid-afternoon, evening.  And then 



11  in the winter you can see this only actually affects 



12  the morning time.  By mid-afternoon we're to the 



13  shadows that already exist.  



14           At this time, I can open it up for any 



15  questions.



16           MR. HUSSEY:  Could you go back to the first 



17  floor plan that shows the parking?  I think -- I can 



18  just barely make it out, but I think you've got some 



19  stackers spaces?  



20           MR. HARDING:  Yeah.  So right now we're 



21  proposing these middle bays here.  It consists of two 



22  sets of stackers adjacent to a set of compact spaces.  



23           MR. HUSSEY:  So that's a total of -- 



24           MR. HARDING:  21 parking spaces.
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  21 parking spaces.  



 2           MR. HARDING:  And those stackers -- I know 



 3  there's a comment in the parking memo that came out 



 4  this afternoon about the usability of those stackers.  



 5  They work off of a touch pad.  The residents that 



 6  have those spaces would be trained to use the touch 



 7  pad and to have that -- the car be -- it wouldn't 



 8  require anybody to come and take their car out for 



 9  them.  We're putting these in other projects 



10  currently, one right now under construction in 



11  Brighton, and it's a user-friendly system that they 



12  can be trained in.  It's not complicated.



13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Now, if there are two cars 



14  because there's a stacker and everybody has not more 



15  than one car, isn't someone whose car is on top going 



16  to have the move the car underneath?



17           MR. HARDING:  So there's a couple different 



18  variations on how the stackers work.  There's some 



19  where you'll press a keypad and it's attached to this 



20  column setting and the car will -- the upper car will 



21  come out and swing down to be placed on the ground 



22  for you to take it and move it off.  



23           There's another one that works where all 



24  three of these spaces would house five cars, so the 
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 1  same count that we have here today.  And you press a 



 2  keypad and it moves the cars around.  



 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Like a dry cleaner's?  



 4           MR. HARDING:  Yes, like a dry cleaner's.  



 5  And then you would just go and get into your car in 



 6  the spot that it put it down at grade and drive it 



 7  out.



 8           So we don't know exactly which stacker 



 9  we'll use.  We need to keep that open as we go 



10  further.  But that would be the intention, is that 



11  we'd have one of those types.  



12           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, unless someone's 



13  going to drive somebody else's car, you're going to 



14  need to use one of the more complex -- 



15           MR. HARDING:  Right.  Those two types are 



16  the ones that are made for buildings like this where 



17  you'd have different users, different owners on all 



18  different levels, and so it moves your car down to a 



19  point where you can get in and not affect any of the 



20  cars.



21           MR. GELLER:  Questions?  



22           MS. POVERMAN:  So sticking with that first 



23  floor, it looks like the second spot that is next to 



24  the handicap spot, next to that, it looks like it's 
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 1  compact -- or it says "compact."  Are any handicap 



 2  accessible spaces actually allowed to be compact?  



 3           MR. HARDING:  So that's not the handicap 



 4  accessible space right now.  The difference there is 



 5  that the handicap space is 8 feet wide, and that 



 6  space is 7-6.  If we had to shrink the trash room a 



 7  little bit more, we probably could make that work at 



 8  8 feet and just make it a larger compact space to 



 9  accommodate that future handicap space.  That 



10  wouldn't be a problem.



11           MR. CHIUMENTI:  How many apartments are on 



12  the sixth-floor level?  



13           MR. HARDING:  There's nine.



14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Nine?



15           MR. HARDING:  Correct.



16           MS. POVERMAN:  My recollection is that 



17  there was a brick facade going around the building in 



18  the pervious iterations and that that met with 



19  approval.  Am I misremembering that?  



20           MR. HARDING:  I'm sorry?  



21           MS. POVERMAN:  I thought -- if you could go 



22  back to the elevations.  



23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I thought they had, like, 



24  red cementitious board or something around and not 





�                                                                      29



 1  red brick, actually.  



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  I thought it had gone 



 3  all the way around.  



 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It was red, but it wasn't 



 5  brick.



 6           MR. HARDING:  There were some bright red 



 7  panels in the previous iteration, but this -- the 



 8  amount of brick that you see here is the most that 



 9  we've shown.



10           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Well, I guess the 



11  colors are incidental at this point.



12           Had more thought been given to -- go to the 



13  western elevation, please, the one facing 



14  19 Winchester.  Has some thought been given on how to 



15  make that a little more interesting?  



16           MR. HARDING:  So we tried to keep the same 



17  language around the building.  It's difficult because 



18  what you see here is this element is a stair and 



19  we're trying not to create too many windows facing 



20  that.  I know that that was a comment from some of 



21  the previous public hearings, so we've been trying to 



22  make this as aesthetically pleasing as possible 



23  without creating too many onlookers back onto the 



24  pool back there.  So it's a tough balancing game, but 
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 1  trying to keep the language consistent is really 



 2  the -- 



 3           MS. POVERMAN:  It's a push/pull thing here, 



 4  and you may hear some comments tonight.  I think 



 5  while privacy is very important, obviously, I have 



 6  heard expressions from the neighbors that it's also 



 7  important to have as attractive a building as 



 8  possible to be facing them.  So I think that actually 



 9  echoing and making compatible -- that's not the right 



10  word you used -- this part of the building with the 



11  rest of it would actually involve something a little 



12  more complex.  But why don't we see if we hear 



13  anything that clarifies that for you.



14           Has the parapet height been changed in any 



15  way?  



16           MR. HARDING:  It was previously reduced.  



17  We're nearing practically at roof level, so we can't 



18  really come down too much lower.



19           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  But this iteration, has 



20  it changed from the last iteration?  



21           MR. HARDING:  Sorry.  No, it has not.  The 



22  shadow study is updated to reflect the previous 



23  iteration that had reduced it to 1 foot 8 inches or 



24  whatever that number was.  I don't remember.  I can 
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 1  look it up.  It's actually here in Davis Square.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  That's all I have for now.  



 3  That's fine.  That was my question.



 4           MR. HARDING:  Nothing has changed.  The one 



 5  difference there was that we raised this parapet edge 



 6  here along Centre Street, again, to try to -- to 



 7  increase the mass and get a better balance between 



 8  the base and the top floors in conjunction with our 



 9  conversations with Davis Square Architects, trying to 



10  get a better balance.  That's the one parapet that 



11  hasn't changed.  



12           MS. POVERMAN:  Let me ask one final 



13  question.  I notice that there are more actual units 



14  on the sixth floor, but is the actual net square 



15  footage of residential living space any different 



16  from the sixth floor to the fifth floor, for example?  



17           MR. HARDING:  Because the fifth has a 



18  common area -- you can see the fifth floor has this 



19  common space here that accesses the balcony, so there 



20  is more net rentable square footage on the sixth 



21  floor.  We take over that space with the 



22  three-bedroom that's there.



23           MS. POVERMAN:  So one through four, for 



24  example, it would be -- there's no balcony?  
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 1           MR. HARDING:  Right.  One through four has 



 2  a bigger footprint, so that's larger than the sixth 



 3  floor.  The fifth floor would be the smallest amount 



 4  of net rentable square footage.



 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  While we're here, do you 



 6  know what the apartment mix is on the sixth floor?  



 7           MR. HARDING:  There are 5 studios, 1 



 8  one-bed, 1 one-bed with a den, 1 two-bed, and 1 



 9  three-bed.



10           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Chiumenti, any questions?  



11           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No.



12           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?  



13           MR. HUSSEY:  No, I don't think so.



14           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I don't have anything 



15  at this moment.  Thank you.



16           Is there anything else from the applicant?  



17           MR. ENGLER:  No.



18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.  



19           Kate correctly comments that much of these 



20  materials were given to us approximately two to three 



21  hours ago, so that obviously that's a pretty short 



22  period of time for us to digest them, and therefore 



23  we reserve our right to raise questions at a future 



24  hearing.
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 1           MR. ENGLER:  Our material or the peer 



 2  reviewer's?  



 3           MR. GELLER:  All of it.



 4           MR. ROTH:  That's not our fault.  



 5           MR. GELLER:  I'm not casting blame.  I'm 



 6  simply making the point that our ability to digest 



 7  information -- 



 8           MR. ROTH:  All right.



 9           MR. BOEHMER:  I'm Cliff Boehmer, the urban 



10  design peer reviewer.  And I know you think I already 



11  gave my final report.  This is the revised final 



12  report.  And so I'm -- what I'll do is -- to make 



13  that report that you just saw, I think, today with 



14  the red letter part that is the final, final 



15  report -- or at least a revised final report -- I 



16  don't intend to read all the way through that.  That 



17  would drive you crazy.  So I'm going really to focus 



18  on the things that have changed, so I'm going to 



19  weave in a little bit of history just so we all 



20  remember where we were.  In fact, there have been 



21  four sets of drawings that all of us have reviewed 



22  and a number of working sessions where we were 



23  working with the design team.  



24           You'll notice in the report itself that I 
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 1  wrote there are a number of places that say "no new 



 2  comments."  I would only focus tonight on the no new 



 3  comments that are still, in my mind, kind of open 



 4  issues -- still open issues.  There's no new comments 



 5  that apply to things like my review of the 



 6  neighborhood.  The neighborhood hasn't changed since 



 7  I started, so I'm not going to revisit that.  But I 



 8  will try to point out all of the no new comments that 



 9  actually mean, in my mind, they're still open issues 



10  that haven't been closed from previous iterations.  



11           I do want to point out a really important 



12  thing from the slides that John Harding projected.  



13  The proportions were off of those.  You probably 



14  noticed.  You'll see the building in those slides was 



15  compressed and looked taller than it actually is.  



16  I'm not sure why, but these images which I got -- 



17  these are the images that were produced by CUBE 3.  



18  These are the correct proportions, these images that 



19  I'm showing.  I'm quite sure of that.  So you'll see 



20  the building looks broader and not as tall.  The 



21  images that John showed were actually compressed left 



22  to right, which -- 



23           MR. GELLER:  But their dimensions aren't 



24  for increased size.  
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 1           MR. BOEHMER:  The dimensions were exactly 



 2  the same, but the way that you saw the building was 



 3  quite different.  I just want to point that out.  



 4  It's making your building look actually taller than 



 5  it is, and that's an important point.  So if you need 



 6  clarification, then you should rely on the paper 



 7  drawings that you have.



 8           So I'm going to quickly -- I'm going to run 



 9  through the same slides and just point to things that 



10  I think are still open issues that will allow me to 



11  go even quicker through the written report.  Okay?  



12  Because I have, as I said, reviewed four sets of 



13  drawings, and there has been a lot of change since 



14  then.  There have been some really important changes.  



15           John correctly pointed out that most of my 



16  comments have had to do with the aesthetics of the 



17  building, the fit of the building in the 



18  neighborhood, and how that's really been my major 



19  focus is that experience of the building.  



20           But I'll just start quickly and show you 



21  some of the things that have changed or that are 



22  still outstanding issues I've commented on in the 



23  past.  One is this area here, and I think the 



24  developer was receptive to that in our last working 
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 1  session, which was changing the paving.  All of this 



 2  part of that driveway is all from the outside.  It's 



 3  actually an open space.  My suggestion was improving 



 4  the paving there so it would feel more patio-like, 



 5  rather than driveway-like, a very small change.  



 6           The infiltration system has been moved.  



 7  That was, I think, two generations of drawings ago.  



 8           As far as -- once we start moving up the 



 9  building, I'll make a comment a little bit later on 



10  about the balconies.  



11           This area here, the team, the design team 



12  did take to heart some of the comments that I had 



13  made about the more effective -- I think a more 



14  effective use of the setback going all the way across 



15  the building, and they did do that, and I think it 



16  does work better, that, combined with some 



17  redistribution of the trim on the building.  



18           You maybe recall from generations -- I 



19  think it was two generations back, this indentation 



20  on those plans was smaller than it is now.  It's now 



21  3 feet.  It was 1 foot going back several 



22  generations.  So that's all good.  



23           The comment I made that is kind of still an 



24  outstanding issue in my mind is that the dimension of 
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 1  the balcony, it's only 4 feet at this point, so it's 



 2  kind of marginally habitable, and it's not clear from 



 3  the drawings if there actually is access out onto 



 4  that balcony.  So my comment on that is I would still 



 5  hold that under consideration.  I think if it's 



 6  really going to be a habitable balcony, I think 



 7  4 feet is probably a little skinny for that.  And I 



 8  think also, if it improved somewhat -- I don't hold 



 9  this as the highest importance, but a setback of 



10  something more like 5 or 6 feet would be more 



11  effective from the ground level, from a purely 



12  aesthetic level as well.  But they did listen very 



13  carefully to the notion of achieving a better 



14  horizontal reading of the building by carrying that 



15  all the way across.  



16           No other changes since the last couple 



17  generations as far as these dimensions or setbacks.  



18  That has stayed the same.  Nothing to comment on 



19  that.  



20           This is probably where they -- I'll point 



21  out -- actually, I'm going to go to the comparison of 



22  those two, but let me point out here, for example, 



23  this is what I'm talking about.  The proportions and 



24  the images that John projected were significantly 
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 1  different.  The building appeared to be about that 



 2  wide and about that tall.  It was squished for 



 3  reasons that aren't clear to me.



 4           Actually, I'll start here.  Some of the 



 5  changes that did happen since the last working 



 6  session and the last drawings that you saw, I think, 



 7  on the 27th of last month:  They redistributed the 



 8  trim on the buildings.  Before -- this still is a 



 9  two-story attic level in the building, but it was 



10  capped with very heavy trim up there so your eyes 



11  really went right up to the highest part of the 



12  building, which really was kind of working against 



13  what they were really trying to do.  What they wanted 



14  to do was make a stronger element across at the lower 



15  level which would read very strongly from the street.  



16  So that is a -- I think a big improvement.  



17           This is the setback that goes all the way 



18  across.  I make a minor point in the report about 



19  still not quite believing in the glass railing 



20  system.  I know why they did it.  I think they did 



21  it, you know, both for a more contemporary look but 



22  also some transparency from those windows.  Just as 



23  the -- improving the dimension of this lower piece to 



24  help those proportions to make it look less 
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 1  top-heavy, just as raising the parapet in that zone 



 2  that they already did helped, by a different kind of 



 3  railing system you could improve that even more.  At 



 4  this point, I consider that to be not a major issue.  



 5  I'd call that a minor issue.  But I'm just trying to 



 6  be thorough, I guess.



 7           There is still a 2-foot parapet.  I think 



 8  it is 2 foot up at this level.  Other ideas about how 



 9  to mitigate the kind of top-heavy feeling of the 



10  building is also use colors that recede as opposed to 



11  pop out.  You know, generally it's darker colors.  



12  But again, we're at the point of some things that I 



13  consider to be fairly minor issues.  



14           From the previous presentation I gave, they 



15  did carry the brick all the way around.  There was a 



16  generation of drawings.  I think it was the last 



17  generation of drawings that you saw where the brick 



18  at the base actually didn't go all the way around the 



19  building.  It does now.  So the base has been 



20  continued.  



21           Other things they've done to the 



22  elevations:  I think the most important is getting 



23  rid of the balconies.  You probably remember from the 



24  last presentation there were tacked on -- what 
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 1  appeared to be -- not literally tacked on, but 



 2  appeared to be pretty tacked on balcony systems.  



 3  Those have gone away.  



 4           One of my criticisms before was the 



 5  building was kind of patchwork.  It was broken into 



 6  too many pieces, too much variation, so I was pushing 



 7  them towards a more coherent reading, which I think 



 8  they have achieved through kind of quieting down -- 



 9  is the term I used in the report -- sort of quieting 



10  down the elevations.  The rear elevation, that's 



11  where the brick wasn't going across.  Now it is.  



12           There was -- to your point about adding 



13  more interest and weighing that against the privacy, 



14  they did reintroduce those windows.  Those were gone.  



15  I don't know if you remember.  In the last 



16  presentation, you saw those windows weren't there.  



17  And they did carry the base for -- so they did some 



18  work on that rear elevation to provide some more 



19  visual interest to it while not creating privacy 



20  issues.  



21           That's the opposite side, a very similar 



22  idea, that heavy cornice at the important level that 



23  you really want to perceive it at.  It carries around 



24  about 40 percent of that -- length of that elevation.  
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 1           And this is a comparison between the two.  



 2  The last time you guys saw that, I believe this was 



 3  the image where this was flush with that face and 



 4  then there was -- John mentioned this earlier too -- 



 5  there was a balcony on one side.  Now they have 



 6  carried that across, I think more effectively 



 7  creating a more horizontal reading on the building.  



 8  Again, I still have a little bit of an issue with it 



 9  looking top-heavy.  I think a lot of that can be 



10  addressed through some pretty superficial changes to 



11  the building.



12           So I'm going to now very quickly look at my 



13  report just to make sure I hit on the things that I 



14  consider to still be open issues.  



15           I guess my quick summary as far as the 



16  facade treatment and aesthetics of the building is 



17  that there was a lot of attention paid to our 



18  comments and I think the building did move -- if you 



19  all remember, especially back at Generation No. 1, it 



20  has changed pretty radically since then.  



21           So I'm going to hit just on some of these.  



22  Again, the drawings I'm reviewing now are the ones 



23  dated 10/12.  That's the latest iteration.  As I 



24  said, there were four total.  I'm already on page 3 
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 1  here.  



 2           The last working session was at the end of 



 3  September -- September 29th, which is when some of 



 4  these final changes were made especially regarding 



 5  the brick and the continuation of the balcony all the 



 6  way across.



 7           I think something that hasn't been 



 8  mentioned yet is the bedroom count, how that has 



 9  evolved over time.  That is noted in my report.  The 



10  development, I believe, originally was 61 bedrooms.  



11  The last drawing set that you saw before tonight had 



12  59 bedrooms.  Now I think we're at 55 -- 55 bedrooms 



13  total.  That's where we stand today.  



14           I did make a point -- I don't remember when 



15  in the report.  At this point it is pretty important 



16  that -- John mentioned the handicap spaces, and we 



17  still don't see any designation in the drawings of 



18  where the accessible units are and what the unit mix 



19  is of the accessible units.  I think that's a pretty 



20  critical code issue that you guys will want to know 



21  soon.



22           I already talked about a full-width 



23  balcony.  Parking spaces we talked about.  John 



24  mentioned the type of stackers he's talking about.  
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 1  There are several systems that do indeed allow a kind 



 2  of virtual push-button control of the stacker without 



 3  having to move somebody else's car.  



 4           I'm still a little bit iffy on the 



 5  interpretation of the accessible requirements, 



 6  whether there should be -- there is a code, and I 



 7  refer to this at one other point.  There's a part of 



 8  the code that kind of is a little grayer as far as 



 9  whether they would require two spaces or one.  That's 



10  a very easy thing for the architect to check on.  A 



11  call to the AAB would settle that issue.  But again, 



12  they did change the parking plan.  In response to my 



13  comment previously about that, they did change the 



14  parking plan to move that aisle in between two 



15  spaces.  That could give them the flexibility to 



16  provide a second accessible space, so it is fixable.  



17           I made some comments before about the 



18  shadow studies.  In particular, my comment -- well, 



19  there were a couple comments.  One was I wasn't 



20  convinced about some of the dimensions that were 



21  shown of surrounding buildings.  



22           I think at this point the shadow studies 



23  that we are seeing for their building, I think I -- I 



24  believe those studies and what they show, and it's 
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 1  actually -- the interesting thing is that because of 



 2  where this building sits relative to the building 



 3  behind it on Winchester Street, for a good part of 



 4  the season -- and you could see that in the images 



 5  John showed you -- that the shadows generated by the 



 6  new building are actually subsumed in the shadow from 



 7  the building on Winchester Street.  So given that 



 8  most of that shadow impact -- most of it, for most 



 9  hours -- obviously, there are outlying times as well.  



10  But most of the shadow impact most of the time is, in 



11  fact, on Centre Street and the building behind it is 



12  a bigger building, so the 40 Centre Street actually 



13  sits in the shadow of that building.



14           Other comments -- 



15           MR. GELLER:  Excuse me.  So just to finish 



16  your thought, you're referring to shadow studies.  



17  And I think in your reference you were saying shadow 



18  studies because of the large building behind it and 



19  because the shadows are on Centre Street, and then 



20  you sort of moved on.  What's the end of the 



21  statement?  



22           MR. BOEHMER:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Okay.  The 



23  end of the statement is that -- I guess the end of 



24  the statement is that I'm -- the shadow studies at 
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 1  this point I feel are adequate, and most of the 



 2  shadow impact is most definitely on Centre Street and 



 3  to a certain degree -- again, you have to look at the 



 4  outlying times.  In early mornings, you're going to 



 5  be casting shadows towards the west.  The next 



 6  nearest residence is to the west, so that one does 



 7  get some shadow impact.  



 8           Does that sound like a conclusion?  Closer 



 9  at least?  



10           MR. GELLER:  It did.  



11           MR. BOEHMER:  There was actually a comment 



12  that isn't in -- because I didn't read the traffic 



13  study until today, in fact, there was a suggestion -- 



14  or maybe it was parking or traffic -- suggesting 



15  perhaps using a single garage door instead of two 



16  narrower garage doors.  I think that actually does 



17  make a lot of sense.  And that's not an aesthetic 



18  comment, just as a functional improvement.  I think 



19  that was a good catch.



20           So I'll just jump ahead.  There's a couple 



21  more pieces.  As I noted, I think you'll see that 



22  when you read this in detail I think that, to me, it 



23  was pretty important to kind of quiet down that 



24  building.  It's very visible.  It's visible from all 
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 1  sides.  It doesn't have anything comparable size to 



 2  it -- next to it, and I think there's a more subtle 



 3  way of fitting into the neighborhood.



 4           Sight lines as far as exiting the garage 



 5  were fixed a while ago with the revision to the 



 6  front, the location of the garage door.  



 7           The trash collection I don't think has been 



 8  resolved at this point.  I think that's still an open 



 9  issue.  The trash room is in a sensible location, but 



10  I don't think we've heard about scheduled pickups or 



11  stacking cans out in the street or how that might 



12  work.



13           Energy efficiency, we still haven't 



14  reviewed anything that allows me to have any opinions 



15  about energy efficiency or exterior lighting on the 



16  building has not been -- at least I have not seen any 



17  new information on that.



18           I already mentioned the pavers, the 



19  driveway, I mentioned accessible spaces.  



20           Other things that I think are still open 



21  that I think the building commissioner and -- both 



22  building commissioner and I mentioned getting a 



23  preliminary code analysis -- building code analysis.  



24  I think that is still important.  
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 1           The potential structural impact of the 



 2  project on the neighboring buildings, particularly at 



 3  the back side of the building, there was some 



 4  concern, and I haven't seen anything about the 



 5  geotechnical conditions or anything of the sort of 



 6  what the -- it certainly is feasible to do what 



 7  they're proposing to do.  And they would, in the 



 8  normal course of developing their designs in more 



 9  detail, would have to understand any foundation 



10  systems near the buildings -- near their building.  



11           Others, the parking ratio change, which you 



12  did know that.  The roof deck, I do consider it still 



13  an open issue.  I don't understand whether that 



14  balcony across the front is habitable or not.



15           And finally, the things that I did -- just 



16  as a quick summary, things that we did talk about in 



17  some of the group meetings:  Setting back all the way 



18  across the width was listened to and adopted; the 



19  side recesses are deeper now than they were, the 



20  masonry base; unit balconies are eliminated; 



21  transformer location remains hidden.  That was 



22  actually two generations of drawings ago.  But that's 



23  about it.



24           MR. GELLER:  Questions?  
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Part of this is just 



 2  making sure I understand what you're recommending.  



 3  In terms of the -- as you say, the balcony on the 



 4  fifth floor and the setback, your recommendation 



 5  would be that not only it would be more aesthetic but 



 6  also functional if the setback of the fifth and sixth 



 7  floors were 5 or 6 feet rather than 4 feet?  



 8           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes.



 9           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Now, also, the 2-foot 



10  parapet at the top -- the parapet has an overhang of 



11  2 feet; is that correct?



12           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  It rises up above the 



13  roof.  The parapet's a vertical wall, basically, that 



14  rises up above the flat roof.  And there are reasons 



15  why you need parapets.  Not all buildings need them.  



16  Sometimes you use them to hide mechanical equipment 



17  on the roof, vent fans.  I only bring it up in the 



18  context -- my issue isn't actually exactly where that 



19  line is as much as the building appearing to be 



20  top-heavy.  It's really that.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  But you recommend that it be 



22  taken in a bit so it -- 



23           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  My suggestion was just 



24  trying to think of different ways to either literally 
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 1  decrease the height of those attic levels, you know, 



 2  by taking dimension out of it, or through color or 



 3  trim or other ways of diminishing, you know, drawing 



 4  your eye to it or increasing the sense of it.



 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I thought eliminating the 



 6  sixth floor -- 



 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Hold on, Steve.  



 8           What do you mean by taking dimension out of 



 9  it?  



10           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, the parapet.  That's 



11  what I was saying.  I believe it is a 2-foot parapet 



12  at this point, something on that order.  



13           MS. POVERMAN:  "Parapet" being the area 



14  above the window?  Just making sure I understand what 



15  you're -- 



16           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes, that's a parapet.  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  So reducing -- so that would 



18  not affect -- is it correct that that would not 



19  affect the height of the rooms?  



20           MR. BOEHMER:  Not if -- no.  Lowering the 



21  parapet -- again, the parapet is kind of a free 



22  standing wall on the edge of the roof, so you could 



23  lower that.  



24           Again, I don't know all of the reasons why 
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 1  it is, but I think that -- I really want to be clear 



 2  about this.  I'm not -- for me, the issue is more the 



 3  proportions.  So to me, the building appears 



 4  top-heavy.  And the reason I brought up John's slides 



 5  looking compressed was it looked even more top-heavy 



 6  in those renderings when they were squished -- 



 7  squished together.  



 8           So height, per se, is not my issue with the 



 9  building.  It's just the perception and the -- 



10  perception of the height and the proportions of the 



11  base -- base of -- the middle of the building, the 



12  base, the middle, versus the top.



13           MS. POVERMAN:  So for you it's an aesthetic 



14  issue, but the practical effect would have it 



15  reducing the height to, say, from 66 to 64 feet?  



16           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, that would help because 



17  it would diminish the height of the attic level.  So 



18  that is a way to do it. 



19           MS. POVERMAN:  Is there a functional reason 



20  for the 2 feet above the windows?  



21           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah, there usually is.



22           MS. POVERMAN:  What's the functional reason 



23  for it?  



24           MR. HARDING:  So we can definitely look to 
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 1  minimize that as much as possible.  So looking in 



 2  that image, you have the windows.  Inside of the 



 3  room, there will be about 6 inches to a foot above 



 4  that for the ceiling height.  Above that there will 



 5  be a 2-foot truss.  That's really needed to be able 



 6  to get all of your attic ventilation and your 



 7  insulation and any ductwork that's in there.  And 



 8  those trusses are typically sloped for drainage at 



 9  the roof level.  



10           So we try to work around any -- we usually 



11  leave ourselves at least a little bit of parapet to 



12  work -- because the slopes are different as you go 



13  around the building, so we need some amount to be 



14  able to accommodate the differing heights of the roof 



15  level and still get good waterproofing and copings at 



16  the edge of the roof.  So we can look to minimize it.  



17  We might be able to take another six inches out, but 



18  we're really getting close to the top of the roof 



19  level at this time.  



20           I think some of the other things we could 



21  look at would be to maybe add in another trim band 



22  below.  Where we got rid of a lot of trim bands 



23  before, maybe we can add back something that's -- so 



24  there's some things we can do to try to reduce the 
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 1  appearance of the height above the windows without 



 2  actually reducing the height of the building.



 3           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Thanks.



 4           So what ways would there be, to your 



 5  knowledge, of reducing density other than reducing 



 6  height?  For example, reduce bedroom mix, having more 



 7  studios rather than three bedrooms.



 8           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, it depends how you 



 9  measure density.  I mean, if it's units for that 



10  site, you'd have fewer units but bigger units.  I 



11  mean, that's a traditional way of measuring density, 



12  I think, would be bigger units but fewer units.  



13           MS. POVERMAN:  So bigger studios, for 



14  example, or -- 



15           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, no.



16           MS. POVERMAN:  More bedrooms?  



17           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah, more one bedrooms 



18  instead of studios or whatever, whatever it might be.  



19  And that -- you know, the parking ratio you're seeing 



20  is related to studio -- I mean, to the unit count.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  



22           MR. BOEHMER:  Yeah.  So you reduce the unit 



23  count, then your parking ratio goes up.



24           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  
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 1           MR. BOEHMER:  And that's a pretty common 



 2  measure of density.  You're not changing the square 



 3  feet, and you're not even necessarily changing the 



 4  number of people who might live in the building.  But 



 5  that's traditionally how you measure density.



 6           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  As we know, 



 7  certainly that parking ratio is something we've 



 8  been -- 



 9           MR. BOEHMER:  That's right.  



10           MS. POVERMAN:  -- struggling with a lot.



11           Hold on a second.  That's all I have for 



12  right now.



13           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?



14           MR. HUSSEY:  I've got a question, Cliff, 



15  about the -- you mentioned accessible units.  Did you 



16  mean accessible living units?  



17           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes.  The way the building 



18  code works is that in apartment buildings with 



19  greater than 20 units, 5 percent of the units need to 



20  be Group 2 accessible units, which means accessible 



21  to people who have mobility issues and, you know, 



22  they generally have larger bathrooms.  Turning radii 



23  have to be taken into account, larger doors 



24  sometimes.  
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 1           So in this building there are two 



 2  accessible units that are required by the building 



 3  code.  In fact, because it is an elevator-fed 



 4  building, every unit has to be a Group 1 unit, which 



 5  is a lower level of accessibility, but it's the state 



 6  Architectural Access Board's regulations.  



 7           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.



 8           MR. BOEHMER:  And my point was that it's 



 9  strictly -- it's not random.  It can't be random.  



10  That's why I've been asking for the -- which ones are 



11  accessible because the code actually dictates which 



12  units should be accessible based on the unit mix.  So 



13  it is an important thing.  And it would be cited by 



14  the building department.  If they didn't get that 



15  right, I'm pretty sure the building commissioner 



16  would cite them for that.  



17           MR. HUSSEY:  The level of detail of the 



18  units right now doesn't really tell you one way or 



19  the other.



20           MR. BOEHMER:  No.  That's a very good 



21  point.  No, I haven't seen any detailed unit plans.  



22           MR. HUSSEY:  The other thing I'm a little 



23  curious about is -- I'm supposed to understand these 



24  things, but I really don't understand the discussion 
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 1  about the parapet.  And if it's the look of it -- so 



 2  you're complaining about the look of it; right?



 3           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, no.  It's funny.  The 



 4  way the discussions have evolved about the building 



 5  was -- and I've mentioned this before -- that this is 



 6  the previous version when half of the building was 



 7  all in the same plane -- 



 8           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.  



 9           MR. BOEHMER:  -- and only that half was set 



10  back.  



11           And in addition to that, the more prominent 



12  trim -- kind of roof trim -- occurred at the highest 



13  level when, in fact, what they were really trying to 



14  do is essentially the level at the fourth story, not 



15  at the top of the sixth story.  So in their newer 



16  version, they've changed that hierarchy and 



17  introduced -- it may be a little bit hard to see in 



18  these images, but they put the stronger trim band at 



19  the top of the fourth floor, raised that up a little 



20  bit more to create a little more mass down below, and 



21  then minimized the trim at the top level.  So that 



22  was the strategy.



23           MR. HUSSEY:  You're not asking that they 



24  take that parapet and make it disappear as a visual 
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 1  element?  



 2           MR. BOEHMER:  No, no.  The only point I was 



 3  making is to help correct the proportions of the 



 4  building.  If it can be lowered, it would help.  



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  So they could change the 



 6  height of that band here.  That band -- they could 



 7  change the height of that band by the material 



 8  selections without touching the height of the 



 9  parapet.  



10           MR. BOEHMER:  Absolutely.  And that's what 



11  John was saying is -- I think his point was that if 



12  he can get some more horizontality in the two top 



13  attic levels, it could improve it too.  It's a 



14  fixable issue, that aspect of the problem.



15           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.  That's all I have at 



16  the moment.  Thank you.



17           MR. GELLER:  I'm going to take a step back, 



18  like I like to do.  So we started this process 



19  with -- when the first presentation came in.  And if 



20  I summarize your thought process, it didn't fit in; 



21  correct?  



22           MR. BOEHMER:  It was kind of even more than 



23  that.



24           MR. GELLER:  A commercial look to the 
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 1  structure.



 2           MR. BOEHMER:  Yes, that was my issue.  The 



 3  origin of -- I think that the original version was 



 4  kind of a fit plan.  I think they were looking at a 



 5  previous building that had been done that was in a 



 6  different kind of environment that didn't work for 



 7  Centre Street.



 8           MR. GELLER:  Is your -- does this building 



 9  fit in?  



10           I'm asking him.  I'm asking him.



11           MR. BOEHMER:  Well, I think the -- I think 



12  that it's actually going to be the best looking 



13  building on that side of Centre Street -- the larger 



14  scale buildings.  You remember that that side of 



15  Centre Street -- there are two very different sides 



16  to that street.  The side of the street that this is 



17  on has three intact historic wood-framed buildings 



18  and then a handful of buildings that are -- two of 



19  which are very large and two or three of which are -- 



20  two bigger than this one, then one slightly smaller 



21  than this, and then three of the original historic 



22  wood-framed buildings.  The other side of the street 



23  is largely intact with consistent architecture and 



24  historic buildings. 
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 1           So to say "fit in" is kind of a funny term.  



 2  Clearly, on the other side of the street, this 



 3  building wouldn't fit in at all.  There's a very 



 4  consistent street elevation on the other side of the 



 5  street, and that could be a very big problem as far 



 6  as pattern -- you know, the pattern of development.  



 7           This side of -- the south side of Centre 



 8  Street really is not coherent.  It doesn't have a 



 9  coherent look.  So "fit in" is kind of -- 



10           MR. GELLER:  Is it a residential style now?  



11  They have addressed your concerns about -- 



12           MR. BOEHMER:  They've definitely addressed 



13  my concerns about the residential look of the 



14  building, which has to do with both proportions and 



15  then material selections.



16           I don't want to be overly clear about that 



17  "fit in" thing, but fit in is a different answer in 



18  different places.  And where that side of -- you 



19  know, that side of Centre Street started to change a 



20  long time ago, you know, when the 112 and 100 were 



21  built.



22           MR. GELLER:  And to repeat something you 



23  said earlier, do you have an issue with height?  



24           MR. BOEHMER:  I don't have an issue with 
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 1  height.



 2           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.



 3           Anything else?  



 4           (No audible response.)  



 5           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  We may have 



 6  something further. 



 7           MR. BOEHMER:  That's fine.  I'm not going 



 8  anywhere. 



 9           MR. GELLER:  Nice to hear that.



10           MR. FITZGERALD:  My name is Jim Fitzgerald.  



11  I'm with Environmental Partners Group, and we have 



12  done a peer review of the most recent document 



13  relative to 40 Centre Street prepared by MDM dated 



14  October 14th.  It was a traffic and parking 



15  assessment.  



16           This new evaluation includes the reduction 



17  of apartments from 45 down to 40 apartments.  The 



18  project limits consisted of the site driveway 



19  approaching Centre Street with the opposite approach 



20  from the parking lot on the eastern side.  



21           I know our past discussion on this project, 



22  that there was discussion about looking at the Beacon 



23  Street/Centre Street intersection that was not 



24  included in the evaluation.  However, the traffic 
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 1  volumes that are being generated here are pretty 



 2  light.  We don't necessarily agree 100 percent with 



 3  the distribution.  We may have put a little bit more 



 4  weight of traffic heading towards Beacon Street, 



 5  given its significance.  But in the end, that would 



 6  only make a difference of about two or three vehicles 



 7  at most, so we're talking very small traffic volumes 



 8  here being generated by the site.  So really, in all 



 9  reality, it would not make much of a difference.  



10           With this sort of change in distribution, 



11  what we might be looking at would be approximately 



12  three vehicles exiting -- approaching Beacon Street 



13  and six vehicles entering from Beacon Street into 



14  Centre Street.  So, again, pretty light volumes 



15  considering the amount of traffic that's currently at 



16  the Beacon/Centre Street intersection, and not -- as 



17  a result, not anticipated to have shown a substantial 



18  increase in delays.



19           Crash information was looked into within 



20  the study limits themselves, again at the driveway's 



21  approach to Centre Street, and a low number of 



22  crashes were reported according to the Brookline 



23  Police Department, as was earlier discussed.  



24           Traffic volumes were projected out five 
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 1  years, to the year 2021.  Typically we project 



 2  traffic volumes out seven years, so in this case it 



 3  would be the year 2023.  A growth rate of .5 percent 



 4  per year was used, which is the appropriate for this 



 5  area.



 6           When looking at impact caused by the 



 7  development, we compared the future no-build volumes 



 8  with the future build volumes.  The future no-build 



 9  reflects the future conditions without this 



10  development being built, and the future build volumes 



11  reflect the traffic network with the development 



12  being built.  



13           Trips were generated in order to determine 



14  what that build network would be using the trip 



15  reductions that were previously discussed, which 



16  appear to be reasonable.  As a result, when you 



17  compare the operations at this intersection, if you 



18  will -- it's really the site driveway and the parking 



19  lot driveway approaches to Centre Street -- there's a 



20  negligible difference in delay because of the small 



21  number of vehicles entering and exiting the site as a 



22  result of this development.  



23           Sight distance was reviewed previously.  We 



24  had determined before, as we discussed at our last 
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 1  hearing, that there is adequate stopping sight 



 2  distance provided at this location.  Since that time, 



 3  the MDM report committed to trimming back the hedges 



 4  along the northern property line to ensure that 



 5  adequate sight distance is provided, as we had 



 6  recommended.  



 7           Also, we want to point out here that 



 8  there's no parking that's supposed to take place in 



 9  front of this parcel.  Illegal parking that takes 



10  place here would impact visibility, so enforcement 



11  would be required.  



12           When we talked about the parking garage, we 



13  previously discussed number of parking spaces, etc.  



14  What I'd like to do is I'd like to introduce Art 



15  Stadig from Walker Parking Consultants.  He's been 



16  working with us as our parking expert, especially 



17  relative to mechanical parking.



18           MR. GELLER:  Jim, before you do that -- 



19           MR. FITZGERALD:  Absolutely.



20           MR. GELLER:  Questions?  



21           MS. POVERMAN:  I have a couple.  And again, 



22  I haven't had the longest amount of time to review 



23  this.  



24           So going to page 2 of your memo, you say 
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 1  that the crash period that was reported was 2012 to 



 2  2014.  In my very brief review of the MDM memo, I 



 3  thought it was actually 2014 to 2016 data.  I just 



 4  wanted to see if the most recent data was included.  



 5           Are the MDM people here?  



 6           MR. MILLS:  Yes.  



 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Was 2016 included?  



 8           MR. MILLS:  We reviewed the -- to your 



 9  question, yes.  It was reviewed -- it was provided by 



10  the -- not all of 2016.  We still have a few months 



11  to go, but up to a certain period of time we did 



12  provide it from the local police department -- 



13  Brookline Police Department. 



14           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.



15           MR. FITZGERALD:  My apologies.  That was a 



16  typo.  I just looked at the document itself.  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  No problem.



18           Okay.  Under "projected future traffic 



19  volume," I don't understand the second paragraph 



20  starting "The memorandum indicates ..."  



21           MR. FITZGERALD:  So in the report itself -- 



22           MS. POVERMAN:  So if you could read it 



23  aloud and then maybe tell me what it means, that 



24  would be great.  
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 1           MR. FITZGERALD:  I could do both.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Sure.  



 3           MR. FITZGERALD:  "The memorandum indicates 



 4  that a nearby permanent count station shows 



 5  historical reduction in traffic, minus .3 percent per 



 6  year, but the supporting documentation in the 



 7  appendix shows count stations located in Abington and 



 8  Weymouth.  Regardless, the used growth rate of .5 



 9  percent per year appears to be reasonable for the 



10  project area."  



11           What that all means is that when developing 



12  the future traffic network, traffic volumes were 



13  projected using an assumed background growth rate 



14  looking at traffic counts in the area.  In the 



15  report, it referenced MassDOT count information.  



16  However, in the appendix of the report, it provided a 



17  page showing traffic counts in Abington and Weymouth, 



18  which aren't relevant in the immediate vicinity.  So 



19  with that -- that's why I pointed out the fact that 



20  that information was irrelevant.  



21           The reason that I said .5 percent per year 



22  appears to be reasonable is that in many instances in 



23  traffic studies you'll see a consistent number 



24  between .5 and 1 percent per year on average as an 





�                                                                      65



 1  adequate background growth rate.  And it's 



 2  anticipated that in this region, which is already 



 3  heavily built up, that .5 per year would be adequate 



 4  for an assumption.



 5           MS. POVERMAN:  So is the used growth rate 



 6  something that MDM used, or is it a term of art?  



 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  So the growth rate was 



 8  used by MDM to project traffic volumes to a future 



 9  year.  In this case, they used the year 2021, so they 



10  projected volumes out for five years using .5 percent 



11  per year compounded.  



12           MS. POVERMAN:  And so what was the 



13  historical reduction to traffic?  What does that 



14  relate to?



15           MR. FITZGERALD:  So sometimes what we find 



16  is that traffic volumes actually decrease over time, 



17  instead of increasing.  In many instances they've 



18  increased, but there is information, and during 



19  certain periods traffic volumes may decrease, 



20  especially if there's a decline in the economy, for 



21  instance.  Sometimes that can happen.  That can 



22  contribute to impact traffic volume fluctuation.



23           So instead of projecting traffic volumes 



24  out for a future year and actually reducing the 
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 1  traffic volumes from today, we want to be 



 2  conservative and at least show an increased growth to 



 3  traffic volumes in the network to make sure that 



 4  we're conservative in looking at how traffic may 



 5  operate in the future.



 6           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  So as you said, the 



 7  information about the historical reduction related to 



 8  Abington was just noise, in effect?  



 9           MR. FITZGERALD:  It basically said that 



10  the -- there was an inconsistency between the text in 



11  the report and the information shown in the appendix.



12           MS. POVERMAN:  Is there anything to back up 



13  the information -- do you have any way of telling us 



14  the information in the report was accurate since the 



15  backup documentation was not relevant to Brookline?  



16           MR. FITZGERALD:  In other studies in this 



17  area, there's been .5 percent per year to 1 percent 



18  per year in growth rate.  So in my opinion, in my 



19  experience, .5 percent per year is reasonable because 



20  we have all seen in the traffic industry fluctuations 



21  in traffic volumes over the years that do, in fact, 



22  show negative changes:  decreases in traffic volume 



23  from year to year.  And it's industry standard to at 



24  least assume a .5 per year growth rate.  
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Got it.  



 2           I think I need another explanation.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Let me jump in here.  



 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Sure.  



 5           MR. GELLER:  What's the impact of their 



 6  having reviewed a shorter period for the projection?  



 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  Quite honestly, not much.  



 8  And that's why a lot of this information are just -- 



 9  a lot of the findings that we included in here are 



10  things -- small issues or questions that we had with 



11  the report.  In the end, there's very low trip 



12  generation being -- as a result of this development.  



13           If we were to ask them to redistribute 



14  their trips, for instance, we're going to change two 



15  or three vehicles.  It's not going to make much of a 



16  difference.  If we were to ask them to evaluate the 



17  Beacon Street/Centre Street intersection, those few 



18  vehicles traveling through there would -- compared to 



19  the amount of traffic traveling through that 



20  intersection would -- it would be negligible.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  I don't have anything else.



22           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Hussey?  



23           MR. HUSSEY:  No.  



24           MR. GELLER:  Mr. Chiumenti?  
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 1           MR. CHIUMENTI:  You know, obviously the -- 



 2  I don't expect the traffic from this building to be 



 3  really the problem.  It's more the congestion in this 



 4  neighborhood that already exists and that would be 



 5  exacerbated by traffic coming and going from this 



 6  building.  



 7           And a couple of things that I don't know -- 



 8  that you may not be aware of is that there is -- this 



 9  is a location for community activity, particularly on 



10  Thursdays.  They have farmers markets and so on.  And 



11  also -- and the planning department's here.  Maybe 



12  they can remind me if I'm mistaken.  But weren't we 



13  talking about maybe needing to build a school 



14  facility across the street from this parking lot or 



15  using the parking for the school -- the Devotion 



16  School?  No?  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  That's going on Centre 



18  Street East.



19           MS. STEINFELD:  Currently there are some 



20  surface spaces assigned to teachers in the east lot, 



21  but there's no increase in parking or anything along 



22  those lines.



23           MR. GELLER:  Anything else?  



24           (No audible response.)  
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Art?



 2           MR. STADIG:  Good evening, Chairman Geller 



 3  and members of the board.  My name is Art Stadig.  I 



 4  work for Walker Parking Consultants.  I've been 



 5  retained by the city to do a peer review on the 



 6  parking portion of the project.  We have prepared a 



 7  memorandum that was issued today, actually.  



 8           The first point was that the developers 



 9  have asked for a waiver from -- to deviate from the 



10  parking space requirement.  It typically requires two 



11  spaces per unit, and they are requesting 



12  significantly less.  



13           We've taken an independent review of the 



14  parking demand for this project.  We've taken into 



15  account certainly the location, the nature and 



16  character of what's happening in Coolidge Corner.  



17  We've looked at the Census Bureau information in 



18  addition to the vehicles available by tenant type.  



19  Also, we've looked at the number of vehicles 



20  available by the number of people per household.  And 



21  both of those pulled together help paint a picture, 



22  but that's only part of it.  



23           Based on our experience in the area 



24  nationally, we've taken a look at what's going on.  
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 1  Our recommendation would be to require a parking 



 2  ratio of no less than .67 for the residents.  And if 



 3  you wanted to include visitor parking, you would 



 4  increase that to a ratio of .77 spaces per unit.  



 5  That would require 27 spaces for residents and up to 



 6  31 total if you include visitor parking along with 



 7  that.  



 8           The current plans indicate six compact 



 9  spaces, which is 29 percent of the total number of 



10  spaces.  Max allowed by zoning is 25 percent, so 



11  they're slightly higher on the number of compact 



12  spaces than what's allowed.



13           The driveway into the garage is indicated 



14  to be 20 feet.  While that does meet zoning, that's 



15  on the very low end of level of service and is quite 



16  tight; this dimension here, as I'm looking at the 



17  floor plan -- the first-floor plan.  



18           In addition to that, it would be tight even 



19  if there was a straight maneuver directly in, but 



20  there is a turn maneuver.  And actually, it's a 



21  double turn maneuver.  So this will work, but it will 



22  significantly slow down the vehicle maneuvers both in 



23  and out of the driveway there.



24           In addition to that, the people going in -- 
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 1  the residents going in and out will also need to 



 2  negotiate overhead rolling doors.  Currently the plan 



 3  indicates two separate doors; one for inbound and one 



 4  for outbound with a center jam.  We're suggesting 



 5  later in the memorandum that they might want to 



 6  consider just having one single larger door which 



 7  would allow ease of maneuvering in and out with that 



 8  turn.  



 9           We are recommending that those turns be 



10  reviewed, and if there's any way to help make a 



11  better level of service there for people going in and 



12  out, that would be advisable.  That will help ease 



13  maneuvers both on and off Centre Street.  



14           As it stands right now, it's our opinion 



15  that if a vehicle was leaving -- a vehicle trying to 



16  enter the facility while that car is in the queue 



17  waiting to leave and get out on Centre Street, the 



18  car that's out on Centre Street waiting to get in 



19  would have to essentially wait for that car to move.  



20  It's just -- the turning maneuvers with a 20-foot 



21  drive lane are quite tight -- but doable.  It just 



22  needs to be pointed out that that will slow things 



23  down at that location.



24           We have no indication of what access 
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 1  control would be, in other words, what type of system 



 2  or credential that would be used to get into the 



 3  overhead doors, if it's an automated system, such as 



 4  AVI, automatic vehicle identification; a transponder-



 5  type system; or if it's a clicker -- a garage door 



 6  clicker, radio signal, etc.  But whatever type would 



 7  need to be reviewed in how that would work to keep 



 8  the residents moving at that location.  



 9           The overall parking dimensions comply with 



10  the zoning within the parking facility.  What we'd 



11  like to point out is that good design practice would 



12  dictate -- even though a compact space, for example, 



13  in this location here adjacent the trash room -- even 



14  though the space is physically measured as 8 foot 



15  wide, typically in a parking situation you have part 



16  of your neighbor's parking space to help you maneuver 



17  a door swing.  So a good design practice would be 



18  that you would provide an extra foot or so against a 



19  hard object like a wall and/or also maneuvering 



20  around columns.  So even though it does meet the 



21  letter of the zoning, it is quite tight.  It's just 



22  something to point out within the facility.



23           As indicated previously, there are proposed 



24  car stackers, mechanical lifts.  At least that was 
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 1  what was in -- as we understand tonight, that there's 



 2  potential -- that the car stackers that are in this 



 3  position here, there's a grand total of four of them 



 4  that are indicated on the plans -- that those may be 



 5  a different type of system than a pure stacker.  



 6           A car stacker would be -- what we would 



 7  classically see is you drive one vehicle onto a car 



 8  stacker, you press the button, a hydraulic lift lifts 



 9  that vehicle directly up, and another car is driven 



10  underneath it.  To retrieve the car in the upper 



11  position, you would need to first move the vehicle 



12  out of the lower position and then lower the 



13  mechanical lift.



14           There are what we call semiautomated 



15  systems that could be used that could do this 



16  automatically and you would not have to move the 



17  lower.  We have to review the situation.  This is 



18  brand-new information as of this evening.  



19           I would not recommend, as was suggested, 



20  that there are lifts -- mechanical units that would 



21  literally drop the vehicle -- I won't say "drop."  



22  That's not a good term.  But place the vehicle down, 



23  by mechanical action, down at the center of the drive 



24  lane.  There could be obvious safety issues with 
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 1  that, but also just the orientation of the way the 



 2  car would be stacked up above and with the way the 



 3  drive lane is, may not be conducive to that type of 



 4  system.  



 5           So what I would recommend would be -- if 



 6  this was further explored by the proponent -- that a 



 7  semi- -- we'll call it a "semiautomated system" would 



 8  be reviewed, and that would be more appropriate for 



 9  this particular instance.  



10           But what we will say, and this is our 



11  opinion, is if a car stacker is used, this is 



12  regulated by the elevator regulations 524 CMR, and 



13  they require that there's safety instruction and 



14  training for anybody that would use these systems. 



15           The semiautomated system is also regulated 



16  by 524 CMR.  We do not have any of those systems 



17  currently in place in the Commonwealth.  I would 



18  suggest that early and often communication with the 



19  elevator people would be taken into account as this 



20  is all brand new in the area.  The use of automated 



21  systems is not brand new, but the use right here in 



22  the Boston area, the Commonwealth, is new and it will 



23  be looked at.  If you're the first on your block, so 



24  to speak, to have this, it would be good to get in 
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 1  early and often to discuss this with the elevator 



 2  people.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Excuse me.  Are you saying 



 4  that there are no stacker systems -- 



 5           MR. STADIG:  No.  There are car lifts in 



 6  the area.  There's no question there.  But the use of 



 7  automatic and semiautomated systems is brand new. 



 8           MR. GELLER:  Automated and semiautomated.  



 9           MR. STADIG:  Yeah, is what is new and 



10  currently being considered in Boston, but yet not 



11  approved and yet not built.  There are -- several are 



12  being planned at this point in time.  I'm not 



13  aware -- I do know of some being thought of as 



14  semiautomated, but I do not know of any that have 



15  been in the approval process yet.



16           Bike parking is shown.  Just both -- the 



17  question would be if the access is through this door 



18  here directly in front of the accessible parking 



19  aisle, whether that is the location of bike parking 



20  so that the bikes would not have to go in a different 



21  direction.  It's just on a check.  



22           But then what would be more important is to 



23  confirm that there is an accessible egress path that 



24  would remain free and clear to the public streets and 
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 1  just to ensure that -- it's a little bit odd to 



 2  require that the accessible -- the person that 



 3  requires the accessible parking space to have to go 



 4  out into the elements, to walk out, get onto the 



 5  public street to come around and enter the residence 



 6  through the front door.  Normally, you would think 



 7  that you would be able to get to the accessible 



 8  parking space and have an accessible pathway directly 



 9  in.  



10           At this point in time, this does not appear 



11  to meet the requirements of the accessible path as a 



12  free and clear zone that's not in the drive lane.  So 



13  that can be reviewed, and to take it into account.  



14  This is legal if this is an accessible path out here, 



15  although I would say that that is probably not the 



16  most welcoming to someone with accessibility needs.



17           That's it for my review, if you have any 



18  questions.



19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Are you suggesting that 



20  this design doesn't meet regulations -- state 



21  regulations -- as it's presently presented?  



22           MR. STADIG:  No, I'm not saying that.  If 



23  the proponent is suggesting that they would use -- I 



24  believe you're talking about an automated or 
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 1  semiautomated parking system?  



 2           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Also this access you were 



 3  referring to.  



 4           MR. STADIG:  Yeah.  That -- I don't have 



 5  enough information to indicate that that is an 



 6  accessible pathway.  I'm just saying that it would 



 7  need to be an accessible pathway.  I believe that 



 8  does meet regulations.  I'm just saying as a friendly 



 9  gesture and equal access to those with accessibility 



10  needs, you would typically have an accessible path 



11  within the covered and enclosed parking area.



12           MS. POVERMAN:  Actually, the developer 



13  could say.  How do handicapped people access the 



14  lobby, and how does everyone else get to the lobby?  



15  I'm just not clear on either of that.  



16           MR. HUSSEY:  Right here.  See that door?  



17  That goes from the vestibule to the parking.  Is that 



18  right?  



19           MR. HARDING:  Correct.



20           MS. POVERMAN:  Is it raised?  I mean, could 



21  a handicapped person -- 



22           MR. HARDING:  The door to the outside from 



23  the handicap hatched area is really just an egress 



24  from the garage.  So this door here is just an egress 
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 1  from the garage and it gets you to the sidewalk -- 



 2  the sidewalk all along the side of the building here, 



 3  all the way around to this stair exit.  So that's a 



 4  concrete paved area entirely.  That's an accessible 



 5  path.



 6           MS. POVERMAN:  You can enter the lobby -- 



 7           MR. HARDING:  You can enter the lobby right 



 8  here.  



 9           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Isn't that sloped there?  



10           MR. HARDING:  It is.  But it's sloped 



11  within the requirements of the code. 



12           MS. POVERMAN:  But the handicapped person 



13  would have to go uphill. 



14           MR. HARDING:  It's a very slight -- it's a 



15  1 in 20 slope, so that's below ramp level.  It's just 



16  kind of a sloped walkway at that -- 



17           MS. POVERMAN:  But if you go out the exit 



18  next to the handicap ramp to the right, where is the 



19  first exit to get into the lobby?  



20           MR. HARDING:  Well, that's an exit from the 



21  garage.  The person in -- that's using the handicap 



22  space would go through the garage right here and into 



23  the lobby.  Any person who parks in the garage would 



24  enter though this door, into the vestibule, and then 
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 1  into the lobby.  



 2           An alternative route would be to go out the 



 3  door and around, but that would be an alternative 



 4  route, not the primary access.



 5           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.



 6           MR. STADIG:  What my comment would be is 



 7  that accessibility regulations would require an 



 8  accessible pathway that is not shared with the drive 



 9  lane.  It needs to be its own accessible path.  



10           So, for example, right at this pinch-point 



11  location, there's no width to that accessible 



12  pathway.  It's not shared by the drive lane.  As you 



13  can imagine, if somebody in a wheelchair was 



14  negotiating that pathway while someone's driving 



15  in -- that's part of the reason for it.  So I'm 



16  saying that needs to be reviewed, that you have -- 



17  it's by -- the admissibility regulations require that 



18  it is its own path and not shared.



19           MR. HUSSEY:  That's basically a building 



20  code issue, is it not?  



21           MR. STADIG:  Yes.



22           MR. HARDING:  And we can revise this 



23  access.  We can revise these hatches to get us the 



24  required amount of pathway outside of the drive 
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 1  aisle.  I'm confident we can do that.  



 2           MR. GELLER:  So I take it that they don't 



 3  have a choice.  They have to meet that code 



 4  requirement.  



 5           MR. STADIG:  Correct.



 6           MR. HARDING:  We will meet it.  



 7           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.



 8           MR. GELLER:  Other questions?  



 9           MS. POVERMAN:  Let me think for a minute.



10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I suppose -- if you have a 



11  16-year-old daughter, would you let her go down and 



12  operate these devices?  



13           MS. POVERMAN:  Stop using women as your 



14  examples.



15           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I have a three-year-old 



16  grandson.  I'm sure he'd be delighted to operate 



17  this.  



18           MR. GELLER:  The irony is your three-year-



19  old grandson probably knows how.  



20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  They say, you know, it's 



21  simple enough that a 12-year-old could do it, but the 



22  12-year-old is never around when you need one.  



23           It strikes me as dangerous.  I don't know 



24  that I'd feel comfortable with other people 
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 1  operating -- 



 2           MR. STADIG:  Well, let's be clear as to 



 3  what you're talking about.  If you're talking about a 



 4  car stacker, which is just the device that I believe 



 5  was on the plans prior to what I learned tonight, no, 



 6  I would not believe that -- typically, to allow 



 7  renters or rental units and residents -- to use that 



 8  type of system.  



 9           Classically, it's parking operators, valet 



10  operators that are not only trained but experienced 



11  in using it.  I have personally seen bad things 



12  happen with car stackers.  Okay?  And so if not 



13  properly used that could be a problem.  



14           Now, if you go to the semiautomated 



15  systems, they are much safer, and that can be 



16  properly used by a -- you know, a rental resident, if 



17  you will, with some training.  But the system is 



18  completely different.  It's wholly contained.  You 



19  are not in control of the system.  The system is 



20  semiautomated and it's enclosed and the movement 



21  occurs behind the enclosure.  



22           MR. GELLER:  Why don't you ask the 



23  developers, or I'll ask them.  



24           Have you started to think about the stacker 
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 1  and how it's going to function?  



 2           MR. ENGLER:  These things are all 



 3  working/drawing-related details that at the schematic 



 4  level, we don't feel like we have to.  So you can put 



 5  conditions on the site.  We have to satisfy the 



 6  building commissioner of the town when we get to 



 7  those levels, but there are only so many things you 



 8  can do at the preliminary design level before you get 



 9  your permit, and then you spend the time doing all 



10  those kinds of details.  



11           So the answer -- long way of saying, no, we 



12  haven't done any more than what we've shown you and 



13  what our consultants have reviewed and what your peer 



14  review consultant reviewed.  



15           MR. GELLER:  Okay.



16           MR. ROTH:  I can add to that.  I'm a little 



17  ahead of the game in terms of where we are.  So maybe 



18  Bob is not aware of it, but I've contacted at least 



19  four different manufacturers.  I've gotten their 



20  materials.  I've gotten a list of names of where 



21  they're being used, where they currently are used, 



22  where they're planning on using them.  I have contact 



23  people to reach out to to get historic data on it.  



24  So I've done a lot of homework, not enough to 
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 1  identify a certain product yet, though.  



 2           MR. GELLER:  And what you're looking at, 



 3  are they simply stackers or semiautomated systems or 



 4  the full spectrum?  



 5           MR. ROTH:  I've looked at the whole gamut.  



 6  We want something that's going to operate 



 7  efficiently, something that -- it could hold up over 



 8  a long period of time, something that's relatively 



 9  friendly, simple.  So we've looked at all the 



10  different combinations.  And, you know, it is like 



11  Bob said.  We're in a preliminary state.  But I've 



12  gotten all the information.  



13           I do want to make sure that whatever we get 



14  is something that if there's a repair that needs to 



15  be made, we could do it very quickly, there's parts 



16  available, there's labor.  And I'd really like to see 



17  something that has history to it.  So we're doing our 



18  homework on that.  



19           MR. GELLER:  And as you can appreciate from 



20  our perspective, what we want is something that is 



21  safe -- operable and safe.  



22           MR. ROTH:  I mean, our intention is to hold 



23  the building for a very long time, and we understand 



24  the liability associated with that.  
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  I just want to make one more 



 2  comment, which is that I assume your main conclusion 



 3  is that there is not enough -- as things are, there 



 4  are not enough parking spaces for the proposed amount 



 5  and mix of units that exist.



 6           MR. STADIG:  Correct.  And our presumption 



 7  is also that our demand factors are based on market 



 8  rates being charged for parking.  A couple -- a 



 9  parking space, for example, with a unit, market rate 



10  space would be one of the presumptions.  And also the 



11  unit mix that you -- that is currently proposed is 



12  how we've arrived at that.  If the unit mix changes, 



13  then that ratio will change slightly.  So, yes.  



14           But to answer your question, we do not 



15  believe that there is enough parking shown at this 



16  point in time for what would be required -- what we 



17  believe would be required for a supply of parking.  



18           MS. POVERMAN:  Thank you.  



19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.



20           Anything else?  



21           (No audible response.)  



22           MR. GELLER:  No.  Thank you.



23           Okay.  I want to invite members of the 



24  public to offer their testimony.  Again, please stick 





�                                                                      85



 1  to the topic of tonight's hearing, offer us new 



 2  information.  If you agree with what somebody before 



 3  you said, point to them and say you agree.  Thank 



 4  you.



 5           MR. CHIANG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My 



 6  name is Derek Chiang from 41 Centre Street.  We 



 7  appreciate the opportunity to provide public 



 8  comments.  As usual, the neighbors have organized our 



 9  thoughts into an order.  We may get inadvertently 



10  interrupted, but we'll try to be as concise as 



11  possible.  



12           First off is -- Dan Hill is our attorney 



13  representing us.



14           MR. HILL:  Members of the board, my name is 



15  Dan Hill.  I'm an attorney based out of Cambridge, 



16  and I represent the neighbors at the property.  



17           I actually have a few questions.  I hope 



18  you don't mind if I raise a few points and ask a few 



19  questions about some of the comments that were made 



20  by the peer reviewers and the developer, since I 



21  think that would be helpful to the board's 



22  understanding of the project. 



23           And the first topic is really this parking 



24  issue and the sight distances, and I suppose it sort 
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 1  of overlaps between the two experts.  I kept hearing 



 2  tonight about the sight distance issue being 



 3  resolved, but I haven't seen a site plan, which is 



 4  striking to me since -- you know, I've been doing 40B 



 5  work for about 15 years, and pretty much every 40B 



 6  project we work on has a site plan.  I'm not aware of 



 7  a site plan even being on file.  There's certainly 



 8  not one posted on the town's website.  



 9           All we have is this one -- this ground 



10  floor plan, which is an architect's plan.  It's not 



11  signed or stamped by an engineer, it's not scaled, it 



12  does not show the -- it's not clear where the 



13  property boundaries are, it doesn't show the detail 



14  where the sidewalk is, it doesn't show the center 



15  line of Centre Street.  So how is anybody to tell 



16  whether or not the sight distances have been complied 



17  with -- the stopping sight distance?  So is the site 



18  plan available on the website?  



19           MS. MORELLI:  It should be part of the 



20  application.



21           MR. HILL:  Okay.  But the application has 



22  changed dramatically in the last six months.  So has 



23  there been a current site plan filed?  What I've seen 



24  is a site plan that was a survey plan which showed 
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 1  the original footprint of the building, and that was 



 2  filed back in, what, May, when this application was 



 3  filed?  Is there an updated site plan?  



 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Was there a determination 



 5  made by someone from the town?  As I recall -- 



 6           MS. MORELLI:  We reviewed this for 



 7  application completeness.  There was a site plan 



 8  stamped by a surveyor, as required.  Right now we are 



 9  in the process of going through design iterations.  



10           You can talk to the traffic peer reviewers, 



11  if what they reviewed was sufficient for their 



12  review.



13           MR. GELLER:  Was it sufficient for your 



14  review?  



15           MR. FITZGERALD:  We based the review using 



16  this plan here.  It's -- although it's not 



17  necessarily -- it is to scale.  There's not 



18  necessarily a bar scale in the corner of the plan.  



19  It is not stamped by a professional engineer.  This 



20  is what we were given to review, and based on this 



21  plan, that's what we based our assessment on.  



22           We determined that adequate stopping sight 



23  distance was available for an assumed speed of 30 



24  miles an hour traveling down the roadway.  And based 
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 1  on what we were provided, based on our site visits 



 2  and measurements on the field, we have determined 



 3  that it was adequate, yes.



 4           MR. HILL:  Were you provided with a plan 



 5  that shows the site triangles at this intersection?  



 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  No, we were not.  Because 



 7  what we did was we used this plan to determine the 



 8  site triangles and we determined stopping sight 



 9  distance.  Intersection sight distance versus 



10  stopping sight distance, two different things.  



11           So the minimum requirements for sight 



12  distance is stopping sight distance, and there was 



13  more than adequate stopping sight distance for this 



14  approach, and that's what we based our assessment on.



15           MR. HILL:  And did you review the adequacy 



16  of the intersection sight distance?  



17           MR. FITZGERALD:  We looked at intersection 



18  sight distance stopped from the back of sidewalk.  If 



19  you're stopped behind the sidewalk, you're shy of 



20  intersection sight distance requirements being met.  



21  If you protrude into the sidewalk zone, you have 



22  adequate visibility.  The obstruction, really, is 



23  looking to the left through the trees that are 



24  currently there.  It's an existing condition that we 
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 1  can't -- basically, it's trees further down the 



 2  roadway along this grass strip.  



 3           MR. HILL:  How do you know where the 



 4  sidewalk is if it's not shown in this plan?  I can 



 5  guess where it is, but the plan should show where the 



 6  sidewalk is.  



 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  This is the edge of the 



 8  curb, and this is the opposite edge of road.  



 9           MR. HILL:  Where is the sidewalk?  



10           MR. FITZGERALD:  It would be between the 



11  edge of road and the landscaping.



12           MR. HILL:  I'm sorry, but how can you just 



13  make assumptions like this without having the detail 



14  on a plan?  I mean, this is just -- this is 40B 101.  



15  Every application should have a site plan.  



16           Can I speak without being interrupted, Bob?  



17           Every 40B application should have an 



18  updated site plan on whatever major changes to the 



19  design are provided, which isn't the case here.  They 



20  didn't have adequate sight distances for the prior 



21  design.  Now they claim that they do.  And you just 



22  heard tonight that there is no intersection sight 



23  distance without encroaching on the sidewalk.  



24           The plan doesn't show the sidewalk 
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 1  location.  The plan doesn't show the center line of 



 2  Centre Street.  I have major questions of whether or 



 3  not this is being satisfied, and I think you're being 



 4  not served well by this review on traffic.  



 5           Pedestrian impact remains a concern.  It's 



 6  a concern that we raised for the last four or five 



 7  months.  



 8           With respect to the trash collection, I 



 9  want to comment on that because Mr. Boehmer raised 



10  it.  We've raised this issue multiple times.  There's 



11  still no -- from what I can tell -- any management 



12  proposal or plan to deal with trash collection.  I 



13  don't think anyone's studied this.  



14           Has anyone actually reviewed whether or not 



15  that trash room that's shown on the plan is large 



16  enough to accommodate 40 apartment units?  



17           You know, I know how much trash I 



18  generate -- my family generates on a given week with 



19  recycling cans and trash cans.  That looks, to me, to 



20  be the size of a parking space, and to put 40 units 



21  worth of trash in there per week I don't think is 



22  reasonable.  But that's me.  I'm not an expert.  This 



23  board should have an expert review -- 



24           MS. MORELLI:  Chairman Geller, I can 
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 1  respond to that.  So part of our staff meeting with 



 2  the applicant and the team -- we did meet with the 



 3  director of public health, Patrick Maloney, and he's 



 4  requested a rubbish plan, a narrative of how that 



 5  will be treated.  Would it be a trash compactor?  How 



 6  many receptacles would be positioned outside?  When 



 7  there would be pickup.  How many times a week?  There 



 8  would be a narrative for rubbish, recycling, and for 



 9  noise management pertaining to the mechanicals and to 



10  the trash compactor.  



11           I did give interim deadlines to the project 



12  team, and that is something -- we wanted you to see 



13  updated plans first, but that will be -- you will get 



14  a letter from the director of public health 



15  commenting on the project team's plan -- a narrative 



16  when it's submitted, probably for the next hearing.



17           MR. GELLER:  Great.  



18           MR. HILL:  When we're talking about the 



19  ground-floor basement level, I haven't heard any 



20  discussion from the peer reviewers on whether or not 



21  there's adequate arrangements for visitor drop-offs, 



22  deliveries.  It's actually striking to me that 



23  there's no discussion whatsoever in any of the 



24  reports, whether the developer's traffic report or 
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 1  the peer reviewer's.  



 2           I don't know about you but, you know, my 



 3  family, we get probably two trips from Amazon every 



 4  day.  And, you know, where are the delivery trucks 



 5  going to go?  I mean, are they going to sit in the 



 6  driveway?  That's going to block, of course, access 



 7  and egress out of this project.  Are they going to be 



 8  parked on the street?  Well, if that's the case, then 



 9  we just heard that cars parked in front of the 



10  building are going to block sight distance.  



11           So I raise that and ask that the board ask 



12  the applicant to address, you know, how that's going 



13  to be managed on this property.



14           Other similar design issues that we haven't 



15  heard about -- and maybe there's been off-line 



16  discussions with staff.  You know, it would be 



17  helpful if that -- if those discussions were made 



18  public.  And we were dumped today with a bunch of 



19  reports, and you were as well.  We haven't had a 



20  chance to review them in depth.  And it sounds like 



21  there's also discussions going on off-line, which we 



22  aren't privy to either.  



23           But there seems to have been no review of 



24  the stormwater system.  Again, there's no site plan, 
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 1  so there's no details of the stormwater system except 



 2  for a box that's showing the plan -- the infiltration 



 3  system.  



 4           MR. GELLER:  Ms. Morelli, do you want to 



 5  respond?  



 6           MS. MORELLI:  Yes.  Yes, I do.



 7           The applicant has been instructed to speak 



 8  with the director of engineering, Peter Ditto, and 



 9  those conversations have taken place.  The reason for 



10  those conversations early on were simply to look at 



11  the site plan to determine where on the site an 



12  infiltration system could be.  He did not want that 



13  within the building footprint, but outside it, and 



14  that partly dictated the setback in the front yard of 



15  15 feet to accommodate an infiltration system.  



16           So Mr. Ditto has been in touch with the 



17  applicant about calculations that he needs, and that 



18  is ongoing.  I haven't received any updates.  That, 



19  again, is established for the next hearing.  



20           There is a site plan review, and that is in 



21  keeping with Article 8.26 of the town's general 



22  bylaw.  That is after a comprehensive permit -- if it 



23  were to be issued, that would be conducted before a 



24  building permit is issued, and that is standard for a 
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 1  project that triggers that bylaw.



 2           MR. HILL:  I would respectfully suggest 



 3  that that's too late.  Site plan review should be 



 4  happening now.  That should be part of your 



 5  comprehensive permit process.  Under Chapter 40B, 



 6  every local approval that is otherwise required for a 



 7  project gets subsumed within this process, so it 



 8  would be entirely appropriate for the board to have a 



 9  subsequent site plan review process.  



10           MS. MORELLI:  I think I was misunderstood.  



11  Mr. Ditto will be giving a letter to the ZBA 



12  commenting on what he's reviewed thus far.  These are 



13  preliminary plans.  What we have for all of our other 



14  projects, as of right, 40A projects, and 40B, is a 



15  site plan review that is three pages.  It's available 



16  on our website.  I will make it available.  We have 



17  to have construction plans in order to get the 



18  calculations that the director of engineering 



19  requests.  Preliminary plans are not sufficient.



20           MR. HILL:  I'm sorry.  Did I misunderstand 



21  you?  Is there going to be a site plan review process 



22  after the comprehensive permit is issued?  



23           MS. MORELLI:  Yes.  Per usual.  That is how 



24  we conduct our process.  Preliminary drawings are not 
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 1  sufficient for that.  



 2           MR. HILL:  I totally agree.  But my point 



 3  is that that should be happening during this process 



 4  because any local approval that's required for a 



 5  project -- and the developer would be objecting to 



 6  that.  If there's a local approval that's not 



 7  included within this process -- 



 8           MS. MORELLI:  The local process -- we can't 



 9  treat this 40B project differently than the way we 



10  treat other projects.  There is going to be a 



11  stormwater management review that is appropriate when 



12  we have preliminary drawings.  We're not going to 



13  treat 40B projects differently from the way we treat 



14  our 40A and as-of-right projects.



15           MR. HILL:  Okay.  I disagree with the 



16  process that's being laid out by the planner.  That's 



17  not how it works under 40B.  



18           But there should be a stormwater review 



19  now.  This is -- this may not be an issue.  For all I 



20  know, they can manage the stormwater on the site.  



21  But why isn't it being done now?  We've been talking 



22  about this for four or five months.  We've made this 



23  point earlier, that there were no details on 



24  stormwater.  We keep hearing it's going to come, it's 
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 1  going to come.  Before you know it, it's going to be 



 2  the end of your hearing, and if there's a problem, it 



 3  would've been nicer to know it up front.  



 4           MS. MORELLI:  Chairman Geller, Mr. Ditto 



 5  has looked at plans.  This is a fairly -- this is a 



 6  level site.  There's not -- there's no slope here.  



 7  It is a small site.  He does believe that -- this is 



 8  something that he is reviewing himself, and that's 



 9  why we don't have an outside peer reviewer.  We feel 



10  that his department can handle this.  And he is in 



11  touch with the developer every time the plans change.  



12  Again, he will be giving you a letter before this 



13  hearing is over.  It should be the next hearing in 



14  about three weeks.



15           MR. HILL:  Okay.  Mr. Boehmer had raised a 



16  point in his prior iterations of the report, and I 



17  don't think he mentioned it tonight.  But he had 



18  asked whether or not there was a study done on the 



19  impact of the project -- structural impact of the 



20  project on abutting properties.  



21           This remains a concern of ours, 



22  specifically 19 Winchester Street.  The foundation of 



23  that building is right against the property line.  



24  It's on existing foundation.  From what -- I haven't 
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 1  seen any reports of that evaluation -- of the impact 



 2  the excavation of this project will have on that 



 3  property.  



 4           I've also seen no evaluation of the impact 



 5  that excavation of this project might have on 



 6  abutting trees.  There is, uniquely to this site, a 



 7  row of trees running along the property line of 



 8  19 Winchester Street that serves a very important 



 9  purpose of providing screening and shade to the 



10  parking lot.  This building will be roughly 5 feet 



11  from the parking lot -- from the trees.  The trees 



12  run along the property line.  It's 5 feet.  



13           Now, most arborists you talk to would say 



14  excavation within 5 feet of a mature tree is going to 



15  have an impact on that tree.  We think that this is 



16  something that the board should consider and look at.  



17           I want to make a point that under your 



18  conventional zoning, if this project were not a 40B 



19  project and it's proposed as is, the side yard 



20  setback would be 24 feet.  It's 10 feet plus the 



21  length of the building divided by 10.  So if I did my 



22  math right, I think it's 24 feet.  This project has a 



23  5-foot setback, 5 or 6 feet, depending on what plan 



24  you look at.
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 1           And just in closing on my part, I do want 



 2  to go back to this issue of density.  This project, 



 3  if it was not a 40B, would be limited to 4 stories, 



 4  it would be limited to 8 units, it would have a 



 5  24-foot side yard, a 30-foot rear yard.  And in this 



 6  project, obviously -- and a floor area ratio of 1, 



 7  and 80 parking spaces.  This is a substantial 



 8  deviation, obviously, from your conventional zoning, 



 9  and that's what 40B allows.  



10           I read Judi's memo to you today, about an 



11  hour ago, and Judi says there's a misconception out 



12  there that a board should not approve a density any 



13  greater than what they absolutely need to make a 



14  project economic.  



15           I don't necessarily disagree with that, but 



16  I think an important caveat to that is that each -- 



17  Judi's right.  The board just can't arbitrarily 



18  reduce density down to 8 units, which is what I think 



19  is appropriate.  You just can't say 8 units is what 



20  you'll get.  



21           But you are allowed to reduce density when 



22  that reduction in density is justified based upon 



23  impacts that you feel haven't been mitigated 



24  adequately.  And I'd argue that there are a lot of 
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 1  outstanding issues here, mostly related to public 



 2  safety and transportation, but also impacts on 



 3  abutters, including the trees and the building that 



 4  A, haven't been addressed; or B, can't be mitigated.  



 5  And a reduction in density can be justified based 



 6  upon those facts.  



 7           And I don't think just lopping off one 



 8  floor is sufficient.  The board has talked about 



 9  considering taking off the sixth floor.  I'd argue 



10  you should take off the fifth and sixth floor.  The 



11  density may not be the biggest issue for us.  The 



12  biggest issue just might be setbacks and providing 



13  enough parking.  And if they can make it work with 



14  four floors, maybe they could have a higher density 



15  than 8 units, maybe even 16 or even 24.  I don't 



16  know.  



17           But I would encourage the board to really 



18  consider a lower density that would probably mitigate 



19  all of these concerns that we have raised in this 



20  room and that you have raised and you've heard about 



21  from your peer reviewers.  And I would encourage you 



22  to hire a peer review consultant to do this work.  



23  And if you need some names, I'd be happy to provide 



24  some to you.  Thank you.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Hang on.  Can you tell me -- 



 2  what are the negative impacts on safety and health?  



 3  You cited them.  Tell me what they are.  You 



 4  mentioned traffic.  I've just heard peer review on 



 5  traffic.  So are you telling me you disagree with 



 6  their methodology?  Their conclusions?  What 



 7  specifically is the problem with the peer review that 



 8  we've just obtained that are talking about health 



 9  safety?  Rather than simply say those words, tell us 



10  how this project adversely impacts health and safety.



11           MR. HILL:  Sure.  So the inadequacy of the 



12  peer review, in my mind, are the sight distances.  



13  There have been, in my view, no evaluation of the 



14  impact of cars coming out of that garage on 



15  pedestrians in the sidewalk.  We don't even know 



16  where the sidewalk is.  It's not labeled on the plan.  



17  So that, to me, is number one.  



18           And beyond that, there's been, in my view, 



19  inadequate evaluation of the impact of this project 



20  on pedestrians overall, not just sight distances.  



21  The amount -- the deliveries.  Where are people -- 



22  are there going to be people double parking?  



23           We've heard testimony about what's going to 



24  happen on garbage day.  Mr. Boehmer's raised this.  
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 1  Where are the trash cans going to be stacked?  Are 



 2  they going to be stacked on the sidewalk?  Then where 



 3  are people going to walk?  So I think there's a lot 



 4  of unanswered questions.  



 5           And to your question, Mr. Geller, this 



 6  project might actually be able to satisfy these 



 7  concerns, but there's so many unanswered questions, 



 8  and I don't think the board should be voting to 



 9  approve a project until it has those kind of answers, 



10  and it doesn't get the answers from the developer.  



11  If Mr. Engler is insisting that he only has to 



12  provide conceptual plans, they don't have to get into 



13  the details, fine.  Then approve a project that 



14  you're comfortable with with those uncertainties.  



15           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  



16           Are there any questions?  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  Oh, actually, there's one 



18  more question just arising out of that.  But I 



19  believe this might be one more for Mr. Boehmer, but 



20  it relates to something you raised.  



21           I may be using the wrong terminology.  You 



22  mentioned something relating to a geotechnical 



23  evaluation before the digging is done.  Is this 



24  something that -- and Judi, I'll get you involved 
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 1  here.  Is this something that generally a developer 



 2  is required to do?  Is it something -- and if not, 



 3  who would do that to make sure that there was no harm 



 4  to abutting structures?  



 5           MR. BOEHMER:  What I was referring to -- a 



 6  geotechnical study is the very, very first step 



 7  before you design the foundation system of the 



 8  building.  So that involves, typically, the test pits 



 9  or a combination of test pits and borings so that you 



10  can really figure out the varying capacity of the 



11  soil.  So it's impossible for a professional engineer 



12  to design a foundation without having adequate 



13  geotechnical information, so you can't do a building 



14  without having done that.  



15           The issue of -- concern about the -- I 



16  guess there -- it is imaginable that there are 



17  situations where you would need a geotechnical report 



18  very, very early in a process.  A very steep slope 



19  made out of very soft stone could just be kind of not 



20  a believable project, and you'd want to find that out 



21  really early.



22           That does not apply in this project.  This 



23  project will need to do geotechnical borings in order 



24  to proceed with the structural design of the 
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 1  building.  



 2           As far as the neighboring building, that's 



 3  also something that is part of the normal course of 



 4  engineering the building.  It's connected.  You need 



 5  to know if there's another building next to you that 



 6  is bearing on soil that you need to bear on, or 



 7  ensure that you're not going to undermine the 



 8  structure of the adjacent building.  It's a very 



 9  serious issue, but it's a very normal issue.  And 



10  certainly in urban sites -- every urban site has to 



11  understand their impact on the neighboring buildings.



12           MS. POVERMAN:  So it's something that in 



13  the course of building, it absolutely has to be done 



14  and it will be done?  



15           MR. BOEHMER:  It absolutely has to be done.  



16  For a registered engineer to certify that this is 



17  going to work, it absolutely has to be done.



18           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.



19           MR. CHIANG:  Thank you.  Derek Chiang, once 



20  again, Centre Street.



21           The neighbors have assembled a concise 



22  slide presentation that we'd just like to go through 



23  quickly.  I'll start here where we left off in terms 



24  of what are the, you know, instances of threats to 
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 1  health and safety, the local concerns.  



 2           Starting off with building massing, it 



 3  still remains problematic.  At the last ZBA hearing, 



 4  there was a request for a 30-day extension to 



 5  continue the discussion on building articulation, to 



 6  gather adequate data about parking ratios.  We've 



 7  seen materials from the applicant on both of those 



 8  points.  



 9           However, we strongly feel that a 4-foot 



10  step-back on the fifth and sixth floors is illusory 



11  and superficial.  Even though it may be aesthetically 



12  a little better, it does not substantially reduce the 



13  building massing to substitute for removing an entire 



14  story.  That was the point of discussion at the last 



15  ZBA public hearing in which there was a straw poll 



16  taken by the ZBA members.  



17           Side elevation remains overly imposing.  



18  The last elevation shown by the applicant shows a row 



19  of trees which we maintain will be destroyed if 



20  excavation were to take place 5 feet from the lot 



21  line.  That row of trees is not there.  So the side 



22  elevation is what really impacts Centre Street, not 



23  the front elevation, which has a narrow width.  But 



24  you can see that side elevation along Centre Street, 
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 1  that wonderful gray cementitious mass, or red, or 



 2  whatever color of the day it happens to be.  



 3           Each additional story does credibly 



 4  increase the threat to local concerns:  pedestrian 



 5  safety, the waste management that will be talked 



 6  about by Steven Pendery.  It destroys the 



 7  neighborhood fabric, and it sets a bad precedent.  I 



 8  want to emphasize this because, as you know, we're 



 9  under increasing threat for overdevelopment in North 



10  Brookline.  45 Marion was pointed to as a precedent 



11  for 40B development, and now 40 Centre Street, if 



12  approved at six stories, will be set as the 



13  precedent -- six stories as the precedent for 40B 



14  developments.  In other sites, that's not always the 



15  case, and we hope that the zoning board will 



16  reconsider.  



17           Chuck Schwartz would also like to address 



18  building massing.



19           MR. SCHWARTZ:  Thank you.  Chuck Schwartz, 



20  69 Centre Street.  



21           I'd like to speak not only about height, 



22  but to some of the issues that Mr. Boehmer brought 



23  up, and that is how the building fits in with the 



24  neighborhood.  You've heard many times that we are 
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 1  concerned about the height of the building.  Several 



 2  times during these hearings several of you have 



 3  expressed concerns about the height of the building.  



 4  You've asked to have one or two of the floors 



 5  reduced, and we would hope that you would continue to 



 6  make these demands on this project.  



 7           I want to talk a little bit about the 



 8  fitness of the building that Mr. Boehmer mentioned.  



 9  Now, the buildings -- the other buildings on Centre 



10  Street, 100, 112, 170 have been mentioned before.  



11  They've even been mentioned at hearings for 420 



12  Harvard Street.  And at one of those hearings, I 



13  particularly brought up the fact that those 



14  buildings, although they are tall, they have 



15  significant setbacks on both the front, side, and 



16  rear.  This building -- this project does not.  Those 



17  setbacks make the -- lessen the impact of buildings.  



18           On 100 Centre, not only do they have 



19  setbacks, but they've included benches along the side 



20  and the rear of the building for the public to use.  



21  The front setback on 70 Centre has an area for people 



22  to sit and for children to play.  And, again, this 



23  building does not have those setbacks.  



24           Since I mentioned 420 Harvard Street, at 
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 1  those hearings, the ZBA specifically said that the 



 2  building is too tall for Harvard Street.  As a 



 3  result, one of the floors was eliminated and the 



 4  mechanicals were removed from the roof also, adding 



 5  to a more significant reduction, and you would hope 



 6  that similar demands could be made on this project.  



 7           Now, I know in the past -- the past history 



 8  of 40Bs in Brookline -- let's start with St. Aiden's.  



 9  When St. Aiden's was first proposed, there was an 



10  outcry from the neighborhood.  People got together.  



11  As a result of these efforts and neighborhood 



12  concerns, much time and effort was spent for a 



13  compromised plan to be reached.  Some people now 



14  consider that a friendly 40B, and maybe this should 



15  be a model.  What happened as a result of that 



16  collaboration was the church was saved and the open 



17  space in front of the church has been preserved for 



18  public use.  



19           Another 40B on Crowninshield, once again, 



20  the neighborhood got together.  They were involved.  



21  They successfully were able to reach a compromise 



22  with the developer so the resulting project was much 



23  different than the one originally proposed and more 



24  acceptable to the neighborhood.  
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 1           Even Hancock Village has been changed.  



 2  What's going on there now is radically different than 



 3  the initial proposal.  The heights have been reduced.  



 4  So I would ask that the same considerations be given 



 5  to this project on Centre Street.  



 6           And I would like to say that, you know, 



 7  once it's built, we have to live with it.  Like 



 8  Dexter Park, it's not going to go away.  So I would 



 9  ask the ZBA to be custodian of our streetscape.  



10  Please don't let this building be part of your legacy 



11  in Brookline.  Thank you.



12           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.



13           MS. RESNICK:  Good evening.  I'm Margery 



14  Resnick.  I live at 19 Shailer Street.  I was going 



15  to talk about parking, but many of the issues have 



16  already been discussed.  



17           One that hasn't and one on which we rely on 



18  you guys to have the big picture is what else is 



19  happening?  No building exists in a vacuum.  And none 



20  of the parking and traffic studies have taken into 



21  account, as far as I've heard, the JCHE project, 



22  which is one block away which will 14 spaces for 60 



23  residents, senior residents who'll have attendants 



24  coming in, the 420 Harvard Street project, the 
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 1  possible project at Neena's, Coolidge Street and, of 



 2  course, this one.  



 3           And to say that these five projects which 



 4  are -- none of which have adequate parking, none of 



 5  which meet the ratios imposed by the town and common 



 6  sense, are not going to have an impact, are going to 



 7  just put one or two or three cars on the street, it 



 8  really defies credibility.  



 9           Finally, I really want to say that the 



10  endless circulation of cars right there -- because we 



11  have senior housing -- of attendants looking for 



12  spaces, it goes on all day, every day.  I live on 



13  Shailer Street.  I mean, you just could come and see 



14  it.  There are no spaces. 



15           And finally, I want to say our quality of 



16  life hasn't been addressed, those of us who own 



17  houses there.  What does it mean to us that we can't 



18  have a friend over because there's absolutely no 



19  parking?  Not only is there no parking, but we're 



20  going to put another 21, 31 cars right in that 



21  neighborhood in addition to the other five projects 



22  currently under discussion.  And our quality of life 



23  matters because we own homes in Brookline, we care, 



24  and we rely on the ZBA to protect our property and to 
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 1  really think about the fact that we're not against 



 2  40B.  We want affordable housing.  



 3           There's one point that hasn't been brought 



 4  up that irks me a lot, and that is the developer has 



 5  not assured us that the first dibs on these parking 



 6  spaces will go to the affordable units.  If I'm a 



 7  person and I'm getting all of these concessions and 



 8  all of these adjustments and because I'm providing 



 9  affordable housing, surely the first dibs on parking 



10  should go to the affordable units and it should be 



11  free.  Because the minute you charge, it's no longer 



12  affordable.  So I think in perpetuity, those 



13  apartments should be affiliated with free parking if 



14  we're not going to be entirely cynical about 40B.  



15           And I really think that some of the 



16  solutions -- I'm sorry I'm here tonight because 



17  months ago I really thought Mr. Roth might care 



18  enough about the neighborhood, about building, about 



19  all of us who live there to take some of these things 



20  into consideration.  



21           Instead we listened to a preposterous -- 



22  absolute preposterous suggestion that people use town 



23  parking and move their car to a space at 8:00 at 



24  night, get up at 8:00 in the morning, take it out, 
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 1  and then every two hours afterwards move their car.  



 2  That's the solution.  The only solution to 



 3  mitigate -- as far as I can see -- these problems is 



 4  to remove two stories.  I really think that without 



 5  that adjustment, these problems will go unmitigated 



 6  and unaddressed.  



 7           MR. CHIANG:  Derek Chiang, just to read 



 8  this into the record because it hasn't been 



 9  considered in the current traffic studies and peer 



10  reviews.  



11           No pedestrian counts, especially between 



12  7:30 and 8:00 a.m., school days, 3:00 p.m. to 



13  3:30 p.m., have been provided.  Devotion School -- 



14  the expanded Devotion School is one block away.  The 



15  Webster School is a pedestrian corridor along Centre 



16  Street.  What's going to happen during construction 



17  while Webster School is open?  



18           We've heard about the traffic peer reviewer 



19  saying that there's inadequate need for parking 



20  spaces.  I do want to emphasize that we are very 



21  concerned about the underground parking garage 



22  because in 2001 an elderly pedestrian at 



23  19 Winchester was killed when a vehicle exited the 



24  parking garage.  Here we have the turning maneuver -- 
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 1  a complicated turning maneuver as opposed to a 



 2  straight parking layout.  We have even more senior 



 3  citizens along Centre Street than along Winchester 



 4  Street.  



 5           And there's just -- you know, as Dan Hill 



 6  says -- a very minimal throwaway sketch of what the 



 7  sight distance and the pedestrian space will look 



 8  like, without traffic counts, without engineering 



 9  calculations.  We're very, very worried about this.  



10  Removing each story, eight units, will reduce that 



11  risk of pedestrian/vehicle collisions.  



12           MS. SCHWARTZ:  Linda Schwartz, and I live 



13  at 69 Centre.  



14           I want to say I agree with everything Derek 



15  just said about pedestrians, and I also want to add 



16  that I am a frequent pedestrian on Centre Street.  I 



17  counted -- between Wellman Street and Beacon is 



18  approximately 200 feet.  There are 13 curb cuts in 



19  those 200 feet and hundreds of cars moving from the 



20  east lot coming over the sidewalks.  But they also 



21  come from all those other curb cuts too.  



22           And twice in the last six months, I've had 



23  near misses, usually with people pulling out to the 



24  sidewalk, looking at their smartphones, and then 
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 1  moving forward while I'm in the middle of the 



 2  sidewalk right in front of them.  And I worry that 



 3  not only are there hundreds of seniors on the street, 



 4  often with walkers and motorized wheelchairs going up 



 5  and down, but I know that we will get a new senior 



 6  housing and add in more seniors to that.  And I 



 7  really honestly fear not only for myself, because I'm 



 8  fairly fast with the dogs getting out of the way, but 



 9  not everyone is quick, and I do worry about this -- 



10  these cars moving from there.  



11           Also, I know that a remark was made by the 



12  consultant that the sight lines were good as long as 



13  there was no one parked in front of -- on that side 



14  of the street where it's illegal to park.  But I 



15  think, as you saw when Chuck showed pictures of what 



16  just an average Thursday looks like, there are tons 



17  of cars parked illegally on the wrong side of the 



18  street.  So please take that all into consideration.  



19  Thank you.



20           MR. AULT:  My name is Steven Ault.  I live 



21  at 19 Shailer Street, and I want to touch on 



22  something that was mentioned by Mr. Boehmer and 



23  Mr. Hill as well about the trash.  The developer is 



24  suggesting that in order to accommodate a second 
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 1  accessible -- handicap-accessible parking space, that 



 2  they would shrink the trash room.  



 3           The federal EPA, Environmental Protection 



 4  Agency, estimates that the average household 



 5  generates 29 pounds of garbage, trash and recyclable 



 6  material, every week.  At a building housing 40 



 7  units, as does this current iteration on 40 Centre, 



 8  the residents will generate 1,160 pounds of garbage a 



 9  week or 60,320 pounds per year, over 30 tons of waste 



10  that the developer hasn't accounted for yet.  



11           This material, studies on organic waste 



12  management done in Toronto, suggests that fully three 



13  and a third tons of this garbage will be organic 



14  waste which will engender unpleasant odors, attract 



15  flies and other vermin.  The so-called "ick factor" 



16  for this organic waste and its impact on our 



17  neighborhood has been ignored so far by the 



18  developer.  



19           The building will evidently be equipped 



20  with trash chutes on each floor so that residents 



21  will drop their garbage, waste, and recyclables in an 



22  unsorted way to the ground floor where there will 



23  reportedly be a compactor.  Who will operate the 



24  compactor is unclear.  The capacity is unclear.  And 
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 1  even if compacted, 60,320 pounds of garbage is a huge 



 2  volume of waste materials to manage.  It's unclear 



 3  whether the current 12 by 18 trash room will reliably 



 4  provide enough space to store over half a ton of 



 5  garbage every week, even if it is compacted.  



 6           The developer hasn't bothered to tell the 



 7  community how this mix of garbage, organic waste, and 



 8  recyclables will be collected or where.  The building 



 9  design doesn't permit a large waste removal truck to 



10  empty the dumpster on the site.  40 Centre garbage 



11  will then have to be hauled to the Centre Street curb 



12  where it will be an obstacle for passersby of all 



13  kinds:  school children, the elderly, the disabled, 



14  whether on foot or in wheelchairs.



15           By failing to submit a waste management 



16  plan so far, the developer has avoided telling the 



17  ZBA and the community whether recyclables are going 



18  to be dealt with separately.  Should the developer 



19  opt for undifferentiated private hauling, the 



20  building will have a globally negative environmental 



21  impact, which is another public concern.  



22           If the developer decides to force this 



23  refuse collection burden onto the town, then the 



24  neighborhood will be faced with having 30 tons of 
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 1  garbage placed on the sidewalk over the year, 



 2  blocking passage for the public on Centre Street.  



 3  The volume of trash generated by this 40-unit 



 4  building will most likely require about thirty 



 5  35-gallon trash carts being placed out at the curb.  



 6  That's a line 55 feet long and 2 feet deep.  Extra 



 7  blue recycling containers would take even more space.  



 8           Alternatively, the developer's intention 



 9  may be just to leave a mound of garbage bags at the 



10  curb where they'd fall into the street or back over 



11  the sidewalk, further impeding the passersby.  These 



12  bags invite animals and leave the garbage being 



13  spilled out onto the sidewalks and into the streets, 



14  which is a further public health concern.  



15           Either of these options, the trash carts or 



16  the garbage bags, creates a public safety and health 



17  issue.  In the absence of any waste management plan, 



18  either rejecting the developer's proposal completely 



19  or downsizing this building is the best way to reduce 



20  the public health, environmental, and public safety 



21  impacts that will be created by 30 tons of organic 



22  waste, trash, and recyclables that the occupants 



23  would produce every year.  Thank you.



24           MR. GELLER:  Thank you. 
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 1           KAREN:  Hi.  I'm Karen of Babcock.  And as 



 2  a, you know, resident with lower income because of 



 3  severe allergies and, you know, many other things, 



 4  I'm really tired of other people advocating what 



 5  should be in and around my prospective building.  I'm 



 6  already being displaced by Boston University New 



 7  Balance Field under my window.  



 8           And every time I look at where the 40Bs are 



 9  placed, they're either next to or not part of Boston 



10  University or they're, you know, in other places 



11  going to be built, like a school next door.  I don't 



12  want another school next door.  Okay?  I mean, you 



13  know, we're already being displaced at staggering 



14  numbers, and you already have enough schools in North 



15  Brookline to strangle somebody.  I mean, it's 



16  preposterous.  I don't want benches under my window 



17  for people to gather and hang out and have their 



18  conversations all day and all night long.  I don't 



19  want balls being thrown up and down and hearing your 



20  vibrations and screams and whistles through my 



21  window.



22           And I don't own a car, and I don't want to 



23  be choked with others that keep mentioning about 



24  cars.  There's a lot of people who don't own a car.  
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 1  I just want a place that is comfortable.  Many places 



 2  are not comfortable for me to live.  I want a one 



 3  bedroom.  I would like to have a small patio.  I -- 



 4  you know, I don't want it close, on top of me.  I 



 5  want a place that's actually livable -- livable size.



 6           My current place is excellent because it 



 7  has heat and the air conditioning is controlled, 



 8  hence the filtered air conditioning system.  I love 



 9  my neighbors.  I have excellent credit.  I'm an 



10  excellent tenant.  I look after the building as if it 



11  was my own.  But I'm really tired of either being in 



12  a bad position or having a new neighbor that's not 



13  good.  I mean, I'm a peaceful tenant.  I want to live 



14  in a peaceful area.  And I'd love to have the floor 



15  of someone's house, but that hasn't come through 



16  either.  Yeah, thank you.



17           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  



18           MR. SIMONELLI:  I'm Rich Simonelli, Unit 



19  809 at 19 Winchester Street.  



20           I sent an email to you a couple of weeks 



21  ago regarding the back side of 40 Centre Street.  A 



22  good deal of effort has been put into doing something 



23  with cutting back the massing on the front side of 



24  that building and even on the sides.  But back side 
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 1  still has a -- call it a Berlin Wall effect.  You 



 2  have a six-story wall that's going to be 5 feet away 



 3  from the back of our property line.  



 4           Now, yes, there's a pool there.  But that 



 5  area, if you look at it, is more than just a pool.  



 6  It's a de facto open space for the neighborhood.  The 



 7  neighbors in the surrounding buildings get to look 



 8  into an open area.  There's a building on either side 



 9  of 19 Winchester Street, there's going to be a 



10  building behind 19 Winchester Street, namely 40 



11  Centre Street.  



12           So I'm advocating that maybe what you 



13  should do is try to stagger the floors on the back 



14  side of the building, as was done with the hotel on 



15  Route 9, try to give it a different effect so it 



16  doesn't look like you've got a building just dwarfing 



17  everything else around it because it's 5 feet away 



18  from the property line.  So either pull it back or at 



19  least try to set the floors back, do something 



20  different besides just adding windows, which is what 



21  was done in the last iteration.  



22           But this is, in effect, open space for us 



23  and for the neighbors.  The front -- also, the front 



24  window or the front lawn for all the people on the 
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 1  back side of that building, 19 Winchester Street.  



 2  Thank you.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Just one question.  Are you 



 4  saying your neighbors for neighboring properties also 



 5  are free to use your pool and -- 



 6           MR. SIMONELLI:  No, no, no.  I'm not saying 



 7  they use the pool.  What I'm saying is if they look 



 8  out their window, they get to look down into that 



 9  area, so it's an open space for them.  



10           KAREN:  You can hear them scream?  



11           MR. SIMONELLI:  And so it's basically -- 



12           MR. GELLER:  That's not what one would 



13  conventionally define as open space.  



14           MR. SIMONELLI:  No.  I understand that.  



15  I'm saying it's a de facto open space, is what I 



16  said.  Because, yeah, it isn't, but this is the city.  



17  You make do with what you've got.  Don't make it any 



18  worse is what I'm trying to say.



19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.



20           MS. ROSENSTEIN:  Thank you guys again for 



21  sitting through this time after time after time.  I 



22  would like to suggest that -- 



23           MR. GELLER:  Tell us who you are.



24           MS. ROSENSTEIN:  Oh, sorry.  I thought we 
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 1  knew each other by now.  I'm Harriet Rosenstein.  I 



 2  live at 53 Centre.  



 3           Mr. Geller, you said to try not to be 



 4  repetitive, and the trouble that I'm experiencing 



 5  anyway is that the problems are iterated repeatedly 



 6  because nothing has been candidly addressed.  I think 



 7  that everything we are hearing in some detail tonight 



 8  we have heard in one way or another since June, I 



 9  think, June of 1916 -- 2016.  It's been a long time.  



10           And I think that one explanation of so much 



11  repetition has been the level of good faith or the 



12  presence of bad faith dealings on the part of 



13  Mr. Roth and his representatives, that what we have 



14  been presented with for a very long time now has been 



15  stonewalling so that there have been no answers to 



16  the questions we have repeatedly asked.  



17           The first meeting that we had -- this is 



18  where I'm going to add.  The first meeting that we 



19  had, Mr. Roth indicated that he wanted so much to 



20  work with the neighbors.  He wanted to work with the 



21  neighborhood.  We were entirely delighted that indeed 



22  this could be a friendly 40B.  That was the last we 



23  ever heard from Mr. Roth, the expression of a wish, I 



24  suppose, that nobody was granted, either Mr. Roth or 
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 1  the neighbors.  Thank you.



 2           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.



 3           MR. MCNAMARA:  Hi.  My name is Don 



 4  McNamara.  I live at 12 Wellman Street.  I just 



 5  wanted to bring up a couple of points that I 



 6  thought -- that haven't been brought up yet.  



 7           So this is an apartment building.  So one 



 8  of the big things that's going to come up is turnover 



 9  of units.  So as everybody knows in Boston, September 



10  1st is a very rough day.  So I think the perfect 



11  storm for this place is September 1st, on a Thursday, 



12  farmers market, kids going to school.  How many 



13  apartments are going to turn over on September 1st?  



14  20 of them?  So there's 20 trucks pulling up with no 



15  parking, all blocking the road.  I think there's an 



16  issue there.



17           I think that's about it.  I think the 



18  parking consultant brought up a great point about the 



19  access for handicapped users.  I think that is also 



20  an issue for everybody else because there are people 



21  that are going to be walking through on the car path, 



22  which I think is a safety issue as well.  Thank you.



23           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  



24           Anybody else?  
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 1           (No audible response.)  



 2           MR. GELLER:  No.  Okay.  Thank you, 



 3  everyone.  



 4           So what I think we ought to do, as we've 



 5  done in the past -- well, wait a minute.  Judi, do 



 6  you want to give us a -- 



 7           MS. BARRETT:  The elevator speech version 



 8  of -- 



 9           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.



10           MS. BARRETT:  I was asked to try to explain 



11  to the board how the pro forma review process works, 



12  and that really is the purpose of the memo.  I think 



13  the take-home points that I'd like to underscore are 



14  that you don't get to a pro forma review unless you 



15  ask the applicant to make a change that the applicant 



16  says, I can't do.  You don't get to sort of shop for, 



17  you know, give us multiple iterations of a pro forma 



18  until we get to the certain number of units that it's 



19  a make or break.  You have to tell the applicant, 



20  take a floor off or increase the setbacks to some -- 



21  whatever it is that you want, you have to articulate 



22  that.  And the applicant is either going to say, I 



23  can do that or not.



24           If the applicant doesn't think that he can 





�                                                                      124



 1  accommodate your request and still have a financially 



 2  feasible project, the burden is on the applicant to 



 3  tell you that.  You then may ask for a pro forma 



 4  review.  The applicant has to give you a pro forma 



 5  that shows the impact of what -- the condition that 



 6  you plan to impose or the waiver that you intend to 



 7  not grant, the pro forma has to sort of represent the 



 8  applicant's perspective, that is, I can't do this. 



 9           You then have that pro forma reviewed by an 



10  independent consultant who doesn't work for the 



11  applicant, doesn't work for the neighborhood, but 



12  works for you.  You have two people already hired and 



13  ready to go, so if you decide to require a pro forma 



14  review, you can advance with that.  But the applicant 



15  has to give you that pro forma that shows, I can't do 



16  this.  You have your reviewer review that pro forma, 



17  and the reviewer is going to have a certain amount of 



18  work to do.  



19           For example, the reviewer is probably going 



20  to need to corroborate some assumptions in the 



21  pro forma.  It's pretty typical.  He might want to 



22  check the applicant's assumptions about site 



23  construction costs or something of that nature.  And 



24  so there's a bit of discussion that goes on.  And 
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 1  ultimately the reviewer comes back to you with a 



 2  report.  



 3           Now, if the report says the applicant's 



 4  full of bunk, you know, they can do -- the applicant 



 5  can do what you suggest, you then have to decide are 



 6  you going to go ahead and impose the conditions you 



 7  threatened to impose in the first place or not grant 



 8  a waiver.  You have to decide what you want to do.



 9           If the reviewer comes back and says, I hate 



10  to tell you this, but what you want to do will make 



11  the project uneconomic, my only concern for you if 



12  that's what happens, then it makes it harder for you 



13  as a board to continue to negotiate with the 



14  applicant.  It kind of puts you in a corner.  And so 



15  you have to decide:  Do you want to take that risk?  



16           If you feel that you're not getting 



17  anywhere with the applicant, if you're asking for 



18  changes in what you're getting or gestures, then 



19  maybe it is that point and you say, I don't want to 



20  mess around with this anymore.  Take off a floor.  



21  I'm not trying to put words in your mouth.  I'm just 



22  saying, you know, just tell the applicant what it is 



23  that you want and get going with this.  



24           But if you feel that you're getting 
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 1  somewhere based on the independent reviews you have 



 2  so far, then my recommendation to you is to keep 



 3  going and try to get the best project you can for 



 4  your town, recognizing that in the end, the changes 



 5  that you're asking the applicant to make, whatever 



 6  they may be, are always going to have to be sort of 



 7  weighed against this issue of, well, even if we get 



 8  what we -- if we can get what we want here, how does 



 9  that relate to the regional need for affordable 



10  housing, which is, you know, ultimately the directive 



11  of the statute.  



12           So I think you have to -- you're getting to 



13  the point where, frankly, you really do have to make 



14  a decision because peer review doesn't just happen 



15  overnight.  I mean, you've seen what's happened with 



16  the traffic reviews and with Cliff's work.  I mean, 



17  there's been four different sets of plans I think you 



18  said you've reviewed.  



19           Well, the same kind of thing happens, you 



20  know, with a pro forma review, and so you need to 



21  have the time to do that.  And I'm just concerned 



22  that you have 180 days.  There's a modest extension 



23  here, but you need to make a decision, and you have 



24  to decide:  Do you want to take that risk or do you 
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 1  want to keep going?  



 2           And just bear in mind that although -- you 



 3  know, in the end, the applicant's consultants are 



 4  going to represent the applicant's best interest.  



 5  The neighborhood -- no disrespect to any of you, but 



 6  the neighborhood has an advocacy position too.  The 



 7  neighborhood wants the smallest project they can get.  



 8  The applicant wants the biggest project he can get.  



 9  You need to have a project -- as Lark said in another 



10  setting here on a different project, you need to get 



11  a project you can approve, and you have to decide:  



12  Are you there, are you getting there, or do you think 



13  you're not?  



14           If you think you're not, then it's time to 



15  say, Mr. Roth, you need to make the following change, 



16  and let him either say he can or he can't.  If you 



17  think you're getting somewhere, I would hold off and 



18  I would see, can you get this thing a little closer 



19  to what you're looking for?  



20           In the end, what you're going to have to 



21  rely on if this goes to the Housing Appeals Committee 



22  is not the neighborhood's consultants, it's not the 



23  applicant's consultants, it's yours.  



24           MR. GELLER:  Our peer reviewer's.  





�                                                                      128



 1           MS. BARRETT:  Yes, your peer reviewer's.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  I'm sorry.  Can you say that 



 3  last sentence again, because I was writing something 



 4  down. 



 5           MS. BARRETT:  That's all right, Kate.  I 



 6  was saying when this case -- if this case goes to the 



 7  Housing Appeals Committee, you know, you're not going 



 8  to be relying on the neighborhood's consultants, even 



 9  though they might want you to, and you're not going 



10  to be relying on the applicant's consultant, even 



11  though he may want you to.  You're going to have to 



12  rely on your consultants.



13           MS. POVERMAN:  Got it.  



14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  My understanding is then 



15  when it goes to land court, it's de novo basically on 



16  these issues.  



17           MS. BARRETT:  I have not been to a land 



18  court proceeding before.  I deal with the Housing 



19  Appeals Committee as little as I possibly can.



20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It's de novo.  They start 



21  from scratch.



22           MR. HUSSEY:  Can you elaborate on that a 



23  little bit, Steve?  



24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Basically the judge is the 
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 1  zoning board.  It starts from the beginning.  It 



 2  doesn't consider what we said.  He basically 



 3  reevaluates the thing.  He's not compelled to pass 



 4  judgment on us.  He basically makes his own decision.  



 5  He does basically what we're doing now.



 6           MR. HUSSEY:  Does the judge decide, or can 



 7  it go to a jury?  



 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Oh, no, it would be a 



 9  judge.  



10           MS. POVERMAN:  As I understand it, if the 



11  developer appeals, it always goes to the HAC?  



12           MS. BARRETT:  Correct.



13           MS. POVERMAN:  So we don't get a choice of 



14  venue.  



15           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Oh, no.  Then you go to 



16  court.  



17           MS. BARRETT:  Just to be clear, if the 



18  applicant's unhappy with whatever you issue, the 



19  applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Committee and 



20  you go through that process.  And if you're not happy 



21  with how that turns out, then the ball's in your 



22  court.  Somebody's going to end up appealing, you 



23  know, from there, but -- 



24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If he can prove it's 
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 1  uneconomic, he gets to go to the Housing Appeals 



 2  Committee.  If we don't like the decision, we get to 



 3  go to court.



 4           MS. BARRETT:  I mean, that's true.  That 



 5  is -- you know, you have to decide -- I think the 



 6  great difficulty for boards of appeal with this 



 7  process is, you know, you're trying to get -- your 



 8  job is to try to get the best project you can for the 



 9  town.  I think that just needs to be really clear.  



10  This law is not about stopping affordable housing.  



11  It's about building it.  So there's always this 



12  tension between, well, what's stopping the building 



13  of affordable housing?  



14           From a Chapter 40B perspective, it's the 



15  regulatory requirement.  I mean, the very things that 



16  Attorney Hill would like you to comply with are the 



17  reasons that there's Chapter 40B.  There's all this 



18  tension between compliance with what you have for 



19  zoning and the regulatory barriers, and you're trying 



20  to figure out where's that spot where you've got a 



21  project that can be built.  That's what the law is 



22  about.  It's about creating affordable housing.  But 



23  you don't ever know for sure unless you ask the 



24  applicant to make some change and the applicant says, 
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 1  I can do it or not.  



 2           Now, so far, you know, you've been asking 



 3  for things and the applicant's come back with some 



 4  changes.  I'm not saying -- I'm not passing judgment 



 5  on those changes.  I'm not saying they're great.  I'm 



 6  just saying the applicant has made quite a few 



 7  changes.  I remember the first time I saw the plans 



 8  for this building and I, frankly, was horrified.  



 9  But, you know, I'm just your 40B consultant.  I'm not 



10  an architect.  Thank God you're here.  But, you know, 



11  the project's changed a lot, but has it changed in 



12  the material ways that you want?  I can't comment on 



13  that.  That's your job.  I can just say it's changed 



14  a lot.  



15           And to -- you know, to the point of do we 



16  have an adequate plan and so forth, what my 



17  experience typically is is whatever the focus issue 



18  is, that's sort of what everybody kind of works on.  



19  And then in the end when everybody agrees, yeah, this 



20  is what we're going to do, then you get a revised -- 



21  complete revised set of plans, and that becomes the 



22  plan of record.



23           MR. GELLER:  That's a nice intro for the 



24  board to have a discussion, so I want to invite the 
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 1  board to continue the discussion that they've had.  



 2           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think, from my 



 3  perspective, the issue has always been, in terms of 



 4  the neighbors and to some extent with us, the 



 5  dense -- the height of the building, the number of 



 6  floors, the density, and the misalignment with the 



 7  number of parking spaces and the number of units.



 8           All the rest of the stuff that they've 



 9  done, some setbacks, some visual design variation, 



10  but it's been essentially -- the core of the program 



11  is still the same.  And we haven't heard anything, I 



12  don't think, from our peer reviewers that indicates 



13  that it's reasonable to demand that be changed.  The 



14  architectural peer reviewer says he's not bothered by 



15  the height.  The traffic and parking reviewer 



16  indicates that it's -- you know, it's adequate.



17           MR. GELLER:  Right.



18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I agree with Cliff Boehmer 



19  that the appearance of this project is very improved.  



20  I agree with Chris that that's really not terribly 



21  material.  



22           The fact of the matter is the regulations 



23  tell us we're to consider the height and bulk of this 



24  project.  That doesn't mean:  How does it look?  How 
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 1  big does it look?  How tall does it look?  



 2           Basically, if this building were 10 stories 



 3  tall, the problem with the height and bulk isn't that 



 4  it would look like it's 10 stories tall.  It's that 



 5  the height -- the bulk and height of the building, 



 6  the size of the building implies a great deal about 



 7  the pressure that the population concentration 



 8  creates for the trash, for the parking, for the 



 9  traffic.  All of those things.  That's what height 



10  and bulk is really about, not about how tall it 



11  appears.



12           Basically -- and I've said and I continue 



13  to feel that at least the sixth floor has to come 



14  off.  And in looking at the distribution of 



15  apartments that they have there and working through 



16  the little 2012 town survey for rental units, the 



17  parking ratios they have, if you actually took the 



18  sixth story off and you used those little ratios, you 



19  get a parking requirement of -- the .68 would get you 



20  to -- which is what the parking consultant 



21  suggested -- you get 21 parking spaces, which happens 



22  to be the parking spaces in the basement.  



23           I think that for those reasons, not the way 



24  the building looks, but because of the bulk and size 
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 1  of this building, taking that sixth story off goes a 



 2  long way to addressing the parking problem and the 



 3  trash problem and just the busyness and traffic that 



 4  this building entails.  Basically, if you actually 



 5  took the sixth story off and you dropped down the 



 6  parapet there, it eliminates the building looking 



 7  top-heavy but, as I say, I don't think -- Cliff 



 8  mentioned -- but I don't think that's what height and 



 9  bulk in the regulation really is a reference to.  



10  It's not that the building looks tall.  It's that it 



11  is big, too big.



12           MS. POVERMAN:  There are times when I wish 



13  I really hadn't been put on the zoning board, just 



14  about every time I leave one of these meetings.



15           MR. GELLER:  Easier being in the public, 



16  isn't it?  



17           MR. CHIUMENTI:  No, it isn't.  Not if 



18  you're here fighting a project.



19           MR. HUSSEY.  As Steve knows.



20           MS. POVERMAN:  I agree that the building is 



21  too big.  I think the biggest problems are parking, 



22  which our peer reviewer said was a problem, that the 



23  ratio was inadequate, that it should be closer to a 



24  .67.  I think that there are issues relating to there 
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 1  being inadequate parking.  Some of those were shown 



 2  by the pictures that neighbors showed us of people, 



 3  for example, being knocked out of their wheelchairs 



 4  when they were basically run off the road at farmers 



 5  markets.  So I think there are safety issues.  I 



 6  think some of the issues are just convenience.  



 7           I think that the way to best handle that is 



 8  to, as Steve says, get a greater alignment of the 



 9  percentages.  I think that if we could find a way to 



10  do that without taking off a floor, of reducing the 



11  units and increasing the ratio of parking in a 



12  discussion, in a collaborative way, that would be 



13  great.  



14           One thing I want to see is what Cliff 



15  Boehmer suggested, would be increasing the setback of 



16  the fifth and sixth floors.  And this is a huge 



17  movement for me.  I hope everyone realizes that, and 



18  I'm sure some people really hate it.  But where I am 



19  right now is for the fifth and sixth floors to be set 



20  way back, you know, at least six feet, because that 



21  will -- 



22           MR. GELLER:  Where?  Front?  Side?  



23           MS. POVERMAN:  On the front.  So we have 



24  where it's gone back to the balcony, and he said, you 





�                                                                      136



 1  know, 4 feet, basically you'll just have -- my view 



 2  is you'll have somebody thrown over the edge in a 



 3  fight at the barbecue, so you may as well get it 



 4  further back to prevent death or some other safety 



 5  issue.  



 6           MR. GELLER:  They're at 4 feet now.  I 



 7  think Cliff's comment is if they set it back another 



 8  2 feet, it'll be of greater impact.  And that's -- 



 9  we're just -- for the moment, we're talking about the 



10  front.  



11           MS. POVERMAN:  We're talking about the 



12  front.  So I'm just saying put it back another 6 



13  feet -- no, no, no -- another 2 feet to actually have 



14  habitable space up there but also have a greater 



15  visual impact of lessening the bulk of the building.  



16  And I think that that could have some effect on the 



17  unit mix, and I think that being collaborative in 



18  finding a way of improving the parking ratio would 



19  get us far.  



20           I think that trash management is something 



21  that has to be worked out.  I think that's something 



22  that -- 



23           MR. GELLER:  You want to see a narrative?  



24           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.  Because we're just not 
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 1  going to see 50 -- we're just not going to improve 



 2  anything by having 50 blue cans lined up outside.  



 3  And I need to hear -- I don't know how far we go, but 



 4  I need to hear that we can work on that or else I am 



 5  going to say, okay, let's take a floor off.  Because 



 6  in looking at the pro forma, I think you can still 



 7  make it economically viable.  You can shake your 



 8  head, but the current treasury rate is 1.79.  Add two 



 9  and a half to that and you've got -- 



10           MR. ENGLER:  Four and a half.  



11           MS. POVERMAN:  I looked it up today.  It's 



12  1.79.  



13           MR. ENGLER:  And four and a half to that.  



14           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  You add two and a half.  



15           MR. ENGLER:  No.  You add 4.5 to that.



16           (Multiple parties speaking.)  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  Either way, I think it could 



18  be economically reasonable, and I think he can make 



19  it.  So that's my point.  I don't want to fight.  



20  Okay?  So my point here, too, is we can all fight, we 



21  can all go to the HAC, we can all get ulcers.  Let's 



22  not do that.  Let's try to be cooperative.  You've 



23  really come a great way in terms of making this a 



24  much nicer building.  So we'll hear what Jesse has to 
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 1  say, but -- 



 2           MR. GELLER:  So are -- I just want to be 



 3  clear.  You're not asking for any kind of setback 



 4  other than in the front?  



 5           MS. POVERMAN:  I would love it, but no.  



 6           MR. GELLER:  That's the developer.  What 



 7  are you asking him to do?  



 8           MS. POVERMAN:  I am not asking for that.



 9           MR. GELLER:  Are you asking for that?  



10           MR. HUSSEY:  I think if we can get more 



11  setback at the top -- 



12           MR. GELLER:  Front?  Side?  



13           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, the front.  Probably the 



14  front.  The issue is going to be having that work 



15  with the plan at the ground floor that doesn't 



16  eliminate a parking space.  When they moved the 



17  elevator and stair back, it had some consequences 



18  that the architect may have -- are working out.  But 



19  you certainly could give him a chance to do that.



20           MS. POVERMAN:  And the parking has to be 



21  worked out, that ratio.  



22           MR. HUSSEY:  The only way to reduce -- get 



23  the parking worked out is to reduce the number of 



24  units.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.



 2           MR. GELLER:  Or increase the parking.  



 3           MR. HUSSEY:  There's no way to increase the 



 4  parking.  



 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  We've already got this 



 6  gold-plated strange system to get the parking where 



 7  it is.  



 8           MR. GELLER:  That gold-plated strange 



 9  system, assuming that they present information that 



10  satisfies our concerns, they're building a structure 



11  that accommodates more of those do-hickies.  And 



12  therefore, if the conclusion is reached that they 



13  function and they function safely and that they have 



14  a methodology in which to employ it in a safe manner, 



15  then it seems to me the -- the parking ratio is 



16  addressed either by a reduction in the number of 



17  units, right, size of the building, or an increase in 



18  the parking.  



19           So put -- if you approve the project, put a 



20  condition in.  They're already building the size 



21  sufficient to accommodate these things, so put in a 



22  condition that says that they have to do an audit one 



23  year after they've got 70 percent occupancy.  And if 



24  it is established that there's insufficient parking, 
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 1  they've got to add further stackers.  So that's more 



 2  parking.  So the parking issue you can address one of 



 3  two ways.  



 4           In terms of the trash, they've got to 



 5  produce for us a narrative that tells us how this is 



 6  going to be accomplished and it's going to tell us 



 7  how a room of that size is going to accommodate a 



 8  building with this number of units, with this number 



 9  of occupants.  How is it going to be stored?  How is 



10  it going to be disposed of?  What's the pickup 



11  methodology?  How's it going to work?  Give us 



12  something in writing to that effect and let us look 



13  at that.  So, I mean, I think that'll at least give 



14  us a starting point to look at that.  And, frankly, I 



15  think we should have that.



16           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I think that we need to get 



17  this thing done right in the first place because, 



18  frankly, if I were representing the developer and a 



19  year later you're telling me I've got to buy three 



20  more of these things, I'd go to the judge and say it 



21  makes it unaffordable, and the judge would say forget 



22  it.



23           MR. GELLER:  Can they go and do that?  



24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Yeah.  That's what you do.  
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 1  You go to the judge and you say it's not affordable.  



 2           MS. BARRETT:  Well, the applicant would 



 3  come back and ask for a modification.  I mean, that's 



 4  how you remedy that.  And the board decides whether 



 5  the request for a modification is substantial or 



 6  insubstantial.  



 7           MR. CHIUMENTI:  And then we go back and 



 8  tell them, sorry, can you remove the sixth floor?  



 9  It's a little too late, little too late.  



10           MS. BARRETT:  Well, to complete the 



11  thought, if the board said -- you're asking for a 



12  substantial change.  Let's assume the applicant's 



13  coming back and saying, well, it doesn't work, but I 



14  just want a waiver from having to provide more 



15  parking, so I want to modify the permit.  And board 



16  says, no, we're not going to do that.  We're going to 



17  hold you to the ratio that we wrote into the permit.  



18  The applicant can go to the Housing Appeals Committee 



19  and get that overturned.  I'm just saying that that's 



20  what the remedy -- that's how the process would work.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, why don't we just say 



22  put in the stackers now if that's the way -- we know 



23  that the demand is going to be greater than the -- 



24  what's existing.
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  You mean what's proposed.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  What's proposed rather, 



 3  yeah.



 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If the applicant removes 



 5  the sixth floor, the ratio comes out to be what the 



 6  parking consultant said.



 7           MS. POVERMAN:  I think there is -- I'm 



 8  trying to do a risk assessment, and that's really 



 9  what it is coming down to for me, is what the risk is 



10  of being wrong, if I'm wrong about the economic 



11  considerations and the strength of our local-concern 



12  argument.  So for me it was a risk/benefit analysis.  



13           MR. GELLER:  What you've lost is the 



14  cooperation of this developer.



15           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah, that too.  I mean, 



16  what?  You're saying I lost it right now?  Yeah, 



17  we've lost that.  



18           But also, if we do get to the appeals 



19  court, realistically -- I'm just trying to weigh all 



20  of this.  I'm trying to be very realistic and very 



21  pragmatic.  And I think -- I think we'd succeed on 



22  economics, but if we don't, I think local concerns 



23  will be very tough.  And that's being very pragmatic, 



24  and that's why I'm willing to see if the developer -- 
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 1  but I think it's possible.  But that's why I'm 



 2  willing to see if the developer will work with us now 



 3  on these issues.  And if he were to say no, I would 



 4  say take off the sixth floor and we'll play that 



 5  game.



 6           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think we don't have 



 7  time going forward to bring this up at a future 



 8  hearing.  I think if you're going to ask for a floor 



 9  to be eliminated, you've got to do that now.  



10           And the pro forma, the whole business about 



11  estimates going forward, both construction estimates 



12  and market estimates, as I said before, is an art.  



13  It is not a science.  There are a number of variables 



14  that go any which way.



15           MR. GELLER:  That's true.  



16           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, Jesse, I'd like to 



17  hear what you're thinking, for one thing, and then 



18  ...



19           MR. GELLER:  So my thought process has been 



20  from the beginning that -- you know, it's interesting 



21  what Steve says, but my viewpoint has been -- I don't 



22  have an issue with height, our peer reviewer doesn't 



23  have an issue with height, so I don't have a basis on 



24  which to say this building is too tall.  
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  I feel like I've lost that 



 2  today. 



 3           MR. GELLER:  Peer review has not said that 



 4  the massing is too large, so I don't have an 



 5  independent way of determining that the massing is 



 6  too large.  I'm not saying this is a beautiful 



 7  building that is pristine Victorian styling.  I'm 



 8  trying to deal with the practical reality of 40B, 



 9  what we can do and cannot do.  That's the limitation.  



10  And it's not a good one, but that is the limitation. 



11           So I just look at the peer review that we 



12  have.  Is traffic an issue?  Peer review says traffic 



13  is not an issue.  So what are the issues?  



14           Steve points out that it's not the height 



15  so much, in and of itself.  It's the impact of 



16  density on trash disposal, storage, pickup; it's on 



17  the fact that delivery vehicles -- we've had 



18  testimony to that effect -- will have an impact.  



19  Okay.  Where are the narratives on this that tell me 



20  one way or another how it's going to be done so that 



21  I can draw a conclusion, or somebody who is 



22  technically capable can tell me it can't work that 



23  way.  You're going to have UPS trucks lined up down 



24  Centre Street.  We're going to have queuing.  It's 
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 1  going to take you 16 hours just to clear the site.  



 2  By the way, I don't think that's the case, but I 



 3  don't have any peer review, and I don't have anybody 



 4  technically who can tell me that that's what's going 



 5  to happen.  



 6           You can tell me that there's no parking in 



 7  front of this building because the Town of Brookline, 



 8  in its infinite wisdom, said that's not a good place 



 9  for it.  But where's the technical information that 



10  tells me, the ZBA member, that therefore, this 



11  building doesn't work?  



12           So I'd like the starting point to be -- I'd 



13  like to know how this is going to happen.  Where are 



14  the trucks going to go?  When I move into your 



15  building -- and my wife loves to shop on Amazon -- 



16  where is that stuff going to -- how is the truck 



17  going to come to the building?  How's it going to get 



18  into the building?  



19           MR. ENGLER:  Drones.



20           MR. GELLER:  Drones, probably to your roof 



21  deck.  



22           MS. POVERMAN:  Or to the expanded balcony.  



23  Maybe it could go there.



24           MR. HUSSEY:  Or double park, just like they 
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 1  do now all over the place.



 2           MR. GELLER:  Everywhere else.



 3           I'm simply saying -- so if I look at our 



 4  peer review, I have a very difficult time reaching 



 5  the conclusion that I ought to tell him simply lop 



 6  off the sixth floor.  



 7           If what you're saying is you ought to move 



 8  the front back to 6 feet, I think you ought to move 



 9  that floor -- is that the measurement, 6 feet?  



10  Because you're at 4.  Move it back 2 feet?  Yeah, I 



11  think that would be an improvement.  I think it would 



12  be an improvement to the building that I actually 



13  think you do like and that you do want to take pride 



14  in.  I think it's a better building because I think 



15  what it does is it makes that four stories read more 



16  like a four-story building. 



17           You know, the question then becomes:  Has 



18  peer review told us, because of health, safety, local 



19  concern, that there ought to be setbacks on any other 



20  side of this building?  Again, peer review hasn't 



21  told us.  There is nothing in peer review that has 



22  suggested to me that they ought to be taking off a 



23  floor.  I'm sorry to say that, because I think it'd 



24  be better if you did.  





�                                                                      147



 1           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I disagree.



 2           MR. GELLER:  That's why we're here.  



 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  If there were a health and 



 4  safety problem, we reject the project.  We're not 



 5  saying we're going to reject the project.  The 



 6  regulations say we consider height and bulk.  Height 



 7  and bulk aren't going to be safety concerns, but it 



 8  says we consider height and bulk, it says we consider 



 9  adequacy of parking ratios, talks about open space 



10  and so on, talks about the intended use of space in 



11  the facility and so on.  These are not reasons to 



12  reject the project, but they are reasons to basically 



13  say this project is too big.  And that's all I'm 



14  suggesting, this project is to big.  



15           If it were five stories -- it's not because 



16  it doesn't look so tall or it looks better in the 



17  neighborhood.  It's because they have less bulk, less 



18  pressure on the -- 



19           MR. GELLER:  Let's distinguish.  This 



20  project is too big.



21           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Yeah.  



22           MR. GELLER:  40B says people can build much 



23  bigger than they otherwise could.



24           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It says they are excused 
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 1  from the zoning limitation, but it has a list of 



 2  requirements that we are to consider.  They're all 



 3  not quantifiable.



 4           MS. BARRETT:  But you have to weigh them 



 5  against the regional need for affordable.  



 6           MR. CHIUMENTI:  What is that?  



 7           MS. BARRETT:  What does it mean?  



 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  These are all concepts.  



 9  These are not -- how do you weigh the fact that 30 



10  percent of the households in Brookline are eligible, 



11  basically, for affordable housing, as opposed to this 



12  is a 40-apartment building in a neighborhood where 



13  this would never have been permitted otherwise?  I 



14  mean, how do you measure that?  How do you weigh 



15  that?  



16           MS. BARRETT:  Well, it's the direct -- the 



17  impetus of the statute is that -- because there is an 



18  unmet need.  



19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Then why did they tell us 



20  to consider the height and the bulk and -- 



21           MS. BARRETT:  Because you have to balance, 



22  you have to balance.



23           MR. CHIUMENTI:  And that's what we're 



24  doing, and there's too much pressure in this spot.  
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  And all I would suggest to 



 2  you -- and not as a fan of this project, but just to 



 3  point out -- you need some objective basis besides, I 



 4  just think the building is too big.  That's why you 



 5  end up getting professional help.  



 6           So I'm not saying that to your eye you're 



 7  wrong.  I'm saying that you get professional help to 



 8  evaluate those matters that are listed in the 



 9  regulations.  I think you've got a tough road here if 



10  you're suggesting that perhaps your assessment of the 



11  size of the building supercedes that of your 



12  architectural review, but that's just something to 



13  think about.



14           MR. HUSSEY:  So you're essentially saying 



15  that you're agreeing with Mr. Geller, our chairman, 



16  in his analysis, which is -- 



17           MR. GELLER:  Nobody should agree with me.



18           MR. HUSSEY:  I'd like to make one comment 



19  about the trash.  



20           MS. POVERMAN:  She's not agreeing 



21  necessarily.  What modifications or -- 



22           MR. GELLER:  No.  



23           MS. POVERMAN:  What do you have to say?  



24           MS. BARRETT:  I'm trying -- I don't want to 
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 1  steer the board.  I really don't want to steer you 



 2  on.  I'm just trying to give you the benefit of my 



 3  experience, whatever that's worth.  



 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  I'd like to make one comment 



 6  about the trash.  And I know this may be giving 



 7  evidence, but it can't be helped.  Most of the trash 



 8  analogies that we've heard so far, as near as I 



 9  understand them, really related to single-family 



10  homes.  



11           I live in a 72-unit condominium, and we 



12  have thirty 55-gallon trash containers for a 72-unit 



13  building.  So I don't see 40 containers in this 



14  building, from my experience.



15           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  I'm simply suggesting 



16  that it would be appropriate for us to hear the 



17  narrative of how it's going to function.  



18           MS. POVERMAN:  How do we solve the parking 



19  problem?  If we give direction today -- because I 



20  think we do need to decide now whether or not we get 



21  the economic review.  I think you and I have made 



22  suggestions.  The others have not weighed in on the 



23  6-foot back issue, whether or not that would -- 



24           MR. GELLER:  Well, that's not going to 
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 1  solve the parking ratio.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  Well, that's it.  So 



 3  we ask for that or -- I haven't heard Mr. Hussey say 



 4  it, but -- and then the parking.  How do we -- 



 5           MR. CHIUMENTI:  The expert says .67 should 



 6  be the ratio, and you can do that by eliminating nine 



 7  units, eliminating the sixth floor.  Or you could 



 8  just say keep a ratio of .68, however you do it.



 9           MS. BARRETT:  You could do that.



10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Which is what Jesse was 



11  saying.  



12           MR. HUSSEY:  Yeah.  I'm really not happy 



13  with these jack-up units.  



14           MR. GELLER:  Stackers?  



15           MR. HUSSEY:  Stackers.  I think they're -- 



16  as I said in the past, I think we have two issues 



17  here with the parking.  One is the number of units 



18  related to the number of living units.  The other is 



19  the so-called safety.  And the safety issue gets 



20  resolved by not increasing the parking, and let the 



21  parking be driven by the market.



22           MR. GELLER:  There is a tension there.  I 



23  mean, one of the points that is made by the parking 



24  peer reviewer is, of course, that you've got a tight 
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 1  parking garage.  And the impact of that is the 



 2  ability of cars, frankly, to get in and out, and what 



 3  happens if there are conflicts.  



 4           And although I think the peer reviewer was 



 5  very careful and did not say that he thought that 



 6  there was a safety-hazard issue and he was careful to 



 7  say that it complied with codes, he gave comments 



 8  that -- these are my words, not his -- but better 



 9  design would be at least a 1-foot gap at the doors 



10  and for people to get in and out, and that 



11  particularly in the curve of the drive where there's 



12  a single door, there's the concern about conflict 



13  between the vehicles coming in and the vehicles 



14  coming out.  And then you throw in the concern about 



15  the tight garage.  The cars have to back in, and the 



16  number of times -- back in and out -- the number of 



17  times they have to maneuver to get out or in.  



18           You know, those all go to -- you sort of 



19  put that -- you weigh that against the demand for 



20  adequate parking.  So you have to weigh those two 



21  different concerns.



22           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, there are limits to what 



23  you can do -- 



24           MR. GELLER:  -- do with this, right.  





�                                                                      153



 1  That's exactly the issue.



 2           MR. HUSSEY:  You lost me.  



 3           MR. GELLER:  No.  The issue is -- you can 



 4  demand that they add parking spaces; right?  



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  Through the stackers.  



 6           MR. GELLER:  Through the stackers, which 



 7  Steve is not in favor of.  But your point is -- 



 8           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I'm scared.  You've got two 



 9  tons of metal.



10           MR. GELLER:  But your point is that even if 



11  you do that, you've exacerbated the risks -- 



12           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.  And also perceived 



13  pedestrian safety.



14           MR. GELLER:  Right.  



15           MR. HUSSEY:  I won't give you my lecture on 



16  the three different truths.  



17           MS. POVERMAN:  What?  



18           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, there's objective truth, 



19  which is scientific truth; perceived truth, which is 



20  political truth.  I'm trying to remember them now.  I 



21  lectured my grandchildren.  



22           MR. GELLER:  You forgot the punch line?  



23           Well, if you're following your 



24  conclusion -- 
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 1           MR. HUSSEY:  The safety issue is perceived 



 2  rather than scientific.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Right, right.  He was very 



 4  careful to make that distinction.  



 5           If you follow your line of reasoning, then 



 6  your conclusion is somewhere between Kate's and 



 7  Steve's.  Now translate that to the developer.  



 8           Kate's ask -- and I don't want to steal 



 9  your words, but you want the front a full 6 feet 



10  back; right?



11           MS. POVERMAN:  Yes.  



12           MR. GELLER:  And you also want the number 



13  of units -- 



14           MS. POVERMAN:  -- reduced.  



15           MR. GELLER:  So that the ratio -- 



16           MS. POVERMAN:  -- is improved.  



17           MR. GELLER:  -- is improved to 60.  



18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  .67.



19           MR. GELLER:  .67.  



20           MS. POVERMAN:  Ideally. 



21           MR. GELLER:  And are you at the same place?



22           MR. HUSSEY:  Pretty much.  I think the 



23  additional setback can be done.  I don't think that's 



24  a problem.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  No.  I won't speak for them, 



 2  but it seems to me the balcony is a limited 



 3  functionality.



 4           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.  There's a community 



 5  space right in back.  That can be reduced -- can be 



 6  eliminated, frankly.  They could access the so-called 



 7  balcony, fourth floor, through the elevator lobby.



 8           MR. GELLER:  Might be his management 



 9  office.



10           MR. HUSSEY:  Okay.  So where does all this 



11  leave us?  So we're going to ask for another 2-foot 



12  setback on that fourth-floor front setback.



13           MR. GELLER:  Right.  But your bigger 



14  discussion is about reduction in units so that the 



15  ratio -- or simply going -- 



16           MS. POVERMAN:  Or bedroom mix.  



17           MR. GELLER:  Or bedroom mix.  Bringing the 



18  ratio in line, is what you're asking; is that 



19  correct?  



20           MR. HUSSEY:  The only way that's going to 



21  happen is by eliminating units, and the only way 



22  that's going to happen is by eliminating a floor.  I 



23  don't think mix -- say you've got three-bedroom 



24  units, the big units now.  So you eliminate a 
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 1  three-bedroom and you put in two studio apartments, 



 2  so three studio apartments.  That's not going to 



 3  change -- 



 4           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  I do think it's 



 5  true -- I think the ratio you can use for studio 



 6  apartments is less.  I think someone with a studio is 



 7  less likely to have a car.



 8           MS. BARRETT:  They do need to preserve at 



 9  least 10 percent of the units as three-bedrooms.  



10           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  But now there are 5 



11  three-bedrooms?  Yeah, there are 5 three-bedrooms, 



12  and they're also more per square foot for the 



13  studios.  



14           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I'm not going to work 



15  out the numbers.  



16           MS. BARRETT:  Right.  That's the 



17  applicant's problem.  You need to tell the applicant, 



18  whatever it's going to be, what -- 



19           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, right now it appears to 



20  be to add another 2 feet to the setback at the fourth 



21  floor and reduce the number of types of units within 



22  the required percentages that you need to perhaps 



23  reduce the parking required and therefore get that 



24  ratio back up.  
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  What is the current ratio?



 2           MR. ROTH:  Right now -- you know, I know 



 3  you've been talking about this ratio of units, but 



 4  it's important to remember that one of the reasons 



 5  we've changed the mix to what we did was trying to 



 6  release a little of the pressure on the parking.  We 



 7  originally had much fewer studios.  We went to -- 



 8  almost half the units are studios.  Sixteen units are 



 9  studios.  So you have, you know, a good percentage of 



10  studios, and then you have 14 one-bedroom units.  So 



11  you have a total of 16 studios and 14 one-bedrooms.  



12           So, you know, our point -- I mean, we've 



13  heard this parking issue early on.  And one of the 



14  ways we thought is that bringing in more studios 



15  would, you know, release that pressure on the 



16  parking.  I mean, we had it up to as many as 20 



17  studios.  



18           And we still think that it's important.  I 



19  think, first of all, in the Coolidge Corner area on 



20  Brookline, there is really a shortage of studios.  



21           The other important factor is that 



22  affordability is very important.  I mean, there are 



23  many, many residents that are going to the hospitals 



24  that need space.  They don't need, necessarily, cars.  
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 1  They need space.  They need space that they can 



 2  afford.  



 3           Now, if you want to live in Coolidge 



 4  Corner, you start combining two studios into a 



 5  one-bedroom unit or you take 2 one-bedrooms and make 



 6  it into a two-bedroom unit.  You're increasing the 



 7  price of the rent.  Rents are going to just continue 



 8  going higher by making the -- combining the units 



 9  into fewer units.  And you'll be encouraging more 



10  cars.



11           So, you know, it's not -- I don't think the 



12  strategy is -- and I know I have a self-interest in 



13  this, but the truth is that by combining the units, 



14  you're going to be at bigger units, you're going to 



15  get more expensive units, and you're going to be 



16  encouraging more cars.  So right now, I think that 



17  the mix that we're trying to get is to not encourage 



18  cars by introducing more studio units.  



19           MR. ENGLER:  The answer to your question is 



20  .525, I think.  It's 21 divided by 40.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  



22           MR. ENGLER:  And let me add one other 



23  point.  You can tell us what ratio you want, which we 



24  don't happen to think is a rise to the level of 
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 1  safety in terms of affordable housing.  You can tell 



 2  us that.  



 3           What you can't tell us is what mix you 



 4  want.  That's between us and the subsidizing agency.  



 5  So you can say, derive whatever mix you want to get 



 6  to this ratio, but you can't tell us -- when it's a 



 7  market issue, it's between us and MassHousing.  



 8           So we think, as Bob just said, the mix is 



 9  good.  We don't think the parking ratio is a safety 



10  issue.  That's your call.  And taking off a story is  



11  20 percent of the units.  I'll run you the numbers 



12  seven ways to Sunday.  It won't work.



13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, I think the parking 



14  is becoming the idiom for the measure of the -- the 



15  massiveness of the building.  It's sort of becoming 



16  the measure.  It's sort of not whether there are 21 



17  cars or 25 cars.  It's more or less what that entails 



18  as far as the bulk of the building.  I think that's 



19  kind of -- we're ending up having to express it that 



20  way, that we want a .67 ratio, but that's kind of an 



21  indirect way of describing the -- limiting the bulk 



22  of the building, I think is the -- it's sort of 



23  sounding less important, but that's because it's -- 



24  we're saying traffic when -- parking when really it's 
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 1  the measure of the bulk of this building.



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  So, Chris, where are you at 



 3  this time?  



 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Be interested to here, 



 5  though, Judi -- sometime would you explain the -- I 



 6  mean, if this were a ten-story project, would you 



 7  object to the height and bulk of the building and -- 



 8           MS. BARRETT:  On what basis are you asking 



 9  me?  



10           MR. CHIUMENTI:  That's a rhetorical 



11  question.



12           MS. BARRETT:  I'm sorry.  



13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Why would you object to it?  



14           MS. BARRETT:  Well, I would look at it as a 



15  planner, so I would look at the area, I would look at 



16  whether there are reasonable precedents, not 



17  necessarily next door, but within the general 



18  vicinity.



19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  There are a few four-story 



20  buildings.  They're -- actually, they have better 



21  setbacks, but they're not terrible.  They have better 



22  setbacks, I think, as the neighbors described.  And 



23  this is totally out of character when it gets to be 



24  this tall.  But you say we can't -- that's not -- 
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  I'm not saying you can't.  



 2  I'm saying you have to have an objective basis for 



 3  it.  That's all I'm trying to say.  I'm not saying 



 4  you don't have one.  I'm just saying that's the 



 5  issue.  You need an objective basis for it.



 6           MS. POVERMAN:  And sort of maintaining the 



 7  character of the neighborhood -- I know that's been 



 8  shot down and height -- 



 9           MR. CHIUMENTI:  It says height and bulk of 



10  the project and height and bulk of surrounding 



11  structures and improvements.  We're to consider that.  



12           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  But I think that has 



13  to do with design.  



14           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, yeah.  But it's not 



15  the way it -- it's not the way it looks.  It's what 



16  it is.  



17           MS. BARRETT:  It's a design issue.  That's 



18  why you have an urban designer.



19           MR. CHIUMENTI:  But what it is.  It's not 



20  that it looks tall.  Well, the reason it looks tall, 



21  of course, is because it is tall.



22           MS. POVERMAN:  But to use Maria's favorite 



23  phrase, we sort of chip away at density, height, and 



24  bulk, and I think that's what we've been working at.
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 1           MS. BARRETT:  There is always, I think, 



 2  some tension in Chapter 40B projects in terms of this 



 3  issue of compatibility with the surrounding area.  



 4  This is Brookline.  You know, you live in a certain 



 5  type of community here.  A lot of the towns I work in 



 6  are far more suburban, single-family homes 



 7  everywhere.  How do you introduce multi-family 



 8  housing stock in a community where everything is a 



 9  single-family home?  If you held it to the standard 



10  that it has to look like what's around it, you 



11  wouldn't get much affordable housing.  



12           So there's always this tension around 



13  trying to make something that is different fit in an 



14  area where there isn't necessarily a precedent right 



15  next door.  That's a -- there is just a tension that 



16  exists with a lot of these projects is all I'm trying 



17  to say.



18           MS. POVERMAN:  I've forgotten where Chris 



19  is on this.



20           MR. HUSSEY:  Chris has forgotten where 



21  Chris is.  I think I would go back, to some extent, 



22  to what our chairman says.  He, I think, has 



23  expressed the opinion that eliminating a floor is 



24  going to be a risky move.
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 1           MR. GELLER:  What I said was that peer 



 2  review -- it's not supported by peer review that -- 



 3           MR. HUSSEY:  I agree with you. 



 4           MR. GELLER:  Now, the question then becomes 



 5  if your concern is about the -- if your concern is 



 6  about the number of units and the impact that that 



 7  has and how it filters through in terms of inadequacy 



 8  of the parking, too much trash, or too many vehicles 



 9  leaving the garage and affecting pedestrians on the 



10  sidewalk, it doesn't mean that you can't ask for 



11  setbacks that alleviate the density, the number of 



12  units.  You know, it's not all or nothing.  It's not 



13  remove the entire floor.  



14           And I know what you said about they have to 



15  have access.  There has to be -- you know, they have 



16  to line up their stairwells.  That's for them to 



17  figure out.  Okay?  



18           So if your concern is with the density 



19  issues, then the ask to consider is should they -- 



20  should they provide to you a deeper setback?  Because 



21  that results, I think, in what you're asking for, 



22  without impacting further stackers in the garage or, 



23  you know, however you're going to do it.



24           MR. HUSSEY:  I think a nominal setback at 
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 1  the top -- 



 2           MR. GELLER:  That's can be done, but that's 



 3  not going to have anything to do with the other 



 4  issue.



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  And I think that -- I've got 



 6  an issue with the stackers.  I don't want to see any 



 7  more stackers.  I'm a little worried about the 



 8  stackers we've got.  So if that's the case and if I 



 9  agree with you, which I think I do, that the peer 



10  review, because of the positions they take, it really 



11  doesn't agree with our eliminating a floor.  I mean, 



12  that's what you've indicated.  It would be our own 



13  individual -- but I don't have any trouble with the 



14  height, either, quite frankly.  



15           MR. GELLER:  So then -- so your next step 



16  would be -- so is your conclusion that they should 



17  remove half a floor?  Simply create a further setback 



18  in the rear on the side so that it reduces the number 



19  of units?  Tell them where you -- what is your 



20  conclusion, based on all of those things?  Because 



21  that's what they need.



22           He's either going to tell you, I can't do 



23  it, or, hmm, I haven't thought about that.  Maybe I 



24  can.
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 1           MS. POVERMAN:  You're our fearless leader.  



 2  What do you say?  



 3           MR. ENGLER:  I need a majority.  We can't 



 4  just respond to any one of you.  



 5           MR. GELLER:  I'm trying to find out -- 



 6  you've told me these factors, and I'm trying to 



 7  figure out, so what are you telling them to do?



 8           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, I want to know what 



 9  you say too.  I can't make a final statement until I 



10  know what all of you think, and you have not said 



11  what you want.  



12           MR. GELLER:  No.  I want them to take back 



13  the front 6 feet.  



14           MS. POVERMAN:  And that's all?  



15           MR. GELLER:  That's it.  I mean, I -- my 



16  feeling is -- my order on the parking would be I want 



17  you to bring it within the ratio that was recommended 



18  by the peer reviewer.  That's what I want you to do.  



19  I don't want to figure out how you're going to do it.  



20  I want you to do it.  



21           MS. POVERMAN:  Okay.  I'm with you.



22           MR. GELLER:  Now, the question is -- you've 



23  been more specific.  You cited things that go 



24  slightly beyond that.  And the question I'm trying to 
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 1  get to so you can tell them so they can figure out 



 2  what it is they're willing to do is, to deal with 



 3  your density issue, do you want them to trim this 



 4  building in some aspect that they have not done yet?  



 5  Forget, for the moment, the 6 feet in the front, 



 6  because it does -- 



 7           MR. HUSSEY:  I really don't have that much 



 8  problem with the density and the amount of units.  



 9  The safety issue that -- again, the perceived one has 



10  to do with the amount of parking.  And if we can 



11  direct them to reduce that parking somehow without 



12  reducing the density, then that's fine.



13           MR. GELLER:  I don't know how -- 



14           MS. POVERMAN:  What do you mean by "reduce 



15  parking"?  



16           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, I think the parking -- 



17  there's enough parking there right now.  I would not 



18  want to increase the parking if it means more 



19  stackers.  I'm not even sure I'll vote for these four 



20  stackers that he's got now.



21           MS. POVERMAN:  That's their issue, parking.



22           MR. CHIUMENTI:  Well, that's why this ratio 



23  of .67 becomes kind of a simple formula for the whole 



24  problem -- the whole problem with bulk.  Just -- if 
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 1  you could achieve the .67, however you do it, I mean, 



 2  that's not really about parking.  That's about bulk 



 3  of the building, in effect.  It's just a measure that 



 4  sort of captures that, in effect.  The parking is 



 5  very fixed.  They can't really -- so .67 implies 



 6  something about the size of the building.  It implies 



 7  a somewhat smaller number of apartments or a smaller 



 8  building than they proposed.  



 9           MR. HUSSEY:  I think the developer has 



10  already said they've tried to adjust this mix and 



11  gone as far as they can -- or are willing to go on 



12  the mix.



13           MR. GELLER:  Well, within the dimensions of 



14  the existing structure.



15           MR. HUSSEY:  Right.



16           MS. POVERMAN:  Well, I think if, as you 



17  suggest, we say set back the front by 6 feet and then 



18  you determine how you're going to make the parking 



19  jive, this gives me the option of setting back the 



20  back, setting back all around, being creative.  



21           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  



22           Mr. Hussey?  



23           MR. HUSSEY:  I'm not sure it's feasible, 



24  but what we're saying -- what I think we agree on is 
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 1  that the goal is to get that parking ratio down to -- 



 2  what is it .6 -- 



 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  .67.  That's what the 



 4  parking consultant said.



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  However they do it is up to 



 6  them.  I think that's fine.  So it's the ratio that 



 7  -- 



 8           MR. GELLER:  But let me say, if I read 



 9  between the lines of what Ms. Poverman and Mr. Hussey 



10  are not saying, is they want you to reduce -- they 



11  want you to create a setback on that sixth floor that 



12  reduces the -- that increases the ratio, gets you 



13  to -- I'm reading between the lines.



14           MR. HUSSEY:  I don't hear that.  



15           MS. POVERMAN:  All I'm saying is put the 



16  6-foot setback, and then it is up to you how you 



17  achieve the ratio.



18           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Then I'm reading more 



19  into it than I should.  I take it back.



20           MR. HUSSEY:  We shouldn't tell me how to do 



21  things.



22           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  That's fine.



23           The other thing that I want is I would like 



24  a narrative on trash, I want a narrative on pickup, 
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 1  drop-off.  That means both residents as well as 



 2  deliveries.  



 3           I appreciate, Mr. Roth, the fact that you 



 4  have started to do the research on the stackers.  Any 



 5  information of what you're thinking of in terms of 



 6  how you see it functioning would be helpful, if we 



 7  could start seeing what that looks like, at least 



 8  what you're thinking of.



 9           And also a response to the parking peer 



10  reviewer's comments in terms of concerns about there 



11  being conflicts within the garage.  They raised the 



12  possibility of going from two doors to a single door, 



13  which will alleviate some of the issues, and then how 



14  cars are going to negotiate the two directions in the 



15  20-foot drive that curves.  



16           There was also the issue of the -- simply 



17  clarifying handicap access from the garage to the 



18  vestibule.  I think he took a look at that drawing.  



19  It was a little unclear, so if you could bring some 



20  clarity to that, that would be particularly helpful 



21  too.



22           MS. POVERMAN:  Now, do we need to know if 



23  this is something he's saying -- you're going to say, 



24  absolutely not, we can't do this?  
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 1           MR. ENGLER:  Well, I'm asking for a 



 2  five-minute recess so we can talk.  So you know that 



 3  .67 is nine units.  That's the same thing as taking 



 4  off a floor.  That's 20 percent of the development.  



 5  I know the economics of that without getting up.  We 



 6  have to talk about whether we're going to say we need 



 7  a peer review, or we're going to tell you we can do 



 8  it or we'll think about it or we'll design something.  



 9  We'll come back and tell you.  We just need a little 



10  conversation.  



11           MR. ROTH:  One thing I said before, and I 



12  think it's important to really think about, and I 



13  think it's true.  I think that if you brought the 



14  amount of units from 40 units to, say, 30 units and 



15  you made bigger units, right, essentially what we'd 



16  do is essentially create more one- and two-bedroom 



17  units and eliminate studios.  Right?



18           If you do that, I think you will have more 



19  demand for car use by having bigger units and more 



20  bedrooms than having smaller studio units.  



21           MR. ENGLER:  That's not what they're 



22  asking.



23           MR. ROTH:  That's my take on it. 



24           MR. GELLER:  It's a possibility.  I would 
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 1  defer to peer review to tell us.



 2           (Recess taken from 10:41 p.m. to 



 3  10:53 p.m.) 



 4           MR. ROTH:  We spoke with the architect, we 



 5  talked to our peer review traffic person, our traffic 



 6  guy.  First of all, I still stick to the statement 



 7  that the studio units are a better play.  



 8           But, that said, we're prepared to put in -- 



 9  accommodate up to 25 parking spots, which is 6.25, 



10  which comes out to .625.  And what we'd like to do is 



11  perhaps what the chairman was maybe suggesting.  I 



12  don't want to put words in your mouth, but we'd like 



13  to start off of with a few of the stackers.  We'll 



14  accommodate the architecture for the building to 



15  accommodate more stackers.  But I think what we'd 



16  like to do is put in the 21 spaces that we need and 



17  then after one year, we evaluate the project, we do 



18  an audit, and we come back, we report to the board 



19  with the audit, and then if it's determined that we 



20  need to put in more, we'll go up to 25 units. 



21           MR. ENGLER:  We can't go any higher than 



22  that.  



23           MR. ROTH:  Twenty-five is the limit.  



24           So I think that is our parking solution.  I 
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 1  think it's sort of a compromise.  I think that 



 2  it's -- I think it's prudent because I hear that 



 3  there are concerns about the mechanisms, and I think 



 4  that I share those concerns.  So to put in all 25 on 



 5  Day 1, I think that we'd like to take it in steps and 



 6  make sure that we need them and that they work 



 7  properly and that -- and if they don't work properly 



 8  in the first four and we do need them, we'll make 



 9  improvements on the second pass.  So I think that 



10  that's the approach we'd like to take.  



11           In terms of setting the building back 



12  another 2 feet, we will agree to do that.  You know, 



13  I have to talk to the architect to see what that all 



14  means.  I'd like to see what it means on the 



15  building.  Personally, I think that the setback in 



16  one space could be a little bit greater than 6 feet 



17  and maybe a little less in one spot so that there's a 



18  building sort of -- the articulation is a little bit 



19  different in the front, that it's not on the same 



20  plane.  But I'll let the architects take a look at 



21  that.  But moving it back one way or another, we're 



22  agreeable to that.  So that's sort of our plan.  



23           MR. ENGLER:  We have gone out to bid for 



24  the trash discussion, whose going to do it and how 
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 1  and what and answer all your questions, so we'll that 



 2  have for you next time.



 3           MR. GELLER:  Great.  Let me ask -- 



 4           MS. STEINFELD:  The sooner we can have it, 



 5  the better so we can submit it to our health 



 6  department.



 7           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Let me quickly ask peer 



 8  review for a comment on -- 



 9           MS. BARRETT:  -- on this proposal.  



10           MR. GELLER:  -- this proposal.



11           MR. STADIG:  I presume that you're saying 



12  parking peer reviewer, so -- 



13           MR. GELLER:  Stand up tall and loud and 



14  tell us who you are because we've forgotten.  



15           MR. STADIG:  Once again, Art Stadig, Walker 



16  Parking Consultants, peer reviewer for the parking 



17  component of the project.  



18           One comment would be -- it is possible -- a 



19  key to this whole discussion would be -- one 



20  observation is that you cannot increase the parking 



21  count.  It's limited.  It's -- you see what you get 



22  and you can only have a few stackers and that's it.



23           Actually, if you did have a parking 



24  consultant involved with this that's experienced in 
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 1  doing semiautomated parking, you could absolutely 



 2  increase the parking count to get it up within the 



 3  ratios that you have requested.  



 4           Essentially, what that would be -- one area 



 5  that you could look into would have the parking -- 



 6  semiautomated systems go both below grade, at grade, 



 7  and above grade with semiautomated units.  And in the 



 8  areas that you have, let's say, two spaces with a 



 9  stacker, you could essentially get three spaces with 



10  a stacker.  



11           So those systems can be looked into on one 



12  or both sides of your parking, and you could 



13  accommodate a higher number of parking spaces 



14  supplied, and you could comply with it.  It is 



15  something that can be looked into and could be done 



16  in addition to the mentioned stackers that the 



17  opponent had stated.  So I just offer that to you for 



18  consideration to be thought through.



19           MR. GELLER:  Thank you.  



20           Anybody have questions?  



21           MR. HARDING:  Can I add one thing to that?  



22           MR. GELLER:  Sure.



23           MR. HARDING:  John Harding, from CUBE 3 



24  Studio.
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 1           I don't disagree that there is an option 



 2  for a system that goes below grade and above grade, 



 3  but planning for that in the building architecture 



 4  ahead of time and not installing it on Day 1 would be 



 5  a problem because you have to build pits that go down 



 6  8 feet deep, and we wouldn't have the parking space 



 7  on Day 1 to be able to do the evaluation.  So going 



 8  up -- we can easily accommodate the space to go up.  



 9  It's not possible to go down.  



10           Having a parking consultant on board, there 



11  probably could be some ways to tweak something, maybe 



12  get one more space that works.  But I think that 



13  within this plan that we have now and within our 



14  architectural judgment at this point, we find it 



15  reasonable to get the 25 with just the space at grade 



16  and above, but going down below grade, you can't do 



17  that at a later date.



18           MS. POVERMAN:  Right.  You'd have to do it 



19  as you go in.  I think that has to be understood.  



20           MR. HARDING:  Right.  So I just want to 



21  make that one clarification.  It's not that easy to 



22  add those pieces later.  



23           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  Thank you.



24           MR. HARDING:  Thank you.  
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Anything else?



 2           MS. POVERMAN:  I like that idea of doing 



 3  someone which would actually reap the ratio that we 



 4  asked for, because I do think that the compromise 



 5  that Mr. Roth suggested is actually something that 



 6  had been discussed earlier, so it wasn't actually 



 7  much of a compromise.  I do understand the attraction 



 8  of it, see what works and then come back, but I 



 9  really am not appeased by it.



10           MR. GELLER:  I don't know what that means.  



11           MS. POVERMAN:  I don't like the suggestion 



12  of building 21 and then adding more stackers if 



13  necessary.



14           MR. GELLER:  Okay.  And what are you 



15  telling them, then?  



16           MS. POVERMAN:  I would like to -- him to 



17  hire a parking consultant and build underground 



18  initially and have the required amount of parking 



19  spaces like we had asked for.



20           MR. ENGLER:  Try to work with us.  



21           MS. POVERMAN:  I am tying to work with you.  



22           MR. ENGLER:  You're just working against 



23  us.  No, we're not going to do that.  



24           MS. POVERMAN:  No.  I haven't said take off 
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 1  a line or anything.  So I think that we're both 



 2  trying to get to the same place, which is have a good 



 3  proportion that doesn't require you to reduce any 



 4  units.  And the parking consultant could also tell 



 5  you how expensive it would be.



 6           MR. ROTH:  I'm sorry.  But, you know, it's 



 7  not expense, it's not expense.  Okay?  It's me owning 



 8  a building that are dropping cars into a pit.  That's 



 9  what it's about.  It's not expense.  I'm not prepared 



10  to tell this board that I'm comfortable putting cars 



11  into pits and accommodating, you know, 27 cars.  I 



12  know what I can do, and I know I can do 25 units, 



13  like I said.  The architect has said it.



14           MR. HARDING:  Spaces.  



15           MR. ROTH:  Twenty-five spaces.  



16           It's just that dropping cars into holes and 



17  working with systems is not in my plan.  It's 



18  something I don't want to own.  I don't think this 



19  board wants to own it.  I don't think anyone wants to 



20  own it.  That's a solution for, you know, a New York 



21  City or a Boston company.  I'm talking about 



22  something that I can achieve, something I'm willing 



23  to do and commit to.



24           MR. HUSSEY:  I agree.  I'm not happy about 
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 1  stackers going -- three levels of stackers, I think 



 2  is -- (inaudible.)  



 3           (Clarification requested by the court 



 4  reporter.)  



 5           MR. HUSSEY:  I tend to agree with the 



 6  developer.  I feel very uncomfortable with a 



 7  three-level parking arrangement, no matter how many 



 8  twos you've gotten in that.



 9           MR. GELLER:  Are you comfortable with their 



10  proposal?  



11           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, we haven't quite seen 



12  it, but I'm likely getting -- 



13           MR. GELLER:  The idea behind it?  



14           MR. HUSSEY:  Yeah.



15           MR. GELLER:  Let me just correct you on one 



16  thing.  My suggestion had been that it not be within 



17  one year, but it would be within one year of 70 



18  percent occupancy, because that's really the point.  



19           MR. ROTH:  That's fine.  



20           MR. ENGLER:  Some reasonable point -- 



21  mutually agreeable point to go back and look at 



22  something.



23           MR. GELLER:  Okay. 



24           MS. POVERMAN:  But why not just have the 25 
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 1  now?  I really don't understand what the problem with 



 2  that is.



 3           MR. CHIUMENTI:  They think it won't be 



 4  necessary.  They think it's not going to happen.



 5           MS. POVERMAN:  I think that's -- 



 6           MR. ENGLER:  Then you'll win.  When we go 



 7  back and look, if we're wrong, we need those spaces, 



 8  we'll put them in.  But why put in stackers that 



 9  aren't necessary?  



10           MS. POVERMAN:  Because our expert has told 



11  us that 6.67 is the amount that, in his professional 



12  judgment, is needed, which is well below what the 



13  Brookline requirement is.  And even if you come in 



14  with 25 spots, that's 6.25.  So that's still a give.  



15  This is still an incredible waiver of our parking 



16  requirements.  And frankly, as far as I'm concerned, 



17  we have come so far in terms of what the ZBA wants 



18  that I see this as an incredible accommodation.



19           MR. ENGLER:  We have to hear a majority.  



20  Because we don't feel that .67, which is a 



21  statistical thing from Walker, means that's what's 



22  going to happen in this building with all the parking 



23  that's surrounding it.  With all the buildings in 



24  Boston with zero parking, a whole movement of 





�                                                                      180



 1  reducing the number of cars around the country, this 



 2  is archaic to say that, you know, there's a number 



 3  out there that has to be the right number.



 4           MS. POVERMAN:  You can't cite Boston for 



 5  there being no parking and then have your client 



 6  saying Boston is fine.  You know, you can't do Boston 



 7  for parking underground -- this isn't Boston.  You 



 8  can't use Boston both ways.  



 9           MR. ENGLER:  I'm talking about a trend, and 



10  what I'm saying is let's prove it.  You can see that 



11  it works as opposed to picking a number out.



12           MS. POVERMAN:  You know what?  I also don't 



13  like the idea -- and, frankly, I'm not sure the 



14  extent to which it works -- about putting in 



15  conditions for this comprehensive permit.  It makes 



16  me very uncomfortable, and I just don't want to do 



17  it.



18           MS. BARRETT:  Because of what may happen 



19  later in terms of how the process works?



20           MS. POVERMAN:  Yeah.  You know, I 



21  honestly -- you know, I know I've seen some things, 



22  and don't know exactly what they were about 



23  conditions not being permitted with a comprehensive 



24  permit.  I don't want to muddy anything any more than 
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 1  it is.  I just don't see anything that can be gained 



 2  or worked out well or not lead to further 



 3  disagreement if we don't just say, put in 25.  What's 



 4  the problem?  You're considering doing it anyway.  



 5  What's the problem?  



 6           MR. ENGLER:  We told you what the problem 



 7  was.  



 8           Also, on subsequent conditions, it could be 



 9  an issue if there's a contest.  If we agree with it, 



10  it's not an issue. 



11           MS. BARRETT:  You can always come back and 



12  request a modification of a permit that you have 



13  agreed to today.  I'm not saying -- 



14           MR. ENGLER:  That's a pretty weak position 



15  to be in.  



16           MS. BARRETT:  I'm saying that they could do 



17  that.  



18           I just -- maybe it's late and my math 



19  skills are deteriorating, but if the applicant goes 



20  to 25 spaces and reduces two units, you're at .67, I 



21  think.



22           MR. ENGLER:  Who said we're reducing two 



23  units?  



24           MS. BARRETT:  I'm just trying to get you to 
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 1  .67.  



 2           MR. ENGLER:  Oh, sorry.  



 3           MS. POVERMAN:  So if you want to do that, 



 4  that's great.  Otherwise, just agree to those -- 



 5  we're arguing about four parking spaces.  What in the 



 6  world is this?  



 7           MR. ROTH:  No, it's not that.  It's 



 8  really -- you know, it's a test model.  We're putting 



 9  four in.  We're going to work with those four.  And 



10  if the systems work and they're received and the 



11  units are received by the tenants and the tenants 



12  like them, I mean, I'll put them in.  If there's a 



13  need for them, I'll put them in.  



14           If there's problems with them, then I'm 



15  going to get another manufacturer and I'll get a 



16  better manufacturer.  I'll know what the problems 



17  are.  I'll be able to vet out the issues and get a 



18  better manufacturer.  It allows me to improve the 



19  system.



20           MR. HUSSEY:  I don't have a problem with 



21  that.



22           MS. POVERMAN:  I do.  



23           MR. HUSSEY:  Well, you're outvoted.



24           MS. POVERMAN:  I am outvoted.  
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Welcome to democracy.  



 2           What's the date of our next hearing?  



 3           MS. MORELLI:  It is 11/21.  



 4           MR. GELLER:  November 21st, 7:00 p.m.  And 



 5  do we have a sense of key -- 



 6           MS. BARRETT:  What are you trying to 



 7  accomplish that night?  



 8           MR. GELLER:  Something.  



 9           MS. BARRETT:  And when does the 



10  extension -- 



11           MR. ENGLER:  We're going through December.  



12           MS. MORELLI:  So you'll be talking about 



13  waivers, conditions, the rubbish plan, you'll be 



14  looking at any revised design, garage plan, the 



15  architecturals, letters from relative departments, 



16  stormwater, fire, and police.



17           MR. GELLER:  Good.  I would like to get all 



18  of those things. 



19           I want to thank everyone.



20           (Proceedings adjourned 11:08 p.m.)  



21  



22  



23  



24  
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 1           I, Kristen C. Krakofsky, court reporter and 



 2  notary public in and for the Commonwealth of 



 3  Massachusetts, certify:  



 4           That the foregoing proceedings were taken 



 5  before me at the time and place herein set forth and 



 6  that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript 



 7  of my shorthand notes so taken.



 8           I further certify that I am not a relative 



 9  or employee of any of the parties, nor am I 



10  financially interested in the action.



11           I declare under penalty of perjury that the 



12  foregoing is true and correct.



13           Dated this 7th day of November, 2016.  



14  



15  



16  ________________________________  

    

17  Kristen Krakofsky, Notary Public

    

18  My commission expires November 3, 2017.



19
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Page 2 Page 4

1 APPEARANCES 1 PROCEEDI NGS!

2 Board Menbers: 2 7:03 p.m

3 Jesse Celler, Chairmn 3 MR CELLER Good evening, everyone. This
4 Christopher Hussey 4 is the continued hearing on 40 Centre Street. This

5 Kate Poverman 5 is a40B proceeding. M nane is Jesse Geller. To ny

6 Steven Chiunenti 6 inmediate left is Christopher Hiussey, to M. Hussey's

7 7 left is Steve Chiumenti, to ny right is Kate

8 Town Staff: 8 Povernan.

9 Alison Steinfeld, Planning Director 9 Toni ght' s hearing i s being both videot aped,
10 Maria Mrelli, Senior Planner 10 live on Brookline Cable, | understand, and we al so
11 11 have a transcription for the record. As | nentioned
12 40B Consul tant: 12 before, the transcripts are available at the town's
13 Judi Barrett, Director of Municipal Services, 13 website online under 40 Centre Street. Is that
14 RKG Associ ates, Inc. 14 correct?

15 15 MS. MCRELLI: Yes, it is.

16 Traffic Peer Reviewer: 16 MR GELLER And we have the transcript

17 Janes Fitzgerald, P.E., LEED AP, Director of 17 fromthe last hearing? Is that posted?

18 Transportation, Environnental Partners G oup 18 M5, MORELLI: It is posted.

19 19 MR CGELLER It is posted, so people can

20 Parking Peer Reviewer: 20 certainly go there and they will find both

21 Arthur G Stadig, P.E, Vice President, Valker 21 transcripts as well as other materials pertinent to

22 Parking Consultants 22 this nmatter.

23 23 Tonight's hearing is going to be, ny

24 24 understanding is, dedicated to, one, the applicant
Page 3 Page 5

1 Uban Design Peer Reviewer: 1 will provide us with an update on the plans for the

2 diff J. Boehmer, AIA President & Principal, 2 project. | understand that there is some iterative

3 Davis Square Architects 3 changes based on neetings that have been going on.

4 4 Secondl'y, we will hear the applicant's new

5 The Applicant: 5 traffic consultant's presentation.

6 Bob Roth, Roth Family, LLC 6 Ve will then hear peer reviewfromthe

7 Bob Engler, President, SEB 7 ZBA's peer reviewer, JimFitzgerald, whois our

8 John Harding, V AIA, LEED AP, Associate Principal 8 traffic and -- can | call you parking, or do you want

9 CUBE 3 Studio 9 to sub that out?

10 Daniel J. MIls, P.E, PTOE, Principal MM 10 MR F TZGERALD | mtransportati on and
11 Transportation Consultants, Inc. 11 traffic. He's parking.

12 12 MR CELLER Gkay. And Qiff is hiding
13 Menbers of the public: 13 over in the corner, who is our design peer reviewer.
14 Derek Chiang, 41 Centre Street 14 He will also present his final presentation this
15 Dan Hill, Esquire 15 evening.

16 Chuck Schwartz, 69 Centre Street 16 Hopeful ly, time allowing, we wll have an
17 Margery Resnick, 19 Shailer Street 17 opportunity to give the public an opportunity to
18 Linda Schwartz, 69 Centre Street 18 offer nore testinony. As |'ve cautioned in the past,
19 Steven Ault, 19 Shailer Street 19 what | would ask you to do is keep in nind that the
20 Karen, Babcock Street 20 testimony that we want -- we've heard a lot of it.
21 Rich Simonelli, Unit 809, 19 Wnchester Street 21 Wat we want to hear about are things that are
22 Harriet Rosenstein, 53 Centre Street 22 introduced at this specific hearing.

23 Don McNamara, 12 Veéllman Street 23 If sonmebody happens, by sone odd
24 24 circunstance, to say the exact same thing that
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Page 6 Page 8
1 occurred to you, point at themand tell us that you 1 MR MLLS @ood evening. For the record,
2 agree with them but we don't need to hear it over 2 ny nane is Daniel MIIs. I'ma principal traffic
3 and over again. W& understand. 3 engineer with MDM Transportation Consultants. \¢'ve
4 V¢ obviously do want to hear any new 4 been retained by the applicant to provide a traffic
5 testinony that's pertinent to this evening s topics, 5 and parking assessment of the project to address some
6 so you're welcone to give them W& would ask that if | 6 of the concerns fromyour peer review consultant and
7 you do want to offer your testinony, you speak into 7 some prior comrents fromthe board.
8 the mcrophone. Start by giving us your name, your 8 Tonight 1'mgoing to present sone of the
9 address. |'msure by now you know the whole drill. 9 alternative transportation that's available for the
10 | want to call on the applicant -- any 10 area to help reduce the vehicle traffic fromthis
11 other admnistrative details, Mria? 11 project, so travel node statistics fromthree
12 M5. MORELLI: Nb. 12 sources, an update of the traffic trip generation for
13 Excuse ne, Chairman Geller. Judi Barrett, 13 the project. It's been reduced from45 units to 40
14 the ZBA's 40B consultant, has al so prepared a neno on | 14 units.
15 pro forma: the triggers, process, and risks, and she |15 In addition, we've conducted sone traffic
16 can also present that whenever you think it's 16 counts for Centre Street at the site driveway and
17 appropri ate. 17 Centre Street East parking lot. 1'll present
18 MR CGELER kay. |'ll ask the inpanel ed 18 those -- that data and discuss some of the -- those
19 whether they feel that that presentation at this tine |19 vol unes.
20 is helpful. 20 In addition, we've projected the parking
21 M. POERVAN  Yes. | think it would be 21 demand for the site, the amount of vehicles we woul d
22 helpful to the popul ation in general. 22 expect to be parked at the site at peak periods, and
23 MR CHUMENTI: WelI, | haven't read it 23 that's been based on three pieces of data as well.
24 carefully, but -- 24 So | know many of you are famliar with the
Page 7 Page 9
1 MR CELLER Rght. That's ny issue, too. 1 site. Just froma traffic perspective, Beacon
2 Ckay. Thank you. 2 Street, Harvard Sreet, and Wnchester Street,
3 MR ENQER Good evening. Bob Engler of 3 paralleling Centre Sreet. The site is obviously on
4 SEBfor the applicant. W're starting with John 4 Centre Street opposite the Centre Street East
5 Harding of QUBE 3 to explain what we've made changes 5 garage -- parking lot, pardon ne.
6 on. 6 V' ve prepared this slide to just
7 Ch, we're not going to do the traffic -- we 7 denonstrate the opportunities for alternative nodes
8 were going to do the traffic first. Do you mnd 8 of transportation. There's a nunber of themhere.
9 which order we take things in? 9 (viously, nunber one is the Geen Line which stops
10 MR CELLER Anybody here care? 10 at Coolidge Corner and Sutmit. To the west we al so
11 | nean, there's a certain |ogic otherw se, 11 have a bus line, MBTA bus line, Route 66, traveling
12 but | assune it's because your architect isn't here 12 on Harvard Street. \W've identified on here a nunber
13 vyet? 13 of the other alternative nodes of transportation,
14 MR ROTH Mo, the architect is here. | 14 including a Hib facility just a short walk fromthe
15 thought we'd take care of nore of the technical 15 project site. It has approxinately 19 bicycles there
16 issues first and then we go and do the building. 16 that can be rented out.
17 MR HUSSEY: | think that's fine. 17 V¢ al so have some Zipcar |ocations for --
18 M GLLER It's finewthne. It's fine 18 literally next door to the project site and a few
19 with M. Hussey. 19 other ones scattered around the area as well, so a
20 M. Chiurmenti, do you have any issues? 20 nunber of other opportunities to travel to and from
21 MR CHUMENTI: No. 21 the site besides a personal vehicle.
22 M BENGER kay. So we'll have our 22 The data that |'mpresenting in the next
23 consultant fromMM our traffic consultant talk 23 fewslides involves US. GCensus Arerican Conmunity
24 about -- Dan will talk about it. 24 Survey statistics. It's for tract 4004, whichis
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Page 10 Page 12
1 highlighted here on the town map, and the project 1 nonent, but | just wanted to show this network that
2 siteisinthis area of that tract. The tract is 2 we have devel oped just to show you what the -- how
3 representative of the project site. The data 3 those conpare to the actual traffic volune on Centre
4 involves all sorts of -- the survey infornation 4 Street itself.
5 provides a lot of characteristics of the residents 5 So if you use a sketch, Centre East
6 that liveinthis area of the town. 6 garage/parking | ot woul d be over to the right side of
7 Qne of the nore inportant pieces of 7 this figure, and the site traveling to the left of
8 infornation, how people go to -- travel to and from 8 Centre Street, traveling north and south. |f you
9 work. And this information cane fromthat tract 9 split those 8 exiting trips up, you woul d see about
10 survey that identifies that approxinately -- |ess 10 4 -- you expect to see about 4 trips turning |eft
11 than 50 percent of the people travel to and fromwork |11 onto Centre Street and approxi mately 4 turning right.
12 in a single-occupant vehicle. The other half or so 12 V¢ cane up with this distribution because
13 wuse alternative nodes of transportation, generally 13 you can see that the through traffic comng up and
14 the itens that | pointed to in the previous slide: 14 down Centre Street, about 140 or 70 trips or so, and
15 the Green Line, the MBTA bus line, they walk to their |15 then another 30 trips. They' re not equal but they're
16 place of business, all other sorts of -- take a bike. |16 approximately equal. They' re 50/50 fromone ot her
17 So this information is fromthat tract. 17 another. So for this exercise, just identify the
18 Just to update the traffic generation for 18 trip distribution on Centre Street to be
19 the project, because it has been reduced in size, we |19 approxinately 50 to the north and 50 to the south.
20 relied on the Institute of Transportation and 20 If you go to the evening peak hour, we have
21 Engineer's Trip Generation Manual. It's an industry |21 run asinilar exercise. Trip generationis
22 standard piece of infornation, a data set that we use |22 approximately 12 in total trips, broken out to about
23 toidentify -- amount of traffic that could be 23 8 entering. In the evening we generally see return
24 generated by a whol e host of land uses. For this 24 trips comng back to their hone, the residents, and
Page 11 Page 13
1 particular project, we obviously choose an 1 less exiting.
2 apartment-style residential |and use. Those nunbers 2 Then we nove along. V& look at the p.m
3 that cone fromthat manual generally do not reflect 3 peak hour. Generally, we see these 4 trips coning
4 alternative travel nodes because we've got a 4 back into the site and 4 trips leaving. The
5 significant anount of -- we are taking a reduction -- | 5 mnagnitude of the tripsis very low It'sreally a
6 a node-share reduction of about 50 percent for the 6 handful of trips that would be coming to and fromthe
7 site. 7 site during the busiest -- quote, busiest tinme of the
8 It's categorized fromthe weekend norning 8 day. You can see that even with -- the vol une on
9 peak hour and weekend eveni ng peak hour. W& chose 9 Centre Street itself is quite lowwth only about
10 these periods because this is when the roadway is 10 100, 150 cars per direction.
11 generally at its nost congested point because of 11 | indicated that we | ooked at three pieces
12 commter traffic; generally during the norning 12 of data to identify what the peak parking demand
13 sonetine between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m and again in the |13 could be at the site. It's not -- we |looked at the
14 evening sonetine between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m So for 14 Census tract, the Anerican Cormunity Survey
15 one hour, we estimate a -- taking the node-share 15 information. V¢ alsorelied on the industry's ITE
16 reduction into account, we estinate approxinately 10 |16 Parking Generation handbook, and we were able to
17 wvehicle trips to or fromthe site. 17 identify -- the town conducted a study in 2012
18 In the norning, we generally see traffic 18 identifying the general parking or autonobile
19 coming out of the site, just because people generally |19 ownership for rental units, and these were broken out
20 go to work in the norning, so we would see a little 20 by unit type where the other two do not break it out
21 bit nore traffic coning out of the site. Inthis 21 by unit type. It's just based on units in general.
22 case 8 versus the 2 vehicle trips that wll be 22 The town survey did break it into unit type.
23 entering for a total of 10. 23 So if we start at the top, we just |ook at
24 1"l get to the evening peak hour in one 24 what the American Community Survey reveals to us
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Page 14

Page 16

1 regarding vehicle ownership data for this tract. For | 1 Again, just to sunmarize, the statistics
2 rental units, we |looked at about a .45 2 that we used for those three pieces of data that we
3 vehicle-per-unit ratio. V& applied that to the 40 3 have indicates a peak parking demand of 18 to 27
4 units proposed. W& estinated the parking demand is 4 vehicles for a 40-unit devel opnent. And again, we
5 approximately 18 vehicl es. 5 understand that there are sone area private lots that
6 V¢ | ooked at the | TE parking generation, 6 have opportunities to park for the residents if the
7 adjusting for node share because approxinately 7 demand dictates as such
8 50 percent of the people are traveling to and from 8 "Il take sonme questions now, or we can
9 work without a vehicle. ¢ adjusted the parking 9 nove on to M. Harding.
10 demand rate for that. Approxinmately .58 vehicles 10 MR GELLER Questions?
11 per -- parked vehicles per unit translates to 11 M. BARRETT: Did you look at the
12 approxi mately 23 parked vehi cl es. 12 percentage of households with at |east one vehicle or
13 The town survey information, we calcul ate 13 nore in Brookline?
14 the nunber of bedroons that are being proposed for -- |14 MR MLLS: \WelI, the Census tract does
15 nunber of units, | should say, for studio, bedroom 15 break it out to housing units with no vehicles, with
16 two-bedroom etc. It equates to approxinately a 16 one vehicle, two vehicles, or three or nore vehicles
17 27-space parking denand for the project. 17 M5. BARRETT: Rght. Dd you look at that
18 So it's not a specific science. Wth the 18 totry to determne what the denand mght be for the
19 infornation that we have available to us and applying | 19 renter occupants of the project?
20 it to this project, we see a demand of approxinately |20 MR MLLS Yes, that's what we did.
21 18 to 27 spaces. The project is proposing 21 MB. BARRETT: Wat did you find?
22 approximately 21 spaces on-site, so in theory there 22 MR MLLS That infornation indicated
23 could be a deficit of six spaces. It's ny 23 there shoul d be approximately 18 parked vehicles at
24 understanding that there are several private lotsin |24 the site

Page 15 Page 17
1 the area that have sone spaces for |ease, and al so 1 M. POERVAN Wésn't that the one that
2 the Marriott Courtyard has -- within wal king 2 determned that there should be 27? GCould you go
3 distance -- has sone additional spaces that can be 3 back to that slide?
4 |eased as well. 4 M. BARRETT: | think you' re | ooking at
5 Just to summarize real quickly what the 5 trips. |'masking about househol d vehicles. | think
6 findings are here, the majority of folks are goingto | 6 it's a different neasure, but ..
7 and fromwork without using a car. V¢ expect 7 M MLLS Sothisis --
8 approximately 12 vehicle trips or less during the 8 M. POERVAN  The 2012 survey, rental
9 peak commuter periods. 9 units, on the bottom
10 e thing | don't have a slide for, but we 10 MR MLLS 2012 survey?
11 did receive information fromthe Brookline Police 11 M. POERVAN 27 cars --
12 Departnent, was that there is -- over the course of 12 MR MLLS: 27 parked vehicles, yes. Soif
13 the past three years, there's been one accident per 13 we look at -- we apply 16 units at a .36 ratio, the
14 year along the block fromBeacon Street to Vél|man 14 demand of six spaces
15 Street. 15 M. BARRETT: Ckay. | want to be clear
16 V¢ did conduct sone intersection capacity 16 which tables we're | ooking at
17 analyses. It was based on the H ghway Capacity 17 MR CELLER Let ne ask you a quick
18 Mnual, and it indicates that -- we |ooked at the 18 question. Just speak to your selection of
19 lane arrangenent, the traffic control, the vol unes. 19 intersections that you studied
20 The intersection is to operate at approxi mately |evel |20 MR MLLS: So we |ooked back at the trip
21 of service Bor better. It's a grading systemfrom |21 generation. V¢ identified that there's a fairly low
22 level of service Ato F, Abeing very favorable, F 22 nunber of trips that could be expected to cone out of
23 being not so favorable. In this case we have a 23 the driveway. And with our analysis that we woul d
24 favorable grade that's a level of service B. 24 see 50 percent going to the north and 50 percent to
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1 the south, we're talking two to four trips being 1 we've reallocated the striped area between two spaces

2 applied to either intersection on either side of the 2 soif there's -- there's two Goup 2 accessible units

3 street. The Centre Street -- the volune on Centre 3 that will be part of this project. If there was to

4 Sreet could fluctuate 10 percent during the day, and | 4 be sonmebody el se who moved into the project that

5 that two to four trips is certainly wthin that 5 needed a handi cap accessi bl e space, there's another

6 10 percent during the day. 6 space adjacent to the striped area that they could

7 V¢ don't see any neasurable effect for the 7 wuse for that -- for that use. But it wouldn't be

8 intersection of the site driveway with the parking 8 striped that way Day 1. Qher than that, there's no

9 lot or intersections on either side or beyond. As 9 najor changes to the plan at this location at this

10 you get further away fromthe site, you have less and | 10 tine

11 less trips. And very quickly, as soon as you | eave 11 Q actually I'll take that back for one

12 the site you're splitting the nunber of trips in 12 second. And you'll see this nore in the

13 half, sowe don't see a justification for any 13 perspectives, but we've incorporated the transformer

14 additional intersections to be evaluated for this 14 and walled it into be part of the massing of the

15 particular project. 15 building, so you can't see the transforner directly

16 MR CGELER kay. Thank you. 16 fromthe street level. It's not going to be in your

17 MR HARDING Thank you for having ne. M 17 face as a pedestrian is walking on the site

18 nane is John Harding for QUBE 3 Studio, the 18 Movi ng up through the building, the mx has

19 architects, standing in for Peter Bartash tonight who |19 changed slightly to work with the 40 units. And the

20 is away on vacation. 20 mx is studios, one-beds, one-bed plus den, two-beds,

21 So as |'ve gotten brought back up to speed 21 and three-beds in the current presentation -- or the

22 onthis project -- |'ve been involved since the 22 current submtted package. | won't get into all the

23 beginning and | have done anal ysis of the site and 23 details of that

24 been assisting Peter throughout the process -- | 24 You can see the roof belowfor the -- for
Page 19 Page 21

1 understand that where we are right now, we've met 1 where the transforner is and the entrance that sticks

2 wth the peer reviewer, Davis Square Architects, and 2 out of the building, and you'll see that better in

3 worked through a coupl e of the conments and concer ns 3 the inmages

4 they had had of the project, nostly regarding the 4 Third and fourth floor plan, fifth floor

5 aesthetics of the building and the massing. And so 5 plan. So here is the level that caused the shift in

6 we've nade adjustnents to the building since the last | 6 the elevators and the stairs. V& previously had a

7 time it was presented to the ZBA to accommodate sorme 7 balcony that existed only on this one end in front of

8 of the coments. And there's also a fewslight plan 8 this common space at the fifth-floor level. And your

9 adjustments that have been made as well to nake that 9 coment was, to work better with the massing, to

10 work. So I'mgoing to kind of try to keep the brief |10 extend that bal cony all the way across the front of

11 and hit upon sone of the highlights fromthose 11 the building. So we pushed back, a little bit, this

12 conversations. 12 top floor, which had a knockdown effect on the

13 So within the ground floor plan, the -- 13 floors. No major changes related to the plans as a

14 kind of core to the top right here slid back to the 14 result.

15 left -- plan left here -- to make sone adj ustnents 15 The sixth floor planis just show ng the

16 further up in the building. Wat that has done is 16 building as it goes through to the roof with the

17 it's shrunk the main trash roomin a little bit, the |17 condensers, down the mddle of the building, not very

18 stair elongated slightly at this level, the lobby got |18 visible fromany ngjor spots

19 alittle bit larger, but no najor inpacts to the 19 And then just working through sone of the

20 parking level. 20 aesthetics of the project, you can see the -- where

21 ne of the other comments was regarding the |21 we've -- we've worked with Aiff fromDavis Square to

22 quantity of handicap parking spaces. So our project |22 work on trimtreatments at the upper floor, the

23 is proposed to be in conpliance with the MMB, which |23 cornice line, extending the balcony all the way

24 requires one handi cap space. But what we've done is |24 across the front, trying to work through the

DTI

1-617-542-0039

Court Reporting Solution -

Bost on
www. deposi ti on. com



http://www.deposition.com



BROOKLI NE ZBA HEARI NG -

10/ 26/ 2016 Pages 22..25

Page 22

Page 24

1 proportions to make sure that this brick face al ong 1 the najor changes on this side is we got rid of the

2 Centre Street feels in proportion with alot of the 2 two-tone. It used to be split at this trimband

3 historic buildings along that street now naking sure | 3 here. W also elininated all the bal conies that were

4 it fitsinto scale, stepping back the two floors 4 onthe fifth and sixth floors. Al of these conments

5 here, and then working -- as you work around the 5 areinthe peer reviewletter dated yesterday saying

6 building, sone trimdetails, sone nmore expressive, 6 he finds these as acceptabl e.

7 sone | ess expressive. W& worked with colors, getting | 7 Vrking around the back, you can see we

8 rid-- we had a -- kind of a two-toned gray -- a 8 continued the brick base all the way around the back

9 light gray/dark gray tone before. V¢ ve elininated 9 W' ve reduced the size of the windows in the stairs

10 that to all one, although it |ooks kind of strange 10 keeping the gray color consistent all the way around.

11 here. But it's one gray color. You can see that in |11 Snilar to the second el evation that | showed you

12 the elevations in a second. 12 we've elininated the bal conies and kept the colors

13 Down here at the ground floor, the 13 consistent, working with the trimbands, trying to

14 transforner is hidden behind a brick wall that 14 create a nice nass at the front of the site

15 matches the rest of the masonry in that area, working |15 responding to the nei ghborhood.

16 with banding on that fifth |evel here above the 16 Lastly -- and | can run through this

17 ground floor, and taking the brick base all the way 17 relatively quickly -- we've updated our shadow study.

18 around the building. You'll see that against the 18 The maj or changes here is that we've brought the

19 elevations in a second. 19 parapet height down at the top of the building about

20 To really kind of ground the building, we 20 afoot and a half, and we've al so stepped the

21 have a very strong base, niddle, top as we work 21 building back fromGCentre Street fromthe | ast shadow

22 around the buil ding. 22 study that was presented. And so we've updated this

23 At the ground floor, show ng you how the 23 There's not any najor inpacts. It's just that the

24 garage is tucked underneath. You drive down a slight |24 shadows are a little bit shorter in each direction.
Page 23 Page 25

1 ranp into the garage space, and that is, as we talked | 1 So the najor inpacts are in the morning tine when you

2 about previously, to get the head hei ght needed to 2 have shadows noving to -- as you can see here, noving

3 put the stackers into try to increase our parking 3 to the adjacent properties.

4 load inthe -- within the garage. You can see the 4 So March 21st, the spring equi nox, at noon

5 main entrance here and the glass vestibule on Centre 5 inthe evening -- or the afternoon and in the

6 Street. 6 evening. The red shows the shadows that will be cast

7 Again, another viewjust fromthe other 7 by our building in addition to the shadows that exist

8 side show ng you the nasonry wal | where the 8 there today. In the sunmer: norning, afternoon,

9 transforner is, landscaping buffer in front, and 9 md-afternoon, and evening. In the fall: inthe

10 trying to work with a nice, nore traditional 10 norning, at noon, md-afternoon, evening. And then

11 aesthetic than what was previously presented. 11 inthe winter you can see this only actually affects

12 So just as we walk around the building, the |12 the morning tine. By md-afternoon we're to the

13 elevation facing Centre Street, you see the 13 shadows that already exist.

14 continuous bal cony, the more increased trimat the 14 At this time, | can openit up for any

15 top of the brick. V&'ve raised that parapet to try 15 questi ons.

16 to nake sure the proportions felt better. ne of 16 MR HUSSEY: CGould you go back to the first

17 diff's conments in the peer reviewwas that he felt |17 floor plan that shows the parking? | think -- | can

18 the top was a little too top-heavy, so we tried to 18 just barely make it out, but | think you' ve got sone

19 create a bal ance there wthout conpletely bl ocking 19 stackers spaces?

20 the windows at that upper level. \¢ thinkit's 20 MR HARDING Yeah. Soright nowwe're

21 working well at this point, and |'mhappy to hear any |21 proposing these niddl e bays here. It consists of two

22 conments on that. 22 sets of stackers adjacent to a set of conpact spaces

23 As you nove around to the right fromthe 23 MR HUSSSEY: Sothat's atotal of --

24 main entrance, so Centre Street is here on the left, 24 MR HARDING 21 parking spaces.
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1 MR HUSSEY: 21 parking spaces. 1 conpact -- or it says "conpact." Are any handicap

2 MR HARDING And those stackers -- | know 2 accessi bl e spaces actually allowed to be conpact?

3 there's a coment in the parking neno that cane out 3 MR HARDING So that's not the handi cap

4 this afternoon about the usability of those stackers. | 4 accessible space right now The difference there is

5 They work off of a touch pad. The residents that 5 that the handicap space is 8 feet wide, and that

6 have those spaces woul d be trained to use the touch 6 space is 7-6. If we had to shrink the trash rooma

7 pad and to have that -- the car be -- it wouldn't 7 little bit nore, we probably coul d make that work at

8 require anybody to cone and take their car out for 8 8 feet and just make it a larger conpact space to

9 them W're putting these in other projects 9 accommodat e that future handicap space. That

10 currently, one right now under construction in 10 woul dn't be a probl em

11 Brighton, and it's a user-friendy systemthat they 11 MR CHUMNTI: How nmany apartnents are on

12 can be trained in. It's not conplicated. 12 the sixth-floor |evel?

13 MR CHUMENTI: Now, if there are two cars 13 MR HARDING There's nine.

14 because there's a stacker and everybody has not nore |14 MR CHUMENTI: N ne?

15 than one car, isn't soneone whose car is on top going |15 MR HARDING Correct

16 to have the nove the car underneath? 16 M5. POERVAN M recol lection is that

17 MR HARDING So there's a couple different |17 there was a brick facade going around the building in

18 wvariations on how the stackers work. There's sone 18 the pervious iterations and that that met wth

19 where you'll press a keypad and it's attached to this |19 approval. Am!| misrenenbering that?

20 colum setting and the car will -- the upper car wll |20 M HARDNG |'msorry?

21 cone out and swi ng down to be placed on the ground 21 M. POERVAN | thought -- if you could go

22 for you to take it and nove it off. 22 Dback to the el evations

23 There's another one that works where al | 23 MR CHUMENTI: | thought they had, like

24 three of these spaces woul d house five cars, so the 24 red cenentitious board or sonething around and not
Page 27 Page 29

1 sane count that we have here today. And you press a 1 red brick, actually

2 keypad and it moves the cars around. 2 MB. POERVAN  Yeah. | thought it had gone

3 MR CHUMENTI: Like a dry cleaner's? 3 all the way around

4 MR HARDING Yes, like a dry cleaner's. 4 MR CHUMENTI: It was red, but it wasn't

5 And then you would just go and get into your car in 5 brick

6 the spot that it put it down at grade and drive it 6 MR HARDING There were some bright red

7 out. 7 panels in the previous iteration, but this -- the

8 So we don't know exactly which stacker 8 anount of brick that you see here is the nost that

9 we'll use. W need to keep that open as we go 9 we've shown.

10 further. But that would be the intention, is that 10 M5, POERVAN  Ckay. Véll, | guess the

11 we'd have one of those types. 11 colors are incidental at this point

12 MR CHUMENTI: \élI, unless soneone's 12 Had nore thought been given to -- go to the

13 going to drive sonebody el se's car, you' re going to 13 western el evation, please, the one facing

14 need to use one of the nore conplex -- 14 19 Wnchester. Has sone thought been given on how to

15 MR HARDING Rght. Those two types are 15 nmake that a little nore interesting?

16 the ones that are made for buildings |ike this where |16 M HARDING So we tried to keep the sane

17 you' d have different users, different owners on all 17 language around the building. It's difficult because

18 different levels, and so it noves your car down to a |18 what you see here is this elenent is a stair and

19 point where you can get in and not affect any of the |19 we're trying not to create too many w ndows facing

20 cars. 20 that. | knowthat that was a comment from some of

21 MR CGELLER Questions? 21 the previous public hearings, so we've been trying to

22 M5. POERVAN  So sticking with that first 22 make this as aesthetically pleasing as possible

23 floor, it looks like the second spot that is next to |23 wthout creating too nany onl ookers back onto the

24 the handicap spot, next to that, it looks likeit's 24 pool back there. Soit's a tough bal ancing game, but
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1 trying to keep the | anguage consistent is really 1 M HARDNG Rght. (e through four has
2 the -- 2 a bigger footprint, so that's larger than the sixth
3 M5. POERVAN It's a push/pul | thing here, 3 floor. The fifth floor would be the smallest amount
4 and you may hear some comments tonight. | think 4 of net rentabl e square footage
5 while privacy is very inportant, obviously, | have 5 MR CHUMNTI: Wile we're here, do you
6 heard expressions fromthe nei ghbors that it's also 6 know what the apartnent mix is on the sixth floor?
7 inportant to have as attractive a building as 7 MR HARDING There are 5 studios, 1
8 possible to be facing them So | think that actually | 8 one-bed, 1 one-bed with a den, 1 two-bed, and 1
9 echoing and making conpatible -- that's not the right | 9 three-bed
10 word you used -- this part of the building with the 10 MR GLLER M. Chiunenti, any questions?
11 rest of it would actually involve sonething a little |11 MR CHUMNTI: No.
12 nmore conplex. But why don't we see if we hear 12 MR GLLER M. Hissey?
13 anything that clarifies that for you. 13 MR HUSSEY: No, | don't think so
14 Has the parapet height been changed in any 14 MR GLLER kay. | don't have anything
15 way? 15 at this nonent. Thank you
16 M HARDING It was previously reduced. 16 I's there anything el se fromthe applicant?
17 W're nearing practically at roof level, so we can't |17 MR ENAER No.
18 really come down too much | ower. 18 MR CGLLER kay. Thank you.
19 Ms. POERVAN No. But this iteration, has |19 Kate correctly conments that much of these
20 it changed fromthe last iteration? 20 materials were given to us approxinately two to three
21 M HARDING Sorry. No, it has not. The 21 hours ago, so that obviously that's a pretty short
22 shadow study is updated to reflect the previous 22 period of time for us to digest them and therefore
23 iteration that had reduced it to 1 foot 8 inches or 23 we reserve our right to raise questions at a future
24 vwhatever that nunber was. | don't renenber. | can 24 hearing

Page 31 Page 33
1 look it up. It's actually here in Davis Square. 1 MR ENAER Qur naterial or the peer
2 M5. POERVAN That's all | have for now 2 reviewer's?
3 That's fine. That was ny question. 3 MR GELLER Al of it.
4 MR HARDING Nothing has changed. The one 4 MR ROTH That's not our fault.
5 difference there was that we raised this parapet edge | 5 MR GELLER [|'mnot casting blame. |'m
6 here along Centre Street, again, totryto-- to 6 sinply making the point that our ability to digest
7 increase the mass and get a better bal ance between 7 information --
8 the base and the top floors in conjunction with our 8 MR ROTH Al right.
9 conversations with Davis Square Architects, tryingto | 9 MR BEEHVER |'mdQiff Boehrer, the urban
10 get a better balance. That's the one parapet that 10 design peer reviewer. And | know you think | already
11 hasn't changed. 11 gave ny final report. This is the revised final
12 M. POERVAN  Let ne ask one final 12 report. And so I'm-- what I'll dois -- to make
13 question. | notice that there are nore actual units |13 that report that you just saw | think, today with
14 on the sixth floor, but is the actual net square 14 the red letter part that is the final, final
15 footage of residential |iving space any different 15 report -- or at least a revised final report -- |
16 fromthe sixth floor to the fifth floor, for exanple? |16 don't intend to read all the way through that. That
17 MR HARDING Because the fifth has a 17 woul d drive you crazy. So I'mgoing really to focus
18 common area -- you can see the fifth floor has this 18 on the things that have changed, so |'mgoing to
19 common space here that accesses the bal cony, so there |19 weave in a little hit of history just so we al
20 is nore net rentable square footage on the sixth 20 renenber where we were. In fact, there have been
21 floor. % take over that space with the 21 four sets of drawings that all of us have reviewed
22 three-bedroomthat's there. 22 and a nunber of working sessions where we were
23 Ms. POERVAN  So one through four, for 23 working with the design team
24 exanple, it would be -- there's no bal cony? 24 You'l | notice in the report itself that
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1 wote there are a nunber of places that say "no new 1 session, which was changing the paving. Al of this

2 comments.” | would only focus tonight on the no new 2 part of that driveway is all fromthe outside. It's

3 comments that are still, inny mnd, kind of open 3 actually an open space. M suggestion was i nproving

4 jssues -- still open issues. There's no new comments | 4 the paving there so it would feel nore patio-like,

5 that apply to things |ike ny review of the 5 rather than driveway-like, a very small change.

6 neighborhood. The nei ghborhood hasn't changed si nce 6 The infiltration systemhas been noved.

7 | started, so I'mnot going to revisit that. But | 7 That was, | think, two generations of draw ngs ago.

8 wll try to point out all of the no new comments that | 8 As far as -- once we start moving up the

9 actually nean, inny mind, they're still open issues 9 building, 1'll nmake a conment a little bit later on

10 that haven't been closed fromprevious iterations. 10 about the bal coni es.

11 | do want to point out a really inportant 11 This area here, the team the design team

12 thing fromthe slides that John Harding projected. 12 did take to heart some of the comments that | had

13 The proportions were off of those. You probably 13 made about the nore effective -- | think a nore

14 noticed. You'll see the building in those slides was | 14 effective use of the setback going all the way across

15 conpressed and | ooked taller than it actually is. 15 the building, and they did do that, and | think it

16 |'mnot sure why, but these images which | got -- 16 does work better, that, conbined with sone

17 these are the inages that were produced by COUBE 3. 17 redistribution of the trimon the building.

18 These are the correct proportions, these inmages that |18 You naybe recal | fromgenerations -- |

19 I'mshowing. |'mquite sure of that. So you'll see |19 think it was two generations back, this indentation

20 the building | ooks broader and not as tall. The 20 on those plans was snaller than it is now It's now

21 inages that John showed were actual |y conpressed left |21 3 feet. It was 1 foot going back several

22 toright, which -- 22 generations. So that's all good.

23 MR CELLER But their dinensions aren't 23 The comrent | nade that is kind of still an

24 for increased size. 24 outstanding issue inny mind is that the dinension of
Page 35 Page 37

1 MR BCEHVER The dimensions were exactly 1 the balcony, it's only 4 feet at this point, soit's

2 the same, but the way that you saw the building was 2 kind of marginally habitable, and it's not clear from

3 quite different. | just want to point that out. 3 the drawings if there actually is access out onto

4 It's making your building look actually taller than 4 that balcony. So ny comrent on that is | would still

5 it is, and that's an inportant point. So if you need | 5 hold that under consideration. | think if it's

6 clarification, then you should rely on the paper 6 really going to be a habitabl e bal cony, | think

7 drawings that you have. 7 4 feet is probably a little skinny for that. And |

8 So I'mgoing to quickly -- I'mgoing to run 8 think also, if it inproved somewhat -- | don't hold

9 through the sane slides and just point to things that | 9 this as the highest inportance, but a setback of

10 | think are still open issues that will allowne to 10 sonething nore like 5 or 6 feet woul d be nore

11 go even qui cker through the witten report. Ckay? 11 effective fromthe ground level, froma purely

12 Because | have, as | said, reviewed four sets of 12 aesthetic level as well. But they did |isten very

13 draw ngs, and there has been a lot of change since 13 carefully to the notion of achieving a better

14 then. There have been sone real |y inportant changes. |14 horizontal reading of the building by carrying that

15 John correctly pointed out that nost of ny 15 all the way across.

16 comments have had to do with the aesthetics of the 16 No other changes since the | ast couple

17 building, the fit of the building in the 17 generations as far as these dinensions or setbacks.

18 nei ghborhood, and how that's real |y been ny ngj or 18 That has stayed the sane. Nothing to comment on

19 focus is that experience of the building. 19 that.

20 But I'll just start quickly and show you 20 This is probably where they -- I'l1 point

21 sone of the things that have changed or that are 21 out -- actually, 1'mgoing to go to the conparison of

22 still outstanding issues |'ve comrented on in the 22 those two, but let ne point out here, for exanple,

23 past. Qneis this area here, and | think the 23 this is what |'mtalking about. The proportions and

24 devel oper was receptive to that in our last working 24 the images that John projected were significantly
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1 different. The building appeared to be about that 1 appeared to be -- not literally tacked on, but

2 wde and about that tall. It was squished for 2 appeared to be pretty tacked on bal cony systens.

3 reasons that aren't clear to ne. 3 Those have gone away.

4 Actually, 1'll start here. Sone of the 4 Qne of ny criticisns before was the

5 changes that did happen since the |ast working 5 building was kind of patchwork. It was broken into

6 session and the last draw ngs that you saw, | think, 6 too nmany pieces, too nuch variation, so | was pushing

7 on the 27th of last nonth: They redistributed the 7 themtowards a nore coherent reading, which I think

8 trimon the buildings. Before -- this still is a 8 they have achieved through kind of quieting down --

9 two-story attic level in the building, but it was 9 istheterml used in the report -- sort of quieting

10 capped with very heavy trimup there so your eyes 10 down the elevations. The rear elevation, that's

11 really went right up to the highest part of the 11 where the brick wasn't going across. MNowit is.

12 building, which really was kind of working agai nst 12 There was -- to your point about adding

13 what they were really trying to do. Wat they wanted |13 nore interest and weighing that against the privacy,

14 to do was make a stronger el ement across at the lower |14 they did reintroduce those windows. Those were gone

15 level which would read very strongly fromthe street. |15 | don't knowif you renmenber. |In the |ast

16 Sothat is a-- | think a big inprovenent. 16 presentation, you saw those w ndows weren't there

17 This is the sethack that goes all the way 17 And they did carry the base for -- so they did some

18 across. | nmake a nminor point in the report about 18 work on that rear elevation to provide some nore

19 still not quite believing in the glass railing 19 visual interest to it while not creating privacy

20 system | knowwhy they didit. | think they did 20 issues.

21 it, you know, both for a more contenporary | ook but 21 That's the opposite side, a very sinilar

22 also sone transparency fromthose w ndows. Just as 22 idea, that heavy cornice at the inportant |evel that

23 the -- inproving the dinension of this lower piece to |23 you really want to perceive it at. It carries around

24 hel p those proportions to make it | ook |ess 24 about 40 percent of that -- length of that elevation
Page 39 Page 41

1 top-heavy, just as raising the parapet in that zone 1 And this is a conparison between the two

2 that they already did hel ped, by a different kind of 2 The last tine you guys saw that, | believe this was

3 railing systemyou could inprove that even nore. A 3 the inmage where this was flush with that face and

4 this point, | consider that to be not a najor issue. 4 then there was -- John nmentioned this earlier too --

5 I'dcall that a mnor issue. But I'mjust trying to 5 there was a bal cony on one side. Now they have

6 be thorough, | guess. 6 carried that across, | think nore effectively

7 There is still a 2-foot parapet. | think 7 creating a nore horizontal reading on the building

8 it is2foot up at this level. Qher ideas about how | 8 Again, | still have alittle bit of an issue with it

9 tonitigate the kind of top-heavy feeling of the 9 looking top-heavy. | think alot of that can be

10 building is also use colors that recede as opposed to | 10 addressed through sone pretty superficial changes to

11 pop out. You know generally it's darker colors. 11 the buil ding.

12 But again, we're at the point of sone things that | 12 So 1'mgoing to now very quickly ook at ny

13 consider to be fairly nminor issues. 13 report just to make sure | hit on the things that

14 Fromthe previous presentation | gave, they |14 consider to still be open issues

15 did carry the brick all the way around. There was a |15 | guess ny quick summary as far as the

16 generation of drawings. | think it was the |ast 16 facade treatment and aesthetics of the building is

17 generation of drawings that you saw where the brick 17 that there was a lot of attention paid to our

18 at the base actually didn't go all the way around the |18 comments and | think the building did nove -- if you

19 building. It does now So the base has been 19 all renenber, especially back at Generation No. 1, it

20 conti nued. 20 has changed pretty radically since then

21 Qher things they've done to the 21 So I'mgoing to hit just on sone of these

22 elevations: | think the nost inportant is getting 22 Again, the drawings |'mreview ng now are the ones

23 rid of the bal conies. You probably remenber fromthe |23 dated 10/12. That's the latest iteration. As

24 last presentation there were tacked on -- what 24 said, there were four total. |'malready on page 3
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1 here. 1 actually -- the interesting thing is that because of

2 The last working session was at the end of 2 where this building sits relative to the building

3 Septenber -- Septenber 29th, which is when sone of 3 behind it on Wnchester Street, for a good part of

4 these final changes were nade especial |y regarding 4 the season -- and you coul d see that in the inages

5 the brick and the continuation of the balcony all the | 5 John showed you -- that the shadows generated by the

6 way across. 6 new building are actual |y subsuned in the shadow from

7 | think something that hasn't been 7 the building on Wnchester Street. So given that

8 nentioned yet is the bedroomcount, how that has 8 nost of that shadowinpact -- nost of it, for nost

9 evolved over time. That is noted in ny report. The 9 hours -- obviously, there are outlying tines as well.

10 devel opnent, | believe, originally was 61 bedroons. 10 But nost of the shadow inpact nost of the tineis, in

11 The last drawing set that you saw before tonight had |11 fact, on Centre Street and the building behind it is

12 59 bedroons. MNow | think we're at 55 -- 55 bedroons |12 a higger building, so the 40 Centre Street actually

13 total. That's where we stand today. 13 sits in the shadow of that building

14 | did make a point -- | don't renenber when |14 Q her comments --

15 inthereport. A this point it is pretty inportant |15 MR CELLER Excuse ne. So just to finish

16 that -- John nentioned the handi cap spaces, and we 16 your thought, you're referring to shadow studies.

17 still don't see any designation in the draw ngs of 17 And | think in your reference you were saying shadow

18 where the accessible units are and what the unit mix |18 studies because of the large building behind it and

19 is of the accessible units. | think that's a pretty |19 because the shadows are on Centre Street, and then

20 critical code issue that you guys will want to know 20 you sort of noved on. Wat's the end of the

21 soon. 21 statement?

22 | already talked about a full-wdth 22 M BEHVER h, |I'msorry. kay. The

23 bal cony. Parking spaces we tal ked about. John 23 end of the statement is that -- | guess the end of

24 rmentioned the type of stackers he's talking about. 24 the statement is that 1'm-- the shadow studies at
Page 43 Page 45

1 There are several systens that do indeed allowa kind | 1 this point | feel are adequate, and nost of the

2 of virtual push-button control of the stacker without | 2 shadow inpact is nost definitely on Centre Street and

3 having to nmove sonebody el se's car. 3 to acertain degree -- again, you have to look at the

4 I'mstill alittle bit iffy on the 4 outlying times. In early nornings, you're going to

5 interpretation of the accessible requirenents, 5 be casting shadows towards the west. The next

6 whether there should be -- there is a code, and | 6 nearest residence is to the west, so that one does

7 refer tothis at one other point. There's a part of 7 get some shadow i npact.

8 the code that kind of is alittle grayer as far as 8 Does that sound like a conclusion? O oser

9 whether they would require two spaces or one. That's | 9 at least?

10 a very easy thing for the architect to check on. A 10 MR GLLER It did.

11 call tothe AAB would settle that issue. But again, 11 MR BCEHVER There was actual |y a coment

12 they did change the parking plan. In response tony |12 that isn't in-- because | didn't read the traffic

13 comment previously about that, they did change the 13 study until today, in fact, there was a suggestion --

14 parking plan to nove that aisle in between two 14 or nmaybe it was parking or traffic -- suggesting

15 spaces. That could give themthe flexibility to 15 perhaps using a single garage door instead of two

16 provide a second accessibl e space, so it is fixable. 16 narrower garage doors. | think that actually does

17 | nade sone conments before about the 17 make a lot of sense. And that's not an aesthetic

18 shadow studies. In particular, ny coment -- well, 18 conment, just as a functional inprovement. | think

19 there were a couple conments. (e was | wasn't 19 that was a good catch.

20 convinced about sone of the dinensions that were 20 So "Il just junp ahead. There's a couple

21 shown of surrounding buil di ngs. 21 nore pieces. As | noted, | think you'll see that

22 I think at this point the shadow studies 22 when you read this in detail | think that, to e, it

23 that we are seeing for their building, | think | -- 1 |23 was pretty inportant to kind of quiet down that

24 believe those studies and what they show and it's 24 building. It's very visible. It's visible fromall
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1 sides. It doesn't have anything conparable size to 1 M5, POERVAN Ckay. Part of this is just

2 it -- next toit, and | think there's a nore subtle 2 making sure | understand what you' re reconmendi ng

3 way of fitting into the nei ghborhood. 3 Interns of the -- as you say, the bal cony on the

4 Sight lines as far as exiting the garage 4 fifth floor and the setback, your reconmendation

5 were fixed a while ago with the revision to the 5 would be that not only it would be nore aesthetic but

6 front, the location of the garage door. 6 also functional if the setback of the fifth and sixth

7 The trash collection | don't think has been 7 floors were 5 or 6 feet rather than 4 feet?

8 resolved at this point. | think that's still an open | 8 MR BCEHVER  Yes

9 issue. The trash roomis in a sensible |ocation, but 9 M. POERVAN  Ckay. Now also, the 2-foot

10 | don't think we've heard about schedul ed pickups or |10 parapet at the top -- the parapet has an overhang of

11 stacking cans out in the street or howthat m ght 11 2 feet; is that correct?

12 work. 12 MR BCEHMER No. It rises up above the

13 Energy efficiency, we still haven't 13 roof. The parapet's a vertical wall, basically, that

14 reviewed anything that allows me to have any opinions |14 rises up above the flat roof. And there are reasons

15 about energy efficiency or exterior lighting on the 15 why you need parapets. Not all buildings need them

16 building has not been -- at least | have not seen any |16 Sonetines you use themto hi de mechani cal equi pment

17 newinformation on that. 17 on the roof, vent fans. | only bring it upin the

18 | already nentioned the pavers, the 18 context -- ny issue isn't actually exactly where that

19 driveway, | nentioned accessibl e spaces. 19 line is as mich as the building appearing to be

20 Qher things that | think are still open 20 top-heavy. It's really that

21 that | think the building conm ssioner and -- both 21 M5, POVERVAN  But you recommend that it be

22 building conmssioner and | mentioned getting a 22 takeninabit soit --

23 prelimnary code analysis -- building code anal ysis. 23 MR BCEHVER No. M suggestion was just

24 | think that is still inportant. 24 trying to think of different ways to either literally
Page 47 Page 49

1 The potential structural inpact of the 1 decrease the height of those attic levels, you know

2 project on the neighboring buildings, particularly at | 2 by taking dinension out of it, or through color or

3 the back side of the building, there was some 3 trimor other ways of dininishing, you know, draw ng

4 concern, and | haven't seen anything about the 4 your eye to it or increasing the sense of it.

5 geotechnical conditions or anything of the sort of 5 MR CHUMENTI: | thought elininating the

6 what the -- it certainly is feasible to do what 6 sixth floor --

7 they're proposing to do. And they would, in the 7 MB. POERVAN  Hold on, Steve.

8 normal course of developing their designs in nore 8 What do you nean by taking dinension out of

9 detail, would have to understand any foundation 9 it?

10 systens near the buildings -- near their building. 10 MR BCEHVER Véll, the parapet. That's

11 Qhers, the parking ratio change, which you |11 what | was saying. | believe it is a 2-foot parapet

12 did knowthat. The roof deck, | do consider it still |12 at this point, sonething on that order

13 an open issue. | don't understand whether that 13 M. POERVAN  "Parapet" being the area

14 bal cony across the front is habitable or not. 14 above the window? Just making sure | understand what

15 And finally, the things that | did-- just 15 you're --

16 as a quick summary, things that we did talk about in |16 MR BCEHVER Yes, that's a parapet.

17 sone of the group neetings: Setting back all the way |17 M5, POERVAN  So reducing -- so that would

18 across the width was listened to and adopted; the 18 not affect -- is it correct that that woul d not

19 side recesses are deeper now than they were, the 19 affect the height of the roons?

20 masonry base; unit bal conies are elininated; 20 MR BCEHVER Not if -- no. Lowering the

21 transformer location renains hidden. That was 21 parapet -- again, the parapet is kind of a free

22 actually two generations of drawi ngs ago. But that's |22 standing wall on the edge of the roof, so you could

23 about it. 23 lowver that

24 MR CELLER Questions? 24 Again, | don't knowall of the reasons why
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1 itis, but | think that -- | really want to be clear 1 appearance of the hei ght above the w ndows without
2 about this. I'mnot -- for me, the issue is nore the | 2 actually reducing the height of the building.
3 proportions. So to ne, the building appears 3 M. POERVAN  Ckay. Thanks.
4 top-heavy. And the reason | brought up John's slides | 4 So what ways woul d there be, to your
5 looking conpressed was it |ooked even nore top-heavy 5 know edge, of reducing density other than reducing
6 in those renderings when they were squished -- 6 height? For exanple, reduce bedroommx, having nore
7 squi shed toget her. 7 studios rather than three bedroons.
8 So height, per se, is not ny issue with the 8 MR BCEHVER Wéll, it depends how you
9 building. It's just the perception and the -- 9 neasure density. | nean, if it's units for that
10 perception of the height and the proportions of the 10 site, you'd have fewer units but bigger units. |
11 base -- base of -- the mddl e of the building, the 11 nmean, that's a traditional way of measuring density,
12 base, the niddle, versus the top. 12 | think, woul d be bigger units but fewer units.
13 M5. POEERMAN So for you it's an aesthetic |13 M. POERVAN  So bigger studios, for
14 issue, but the practical effect would have it 14 exanple, or --
15 reducing the height to, say, from66 to 64 feet? 15 MR BCEHVER Veéll, no.
16 MR BCEHMER VeI, that woul d hel p because |16 M. POERVAN  Mre bedroons?
17 it would dimnish the height of the attic level. So |17 MR BCEHVER Yeah, nore one bedroons
18 that is awy todoit. 18 instead of studios or whatever, whatever it mght be.
19 M5. POERVAN |s there a functional reason |19 And that -- you know the parking ratio you're seeing
20 for the 2 feet above the w ndows? 20 isrelated to studio -- | nean, to the unit count.
21 MR BCEHVER Yeah, there usually is. 21 MB. POERVAN  Yeah.
22 M5, POERVAN  Wat's the functional reason |22 MR BCEHVER Yeah. So you reduce the unit
23 for it? 23 count, then your parking ratio goes up.
24 MR HARDING So we can definitely look to 24 MB. POERVAN R ght.
Page 51 Page 53
1 mnimze that as nmuch as possible. So looking in 1 MR BCEHVER And that's a pretty comon
2 that image, you have the wndows. Inside of the 2 nmeasure of density. You're not changing the square
3 room there will be about 6 inches to a foot above 3 feet, and you' re not even necessarily changing the
4 that for the ceiling height. Above that there wll 4 nunber of people who nmight live in the building. But
5 be a 2-foot truss. That's really needed to be able 5 that's traditional |y how you nmeasure density.
6 toget all of your attic ventilation and your 6 MB. POERVAN Rght. As we know
7 insulation and any ductwork that's in there. And 7 certainly that parking ratio is something we' ve
8 those trusses are typically sloped for drainage at 8 been --
9 the roof |evel. 9 MR BCEHMER That's right.
10 So we try to work around any -- we usually 10 M5, POERVAN -- struggling with a lot.
11 leave ourselves at least alittle bit of parapet to 11 Hold on a second. That's all | have for
12 work -- because the slopes are different as you go 12 right now
13 around the building, so we need sone anount to be 13 MR CGELER M. Hissey?
14 able to acconmodate the differing heights of the roof |14 MR HUSSEY: |'ve got a question, Qiff,
15 level and still get good waterproofing and copings at | 15 about the -- you nentioned accessible units. Did you
16 the edge of the roof. So we can look to mininizeit. |16 nean accessible living units?
17 Ve mght be able to take another six inches out, but |17 MR BCEHVER Yes. The way the buil ding
18 we'rereally getting close to the top of the roof 18 code works is that in apartnent buildings wth
19 level at this tine. 19 greater than 20 units, 5 percent of the units need to
20 | think sone of the other things we coul d 20 be Goup 2 accessible units, which neans accessible
21 look at would be to maybe add in another tri mband 21 to peopl e who have nobility issues and, you know
22 below Were we got rid of alot of trimbands 22 they generally have |arger bathroons. Turning radii
23 before, maybe we can add back something that's -- so |23 have to be taken into account, |arger doors
24 there's sone things we can do to try to reduce the 24 sonetines.
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1 Sointhis building there are two 1 elenent?
2 accessible units that are required by the building 2 MR BCEHMER No, no. The only point | was
3 code. In fact, because it is an elevator-fed 3 making is to help correct the proportions of the
4 building, every unit has to be a Goup 1 unit, which 4 building. If it can be lowered, it would help.
5 is alower level of accessibility, but it's the state | 5 MR HJUSSEY: So they coul d change the
6 Architectural Access Board's regul ations. 6 height of that band here. That band -- they could
7 MR HUSSEY: Ckay. 7 change the height of that band by the naterial
8 MR BCEHMER And ny point was that it's 8 selections wthout touching the height of the
9 strictly -- it's not random It can't be random 9 parapet.
10 That's why |'ve been asking for the -- which ones are |10 MR BCEHVER Absolutely. And that's what
11 accessi bl e because the code actual l'y dictates which 11 John was saying is -- | think his point was that if
12 units shoul d be accessibl e based on the unit mx. So |12 he can get sone nore horizontality in the two top
13 it is aninportant thing. And it would be cited by 13 attic levels, it could inprove it too. It's a
14 the building departnent. |f they didn't get that 14 fixable issue, that aspect of the problem
15 right, I"'mpretty sure the building comm ssioner 15 MR HUSSSEY: Ckay. That's all | have at
16 would cite themfor that. 16 the noment. Thank you.
17 MR HUSSEY: The level of detail of the 17 MR CGELLER ['mgoing to take a step back,
18 wunits right now doesn't really tell you one way or 18 like | like to do. So we started this process
19 the other. 19 with -- when the first presentation cane in. Andif
20 MR BCEHMER MNo. That's a very good 20 | summarize your thought process, it didn't fit in;
21 point. No, | haven't seen any detailed unit plans. 21 correct?
22 MR HUSSEY: The other thing I'ma little 22 MR BCEHVER It was kind of even nore than
23 curious about is -- |'msupposed to understand these |23 that.
24 things, but | really don't understand the discussion |24 MR CELLER A conmercial look to the
Page 55 Page 57
1 about the parapet. And if it's the look of it -- so 1 structure.
2 you're conplaining about the look of it; right? 2 MR BCEHMER Yes, that was ny issue. The
3 MR BCEHVER WélI, no. It's funny. The 3 originof -- | think that the original version was
4 way the discussions have evol ved about the building 4 kind of afit plan. | think they were looking at a
5 was -- and |'ve nentioned this before -- that thisis | 5 previous building that had been done that was in a
6 the previous version when half of the building was 6 different kind of environnent that didn't work for
7 all in the sane plane -- 7 Centre Street.
8 MR HUSSEY: Rght. 8 MR CELLER Is your -- does this building
9 MR BCEHMER -- and only that half was set 9 fit in?
10 back. 10 I'masking him [|'masking him
11 And in addition to that, the nore prom nent 11 MR BCEHMER VelIl, | think the -- | think
12 trim-- kind of roof trim-- occurred at the highest |12 that it's actually going to be the best |ooking
13 level when, in fact, what they were really trying to |13 building on that side of Centre Street -- the larger
14 dois essentially the level at the fourth story, not |14 scale buildings. You renenber that that side of
15 at the top of the sixth story. Soin their newer 15 Centre Street -- there are two very different sides
16 version, they've changed that hierarchy and 16 to that street. The side of the street that this is
17 introduced -- it may be a little bit hard to see in 17 on has three intact historic wood-framed buil di ngs
18 these inages, but they put the stronger trimband at |18 and then a handful of buildings that are -- two of
19 the top of the fourth floor, raised that up alittle |19 which are very large and two or three of which are --
20 bit nore to create a little nore mass down below, and |20 two bigger than this one, then one slightly smaller
21 then ninimzed the trimat the top level. So that 21 than this, and then three of the original historic
22 was the strategy. 22 wood-framed buildings. The other side of the street
23 MR HUSSEY: You're not asking that they 23 islargely intact with consistent architecture and
24 take that parapet and make it di sappear as a visual 24 historic buildings.
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1 So to say "fit in" is kind of a funny term 1 volunes that are being generated here are pretty

2 Qearly, onthe other side of the street, this 2 light. W don't necessarily agree 100 percent with

3 building wouldn't fit inat all. There's a very 3 the distribution. V¢ nay have put a little bit nore

4 consistent street elevation on the other side of the 4 weight of traffic heading towards Beacon Street,

5 street, and that could be a very big problemas far 5 givenits significance. But in the end, that woul d

6 as pattern -- you know, the pattern of devel oprent. 6 only nake a difference of about two or three vehicles

7 This side of -- the south side of Centre 7 at nost, so we're talking very snall traffic vol unes

8 Street really is not coherent. It doesn't have a 8 here being generated by the site. Soreally, in al

9 coherent look. So "fit in" is kind of -- 9 reality, it would not make nuch of a difference

10 M CGELER Is it aresidential style now? |10 Wth this sort of change in distribution,

11 They have addressed your concerns about -- 11 what we might be looking at woul d be approximately

12 MR BCEHMER They' ve definitely addressed 12 three vehicles exiting -- approaching Beacon Street

13 ny concerns about the residential |ook of the 13 and six vehicles entering fromBeacon Street into

14 building, which has to do with both proportions and 14 Centre Street. So, again, pretty light vol unes

15 then naterial selections. 15 considering the anount of traffic that's currently at

16 | don't want to be overly clear about that 16 the Beacon/Centre Street intersection, and not -- as

17 "fit in" thing, but fit inis a different answer in 17 aresult, not anticipated to have shown a substanti al

18 different places. And where that side of -- you 18 increase in del ays.

19 know, that side of Centre Street started to change a |19 Qrash information was | ooked into within

20 long time ago, you know when the 112 and 100 were 20 the study limts thenselves, again at the driveway's

21 built. 21 approach to Centre Street, and a | ow nunber of

22 MR CELLER And to repeat sonething you 22 crashes were reported according to the Brookline

23 said earlier, do you have an issue wth height? 23 Police Departrment, as was earlier discussed

24 MR BCEHMER | don't have an issue with 24 Traffic volunes were projected out five
Page 59 Page 61

1 height. 1 years, to the year 2021. Typically we project

2 MR GELLER kay. Thank you. 2 traffic volumes out seven years, so in this case it

3 Anything el se? 3 would be the year 2023. A growh rate of .5 percent

4 (No audi bl e response.) 4 per year was used, which is the appropriate for this

5 MR CELLER Thank you. \¥ may have 5 area.

6 sonething further. 6 Wien | ooking at inpact caused by the

7 MR BCEHVER That's fine. |'mnot going 7 devel opnent, we conpared the future no-build vol unes

8 anywhere. 8 with the future build volumes. The future no-build

9 MR CELLER Nce to hear that. 9 reflects the future conditions wthout this

10 MR FITZGERALD M nane is JimFitzgeral d. 10 devel opnent being built, and the future build vol unes

11 I"'mwth Environmental Partners Goup, and we have 11 reflect the traffic network with the devel opment

12 done a peer review of the nost recent docunent 12 being built.

13 relative to 40 Centre Street prepared by MM dat ed 13 Trips were generated in order to determne

14 Qctober 14th. It was a traffic and parking 14 what that build network woul d be using the trip

15 assessnent. 15 reductions that were previously discussed, which

16 Thi's new eval uation includes the reduction 16 appear to be reasonable. As a result, when you

17 of apartments from45 down to 40 apartnents. The 17 conpare the operations at this intersection, if you

18 project linmts consisted of the site driveway 18 will -- it'sreally the site driveway and the parking

19 approaching Centre Street with the opposite approach |19 lot driveway approaches to Centre Street -- there's a

20 fromthe parking lot on the eastern side. 20 negligible difference in delay because of the smal

21 | know our past discussion on this project, |21 nunber of vehicles entering and exiting the site as a

22 that there was discussion about |ooking at the Beacon |22 result of this devel opment

23 Street/Centre Street intersection that was not 23 Sight distance was reviewed previously. Ve

24 included in the evaluation. However, the traffic 24 had deternmined before, as we discussed at our |ast
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1 hearing, that there is adequate stopping sight 1 MR FTZGERALD | could do bhoth.

2 distance provided at this location. Snce that tinme, 2 MS. POVERVAN  Sure.

3 the MMreport comitted to trimmng back the hedges 3 MR FI TZGERALD. "The nenorandum i ndi cat es

4 along the northern property line to ensure that 4 that a nearby permanent count station shows

5 adequate sight distance is provided, as we had 5 historical reduction in traffic, mnus .3 percent per

6 recommended. 6 vyear, but the supporting docunentation in the

7 A'so, we want to point out here that 7 appendi x shows count stations located in Abington and

8 there's no parking that's supposed to take place in 8 Wynouth. Regardless, the used growh rate of .5

9 front of this parcel. Illegal parking that takes 9 percent per year appears to be reasonable for the

10 place here woul d inpact visibility, so enforcenent 10 project area.”

11 woul d be required. 11 Wiat that all means is that when devel opi ng

12 Wien we tal ked about the parking garage, we |12 the future traffic network, traffic volunes were

13 previously discussed nunber of parking spaces, etc. 13 projected using an assumed background growth rate

14 Wat I'dliketodois |'dlike tointroduce Art 14 looking at traffic counts in the area. In the

15 Sadig fromVel ker Parking Consultants. He's been 15 report, it referenced MassDOT count i nformation.

16 working with us as our parking expert, especially 16 However, in the appendix of the report, it provided a

17 relative to mechanical parking. 17 page showing traffic counts in Abington and Véynout h,

18 MR CGELER Jim before you do that -- 18 which aren't relevant in the inmediate vicinity. So

19 MR FI TZGERALD  Absol utely. 19 with that -- that's why | pointed out the fact that

20 MR CELLER Questions? 20 that information was irrelevant.

21 M5. POERVAN | have a couple. And again, 21 The reason that | said .5 percent per year

22 | haven't had the |ongest anount of time to review 22 appears to be reasonable is that in nany instances in

23 this. 23 traffic studies you'll see a consistent nunber

24 So going to page 2 of your neno, you say 24 between .5 and 1 percent per year on average as an
Page 63 Page 65

1 that the crash period that was reported was 2012 to 1 adequate background growth rate. Andit's

2 2014. Inny very brief reviewof the MM neno, | 2 anticipated that in this region, which is already

3 thought it was actually 2014 to 2016 data. | just 3 heavily built up, that .5 per year woul d be adequate

4 wanted to see if the nost recent data was incl uded. 4 for an assunption.

5 Are the MM peopl e here? 5 M5. POERVAN So is the used growth rate

6 M MLLS Yes. 6 something that MMused, or is it atermof art?

7 M. POERVAN Vs 2016 i ncl uded? 7 MR HTZGERAD Sothe growth rate was

8 MR MLLS \¢ reviewed the -- to your 8 used by MMto project traffic volunmes to a future

9 question, yes. It was reviewed -- it was provided by | 9 vyear. In this case, they used the year 2021, so they

10 the -- not all of 2016. \¢ still have a few nonths 10 projected volunes out for five years using .5 percent

11 to go, but up to a certain period of tine we did 11 per year conpounded.

12 provide it fromthe local police departnent -- 12 MB. POERVAN  And so what was the

13 Brookline Police Departnent. 13 historical reduction to traffic? Wit does that

14 M. POERVAN  Ckay. 14 relate to?

15 MR FI TZGERALD M apol ogies. That was a 15 MR F TZGERALD So sonetines what we find

16 typo. | just |ooked at the document itself. 16 is that traffic volumes actual |y decrease over tine,

17 M. POERVMAN  No probl em 17 instead of increasing. In many instances they' ve

18 Ckay. Under "projected future traffic 18 increased, but there is information, and during

19 volurme," | don't understand the second paragraph 19 certain periods traffic vol unes nmay decrease,

20 starting "The nenorandumindicates ..." 20 especially if there's a decline in the econony, for

21 MR FITZGERALD Sointhe report itself -- |21 instance. Sonetines that can happen. That can

22 M5. POERVAN So if you could read it 22 contribute to inpact traffic volume fluctuation.

23 aloud and then naybe tell ne what it means, that 23 So instead of projecting traffic vol umes

24 woul d be great. 24 out for a future year and actual |y reducing the
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1 traffic volunes fromtoday, we want to be 1 MR CHUMENTI: You know, obviously the --
2 conservative and at |east showan increased growth to | 2 | don't expect the traffic fromthis building to be
3 traffic volunes in the network to nake sure that 3 really the problem |It's nore the congestion in this
4 we're conservative in looking at howtraffic nmay 4 nei ghborhood that already exists and that woul d be
5 operate in the future. 5 exacerbated by traffic comng and going fromthis
6 M5. POERVAN (kay. So as you said, the 6 building.
7 information about the historical reduction related to | 7 And a couple of things that | don't know --
8 Abington was just noise, in effect? 8 that you may not be aware of is that there is -- this
9 MR F TZGERALD It basically said that 9 is alocation for community activity, particularly on
10 the -- there was an inconsistency between the text in |10 Thursdays. They have farners narkets and so on. And
11 the report and the information shown in the appendix. |11 also -- and the planning departnent's here. Mybe
12 M. POERVAN |s there anything to back up |12 they can remind ne if |'mnistaken. But weren't we
13 the information -- do you have any way of telling us |13 talking about maybe needing to build a schoo
14 the information in the report was accurate since the |14 facility across the street fromthis parking | ot or
15 backup docunentation was not relevant to Brookline? 15 wusing the parking for the school -- the Devotion
16 MR FITZGERALD. In other studies inthis 16 School ? No?
17 area, there's been .5 percent per year to 1 percent 17 M5, POERVAN That's going on Centre
18 per year in growh rate. Soinny opinion, inny 18 Street East.
19 experience, .5 percent per year is reasonabl e because |19 M. STENFELD  Qurrently there are sone
20 we have all seenin the traffic industry fluctuations |20 surface spaces assigned to teachers in the east |ot,
21 intraffic volunes over the years that do, in fact, 21 but there's no increase in parking or anything al ong
22 show negative changes: decreases in traffic vol ume 22 those lines
23 fromyear to year. And it's industry standard to at |23 MR GLLER Anything el se?
24 |east assune a .5 per year growh rate. 24 (No audi bl e response.)

Page 67 Page 69
1 MS. POERVAN Ckay. ot it. 1 MR GLLER kay. At?
2 I think I need another explanation. 2 MR STADG Good evening, Chairman Geller
3 MR CELLER Let ne junp in here. 3 and nenbers of the board. M nane is At Stadig. |
4 M. POERVAN  Sure. 4 work for V@l ker Parking Gonsultants. |'ve been
5 MR CELLER Wat's the inpact of their 5 retained by the city to do a peer review on the
6 having reviewed a shorter period for the projection? 6 parking portion of the project. V¢ have prepared a
7 MR F TZGERALD Quite honestly, not much. 7 nmenmorandumthat was issued today, actually
8 And that's why a lot of this information are just -- 8 The first point was that the devel opers
9 alot of the findings that we included in here are 9 have asked for a waiver from-- to deviate fromthe
10 things -- small issues or questions that we had with |10 parking space requirenent. It typically requires two
11 the report. Inthe end, there's very lowtrip 11 spaces per unit, and they are requesting
12 generation being -- as a result of this devel opnent. 12 significantly less
13 If we were to ask themto redistribute 13 V' ve taken an independent review of the
14 their trips, for instance, we're going to change two |14 parking demand for this project. V&'ve taken into
15 or three vehicles. It's not going to nmake much of a |15 account certainly the location, the nature and
16 difference. If we were to ask themto evaluate the 16 character of what's happening in Coolidge Corner
17 Beacon Street/Centre Street intersection, those few 17 &' ve | ooked at the Census Bureau information in
18 wvehicles traveling through there would -- conpared to |18 addition to the vehicles available by tenant type
19 the anount of traffic traveling through that 19 A'so, we've looked at the nunber of vehicles
20 intersection would -- it would be negligible. 20 available by the nunber of people per household. And
21 M5. POERVAN | don't have anything el se. 21 both of those pull ed together help paint a picture,
22 MR CGELER M. Hissey? 22 but that's only part of it.
23 MR HUSSEY: No. 23 Based on our experience in the area
24 M GLER M. Chiunenti? 24 nationally, we've taken a look at what's going on.
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1 Qur reconmendation woul d be to require a parking 1 control would be, in other words, what type of system

2 ratio of noless than .67 for the residents. Andif 2 or credential that woul d be used to get into the

3 you wanted to include visitor parking, you woul d 3 overhead doors, if it's an automated system such as

4 increase that to aratio of .77 spaces per unit. 4 MM, automatic vehicle identification; a transponder-

5 That would require 27 spaces for residents and up to 5 type system or if it's a clicker -- a garage door

6 31ltotal if youinclude visitor parking along with 6 clicker, radio signal, etc. But whatever type woul d

7 that. 7 need to be reviewed in howthat woul d work to keep

8 The current plans indicate six conpact 8 the residents moving at that |ocation

9 spaces, which is 29 percent of the total nunber of 9 The overal | parking di nensions conply with

10 spaces. Max allowed by zoning is 25 percent, so 10 the zoning within the parking facility. Wat we'd

11 they're slightly higher on the nunber of conpact 11 like to point out is that good design practice woul d

12 spaces than what's al | oved. 12 dictate -- even though a conpact space, for exanple

13 The driveway into the garage is indicated 13 in this location here adjacent the trash room-- even

14 to be 20 feet. Wiile that does neet zoning, that's 14 though the space is physically neasured as 8 foot

15 on the very lowend of level of service and is quite |15 wde, typically in a parking situation you have part

16 tight; this dinension here, as |'mlooking at the 16 of your neighbor's parking space to hel p you maneuver

17 floor plan -- the first-floor plan. 17 a door swing. So a good design practice woul d be

18 In addition to that, it would be tight even |18 that you woul d provide an extra foot or so against a

19 if there was a straight maneuver directly in, but 19 hard object like a wall and/or al so maneuvering

20 thereis aturn maneuver. And actually, it's a 20 around col ums. So even though it does neet the

21 double turn maneuver. So this will work, but it will |21 letter of the zoning, it is quite tight. It's just

22 significantly slow down the vehicle maneuvers both in |22 something to point out within the facility

23 and out of the driveway there. 23 As indicated previously, there are proposed

24 Inaddition to that, the people going in -- |24 car stackers, nechanical lifts. A least that was
Page 71 Page 73

1 the residents going in and out will also need to 1 what was in -- as we understand tonight, that there's

2 negotiate overhead rolling doors. Qurrently the plan | 2 potential -- that the car stackers that are in this

3 indicates two separate doors; one for inbound and one | 3 position here, there's a grand total of four of them

4 for outbound with a center jam \¢'re suggesting 4 that are indicated on the plans -- that those nay be

5 later in the nenorandumthat they mght want to 5 adifferent type of systemthan a pure stacker

6 consider just having one single larger door which 6 A car stacker would be -- what we woul d

7 would all ow ease of maneuvering in and out wth that 7 classically see is you drive one vehicle onto a car

8 turn. 8 stacker, you press the button, a hydraulic lift lifts

9 V¢ are recomnmendi ng that those turns be 9 that vehicle directly up, and another car is driven

10 reviewed, and if there's any way to hel p make a 10 underneath it. To retrieve the car in the upper

11 better level of service there for people going in and |11 position, you woul d need to first nove the vehicle

12 out, that woul d be advisable. That will help ease 12 out of the lower position and then | ower the

13 maneuvers both on and off Centre Street. 13 nmechanical lift.

14 As it stands right now it's our opinion 14 There are what we cal | sem aut omat ed

15 that if a vehicle was leaving -- a vehicle trying to |15 systens that could be used that could do this

16 enter the facility while that car is in the queue 16 automatically and you woul d not have to nove the

17 waiting to leave and get out on Centre Street, the 17 lower. W have to reviewthe situation. Thisis

18 car that's out on Centre Street waiting to get in 18 brand-new information as of this evening

19 would have to essentially wait for that car to nove. 19 | would not recommend, as was suggested

20 It's just -- the turning naneuvers with a 20-f oot 20 that there are lifts -- mechanical units that woul d

21 drive lane are quite tight -- but doable. It just 21 literally drop the vehicle -- | won't say "drop."

22 needs to be pointed out that that will slow things 22 That's not a good term But place the vehicle down

23 down at that location. 23 by nechanical action, down at the center of the drive

24 V¢ have no indication of what access 24 lane. There could be obvious safety issues with
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1 that, but also just the orientation of the way the 1 just toensure that -- it's alittle bit odd to
2 car woul d be stacked up above and with the way the 2 require that the accessible -- the person that
3 drive lane is, may not be conducive to that type of 3 requires the accessibl e parking space to have to go
4 system 4 out into the elenments, to walk out, get onto the
5 So what | woul d recommend woul d be -- if 5 public street to cone around and enter the residence
6 this was further explored by the proponent -- that a 6 through the front door. Normally, you woul d think
7 sem- -- we'll call it a "semautomated systemi would | 7 that you woul d be able to get to the accessible
8 be reviewed, and that woul d be nore appropriate for 8 parking space and have an accessibl e pathway directly
9 this particul ar instance. 9 in.
10 But what we will say, and this is our 10 At this point intinme, this does not appear
11 opinion, is if a car stacker is used, thisis 11 to nmeet the requirenents of the accessible path as a
12 regul ated by the el evator regulations 524 OWR and 12 free and clear zone that's not in the drive lane. So
13 they require that there's safety instruction and 13 that can be reviewed, and to take it into account.
14 training for anybody that woul d use these systens. 14 Thisis legal if this is an accessible path out here,
15 The semautonated systemis al so regul ated 15 although | would say that that is probably not the
16 by 524 MR \¢ do not have any of those systens 16 nost wel coming to someone with accessibility needs.
17 currently in place in the Commonweal th. | would 17 That's it for ny review if you have any
18 suggest that early and often communication with the 18 questi ons.
19 elevator people would be taken into account as this 19 MR CHUMENTI: Are you suggesting that
20 is all brand newin the area. The use of autonated 20 this design doesn't neet regul ations -- state
21 systens is not brand new, but the use right here in 21 regulations -- as it's presently presented?
22 the Boston area, the Commonwealth, is newand it wll |22 MR STADG No, I'mnot saying that. |f
23 be looked at. |If you're the first on your block, so |23 the proponent is suggesting that they woul d use -- |
24 to speak, to have this, it would be good to get in 24 believe you' re talking about an autonated or

Page 75 Page 77
1 early and often to discuss this with the el evator 1 semautonated parking systen?
2 people. 2 MR CHUMENTI: Also this access you were
3 MR CELLER Excuse ne. Are you saying 3 referring to.
4 that there are no stacker systens -- 4 MR STADG Yeah. That -- | don't have
5 MR STADG No. There are car liftsin 5 enough information to indicate that that is an
6 the area. There's no question there. But the use of | 6 accessible pathway. |'mjust saying that it woul d
7 autonmatic and sem automated systens is brand new 7 need to be an accessible pathway. | believe that
8 M CELLER Automated and seniaut onat ed. 8 does neet regulations. |'mjust saying as a friendly
9 MR STADG Yeah, is what is new and 9 gesture and equal access to those with accessibility
10 currently being considered in Boston, but yet not 10 needs, you woul d typically have an accessibl e path
11 approved and yet not built. There are -- several are |11 wthin the covered and encl osed parking area.
12 being planned at this point intime. |'mnot 12 MB. POERVAN  Actual |y, the devel oper
13 aware -- | do know of sone being thought of as 13 could say. How do handi capped peopl e access the
14 seniautonated, but | do not know of any that have 14 | obby, and how does everyone el se get to the | obby?
15 been in the approval process yet. 15 I'mjust not clear on either of that.
16 B ke parking is shown. Just both -- the 16 MR HUSSEY: Rght here. See that door?
17 question woul d be if the access is through this door |17 That goes fromthe vestibule to the parking. |s that
18 here directly in front of the accessible parking 18 right?
19 aisle, whether that is the location of bike parking 19 MR HARDING Correct.
20 so that the bikes would not have to goin a different |20 M. POERVAN Is it raised? | nean, coul d
21 direction. It's just on a check. 21 a handi capped person --
22 But then what would be nore inportant is to |22 MR HARDING The door to the outside from
23 confirmthat there is an accessible egress path that |23 the handicap hatched area is really just an egress
24 would remain free and clear to the public streets and |24 fromthe garage. So this door here is just an egress
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1 fromthe garage and it gets you to the sidewalk -- 1 aisle. I'mconfident we can do that.
2 the sidewal k all along the side of the building here, 2 MR GLLER So | take it that they don't
3 all the way around to this stair exit. Sothat's a 3 have a choice. They have to neet that code
4 concrete paved area entirely. That's an accessible 4 requirenent.
5 path. 5 MR STADG Correct.
6 M5. POERVAN  You can enter the |obby -- 6 M HARDNG Ve wll neet it.
7 MR HARDING You can enter the |obby right 7 MB. POERVAN  Ckay.
8 here. 8 MR CELLER Qher questions?
9 MR CHUMENTI: Isn't that sloped there? 9 M5, POERVAN Let ne think for a mnute.
10 M HARDING It is. But it's sloped 10 MR CHUMENTI: | suppose -- if you have a
11 within the requirenents of the code. 11 16-year-ol d daughter, would you | et her go down and
12 M. POERVAN  But the handi capped person 12 operate these devices?
13 woul d have to go uphill. 13 M. POERVAN  Stop using wonen as your
14 M HARDING It's avery slight -- it's a 14 exanpl es.
15 1in 20 slope, sothat's belowranp level. It's just |15 MR CHUMENTI: | have a three-year-old
16 kind of a sloped wal kway at that -- 16 grandson. |'msure he'd be delighted to operate
17 M5, POERVAN But if you go out the exit 17 this.
18 next to the handicap ranp to the right, where is the |18 MR GELLER The irony is your three-year-
19 first exit to get into the |obby? 19 old grandson probably knows how
20 M HARDING Wll, that's an exit fromthe |20 MR CHUMENTI: They say, you know, it's
21 garage. The person in -- that's using the handi cap 21 sinple enough that a 12-year-old could do it, but the
22 space woul d go through the garage right here and into |22 12-year-old is never around when you need one.
23 the lobby. Any person who parks in the garage would |23 It strikes me as dangerous. | don't know
24 enter though this door, into the vestibule, and then |24 that |'d feel confortable with other people

Page 79 Page 81
1 into the | obby. 1 operating --
2 An alternative route would be to go out the 2 MR STADG WII, let's be clear as to
3 door and around, but that would be an alternative 3 what you're talking about. If you're talking about a
4 route, not the prinary access. 4 car stacker, which is just the device that | believe
5 M. POERVAN  Ckay. 5 was on the plans prior to what | |earned tonight, no,
6 MR STADG Wat ny coment would be is 6 | would not believe that -- typically, to allow
7 that accessibility regulations would require an 7 renters or rental units and residents -- to use that
8 accessible pathway that is not shared with the drive 8 type of system
9 lane. It needs to be its own accessible path. 9 Qassically, it's parking operators, valet
10 So, for exanple, right at this pinch-point 10 operators that are not only trained but experienced
11 location, there's no width to that accessible 11 inusing it. | have personally seen bad things
12 pathway. It's not shared by the drive lane. As you |12 happen with car stackers. Ckay? And so if not
13 can inagine, if sonebody in a wheel chair was 13 properly used that could be a probl em
14 negotiating that pathway while sonmeone's driving 14 Now if you go to the sem automated
15 in-- that's part of the reason for it. Sol'm 15 systens, they are much safer, and that can be
16 saying that needs to be reviewed, that you have -- 16 properly used by a -- you know, a rental resident, if
17 it's by -- the adnissibility regulations require that |17 you wll, with sone training. But the systemis
18 it isits own path and not shared. 18 conpletely different. It's wholly contained. You
19 MR HJUSSEY: That's basically a building 19 are not in control of the system The systemis
20 code issue, is it not? 20 semautomated and it's enclosed and the novenent
21 M STADG Yes. 21 occurs behind the enclosure.
22 MR HARDING And we can revise this 22 MR CGELLER Wy don't you ask the
23 access. V¢ can revise these hatches to get us the 23 devel opers, or 1'll ask them
24 required anount of pathway outside of the drive 24 Have you started to think about the stacker
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1 and howit's going to function? 1 M5, POERVAN | just want to nake one nore

2 MR ENAER These things are all 2 comment, which is that | assume your main concl usion

3 working/drawing-related details that at the schematic | 3 is that there is not enough -- as things are, there

4 level, we don't feel like we have to. So you can put | 4 are not enough parking spaces for the proposed anount

5 conditions on the site. V& have to satisfy the 5 and mx of units that exist.

6 building conmssioner of the town when we get to 6 MR STADG Correct. And our presunption

7 those levels, but there are only so many things you 7 is also that our demand factors are based on market

8 can do at the prelimnary design level before you get | 8 rates being charged for parking. A couple -- a

9 vyour pernit, and then you spend the tine doing all 9 parking space, for exanple, with a unit, narket rate

10 those kinds of details. 10 space woul d be one of the presunptions. And also the

11 So the answer -- long way of saying, no, we |11 wunit nix that you -- that is currently proposed is

12 haven't done any nore than what we've shown you and 12 howwe've arrived at that. |f the unit mx changes,

13 what our consultants have reviewed and what your peer |13 then that ratio will change slightly. So, yes.

14 review consul tant reviewed. 14 But to answer your question, we do not

15 M GELER ay. 15 believe that there is enough parking shown at this

16 M ROH | can add to that. I'malittle |16 point in time for what woul d be required -- what we

17 ahead of the gane in terns of where we are. So nmaybe | 17 believe woul d be required for a supply of parking.

18 Bob is not aware of it, but |'ve contacted at |east 18 M. POERVAN  Thank you.

19 four different manufacturers. |'ve gotten their 19 MR GELLER Thank you.

20 materials. |'ve gotten a list of names of where 20 Anything el se?

21 they're being used, where they currently are used, 21 (No audi bl e response.)

22 where they' re planning on using them | have contact |22 M GLLER No. Thank you.

23 people to reach out to to get historic data onit. 23 Ckay. | want to invite nenbers of the

24 S0 |'ve done a lot of homework, not enough to 24 public to offer their testinony. Again, please stick
Page 83 Page 85

1 identify a certain product yet, though. 1 tothe topic of tonight's hearing, offer us new

2 MR GELLER And what you're |ooking at, 2 information. If you agree with what sonmebody before

3 are they sinply stackers or sem autonated systens or 3 you said, point tothemand say you agree. Thank

4 the full spectrun? 4 you.

5 MR ROTH |'ve looked at the whol e gamut. 5 MR CHANG Thank you, M. Chairman. M

6 V¢ want sonething that's going to operate 6 name is Derek Chiang from4l Centre Street. V@

7 efficiently, sonething that -- it could hold up over 7 appreciate the opportunity to provide public

8 along period of time, sonething that's relatively 8 coments. As usual, the neighbors have organi zed our

9 friendly, sinple. So we've |ooked at all the 9 thoughts into an order. W& may get inadvertently

10 different conbinations. And, you know it is like 10 interrupted, but we'll try to be as concise as

11 Bob said. VW'rein aprelimnary state. But |I've 11 possi bl e.

12 gotten all the information. 12 First off is-- Dan HIIl is our attorney

13 | do want to make sure that whatever we get |13 representing us.

14 is sonething that if there's a repair that needs to 14 MR HLL: Menbers of the board, ny nane is

15 be nade, we could do it very quickly, there's parts 15 Dan HIl. |'man attorney based out of Canbridge,

16 available, there's labor. And |'d really like to see |16 and | represent the neighbors at the property.

17 sonething that has history toit. So we're doing our |17 | actually have a few questions. | hope

18 honework on that. 18 you don't mind if | raise afewpoints and ask a few

19 MR CELLER And as you can appreciate from |19 questions about sone of the comments that were nade

20 our perspective, what we want is sonething that is 20 by the peer reviewers and the devel oper, since |

21 safe -- operable and safe. 21 think that woul d be hel pful to the board s

22 MR ROTH | nean, our intentionis to hold |22 understanding of the project.

23 the building for a very long tine, and we understand |23 And the first topic is really this parking

24 the liability associated with that. 24 issue and the sight distances, and | suppose it sort
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1 of overlaps between the two experts. | kept hearing 1 on what we were provided, based on our site visits

2 tonight about the sight distance issue being 2 and neasurenents on the field, we have determ ned

3 resolved, but | haven't seen a site plan, whichis 3 that it was adequate, yes.

4 striking to ne since -- you know |'ve been doing 40B | 4 MR HLL: Wre you provided with a plan

5 work for about 15 years, and pretty much every 40B 5 that shows the site triangles at this intersection?

6 project we work on has a site plan. |'mnot aware of | 6 MR F TZGERALD No, we were not. Because

7 asite plan even being on file. There's certainly 7 what we did was we used this plan to determne the

8 not one posted on the town' s website. 8 site triangles and we determned stopping sight

9 Al we have is this one -- this ground 9 distance. Intersection sight distance versus

10 floor plan, whichis an architect's plan. It's not 10 stopping sight distance, two different things

11 signed or stanped by an engineer, it's not scaled, it |11 So the mninumrequirenents for sight

12 does not showthe -- it's not clear where the 12 distance is stopping sight distance, and there was

13 property boundaries are, it doesn't showthe detail 13 nore than adequate stopping sight distance for this

14 where the sidewalk is, it doesn't show the center 14 approach, and that's what we based our assessment on

15 line of Centre Street. So howis anybody to tell 15 MR HLL And did you review the adequacy

16 whether or not the sight distances have been conplied | 16 of the intersection sight distance?

17 with -- the stopping sight distance? Sois the site |17 MR H TZGERALD V¢ |ooked at intersection

18 plan available on the website? 18 sight distance stopped fromthe back of sidewalk. |f

19 M5. MRELLI: It should be part of the 19 you're stopped behind the sidewal k, you' re shy of

20 application. 20 intersection sight distance requirenents being met

21 MR HLL: Ckay. But the application has 21 If you protrude into the sidewal k zone, you have

22 changed dramatically in the last six months. So has |22 adequate visibility. The obstruction, really, is

23 there been a current site plan filed? Wiat |'ve seen |23 looking to the left through the trees that are

24 is asite plan that was a survey plan which showed 24 currently there. It's an existing condition that we
Page 87 Page 89

1 the original footprint of the building, and that was 1 can't -- basically, it's trees further down the

2 filed back in, what, My, when this application was 2 roadway along this grass strip.

3 filed? Is there an updated site plan? 3 MR HLL Hwdo you know where the

4 M5. POERVAN Vs there a determination 4 sidewalk isif it's not shown in this plan? | can

5 made by someone fromthe town? As | recall -- 5 guess where it is, but the plan shoul d show where the

6 MS. MCRELLI: Ve reviewed this for 6 sidewalk is.

7 application conpleteness. There was a site plan 7 MR FITZGERALD This is the edge of the

8 stanped by a surveyor, as required. Rght nowwe are | 8 curb, and this is the opposite edge of road

9 in the process of going through design iterations. 9 MR HLL Were is the sidewal k?

10 You can talk to the traffic peer reviewers, 10 MR FTZGERALD It woul d be between the

11 if what they reviewed was sufficient for their 11 edge of road and the | andscapi ng

12 review 12 MR HLL I'msorry, but how can you j ust

13 MR CELLER Was it sufficient for your 13 make assunptions like this wthout having the detai

14 review? 14 onawplan? | nean, thisis just -- this is 40B 101

15 MR FI TZGERALD V¢ based the review using 15 Every application should have a site plan

16 this plan here. It's -- although it's not 16 Can | speak without being interrupted, Bob?

17 necessarily -- it is to scale. There's not 17 Every 40B application shoul d have an

18 necessarily a bar scale in the corner of the plan. 18 wupdated site plan on whatever najor changes to the

19 It is not stanped by a professional engineer. This 19 design are provided, which isn't the case here. They

20 is what we were given to review and based on this 20 didn't have adequate sight distances for the prior

21 plan, that's what we based our assessment on. 21 design. MNowthey claimthat they do. And you just

22 V¢ deternined that adequate stopping sight 22 heard tonight that there is no intersection sight

23 distance was available for an assuned speed of 30 23 distance wthout encroaching on the sidewal k.

24 mles an hour traveling down the roadway. And based |24 The plan doesn't show the sidewal k
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1 location. The plan doesn't show the center line of 1 the peer reviewer's.

2 Centre Sreet. | have major questions of whether or 2 | don't know about you but, you know, ny

3 not this is being satisfied, and | think you're being | 3 fanily, we get probably two trips fromAmazon every

4 not served well by this reviewon traffic. 4 day. And, you know, where are the delivery trucks

5 Pedestrian inpact remains a concern. It's 5 going to go? | nean, are they going to sit in the

6 aconcern that we raised for the last four or five 6 driveway? That's going to block, of course, access

7 nonths. 7 and egress out of this project. Are they going to be

8 Wth respect to the trash collection, | 8 parked on the street? \ell, if that's the case, then

9 want to comment on that because M. Boehner raised 9 we just heard that cars parked in front of the

10 it. W' veraised this issue mitiple tines. There's |10 building are going to block sight distance.

11 still no -- fromwhat | can tell -- any nanagenent 11 So | raise that and ask that the board ask

12 proposal or plan to deal with trash collection. | 12 the applicant to address, you know, how that's going

13 don't think anyone's studied this. 13 to be managed on this property.

14 Has anyone actual |y reviewed whether or not |14 Qher simlar design issues that we haven't

15 that trash roomthat's shown on the planis large 15 heard about -- and maybe there's been of f-1ine

16 enough to acconmodate 40 apartment units? 16 discussions with staff. You know it would be

17 You know, | know how much trash I 17 helpful if that -- if those discussions were made

18 generate -- ny fanily generates on a given week with |18 public. And we were dunped today with a bunch of

19 recycling cans and trash cans. That |ooks, to ne, to |19 reports, and you were as well. ¢ haven't had a

20 be the size of a parking space, and to put 40 units 20 chance to reviewthemin depth. And it sounds |ike

21 worth of trash in there per week | don't think is 21 there's al so discussions going on off-1ine, which we

22 reasonable. But that's me. |'mnot an expert. This |22 aren't privy to either.

23 board shoul d have an expert review -- 23 But there seens to have been no review of

24 M5. MRELLI: Chairman Geller, | can 24 the stornwater system Again, there's no site plan,
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1 respond to that. So part of our staff neeting with 1 sothere's no details of the stornwater system except

2 the applicant and the team-- we did meet with the 2 for a box that's showing the plan -- the infiltration

3 director of public health, Patrick Ml oney, and he's 3 system

4 requested a rubbish plan, a narrative of how that 4 MR GLLER M. Mrelli, do you want to

5 wll betreated. Wuld it be a trash conpactor? How | 5 respond?

6 nmany receptacles woul d be positioned outside? Wen 6 MB. MORELLI: Yes. Yes, | do.

7 there woul d be pickup. How many tines a week? There | 7 The applicant has been instructed to speak

8 woul d be a narrative for rubbish, recycling, and for 8 with the director of engineering, Peter Ditto, and

9 noi se managenent pertaining to the mechanicals and to | 9 those conversations have taken place. The reason for

10 the trash conpactor. 10 those conversations early on were sinply to | ook at

11 | didgive interimdeadlines to the project |11 the site plan to determne where on the site an

12 team and that is something -- we wanted you to see 12 infiltration systemcould be. He did not want that

13 wupdated plans first, but that will be -- you will get |13 within the building footprint, but outside it, and

14 aletter fromthe director of public health 14 that partly dictated the sethack in the front yard of

15 commenting on the project teams plan -- a narrative |15 15 feet to accormodate an infiltration system

16 when it's subnitted, probably for the next hearing. 16 So M. Ditto has been in touch with the

17 M CGLER Geat. 17 applicant about cal culations that he needs, and that

18 MR HLL: Wen we're talking about the 18 is ongoing. | haven't received any updates. That,

19 ground-floor basenent |evel, | haven't heard any 19 again, is established for the next hearing.

20 discussion fromthe peer reviewers on whether or not |20 There is a site plan review and that isin

21 there's adequate arrangements for visitor drop-offs, |21 keeping with Article 8.26 of the town's general

22 deliveries. It's actually striking to ne that 22 bylaw That is after a conprehensive permt -- if it

23 there's no discussi on whatsoever in any of the 23 were to be issued, that would be conducted before a

24 reports, whether the devel oper's traffic report or 24 building permt is issued, and that is standard for a
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1 project that triggers that byl aw 1 going to cone. Before you knowit, it's going to be

2 MR HLL | would respectfully suggest 2 the end of your hearing, and if there's a problem it

3 that that's too late. Site plan review should be 3 woul d' ve been nicer to knowit up front

4 happening now That should be part of your 4 M5, MORELLI: Chairman Geller, M. Ditto

5 conprehensive permt process. lhder Chapter 40B, 5 has looked at plans. Thisis afairly -- thisis a

6 every local approval that is otherwise required for a | 6 level site. There's not -- there's no slope here

7 project gets subsuned within this process, so it 7 It isasmll site. He does believe that -- thisis

8 would be entirely appropriate for the board to have a | 8 sonething that he is review ng hinself, and that's

9 subsequent site plan review process. 9 why we don't have an outside peer reviewer. V¢ fee

10 M5. MORELLI: | think | was m sunderstood. 10 that his departnent can handle this. And he isin

11 M. Dittowll be giving a letter to the ZBA 11 touch with the devel oper every tine the plans change

12 commenting on what he's reviewed thus far. These are |12 Again, he will be giving you a letter before this

13 prelinmnary plans. Wat we have for all of our other |13 hearing is over. It should be the next hearing in

14 projects, as of right, 40A projects, and 40B, is a 14 about three weeks

15 site planreviewthat is three pages. It's available |15 MR HLL Ckay. M. Boehner had raised a

16 on our website. | wll nmake it available. V& have 16 point in his prior iterations of the report, and |

17 to have construction plans in order to get the 17 don't think he nentioned it tonight. But he had

18 calculations that the director of engineering 18 asked whether or not there was a study done on the

19 requests. Prelinmnary plans are not sufficient. 19 inpact of the project -- structural inpact of the

20 MR HLL: I'msorry. Dd | nisunderstand 20 project on abutting properties

21 you? |s there going to be a site plan review process |21 This remains a concern of ours

22 after the conprehensive permt is issued? 22 specifically 19 Wnchester Street. The foundation of

23 M. MORELLI: Yes. Per usual. That is how |23 that building is right against the property line.

24 we conduct our process. Prelininary drawings are not |24 It's on existing foundation. Fromwhat -- | haven't
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1 sufficient for that. 1 seen any reports of that evaluation -- of the inpact

2 MR HLL | totally agree. But ny point 2 the excavation of this project will have on that

3 is that that should be happening during this process 3 property.

4 because any |ocal approval that's required for a 4 |'ve al so seen no eval uation of the inpact

5 project -- and the devel oper woul d be objecting to 5 that excavation of this project mght have on

6 that. |If there's alocal approval that's not 6 abutting trees. Thereis, uniquely to this site, a

7 included within this process -- 7 rowof trees running along the property line of

8 M. MORELLI: The local process -- we can't 8 19 Wnchester Street that serves a very inportant

9 treat this 40B project differently than the way we 9 purpose of providing screening and shade to the

10 treat other projects. There is going to be a 10 parking lot. This building will be roughly 5 feet

11 stornwater managenent review that is appropriate when |11 fromthe parking lot -- fromthe trees. The trees

12 we have prelinminary drawings. V¥'re not going to 12 run along the property line. It's 5 feet

13 treat 40B projects differently fromthe way we treat |13 Now, nost arborists you talk to woul d say

14 our 40A and as-of-right projects. 14 excavation within 5 feet of a mature tree is going to

15 M HLL: Ckay. | disagree with the 15 have an inpact on that tree. V& think that thisis

16 process that's being laid out by the planner. That's |16 sonmething that the board shoul d consider and | ook at.

17 not how it works under 40B. 17 | want to nmake a point that under your

18 But there should be a stornmater review 18 conventional zoning, if this project were not a 40B

19 now Thisis -- this may not be an issue. For all | |19 project and it's proposed as is, the side yard

20 know, they can manage the stornwater on the site. 20 setback would be 24 feet. It's 10 feet plus the

21 But why isn't it being done now? \¢'ve been talking |21 length of the building divided by 10. So if | did ny

22 about this for four or five nonths. \W've nade this |22 math right, | think it's 24 feet. This project has a

23 point earlier, that there were no details on 23 5-foot setback, 5 or 6 feet, depending on what plan

24 stormwater. \¢ keep hearing it's going to cone, it's |24 you look at
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1 And just in closing on ny part, | do want 1 MR CGELLER Hang on. Can you tell ne --

2 to go back to this issue of density. This project, 2 what are the negative inpacts on safety and heal th?

3 if it was not a 40B, would be linted to 4 stories, 3 You cited them Tell me what they are. You

4 it would be limted to 8 units, it would have a 4 nentioned traffic. 1've just heard peer reviewon

5 24-foot side yard, a 30-foot rear yard. And inthis 5 traffic. So are you telling ne you disagree with

6 project, obviously -- and a floor area ratio of 1, 6 their methodol ogy? Their conclusions? \Wat

7 and 80 parking spaces. This is a substantial 7 specifically is the problemwith the peer review that

8 deviation, obviously, fromyour conventional zoning, 8 we've just obtained that are talking about health

9 and that's what 40B al | ows. 9 safety? Rather than sinply say those words, tell us

10 | read Judi's nemo to you today, about an 10 howthis project adversely inpacts health and safety.

11 hour ago, and Judi says there's a nisconception out 11 MR HLL Sure. So the inadequacy of the

12 there that a board should not approve a density any 12 peer review, in ny mnd, are the sight distances

13 greater than what they absol utely need to make a 13 There have been, in ny view, no evaluation of the

14 project economic. 14 inpact of cars coning out of that garage on

15 | don't necessarily disagree with that, but |15 pedestrians in the sidewalk. V& don't even know

16 | think an inportant caveat to that is that each -- 16 where the sidewalk is. It's not labeled on the plan

17 Judi's right. The board just can't arbitrarily 17 So that, to me, is nunber one

18 reduce density down to 8 units, which is what | think |18 And beyond that, there's been, in ny view

19 is appropriate. You just can't say 8 units is what 19 inadequate eval uation of the inpact of this project

20 you'll get. 20 on pedestrians overall, not just sight distances

21 But you are allowed to reduce density when 21 The amount -- the deliveries. Were are people --

22 that reduction in density is justified based upon 22 are there going to be peopl e doubl e parking?

23 inpacts that you feel haven't been ntigated 23 V' ve heard testinony about what's going to

24 adequately. And 1'd argue that there are a lot of 24 happen on garbage day. M. Boehner's raised this
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1 outstanding issues here, nostly related to public 1 Were are the trash cans going to be stacked? Are

2 safety and transportation, but al so inpacts on 2 they going to be stacked on the sidewal k? Then where

3 abutters, including the trees and the building that 3 are people going to walk? So | think there's a lot

4 A haven't been addressed; or B, can't be mtigated. 4 of unanswered questions

5 And a reduction in density can be justified based 5 And to your question, M. Geller, this

6 upon those facts. 6 project mght actually be able to satisfy these

7 And | don't think just |opping off one 7 concerns, but there's so many unanswered questions,

8 floor is sufficient. The board has tal ked about 8 and | don't think the board should be voting to

9 considering taking off the sixth floor. [|'d argue 9 approve a project until it has those kind of answers

10 you shoul d take off the fifth and sixth floor. The 10 and it doesn't get the answers fromthe devel oper

11 density may not be the biggest issue for us. The 11 If M. Engler is insisting that he only has to

12 higgest issue just mght be setbacks and providing 12 provide conceptual plans, they don't have to get into

13 enough parking. And if they can make it work with 13 the details, fine. Then approve a project that

14 four floors, maybe they coul d have a higher density 14 you're confortable with with those uncertainties

15 than 8 units, maybe even 16 or even 24. | don't 15 MR GELLER Thank you.

16  know 16 Are there any questions?

17 But | woul d encourage the board to really 17 M5, POERVAN  Ch, actually, there's one

18 consider a lower density that woul d probably mtigate | 18 nore question just arising out of that. But

19 all of these concerns that we have raised in this 19 believe this nmight be one nore for M. Boehner, but

20 roomand that you have raised and you've heard about |20 it relates to sonething you raised

21 fromyour peer reviewers. And | woul d encourage you |21 | may be using the wong termnology. You

22 to hire a peer review consultant to do this work. 22 nentioned sonething relating to a geotechnical

23 And if you need sone nanes, |'d be happy to provide 23 evaluation before the digging is done. |Is this

24 sone to you. Thank you. 24 sonething that -- and Judi, 1'Il get you invol ved
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1 here. Is this sonething that generally a devel oper 1 health and safety, the local concerns.
2 isrequired to do? Is it something -- and if not, 2 Starting off with building massing, it
3 who would do that to make sure that there was no harm | 3 still remains problematic. A the last ZBA hearing,
4 to abutting structures? 4 there was a request for a 30-day extension to
5 MR BCEHMER Wat | was referring to -- a 5 continue the discussion on building articulation, to
6 geotechnical study is the very, very first step 6 gather adequate data about parking ratios. \¢'ve
7 before you design the foundation systemof the 7 seen materials fromthe applicant on both of those
8 building. So that involves, typically, the test pits | 8 points.
9 or a conbination of test pits and borings so that you | 9 However, we strongly feel that a 4-foot
10 can really figure out the varying capacity of the 10 step-back on the fifth and sixth floors is illusory
11 soil. Soit's inpossible for a professional engineer |11 and superficial. Even though it may be aesthetically
12 to design a foundation wthout having adequate 12 alittle better, it does not substantially reduce the
13 geotechnical information, so you can't do a building |13 building nassing to substitute for removing an entire
14 without having done that. 14 story. That was the point of discussion at the |ast
15 The issue of -- concern about the -- | 15 ZBA public hearing in which there was a straw pol |
16 guess there -- it is imaginable that there are 16 taken by the ZBA nenbers.
17 situations where you woul d need a geotechnical report |17 Side el evation remains overly inposing.
18 very, very early in a process. A very steep slope 18 The last el evation shown by the applicant shows a row
19 nade out of very soft stone could just be kind of not |19 of trees which we maintain will be destroyed if
20 a believable project, and you'd want to find that out |20 excavation were to take place 5 feet fromthe | ot
21 really early. 21 line. That rowof trees is not there. So the side
22 That does not apply in this project. This 22 elevation is what really inpacts Centre Street, not
23 project will need to do geotechnical borings in order |23 the front elevation, which has a narrow w dth. But
24 to proceed with the structural design of the 24 you can see that side elevation along Centre Sreet,
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1 building. 1 that wonderful gray cenentitious mass, or red, or
2 As far as the neighboring building, that's 2 whatever color of the day it happens to be.
3 also sonething that is part of the normal course of 3 Each additional story does credibly
4 engineering the building. It's connected. You need 4 increase the threat to local concerns: pedestrian
5 to knowif there's another building next to you that 5 safety, the waste managenent that will be tal ked
6 is bearing on soil that you need to bear on, or 6 about by Steven Pendery. It destroys the
7 ensure that you' re not going to undermne the 7 neighborhood fabric, and it sets a bad precedent. |
8 structure of the adjacent building. It's a very 8 want to enphasize this because, as you know, we're
9 serious issue, but it's a very nornal issue. And 9 under increasing threat for overdevel opment in North
10 certainly in urban sites -- every urban site has to 10 Brookline. 45 Marion was pointed to as a precedent
11 wunderstand their inpact on the neighboring buildings. |11 for 40B devel oprent, and now 40 Centre Street, if
12 M5. POERVAN So it's sonething that in 12 approved at six stories, will be set as the
13 the course of building, it absolutely has to be done |13 precedent -- six stories as the precedent for 40B
14 and it will be done? 14 devel opnents. In other sites, that's not always the
15 MR BCEHVER It absolutely has to be done. 15 case, and we hope that the zoning board will
16 For a registered engineer to certify that thisis 16 reconsi der.
17 going to work, it absolutely has to be done. 17 Chuck Schwartz woul d al so |ike to address
18 M5, POERVAN  kay. Thank you. 18 buil di ng nassi ng.
19 M CHANG Thank you. Derek Chiang, once |19 MR SCHMRTZ  Thank you. Chuck Schwartz,
20 again, Centre Street. 20 69 Centre Street.
21 The nei ghbors have assenbl ed a conci se 21 I'd like to speak not only about height,
22 slide presentation that we'd just like to go through |22 but to sone of the issues that M. Boehmer brought
23 quickly. 1'Il start here where we left off interns |23 up, and that is howthe building fits inwth the
24 of what are the, you know, instances of threats to 24 nei ghborhood. You've heard nany tines that we are
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1 concerned about the height of the building. Several 1 Even Hancock Village has been changed.
2 tines during these hearings several of you have 2 Wat's going on there nowis radically different than
3 expressed concerns about the height of the building. 3 theinitial proposal. The heights have been reduced.
4 You've asked to have one or two of the floors 4 So | would ask that the sane considerations be given
5 reduced, and we woul d hope that you woul d continue to | 5 to this project on Centre Street.
6 nake these demands on this project. 6 And | would like to say that, you know,
7 | want to talk alittle bit about the 7 onceit's built, we have to live withit. Like
8 fitness of the building that M. Boehner nentioned. 8 Dexter Park, it's not going to go anay. So | woul d
9 Now the buildings -- the other buildings on Centre 9 ask the ZBA to be custodian of our streetscape.
10 Sreet, 100, 112, 170 have been nentioned before. 10 Please don't let this building be part of your |egacy
11 They' ve even been nentioned at hearings for 420 11 in Brookline. Thank you.
12 Harvard Street. And at one of those hearings, | 12 MR CELLER Thank you.
13 particularly brought up the fact that those 13 M5. RESNCK (ood evening. |'mMargery
14 buildings, although they are tall, they have 14 Resnick. | live at 19 Shailer Street. | was going
15 significant setbacks on both the front, side, and 15 to talk about parking, but many of the issues have
16 rear. This building -- this project does not. Those |16 already been di scussed.
17 setbacks make the -- lessen the inpact of buildings. 17 QOne that hasn't and one on which we rely on
18 n 100 Centre, not only do they have 18 you guys to have the big picture is what elseis
19 setbacks, but they' ve included benches along the side | 19 happening? No building exists in a vacuum And none
20 and the rear of the building for the public to use. 20 of the parking and traffic studies have taken into
21 The front setback on 70 Centre has an area for people |21 account, as far as |'ve heard, the JCHE project,
22 tosit and for children to play. And, again, this 22 which is one bl ock away which will 14 spaces for 60
23 building does not have those setbacks. 23 residents, senior residents who'll have attendants
24 Since | nentioned 420 Harvard Street, at 24 coning in, the 420 Harvard Street project, the

Page 107 Page 109
1 those hearings, the ZBA specifically said that the 1 possible project at Neena's, Coolidge Street and, of
2 buildingis tootall for Harvard Street. As a 2 course, this one.
3 result, one of the floors was elinnated and the 3 And to say that these five projects which
4 nechani cal s were removed fromthe roof al so, adding 4 are -- none of which have adequate parking, none of
5 to a nore significant reduction, and you woul d hope 5 which meet the ratios inposed by the town and conmon
6 that simlar demands coul d be made on this project. 6 sense, are not going to have an inpact, are going to
7 Now, | knowin the past -- the past history 7 just put one or two or three cars on the street, it
8 of 40Bs in Brookline -- let's start with . Aden's. | 8 really defies credibility.
9 Wen St. Aiden's was first proposed, there was an 9 Finally, | really want to say that the
10 outcry fromthe nei ghborhood. Peopl e got together. 10 endless circulation of cars right there -- because we
11 As aresult of these efforts and nei ghbor hood 11 have senior housing -- of attendants |ooking for
12 concerns, much tine and effort was spent for a 12 spaces, it goes on all day, every day. | live on
13 conpronised plan to be reached. Sone peopl e now 13 Shailer Sreet. | nean, you just could cone and see
14 consider that a friendly 40B, and naybe this shoul d 14 it. There are no spaces.
15 be a nodel. Wiat happened as a result of that 15 And finally, | want to say our quality of
16 collaboration was the church was saved and the open 16 life hasn't been addressed, those of us who own
17 space in front of the church has been preserved for 17 houses there. Wat does it nmean to us that we can't
18 public use. 18 have a friend over because there's absol utely no
19 Another 40B on O owni nshi el d, once again, 19 parking? Not only is there no parking, but we're
20 the nei ghborhood got together. They were invol ved. 20 going to put another 21, 31 cars right in that
21 They successfully were able to reach a conpronmse 21 neighborhood in addition to the other five projects
22 with the devel oper so the resulting project was mich |22 currently under discussion. And our quality of life
23 different than the one originally proposed and nore 23 nmatters because we own homes in Brookline, we care,
24 acceptabl e to the nei ghbor hood. 24 and we rely on the ZBA to protect our property and to
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1 really think about the fact that we're not against 1 a conplicated turning naneuver as opposed to a

2 40B. V¢ want affordabl e housing. 2 straight parking layout. V¢ have even nore senior

3 There's one point that hasn't been brought 3 citizens along Centre Sreet than al ong Wnchest er

4 upthat irks ne alot, and that is the devel oper has 4 Sreet.

5 not assured us that the first dibs on these parking 5 And there's just -- you know, as Dan HII

6 spaces will gotothe affordable units. If I'ma 6 says -- a very nininal throwaway sketch of what the

7 person and I'mgetting all of these concessions and 7 sight distance and the pedestrian space will | ook

8 all of these adjustrments and because |' mproviding 8 like, without traffic counts, wthout engineering

9 affordabl e housing, surely the first dibs on parking 9 calculations. \W're very, very worried about this.

10 should go to the affordable units and it shoul d be 10 Renoving each story, eight units, wll reduce that

11 free. Because the ninute you charge, it's no longer |11 risk of pedestrian/vehicle collisions.

12 affordable. So | think in perpetuity, those 12 M. SCHMRTZ Linda Schwartz, and | |ive

13 apartnents should be affiliated with free parking if |13 at 69 Centre.

14 we're not going to be entirely cynical about 40B. 14 | want to say | agree with everything Derek

15 And | really think that sone of the 15 just said about pedestrians, and | also want to add

16 solutions -- I'msorry |"mhere tonight because 16 that | ama frequent pedestrian on Centre Street. |

17 nmonths ago | really thought M. Roth might care 17 counted -- between Véllnman Street and Beacon is

18 enough about the nei ghborhood, about building, about |18 approximately 200 feet. There are 13 curb cuts in

19 all of us who live there to take sone of these things |19 those 200 feet and hundreds of cars noving fromthe

20 into consideration. 20 east lot comng over the sidewal ks. But they al so

21 Instead we listened to a preposterous -- 21 cone fromall those other curb cuts too.

22 absol ute preposterous suggestion that people use town |22 And twice in the last six nonths, |'ve had

23 parking and nove their car to a space at 8 00 at 23 near misses, usually with people pulling out to the

24 night, get up at 800 in the norning, take it out, 24 sidewal k, |ooking at their snartphones, and then
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1 and then every two hours afterwards nove their car. 1 noving forward while I'min the mddl e of the

2 That's the solution. The only solution to 2 sidewalk right in front of them And | worry that

3 ntigate -- as far as | can see -- these problens is 3 not only are there hundreds of seniors on the street,

4 torenove two stories. | really think that w thout 4 often with wal kers and notorized wheel chairs goi ng up

5 that adjustment, these problens will go unmtigated 5 and down, but | knowthat we will get a new senior

6 and unaddressed. 6 housing and add in nore seniors to that. And |

7 M CHANG Derek Chiang, just to read 7 really honestly fear not only for nyself, because I'm

8 this into the record because it hasn't been 8 fairly fast with the dogs getting out of the way, but

9 considered in the current traffic studies and peer 9 not everyone is quick, and | do worry about this --

10 reviews. 10 these cars noving fromthere.

11 No pedestrian counts, especially between 11 A'so, | knowthat a remark was nade by the

12 7:30 and 8:00 a. m, school days, 3:00 p.m to 12 consultant that the sight lines were good as |ong as

13 3:30 p.m, have been provided. Devotion School -- 13 there was no one parked in front of -- on that side

14 the expanded Devotion School is one block away. The |14 of the street where it's illegal to park. But |

15 Webster School is a pedestrian corridor along Centre |15 think, as you saw when Chuck showed pictures of what

16 Street. Wat's going to happen during construction 16 just an average Thursday | ooks |ike, there are tons

17 while Wbster School is open? 17 of cars parked illegally on the wong side of the

18 V@' ve heard about the traffic peer reviewer |18 street. So please take that all into consideration.

19 saying that there's inadequate need for parking 19 Thank you.

20 spaces. | do want to enphasize that we are very 20 M ALT: M name is Steven Ault. | live

21 concerned about the underground parking garage 21 at 19 Shailer Street, and | want to touch on

22 because in 2001 an el derly pedestrian at 22 sonething that was nentioned by M. Boehner and

23 19 Wnchester was killed when a vehicle exited the 23 M. HIl as well about the trash. The devel oper is

24 parking garage. Here we have the turning naneuver -- |24 suggesting that in order to acconrmodate a second
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1 accessible -- handi cap-accessi bl e parking space, that | 1 garbage placed on the sidewal k over the year,
2 they woul d shrink the trash room 2 bl ocking passage for the public on Centre Street.
3 The federal EPA Environnental Protection 3 The volune of trash generated by this 40-unit
4 Agency, estimates that the average househol d 4 building will nost likely require about thirty
5 generates 29 pounds of garbage, trash and recycl abl e 5 35-gallon trash carts being placed out at the curb.
6 nmaterial, every week. At a building housing 40 6 That's aline 55 feet long and 2 feet deep. Extra
7 units, as does this current iteration on 40 Centre, 7 blue recycling containers woul d take even more space.
8 the residents will generate 1,160 pounds of garbage a | 8 Aternatively, the devel oper's intention
9 week or 60,320 pounds per year, over 30 tons of waste | 9 nay be just to |leave a nound of garbage bags at the
10 that the devel oper hasn't accounted for yet. 10 curb where they'd fall into the street or back over
11 This material, studies on organic waste 11 the sidewal k, further inpeding the passersby. These
12 rmanagenent done in Toronto, suggests that fully three |12 bags invite animals and | eave the garbage being
13 and a third tons of this garbage will be organic 13 spilled out onto the sidewal ks and into the streets,
14 waste which will engender unpl easant odors, attract 14 which is a further public health concern.
15 flies and other vermin. The so-called "ick factor” 15 B ther of these options, the trash carts or
16 for this organic waste and its inpact on our 16 the garbage bags, creates a public safety and health
17 nei ghborhood has been ignored so far by the 17 issue. In the absence of any waste managenent plan,
18 devel oper. 18 either rejecting the devel oper's proposal conpletely
19 The building will evidently be equi pped 19 or downsizing this building is the best way to reduce
20 with trash chutes on each floor so that residents 20 the public health, environmental, and public safety
21 will drop their garbage, waste, and recyclables in an |21 inpacts that will be created by 30 tons of organic
22 wunsorted way to the ground floor where there will 22 waste, trash, and recycl ables that the occupants
23 reportedly be a conpactor. Wo wll operate the 23 would produce every year. Thank you.
24 conpactor is unclear. The capacity is unclear. And |24 MR GELLER Thank you.

Page 115 Page 117
1 even if conpacted, 60,320 pounds of garbage is a huge | 1 KAREN H. [|'mKaren of Babcock. And as
2 volune of waste materials to manage. It's unclear 2 a, you know, resident with |ower income because of
3 whether the current 12 by 18 trash roomw |l reliably | 3 severe allergies and, you know, nany other things,
4 provide enough space to store over half a ton of 4 |'mreally tired of other people advocating what
5 garbage every week, even if it is conpacted. 5 should be in and around ny prospective building. |'m
6 The devel oper hasn't bothered to tell the 6 already being displaced by Boston Uhiversity New
7 comunity howthis mx of garbage, organic waste, and | 7 Balance Field under ny w ndow
8 recyclables will be collected or where. The building | 8 And every tine | look at where the 40Bs are
9 design doesn't pernmt a large waste renoval truck to 9 placed, they're either next to or not part of Boston
10 enpty the dunpster on the site. 40 Centre garbage 10 Lhiversity or they're, you know, in other places
11 will then have to be hauled to the Centre Street curb |11 going to be built, like a school next door. | don't
12 where it will be an obstacle for passershy of all 12 want another school next door. Ckay? | mean, you
13 kinds: school children, the elderly, the disabled, 13 know, we're already being displaced at staggering
14 whether on foot or in wheel chairs. 14 nunbers, and you al ready have enough schools in North
15 By failing to subnt a waste nanagenent 15 Brookline to strangl e sonebody. | nean, it's
16 plan so far, the devel oper has avoided telling the 16 preposterous. | don't want benches under ny w ndow
17 ZBA and the community whether recycl abl es are goi ng 17 for people to gather and hang out and have their
18 to be dealt with separately. Should the devel oper 18 conversations all day and all night long. | don't
19 opt for undifferentiated private hauling, the 19 want balls being thrown up and down and hearing your
20 building will have a globally negative environnental 20 vibrations and screans and whistles through ny
21 inpact, which is another public concern. 21w ndow
22 If the devel oper decides to force this 22 And | don't own a car, and | don't want to
23 refuse collection burden onto the town, then the 23 be choked with others that keep nentioning about
24 nei ghborhood will be faced wth having 30 tons of 24 cars. There's alot of people who don't own a car.
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1 | just want a place that is confortable. Mny places | 1 back side of that building, 19 Wnchester Sreet.
2 are not confortable for me to live. | want a one 2 Thank you.
3 bedroom | would like to have a small patio. | -- 3 MR GELLER Just one question. Are you
4 you know, | don't want it close, on top of me. | 4 saying your neighbors for neighboring properties al so
5 want a place that's actually livable -- livable size. 5 are free to use your pool and --
6 M current place is excellent because it 6 MR SIMNELLI: No, no, no. |'mnot saying
7 has heat and the air conditioning is controlled, 7 they use the pool. Wat |'msayingis if they |ook
8 hence the filtered air conditioning system | |ove 8 out their window they get to |ook down into that
9 ny neighbors. | have excellent credit. |'man 9 area, soit's an open space for them
10 excellent tenant. | look after the building as if it |10 KAREN  You can hear them screan?
11 was ny own. But I'mreally tired of either being in |11 MR SIMONELLI: And so it's basically --
12 a bad position or having a new nei ghbor that's not 12 MR CELLER That's not what one woul d
13 good. | nean, |'ma peaceful tenant. | want to live |13 conventionally define as open space.
14 in a peaceful area. And I'd love to have the floor 14 MR SIMNELLI: MNo. | understand that.
15 of soneone's house, but that hasn't cone through 15 I'msaying it's a de facto open space, is what |
16 either. Yeah, thank you. 16 said. Because, yeah, it isn't, but thisis the city.
17 MR CELLER Thank you. 17 You make do with what you've got. Don't make it any
18 MR SIMNELLI: ['mRch Snonelli, Uit 18 worse is what |'mtrying to say.
19 809 at 19 Wnchester Street. 19 MR GELLER Thank you.
20 | sent an email to you a coupl e of weeks 20 M5. ROBENSTEIN  Thank you guys again for
21 ago regarding the back side of 40 Centre Street. A 21 sitting through this tine after tine after tine. |
22 good deal of effort has been put into doing sonething |22 would like to suggest that --
23 with cutting back the massing on the front side of 23 MR CELLER Tell us who you are.
24 that building and even on the sides. But back side 24 MB. ROSENSTEEN  (h, sorry. | thought we
Page 119 Page 121
1 still has a-- call it aBerlinVall effect. You 1 knew each other by now |'mHarriet Rosenstein. |
2 have a six-story wall that's going to be 5 feet away 2 live at 53 Centre.
3 fromthe back of our property Iline. 3 M. Geller, you said to try not to be
4 Now, yes, there's a pool there. But that 4 repetitive, and the trouble that I'm experiencing
5 area, if youlook at it, is nore than just a pool. 5 anyway is that the problens are iterated repeated y
6 It's a de facto open space for the neighborhood. The | 6 because nothing has been candidly addressed. | think
7 neighbors in the surrounding buildings get to | ook 7 that everything we are hearing in sone detail tonight
8 into an open area. There's a building on either side | 8 we have heard in one way or another since June, |
9 of 19 Wnchester Street, there's going to be a 9 think, June of 1916 -- 2016. It's been a long tine.
10 building behind 19 Wnchester Street, nanely 40 10 And | think that one explanation of so much
11 Centre Street. 11 repetition has been the level of good faith or the
12 So |'madvocating that naybe what you 12 presence of bad faith dealings on the part of
13 should do is try to stagger the floors on the back 13 M. Roth and his representatives, that what we have
14 side of the building, as was done with the hotel on 14 been presented with for a very long tine now has been
15 Route 9, try togiveit adifferent effect soit 15 stonewal ling so that there have been no answers to
16 doesn't look |ike you' ve got a building just dwarfing |16 the questions we have repeatedly asked.
17 everything el se around it because it's 5 feet away 17 The first nmeeting that we had -- thisis
18 fromthe property line. So either pull it back or at |18 where I'mgoing to add. The first neeting that we
19 least try to set the floors back, do sonething 19 had, M. Roth indicated that he wanted so much to
20 different besides just adding w ndows, which is what |20 work with the neighbors. He wanted to work with the
21 was done in the last iteration. 21 neighborhood. V¢ were entirely delighted that indeed
22 But thisis, in effect, open space for us 22 this could be a friendly 40B. That was the last we
23 and for the neighbors. The front -- also, the front |23 ever heard fromM. Roth, the expression of a wish, |
24 window or the front lawn for all the people on the 24 suppose, that nobody was granted, either M. Roth or
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1 the neighbors. Thank you. 1 accommodate your request and still have a financially
2 MR GELLER Thank you. 2 feasible project, the burden is on the applicant to
3 M MNAMARA: H. M nanme is Don 3 tell you that. You then nmay ask for a pro forma
4 MMNamara. | live at 12 Wl Inman Street. | just 4 review The applicant has to give you a pro fornma
5 wanted to bring up a couple of points that | 5 that shows the inpact of what -- the condition that
6 thought -- that haven't been brought up yet. 6 you plan to inpose or the waiver that you intend to
7 So this is an apartnent building. So one 7 not grant, the pro forma has to sort of represent the
8 of the big things that's going to come up is turnover | 8 applicant's perspective, that is, | can't do this.
9 of units. So as everybody knows in Boston, Septenber | 9 You then have that pro forma reviewed by an
10 1st is a very rough day. So | think the perfect 10 independent consul tant who doesn't work for the
11 stormfor this place is Septenber 1st, on a Thursday, |11 applicant, doesn't work for the nei ghborhood, but
12 farnmers market, kids going to school. How nany 12 works for you. You have two people already hired and
13 apartnents are going to turn over on Septenber 1st? 13 ready to go, so if you decide to require a pro forma
14 20 of then? So there's 20 trucks pulling up with no |14 review you can advance with that. But the applicant
15 parking, all blocking the road. | think there's an 15 has to give you that pro forma that shows, | can't do
16 issue there. 16 this. You have your reviewer reviewthat pro fornma,
17 | think that's about it. | think the 17 and the reviewer is going to have a certain amount of
18 parking consul tant brought up a great point about the |18 work to do.
19 access for handicapped users. | think that is also 19 For exanpl e, the reviewer is probably going
20 an issue for everybody el se because there are people |20 to need to corroborate sone assunptions in the
21 that are going to be wal king through on the car path, |21 pro forma. It's pretty typical. He night want to
22 which | think is a safety issue as well. Thank you. 22 check the applicant's assunptions about site
23 MR GELLER Thank you. 23 construction costs or something of that nature. And
24 Anybody el se? 24 so there's a hit of discussion that goes on. And
Page 123 Page 125
1 (No audi bl e response.) 1 ultimately the reviewer comes back to you with a
2 M GELLER No. Ckay. Thank you, 2 report.
3 everyone. 3 Now, if the report says the applicant's
4 So what | think we ought to do, as we've 4 full of bunk, you know, they can do -- the applicant
5 done in the past -- well, wait a mnute. Judi, do 5 can do what you suggest, you then have to decide are
6 you want to give us a -- 6 you going to go ahead and inpose the conditions you
7 MB. BARRETT: The el evator speech version 7 threatened to inpose in the first place or not grant
8 of -- 8 awaiver. You have to decide what you want to do.
9 MR CELLER Thank you. 9 If the reviewer cones back and says, | hate
10 M5. BARRETT: | was asked to try to explain |10 totell you this, but what you want to do will nake
11 to the board how the pro forma review process worKks, 11 the project unecononic, ny only concern for you if
12 and that really is the purpose of the meno. | think |12 that's what happens, then it makes it harder for you
13 the take-hone points that I'd like to underscore are |13 as a board to continue to negotiate with the
14 that you don't get to a pro forma review unl ess you 14 applicant. It kind of puts you in a corner. And so
15 ask the applicant to make a change that the applicant |15 you have to decide: Do you want to take that risk?
16 says, | can't do. You don't get to sort of shop for, |16 If you feel that you' re not getting
17 you know, give us miltiple iterations of a pro forma |17 anywhere with the applicant, if you' re asking for
18 wuntil we get to the certain nunber of units that it's |18 changes in what you're getting or gestures, then
19 a make or break. You have to tell the applicant, 19 maybe it is that point and you say, | don't want to
20 take a floor off or increase the setbacks to sone -- |20 ness around with this anynore. Take off a floor.
21 whatever it is that you want, you have to articulate |21 |'mnot trying to put words in your nouth. |'mjust
22 that. And the applicant is either going to say, | 22 saying, you know, just tell the applicant what it is
23 can do that or not. 23 that you want and get going with this.
24 If the applicant doesn't think that he can 24 But if you feel that you're getting
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1 sonewhere based on the independent reviews you have 1 MB. BARRETT: Yes, your peer reviewer's.
2 so far, then ny recommendation to you is to keep 2 M5. POERVAN I'msorry. Can you say that
3 going and try to get the best project you can for 3 last sentence again, because | was writing sonething
4 your town, recognizing that in the end, the changes 4 down.
5 that you' re asking the applicant to nake, whatever 5 M. BARRETT: That's all right, Kate. |
6 they may be, are always going to have to be sort of 6 was saying when this case -- if this case goes to the
7 weighed against this issue of, well, even if we get 7 Housing Appeal s Conmittee, you know you're not going
8 what we -- if we can get what we want here, how does 8 to be relying on the neighborhood s consultants, even
9 that relate to the regional need for affordable 9 though they mght want you to, and you're not goi ng
10 housing, which is, you know, ultimately the directive |10 to be relying on the applicant's consultant, even
11 of the statute. 11 though he may want you to. You're going to have to
12 So | think you have to -- you're getting to |12 rely on your consultants.
13 the point where, frankly, you really do have to nake |13 M5, POERVAN Got it.
14 a decisi on because peer review doesn't just happen 14 MR CHUMNTI: M understanding is then
15 overnight. | nean, you' ve seen what's happened with |15 when it goes to land court, it's de novo basically on
16 the traffic reviews and with Qiff's work. | nean, 16 these issues.
17 there's been four different sets of plans | think you |17 M. BARRETT: | have not been to a | and
18 said you' ve revi ewed. 18 court proceeding before. | deal wth the Housing
19 Vel |, the sane kind of thing happens, you 19 Appeals Committee as little as | possibly can.
20 know with a pro forma review and so you need to 20 MR CHUMENTI: It's de novo. They start
21 have the tine to do that. And |'mjust concerned 21 fromscratch.
22 that you have 180 days. There's a nodest extension 22 MR HJUSSEY: Can you el aborate on that a
23 here, but you need to nake a decision, and you have 23 little bit, Steve?
24 to decide: Do you want to take that risk or do you 24 MR CHUMENTI: Basically the judge is the
Page 127 Page 129
1 want to keep goi ng? 1 zoning board. It starts fromthe beginning. It
2 And just bear in mnd that although -- you 2 doesn't consider what we said. He basically
3 know inthe end, the applicant's consultants are 3 reevaluates the thing. He's not conpelled to pass
4 going to represent the applicant's best interest. 4 judgnent on us. He basically nakes his own deci sion.
5 The nei ghborhood -- no disrespect to any of you, but 5 He does basically what we're doing now
6 the nei ghborhood has an advocacy position too. The 6 MR HJUSSEY: Does the judge decide, or can
7 nei ghborhood wants the snallest project they can get. 7 it gotoajury?
8 The applicant wants the biggest project he can get. 8 M CHUMENTI: Ch, no, it would be a
9 You need to have a project -- as Lark said in another | 9 judge.
10 setting here on a different project, you need to get |10 M5 POERVAN As | understand it, if the
11 a project you can approve, and you have to decide: 11 devel oper appeals, it always goes to the HAC?
12 Are you there, are you getting there, or do you think |12 MB. BARRETT: Correct.
13 vyou're not? 13 M5. POERVAN  So we don't get a choice of
14 If you think you're not, thenit's tineto 14 venue.
15 say, M. Roth, you need to nake the following change, |15 MR CHUMENTI: Ch, no. Then you go to
16 and let himeither say he can or he can't. If you 16 court.
17 think you're getting sonewhere, | would hold off and |17 M5, BARRETT: Just to be clear, if the
18 | would see, can you get this thing a little closer 18 applicant's unhappy with whatever you issue, the
19 to what you' re looking for? 19 applicant can go to the Housing Appeal s Conmittee and
20 In the end, what you're going to have to 20 you go through that process. And if you' re not happy
21 rely onif this goes to the Housing Appeals Committee |21 with howthat turns out, then the ball's in your
22 is not the neighborhood s consultants, it's not the 22 court. Sonebody's going to end up appealing, you
23 applicant's consultants, it's yours. 23 know, fromthere, but --
24 MR CELLER Qur peer reviewer's. 24 MR CHUMENTI: If he can prove it's
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1 unecononic, he gets to go to the Housi ng Appeal s 1 board to continue the discussion that they've had.
2 Commttee. |If we don't like the decision, we get to 2 MR HUSSEY: Veéll, | think, fromny
3 goto court. 3 perspective, the issue has always been, in terns of
4 MS. BARRETT: | nean, that's true. That 4 the neighbors and to some extent with us, the
5 is -- you know, you have to decide -- | think the 5 dense -- the height of the building, the nunber of
6 great difficulty for boards of appeal with this 6 floors, the density, and the nmisalignnent with the
7 process is, you know, you're trying to get -- your 7 nunber of parking spaces and the nunber of units.
8 jobistotry toget the best project you can for the | 8 Al the rest of the stuff that they' ve
9 town. | think that just needs to be really clear. 9 done, sone setbacks, some visual design variation,
10 This lawis not about stopping affordabl e housing. 10 but it's been essentially -- the core of the program
11 It's about building it. So there's always this 11 is still the same. And we haven't heard anything, |
12 tension between, well, what's stopping the building 12 don't think, fromour peer reviewers that indicates
13 of affordabl e housi ng? 13 that it's reasonabl e to demand that be changed. The
14 Froma Chapter 40B perspective, it's the 14 architectural peer reviewer says he's not bothered by
15 regulatory requirenent. | nean, the very things that |15 the height. The traffic and parking reviewer
16 Attorney HIIl would like you to conply with are the 16 indicates that it's -- you know it's adequate.
17 reasons that there's Chapter 40B. There's all this 17 M GLLER Rght.
18 tension between conpliance wth what you have for 18 MR CHUMENTI: | agree with Aiff Boehner
19 zoning and the regul atory barriers, and you're trying |19 that the appearance of this project is very inproved.
20 to figure out where's that spot where you've got a 20 | agree with Chris that that's really not terribly
21 project that can be built. That's what the lawis 21 nmaterial.
22 about. It's about creating affordabl e housing. But |22 The fact of the nmatter is the regul ations
23 you don't ever know for sure unless you ask the 23 tell us we're to consider the height and bulk of this
24 applicant to make sone change and the applicant says, |24 project. That doesn't mean: How does it look? How
Page 131 Page 133
1 |l candoit or not. 1 big does it look? Howtall does it |ook?
2 Now, so far, you know, you' ve been asking 2 Basically, if this building were 10 stories
3 for things and the applicant's cone back with sone 3 tall, the problemwth the height and bulk isn't that
4 changes. |'mnot saying -- |'mnot passing judgment 4 it would look likeit's 10 stories tall. It's that
5 on those changes. |'mnot saying they're great. |'m| 5 the height -- the bulk and height of the building,
6 just saying the applicant has made quite a few 6 the size of the building inplies a great deal about
7 changes. | remenber the first time | sawthe plans 7 the pressure that the popul ation concentration
8 for this building and I, frankly, was horrified. 8 creates for the trash, for the parking, for the
9 But, you know, |'mjust your 40B consultant. |'mnot | 9 traffic. Al of those things. That's what height
10 an architect. Thank God you're here. But, you know, |10 and bulk is really about, not about howtall it
11 the project's changed a lot, but has it changed in 11 appears.
12 the material ways that you want? | can't coment on |12 Basically -- and |'ve said and | continue
13 that. That's your job. | canjust say it's changed |13 to feel that at |east the sixth floor has to come
14 alot. 14 off. Andin looking at the distribution of
15 And to -- you know, to the point of do we 15 apartnents that they have there and working through
16 have an adequate plan and so forth, what ny 16 the little 2012 town survey for rental units, the
17 experience typically is is whatever the focus issue 17 parking ratios they have, if you actually took the
18 is, that's sort of what everybody kind of works on. 18 sixth story off and you used those little ratios, you
19 And then in the end when everybody agrees, yeah, this |19 get a parking requirenent of -- the .68 woul d get you
20 is what we're going to do, then you get a revised -- |20 to -- which is what the parking consultant
21 conplete revised set of plans, and that beconmes the 21 suggested -- you get 21 parking spaces, which happens
22 plan of record. 22 to be the parking spaces in the basenent.
23 MR CELLER That's a nice intro for the 23 | think that for those reasons, not the way
24 board to have a discussion, so | want to invite the 24 the building I ooks, but because of the bulk and size
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1 of this building, taking that sixth story off goes a 1 know, 4 feet, basically you'll just have -- ny view

2 long way to addressing the parking probl emand the 2 isyou Il have sonebody thrown over the edge in a

3 trash problemand just the busyness and traffic that 3 fight at the barbecue, so you may as well get it

4 this building entails. Basically, if you actually 4 further back to prevent death or sone other safety

5 took the sixth story off and you dropped down the 5 issue.

6 parapet there, it elimnates the building | ooking 6 MR CGELLER They're at 4 feet now |

7 top-heavy but, as | say, | don't think -- Qiff 7 think Qiff's comment is if they set it back anot her

8 nentioned -- but | don't think that's what height and | 8 2 feet, it'll be of greater inpact. And that's --

9 bulk inthe regulation really is a reference to. 9 we'rejust -- for the nonent, we're talking about the

10 It's not that the building looks tall. It's that it |10 front.

11 is big, too hig. 11 M. POERVAN V' re tal king about the

12 M5. POERVAN  There are tines when | wish 12 front. So I'mjust saying put it back another 6

13 | really hadn't been put on the zoning board, just 13 feet -- no, no, no -- another 2 feet to actually have

14 about every tine | |eave one of these neetings. 14 habitabl e space up there but al so have a greater

15 MR CELLER Easier being in the public, 15 visual inpact of |essening the bulk of the building.

16 isn't it? 16 And | think that that could have sone effect on the

17 M CHUMNTI: No, it isn't. Not if 17 wunit mx, and | think that being collaborative in

18 you're here fighting a project. 18 finding a way of inproving the parking ratio woul d

19 MR HUSSEY. As Steve knows. 19 get us far.

20 M. POERVAN | agree that the building is |20 | think that trash managenent is sonething

21 too big. | think the biggest problens are parking, 21 that has to be worked out. | think that's sonething

22 which our peer reviewer said was a problem that the |22 that --

23 ratio was inadequate, that it should be closer to a 23 MR GELLER You want to see a narrative?

24 .67. | think that there are issues relating to there |24 M. POERVAN  Yes. Because we're just not
Page 135 Page 137

1 being inadequate parking. Some of those were shown 1 going to see 50 -- we're just not going to inprove

2 by the pictures that neighbors showed us of peopl e, 2 anything by having 50 blue cans |ined up outside.

3 for exanple, being knocked out of their wheel chairs 3 And | need to hear -- | don't know how far we go, but

4 when they were basically run off the road at farmers 4 | need to hear that we can work on that or else | am

5 markets. So | think there are safety issues. | 5 going to say, okay, let's take a floor off. Because

6 think sone of the issues are just convenience. 6 inlooking at the pro fornma, | think you can still

7 | think that the way to best handle that is 7 make it economcally viable. You can shake your

8 to, as Steve says, get a greater alignnent of the 8 head, but the current treasury rate is 1.79. Add two

9 percentages. | think that if we could find a way to 9 and a half to that and you've got --

10 do that without taking off a floor, of reducing the 10 MR ENAER Four and a half.

11 wunits and increasing the ratio of parking in a 11 M5, POERVAN | looked it up today. It's

12 discussion, in a collaborative way, that woul d be 12 1.79.

13 great. 13 M ENAER And four and a half to that.

14 e thing | want to see is what Qiff 14 M5 POERVAN No.  You add two and a hal f.

15 Boehrer suggested, woul d be increasing the sethack of |15 M ENAER No. You add 4.5 to that.

16 the fifth and sixth floors. And this is a huge 16 (Miltiple parties speaking.)

17 noverent for me. | hope everyone realizes that, and |17 M5, POERVAN  Either way, | think it could

18 I'msure sone people really hate it. But where | am |18 be econonically reasonable, and | think he can make

19 right nowis for the fifth and sixth floors to be set |19 it. Sothat's ny point. | don't want to fight.

20 way back, you know at |east six feet, because that 20 Ckay? So ny point here, too, is we can all fight, we

21 will -- 21 can all gotothe HAC we can all get ulcers. Let's

22 MR CGELER Were? Front? Sde? 22 not do that. Let's try to be cooperative. You' ve

23 Ms. POERVAN (n the front. So we have 23 really come a great way in terns of naking this a

24 where it's gone back to the bal cony, and he said, you |24 nuch nicer building. So we'll hear what Jesse has to
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1 say, but -- 1 they've got to add further stackers. So that's nore
2 MR GELLER So are -- | just want to be 2 parking. So the parking issue you can address one of
3 clear. You're not asking for any kind of setback 3 two ways.
4 other than in the front? 4 Interns of the trash, they' ve got to
5 MS. POVERVAN | would love it, but no. 5 produce for us a narrative that tells us howthis is
6 MR CELLER That's the devel oper. Wiat 6 going to be acconplished and it's going to tell us
7 are you asking himto do? 7 howa roomof that size is going to accormodate a
8 M5, POERMAN | amnot asking for that. 8 building with this nunber of units, with this nunber
9 MR CELER Are you asking for that? 9 of occupants. Hwis it going to be stored? Howis
10 MR HUSSEY: | think if we can get nore 10 it going to be disposed of? Wat's the pickup
11 setback at the top -- 11 et hodol ogy? How s it going to work? Qve us
12 M CGLLER Front? Sde? 12 sonething in witing to that effect and let us | ook
13 MR HUSSEY: Wll, the front. Probably the |13 at that. So, | nean, | think that'Il at |east give
14 front. The issue is going to be having that work 14 wus a starting point to look at that. And, frankly, I
15 with the plan at the ground floor that doesn't 15 think we shoul d have that.
16 elimnate a parking space. Wen they noved the 16 MR CHUMNTI: | think that we need to get
17 elevator and stair back, it had sone conseguences 17 this thing done right in the first place because,
18 that the architect nay have -- are working out. But |18 frankly, if | were representing the devel oper and a
19 you certainly could give hima chance to do that. 19 year later you're telling ne |'ve got to buy three
20 M. POERVAN  And the parking has to be 20 nore of these things, 1'd go to the judge and say it
21 worked out, that ratio. 21 nakes it unaffordable, and the judge would say forget
22 MR HUSSEY: The only way to reduce -- get 22 it.
23 the parking worked out is to reduce the nunber of 23 MR CELLER Can they go and do that?
24 units. 24 MR CHUMENTI: Yeah. That's what you do.
Page 139 Page 141
1 M5, POERVAN R ght. 1 You go to the judge and you say it's not affordable.
2 MR GELLER O increase the parking. 2 MB. BARRETT: Veéll, the applicant woul d
3 MR HUSSEY: There's no way to increase the 3 cone back and ask for a nodification. | nean, that's
4 parking. 4 how you renedy that. And the board deci des whet her
5 MR CHUMENTI: \¢'ve already got this 5 the request for a nodification is substantial or
6 gold-plated strange systemto get the parking where 6 insubstantial.
7 it is. 7 MR CHUMENTI: And then we go back and
8 MR CELLER That gol d-plated strange 8 tell them sorry, can you renove the sixth floor?
9 system assuning that they present infornation that 9 It'salittletoo late, little too |ate.
10 satisfies our concerns, they're building a structure |10 M5, BARRETT: Wéll, to conplete the
11 that accormodates nore of those do-hickies. And 11 thought, if the board said -- you're asking for a
12 therefore, if the conclusion is reached that they 12 substantial change. Let's assune the applicant's
13 function and they function safely and that they have |13 comng back and saying, well, it doesn't work, but I
14 a nethodol ogy in which to enploy it in a safe manner, |14 just want a waiver fromhaving to provide nore
15 then it seens to me the -- the parking ratio is 15 parking, so | want to nodify the permt. And board
16 addressed either by a reduction in the nunber of 16 says, no, we're not going to do that. \¥'re going to
17 wunits, right, size of the building, or anincrease in |17 hold you to the ratio that we wote into the permt.
18 the parking. 18 The applicant can go to the Housing Appeal s Committee
19 So put -- if you approve the project, put a |19 and get that overturned. |'mjust saying that that's
20 condition in. They're already building the size 20 what the renedy -- that's how the process woul d work.
21 sufficient to acconmodate these things, so put ina 21 M. POERVAN Vel 1, why don't we just say
22 condition that says that they have to do an audit one |22 put in the stackers nowif that's the way -- we know
23 year after they've got 70 percent occupancy. And if |23 that the demand is going to be greater than the --
24 it is established that there's insufficient parking, 24 what's existing.
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1 MR HUSSEY: You nean what's proposed. 1 M5, POERVAN | feel like I've lost that

2 M5, POERVAN  Wiat' s proposed rat her, 2 today.

3 yeah. 3 MR GELLER Peer review has not said that

4 MR CHUMENTI: If the applicant renoves 4 the massing is too large, so | don't have an

5 the sixth floor, the ratio cones out to be what the 5 independent way of deternmining that the massing is

6 parking consultant said. 6 toolarge. |'mnot saying this is a beautiful

7 M. POERVAN | think thereis -- I'm 7 building that is pristine Victorian styling. |'m

8 trying to do a risk assessment, and that's really 8 trying to deal with the practical reality of 40B,

9 what it is coning down to for me, is what the risk is | 9 what we can do and cannot do. That's the limtation.

10 of being wong, if I'mwong about the economc 10 Andit's not a good one, but that is the limtation.

11 considerations and the strength of our |ocal -concern |11 So | just look at the peer reviewthat we

12 argument. So for me it was a risk/benefit analysis. |12 have. |s traffic an issue? Peer review says traffic

13 MR CELLER Wat you' ve lost is the 13 is not an issue. So what are the issues?

14 cooperation of this devel oper. 14 Steve points out that it's not the height

15 M5. POERVAN  Yeah, that too. | nean, 15 so much, inand of itself. It's the inpact of

16 what? You're saying | lost it right now? Yeah, 16 density on trash disposal, storage, pickup; it's on

17 we've lost that. 17 the fact that delivery vehicles -- we've had

18 But also, if we do get to the appeal s 18 testinony to that effect -- will have an inpact.

19 court, realistically -- I"mjust trying to weigh all 19 Ckay. Were are the narratives on this that tell ne

20 of this. I'mtrying to be very realistic and very 20 one way or another howit's going to be done so that

21 pragmatic. And | think -- | think we'd succeed on 21 | can draw a concl usion, or somebody who is

22 economcs, but if we don't, | think |ocal concerns 22 technically capable can tell ne it can't work that

23 will be very tough. And that's being very pragnatic, |23 way. You' re going to have UPS trucks |ined up down

24 and that's why I'mwilling to see if the developer -- |24 Centre Street. \¥'re going to have queuing. It's
Page 143 Page 145

1 but | thinkit's possible. But that's why I'm 1 going to take you 16 hours just to clear the site.

2 wlling to see if the developer will work with us now | 2 By the way, | don't think that's the case, but |

3 on these issues. And if he were to say no, | would 3 don't have any peer review, and | don't have anybody

4 say take off the sixth floor and we'll play that 4 technically who can tell ne that that's what's goi ng

5 gane. 5 to happen.

6 MR HUSSEY: WII, | think we don't have 6 You can tell ne that there's no parking in

7 time going forward to bring this up at a future 7 front of this building because the Town of Brookline,

8 hearing. | think if you're going to ask for a floor 8 initsinfinite wisdom saidthat's not a good pl ace

9 to be elimnated, you ve got to do that now 9 for it. But where's the technical infornation that

10 And the pro forma, the whol e business about |10 tells ne, the ZBA nenber, that therefore, this

11 estimates going forward, both construction estimates |11 building doesn't work?

12 and market estinates, as | said before, is an art. 12 So 1'd like the starting point to be -- 1'd

13 It is not a science. There are a nunber of variables |13 like to know howthis is going to happen. Were are

14 that go any which way. 14 the trucks going to go? Wen | nmove into your

15 MR CELLER That's true. 15 building -- and ny wife loves to shop on Arazon --

16 MB. POERVAN V@I, Jesse, 1'd like to 16 where is that stuff going to -- howis the truck

17 hear what you're thinking, for one thing, and then 17 going to cone to the building? Hws it going to get

18 18 into the building?

19 MR CELLER So ny thought process has been |19 MR ENGLER Drones.

20 fromthe beginning that -- you know, it's interesting |20 MR GELLER Drones, probably to your roof

21 what Steve says, but ny viewpoint has been -- | don't |21 deck.

22 have an issue with height, our peer reviewer doesn't |22 M5. POERVAN O to the expanded bal cony.

23 have an issue with height, so | don't have a basis on |23 Maybe it could go there.

24 which to say this building is too tall. 24 MR HUSSSEY: QO double park, just like they
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1 do nowall over the place. 1 fromthe zoning lintation, but it has a list of
2 MR GELLER Everywhere el se. 2 requirements that we are to consider. They're all
3 I'msinply saying -- soif | look at our 3 not quantifiable.
4 peer review | have a very difficult tinme reaching 4 M5, BARRETT: But you have to weigh them
5 the conclusion that | ought to tell himsinply |op 5 against the regional need for affordable.
6 off the sixth floor. 6 MR CHUMENT: Wat is that?
7 I'f what you're saying is you ought to nove 7 MB. BARRETT: \Mat does it mean?
8 the front back to 6 feet, | think you ought to nove 8 MR CHUMENTI: These are all concepts.
9 that floor -- is that the measurenent, 6 feet? 9 These are not -- how do you weigh the fact that 30
10 Because you're at 4. Mve it back 2 feet? VYeah, | 10 percent of the househol ds in Brookline are eligible,
11 think that would be an inprovenent. | think it would |11 basically, for affordable housing, as opposed to this
12 be an inprovenent to the building that | actually 12 is a 40-apartnent building in a nei ghborhood where
13 think you do like and that you do want to take pride |13 this would never have been permtted otherw se? |
14 in. | think it's a better building because | think 14 nean, how do you neasure that? How do you weigh
15 what it does is it makes that four stories read nore |15 that?
16 like a four-story buil ding. 16 MB. BARRETT: \Il, it's the direct -- the
17 You know, the question then becones: Has 17 inpetus of the statute is that -- because there is an
18 peer reviewtold us, because of health, safety, local |18 unmet need.
19 concern, that there ought to be setbacks on any other |19 MR CHUMENTI: Then why did they tell us
20 side of this building? Again, peer review hasn't 20 to consider the height and the bulk and --
21 told us. There is nothing in peer reviewthat has 21 MB. BARRETT: Because you have to bal ance,
22 suggested to nme that they ought to be taking off a 22 you have to bal ance.
23 floor. I'msorry to say that, because | think it'd 23 MR CHUMENTI: And that's what we're
24 be better if you did. 24 doing, and there's too much pressure in this spot.
Page 147 Page 149
1 MR CHUMENTI: | disagree. 1 M. BARRETT: And all | woul d suggest to
2 MR GELLER That's why we're here. 2 you -- and not as a fan of this project, but just to
3 MR CHUMENTI: If there were a health and 3 point out -- you need sone objective basis besides, |
4 safety problem we reject the project. W' re not 4 just think the building is too big. That's why you
5 saying we're going to reject the project. The 5 end up getting professional help.
6 regulations say we consider height and bul k. Height 6 S I"'mnot saying that to your eye you're
7 and bulk aren't going to be safety concerns, but it 7 wong. |'msaying that you get professional help to
8 says we consider height and bulk, it says we consider | 8 evaluate those matters that are listed in the
9 adequacy of parking ratios, talks about open space 9 regulations. | think you' ve got a tough road here if
10 and so on, talks about the intended use of space in 10 you're suggesting that perhaps your assessnent of the
11 the facility and so on. These are not reasons to 11 size of the building supercedes that of your
12 reject the project, but they are reasons to basically |12 architectural review but that's just something to
13 say this project is too big. And that's all I'm 13 think about.
14 suggesting, this project is to big. 14 MR HJUSSEY: So you're essentially saying
15 If it were five stories -- it's not because |15 that you're agreeing with M. Geller, our chairnan,
16 it doesn't look so tall or it |ooks better in the 16 in his analysis, wiichis --
17 neighborhood. [t's because they have less bulk, less |17 MR CGELLER Nobody shoul d agree with ne.
18 pressure on the -- 18 MR HUSSEY: ['d like to make one comrent
19 MR CELLER Let's distinguish. This 19 about the trash.
20 project is too big. 20 M. POERVAN  She's not agreei ng
21 MR CHUMENTI:  Yeah. 21 necessarily. WWat nodifications or --
22 MR CELLER 40B says peopl e can build mich |22 MR GELLER N
23 higger than they otherw se coul d. 23 M. POERVAN  Wat do you have to say?
24 MR CHUMENTI: It says they are excused 24 M. BARRETT: |'mtrying -- | don't want to
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1 steer the board. | really don't want to steer you 1 parking garage. And the inpact of that is the
2 on. I'mjust trying to give you the benefit of ny 2 ability of cars, frankly, to get in and out, and what
3 experience, whatever that's worth. 3 happens if there are conflicts.
4 M. POERVAN  Ckay. 4 And although | think the peer reviewer was
5 MR HUSSEY: I'd like to make one comment 5 very careful and did not say that he thought that
6 about the trash. And | knowthis may be giving 6 there was a safety-hazard i ssue and he was careful to
7 evidence, but it can't be hel ped. Mst of the trash 7 say that it conplied with codes, he gave coments
8 analogies that we've heard so far, as near as | 8 that -- these are ny words, not his -- but better
9 understand them really related to single-famly 9 design would be at least a 1-foot gap at the doors
10 hones. 10 and for people to get in and out, and that
11 I live in a 72-unit condon nium and we 11 particularly in the curve of the drive where there's
12 have thirty 55-gallon trash containers for a 72-unit |12 a single door, there's the concern about conflict
13 building. So | don't see 40 containers in this 13 between the vehicles comng in and the vehicles
14 building, fromny experience. 14 coning out. And then you throwin the concern about
15 M CGELLER Ckay. |'msinply suggesting 15 the tight garage. The cars have to back in, and the
16 that it would be appropriate for us to hear the 16 nunber of times -- back in and out -- the nunber of
17 narrative of howit's going to function. 17 tines they have to maneuver to get out or in.
18 M. POERVAN  How do we sol ve the parking 18 You know, those all go to -- you sort of
19 problen? If we give direction today -- because | 19 put that -- you weigh that against the demand for
20 think we do need to decide now whether or not we get |20 adequate parking. So you have to weigh those two
21 the economc review | think you and | have nade 21 different concerns.
22 suggestions. The others have not weighed in on the 22 MR HJUSSEY: WeII, there are limts to what
23 6-foot back issue, whether or not that would -- 23 you can do --
24 MR CELLER WII, that's not going to 24 MR CGELER -- dowiththis, right.

Page 151 Page 153
1 solve the parking ratio. 1 That's exactly the issue.
2 M5, POERMAN Rght. Veéll, that'sit. So 2 MR HUSSEY: You lost ne.
3 we ask for that or -- | haven't heard M. Hissey say 3 MR GLLER No. The issue is -- you can
4 it, but -- and then the parking. How do we -- 4 demand that they add parking spaces; right?
5 MR CHUMENTI: The expert says .67 shoul d 5 MR HJUSSEY: Through the stackers.
6 be theratio, and you can do that by elinnating nine | 6 MR CGELLER Through the stackers, which
7 units, elimnating the sixth floor. O you coul d 7 Steveis not in favor of. But your point is --
8 just say keep a ratio of .68, however you doit. 8 MR CHUMNTI: |'mscared. You've got two
9 MB. BARRETT:  You coul d do that. 9 tons of netal.
10 MR CHUMENTI: Wich is what Jesse was 10 MR CGELLER But your point is that even if
11 saying. 11 you do that, you've exacerbated the risks --
12 MR HUSSEY: Yeah. |'mreally not happy 12 MR HUSSEY: Rght. And al so perceived
13 with these jack-up units. 13 pedestrian safety.
14 MR CGELER Sackers? 14 M GLLER Rght.
15 MR HUSSEY: Stackers. | think they're -- 15 MR HUSSSEY: | won't give you ny lecture on
16 as | saidin the past, | think we have two issues 16 the three different truths.
17 here with the parking. ne is the nunber of units 17 M. POERVAN  What ?
18 related to the nunber of living units. The other is |18 MR HJUSSEY: WII, there's objective truth,
19 the so-called safety. And the safety issue gets 19 whichis scientific truth; perceived truth, whichis
20 resolved by not increasing the parking, and let the 20 political truth. 1'mtrying to remenber themnow |
21 parking be driven by the narket. 21 lectured ny grandchildren.
22 MR CELLER There is a tension there. | 22 MR CGELLER You forgot the punch |ine?
23 nmean, one of the points that is nade by the parking 23 VeI, if you're followng your
24 peer reviewer is, of course, that you've got a tight |24 conclusion --
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1 MR HJUSSEY: The safety issue is perceived 1 three-bedroomand you put in two studio apartnents,
2 rather than scientific. 2 so three studio apartnments. That's not going to
3 MR CELLER Rght, right. He was very 3 change --
4 careful to make that distinction. 4 M5. POERVAN Right. | dothinkit's
5 If you foll ow your line of reasoning, then 5 true -- | think the ratio you can use for studio
6 your conclusion is somewhere between Kate's and 6 apartnents is less. | think sonmeone with a studiois
7 Seve's. Nowtranslate that to the devel oper. 7 less likely to have a car.
8 Kate's ask -- and | don't want to steal 8 MB. BARRETT: They do need to preserve at
9 your words, but you want the front a full 6 feet 9 least 10 percent of the units as three-bedroons.
10 back; right? 10 M5. POERVAN Rght. But nowthere are 5
11 M. POVERVAN  Yes. 11 three-bedroons? Yeah, there are 5 three-bedroons,
12 MR CELLER And you al so want the nunber 12 and they're al so nore per square foot for the
13 of units -- 13 studi os.
14 M5. POERVAN  -- reduced. 14 MR HUSSEY: VéII, I'mnot going to work
15 MR CGELLER So that the ratio -- 15 out the nunbers.
16 M. POERVAN  -- is inproved. 16 M5. BARRETT: Right. That's the
17 MR CGELER -- is inproved to 60. 17 applicant's problem You need to tell the applicant,
18 MR CHUMENTI: .67. 18 whatever it's going to be, what --
19 M CGLLER .67 19 MR HUSSEY: WII, right nowit appears to
20 M. POERVAN | deal | y. 20 be to add another 2 feet to the sethack at the fourth
21 MR CELLER And are you at the sane place? |21 floor and reduce the nunber of types of units within
22 MR HUSSEY: Pretty much. | think the 22 the required percentages that you need to perhaps
23 additional setback can be done. | don't think that's |23 reduce the parking required and therefore get that
24 a problem 24 ratio back up.

Page 155 Page 157
1 M CGLER MNo. | won't speak for them 1 M5, POERVAN  Wiat is the current ratio?
2 but it seens to ne the balcony is alinted 2 MR ROTH R ght now-- you know | know
3 functionality. 3 you've been talking about this ratio of units, but
4 MR HJUSSEY: Rght. There's a community 4 it's inportant to remenber that one of the reasons
5 space right in back. That can be reduced -- can be 5 we've changed the mx to what we did was trying to
6 elimnated, frankly. They could access the so-called | 6 release alittle of the pressure on the parking. W
7 bal cony, fourth floor, through the el evator |obby. 7 originally had mich fewer studios. V¢ went to --
8 MR CELLER Mght be his nmanagenent 8 alnost half the units are studios. Sxteen units are
9 office. 9 studios. So you have, you know, a good percentage of
10 MR HUSSEY: Ckay. So where does all this 10 studios, and then you have 14 one-bedroomunits. So
11 leave us? So we're going to ask for another 2-foot 11 you have a total of 16 studios and 14 one- bedr oons.
12 setback on that fourth-floor front setback. 12 So, you know, our point -- | nean, we've
13 MR CELLER Rght. But your bigger 13 heard this parking issue early on. And one of the
14 discussion is about reduction in units so that the 14 ways we thought is that bringing in more studios
15 ratio -- or sinply going -- 15 woul d, you know, release that pressure on the
16 M. POERVAN O bedr oom mi x. 16 parking. | mean, we had it up to as many as 20
17 MR CGELER O bedroommx. Bringing the 17 studi os.
18 ratioin line, is what you' re asking; is that 18 And we still think that it's inportant. |
19 correct? 19 think, first of all, in the Coolidge Corner area on
20 MR HUSSEY: The only way that's going to 20 Brookline, there is really a shortage of studios.
21 happen is by elininating units, and the only way 21 The other inportant factor is that
22 that's going to happen is by elimnating a floor. | 22 affordability is very inportant. | nean, there are
23 don't think mx -- say you' ve got three-bedroom 23 nmany, nmany residents that are going to the hospital s
24 units, the big units now So you elinmnate a 24 that need space. They don't need, necessarily, cars.
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1 They need space. They need space that they can 1 the neasure of the bulk of this building.

2 afford. 2 MB. POERVAN  So, Chris, where are you at

3 Now, if you want to live in Goolidge 3 this tine?

4 Corner, you start conbining two studios into a 4 MR CHUMENTI: Be interested to here,

5 one-bedroomunit or you take 2 one-bedroons and nake 5 though, Judi -- sometime would you explain the -- |

6 it into atw-bedroomunit. You're increasing the 6 nean, if this were a ten-story project, woul d you

7 price of the rent. Rents are going to just continue 7 object to the height and bul k of the building and --

8 going higher by making the -- conbining the units 8 M. BARRETT: (n what basis are you asking

9 into fewer units. And you' |l be encouraging nore 9 ne?

10 cars. 10 MR CHUMENTI: That's a rhetorical

11 So, you know, it's not -- | don't think the |11 question.

12 strategy is -- and | know | have a self-interest in 12 MB. BARRETT: |'msorry.

13 this, but the truth is that by conbining the units, 13 MR CHUMENTI: Wy woul d you object to it?

14 you're going to be at bigger units, you're going to 14 MB. BARRETT: I, | would look at it as a

15 get nore expensive units, and you're going to be 15 planner, so | would look at the area, | would | ook at

16 encouraging nore cars. So right now | think that 16 whether there are reasonabl e precedents, not

17 the mx that we're trying to get is to not encourage |17 necessarily next door, but within the general

18 cars by introducing nore studio units. 18 vicinity.

19 MR ENQER The answer to your questionis |19 MR CHUMENTI: There are a few four-story

20 .525, | think. It's 21 divided by 40. 20 buildings. They're -- actually, they have better

21 M. POERVAN  Ckay. 21 setbacks, but they're not terrible. They have better

22 M ENAER And let ne add one ot her 22 setbacks, | think, as the neighbors described. And

23 point. You can tell us what ratio you want, which we |23 this is totally out of character when it gets to be

24 don't happen to think is arise to the level of 24 this tall. But you say we can't -- that's not --
Page 159 Page 161

1 safety interns of affordable housing. You can tell 1 M. BARRETT: |'mnot saying you can't.

2 us that. 2 1'msaying you have to have an objective basis for

3 Wiat you can't tell us is what mx you 3 it. That's all I"'mtrying to say. |'mnot saying

4 want. That's between us and the subsidizing agency. 4 you don't have one. |'mjust saying that's the

5 So you can say, derive whatever nmix you want to get 5 issue. You need an objective basis for it.

6 tothisratio, but you can't tell us -- whenit's a 6 M5, POERVAN  And sort of maintaining the

7 market issue, it's between us and MassHousi ng. 7 character of the neighborhood -- | know that's been

8 So we think, as Bob just said, the nixis 8 shot down and height --

9 good. W don't think the parking ratio is a safety 9 MR CHUMENTI: It says height and bul k of

10 issue. That's your call. And taking off a story is |10 the project and hei ght and bul k of surrounding

11 20 percent of the units. I'Il run you the nunbers 11 structures and inprovenents. V¢'re to consider that.

12 seven ways to Sunday. It won't work. 12 M. POERVAN  Yeah. But | think that has

13 MR CHUMENTI: Véll, | think the parking 13 to do with design.

14 is becoming the idiomfor the measure of the -- the 14 MR CHUMENTI: Weéll, yeah. But it's not

15 massiveness of the building. It's sort of beconing 15 the way it -- it's not the way it looks. It's what

16 the measure. It's sort of not whether there are 21 16 it is.

17 cars or 25 cars. It's nore or less what that entails |17 M5. BARRETT: It's a design issue. That's

18 as far as the bulk of the building. | think that's 18 why you have an urban designer.

19 kind of -- we're ending up having to express it that |19 MR CHUMENTI: But what it is. It's not

20 way, that we want a .67 ratio, but that's kind of an |20 that it looks tall. Vell, the reason it |ooks tall,

21 indirect way of describing the -- limting the bul k 21 of course, is because it is tall.

22 of the building, | think is the -- it's sort of 22 MS. POVERVAN But to use Maria's favorite

23 sounding less inportant, but that's because it's -- 23 phrase, we sort of chip away at density, height, and

24 we're saying traffic when -- parking when really it's |24 bulk, and | think that's what we've been working at.
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1 M. BARRETT: There is always, | think, 1 the top --
2 sone tension in Chapter 40B projects in terns of this | 2 MR GELLER That's can be done, but that's
3 issue of conpatibility with the surrounding area. 3 not going to have anything to do with the other
4 This is Brookline. You know you live in a certain 4 jssue.
5 type of comunity here. Alot of the towns | work in | 5 MR HUSSEY: And | think that -- I've got
6 are far nore suburban, single-famly hones 6 anissue with the stackers. | don't want to see any
7 everywhere. How do you introduce multi-famly 7 nore stackers. |'ma little worried about the
8 housing stock in a community where everything is a 8 stackers we've got. Soif that's the case and if |
9 single-famly hone? |f you held it to the standard 9 agree with you, which | think | do, that the peer
10 that it has to look |ike what's around it, you 10 review because of the positions they take, it really
11 wouldn't get much af fordabl e housing. 11 doesn't agree with our elimnating a floor. | nean,
12 So there's always this tension around 12 that's what you've indicated. It would be our own
13 trying to make sonmething that is different fit inan |13 individual -- but | don't have any trouble with the
14 area where there isn't necessarily a precedent right |14 height, either, quite frankly.
15 next door. That's a -- there is just atension that |15 MR CELLER So then -- so your next step
16 exists with a lot of these projects is all |'mtrying |16 would be -- so is your conclusion that they shoul d
17 to say. 17 renove half a floor? Sinply create a further setback
18 M5. POERVAN |'ve forgotten where Chris 18 inthe rear on the side so that it reduces the nunber
19 is onthis. 19 of units? Tell themwhere you -- what is your
20 MR HUSSEY: (hris has forgotten where 20 conclusion, based on all of those things? Because
21 Chrisis. | think | would go back, to some extent, 21 that's what they need.
22 to what our chairman says. He, | think, has 22 He's either going to tell you, | can't do
23 expressed the opinion that elinmnating a floor is 23 it, or, hmm | haven't thought about that. Maybe I
24 going to be a risky nove. 24 can.

Page 163 Page 165
1 MR CELLER Wat | said was that peer 1 M. POERVAN  You're our fearless |eader.
2 review-- it's not supported by peer reviewthat -- 2 \Wat do you say?
3 MR HUSSEY: | agree with you. 3 M ENAER | need a majority. V¢ can't
4 MR CGELLER Now, the question then becomes 4 just respond to any one of you.
5 if your concern is about the -- if your concernis 5 M GLLER [|'mtrying to find out --
6 about the nunber of units and the inpact that that 6 youve told ne these factors, and I'mtrying to
7 has and howit filters through in terns of inadequacy | 7 figure out, so what are you telling themto do?
8 of the parking, too nuch trash, or too many vehicles 8 MB. POERVAN  Vél1, | want to know what
9 leaving the garage and af fecting pedestrians on the 9 vyou say too. | can't make a final statement until |
10 sidewalk, it doesn't nean that you can't ask for 10 know what all of you think, and you have not said
11 setbacks that alleviate the density, the nunber of 11 what you want.
12 units. You know, it's not all or nothing. It's not |12 M CELLER MNo. | went themto take back
13 renove the entire floor. 13 the front 6 feet.
14 And | know what you said about they have to |14 M5, POERVAN And that's all?
15 have access. There has to be -- you know, they have |15 M CGLLER That's it. | nean, | -- ny
16 toline up their stairwells. That's for themto 16 feeling is -- ny order on the parking would be | want
17 figure out. Ckay? 17 you to bring it within the ratio that was reconmended
18 So if your concernis with the density 18 by the peer reviewer. That's what | want you to do.
19 issues, then the ask to consider is should they -- 19 | don't want to figure out howyou're going to doit.
20 shoul d they provide to you a deeper setback? Because |20 | want you to do it.
21 that results, | think, in what you' re asking for, 21 MB. POERVAN  Ckay. |'mwith you.
22 without inpacting further stackers in the garage or, 22 MR CGELLER Now the question is -- you' ve
23 you know, however you're going to doit. 23 been nore specific. You cited things that go
24 MR HJUSSEY: | think a nomnal setback at 24 slightly beyond that. And the question |'mtrying to
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1 get to so you can tell themso they can figure out 1 that the goal is to get that parking ratio dow to --

2 what it isthey'rewllingtodois, todeal wth 2 what isit .6 --

3 your density issue, do you want themto trimthis 3 MR CHUMENTI: .67. That's what the

4 building in some aspect that they have not done yet? 4 parking consul tant said.

5 Forget, for the nonent, the 6 feet in the front, 5 MR HJUSSEY: However they do it is up to

6 because it does -- 6 them | think that's fine. Soit's the ratio that

7 MR HUSSEY: | really don't have that nmuch 7 --

8 problemwth the density and the amount of units. 8 MR CGELLER But let ne say, if | read

9 The safety issue that -- again, the perceived one has | 9 between the lines of what M. Poverman and M. Hissey

10 to do with the anount of parking. And if we can 10 are not saying, is they want you to reduce -- they

11 direct themto reduce that parking somehow wit hout 11 want you to create a setback on that sixth floor that

12 reducing the density, then that's fine. 12 reduces the -- that increases the ratio, gets you

13 MR CGELLER | don't know how -- 13 to -- |'mreading between the |ines.

14 M. POERVAN  Wat do you nean by "reduce 14 MR HUSSEY: | don't hear that.

15 parking"? 15 M5 POERVAN Al I'msaying is put the

16 MR HUSSEY: Wll, | think the parking -- 16 6-foot setback, and then it is up to you how you

17 there's enough parking there right now | would not |17 achieve the ratio.

18 want to increase the parking if it neans nore 18 MR CGELLER kay. Then |'mreading nore

19 stackers. |'mnot even sure I'Il vote for these four |19 into it than | should. | take it back.

20 stackers that he's got now 20 MR HUSSEY: V¢ shouldn't tell me howto do

21 M. POERVAN  That's their issue, parking. 21 things.

22 MR CHUMENTI: Weéll, that's why this ratio |22 M GLLER kay. That's fine.

23 of .67 becones kind of a sinple formila for the whole |23 The other thing that | want is | would |ike

24 problem-- the whole problemwith bulk. Just -- if 24 a narrative on trash, | want a narrative on pickup,
Page 167 Page 169

1 vyou coul d achi eve the .67, however you do it, | nean, 1 drop-off. That neans both residents as well as

2 that's not really about parking. That's about bul k 2 deliveries.

3 of the building, ineffect. It's just a neasure that | 3 | appreciate, M. Roth, the fact that you

4 sort of captures that, in effect. The parking is 4 have started to do the research on the stackers. Any

5 very fixed. They can't really -- so .67 inplies 5 information of what you're thinking of in terns of

6 sonething about the size of the building. It inplies | 6 howyou see it functioning would be hel pful, if we

7 a sonmewhat snaller nunber of apartments or a snaller 7 could start seeing what that |ooks |ike, at |east

8 building than they proposed. 8 what you're thinking of.

9 MR HUSSEY: | think the devel oper has 9 And al so a response to the parking peer

10 already said they've tried to adjust this nix and 10 reviewer's comments in terns of concerns about there

11 gone as far as they can -- or are willing to go on 11 being conflicts within the garage. They raised the

12 the mx. 12 possibility of going fromtwo doors to a single door,

13 M CGELER WIlI, within the dinensions of 13 which will alleviate sone of the issues, and then how

14 the existing structure. 14 cars are going to negotiate the two directions in the

15 MR HUSSEY: R ght. 15 20-foot drive that curves.

16 M5, POERVAN  Veéll, | think if, as you 16 There was al so the issue of the -- sinply

17 suggest, we say set back the front by 6 feet and then | 17 clarifying handi cap access fromthe garage to the

18 you deternine how you're going to make the parking 18 vestibule. | think he took a | ook at that draw ng.

19 jive, this gives ne the option of setting back the 19 It was a little unclear, so if you could bring some

20 back, setting back all around, being creative. 20 clarity to that, that woul d be particularly hel pful

21 M CGELLER kay. 21 too.

22 M. Hissey? 22 MS. POVERVAN  Now, do we need to know i f

23 MR HUSSEY: I'mnot sureit's feasihle, 23 this is sonething he's saying -- you' re going to say,

24 but what we're saying -- what | think we agree onis |24 absolutely not, we can't do this?
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1 M ENAER WII, I'masking for a 1 think it's sort of a conpromse. | think that
2 five-mnute recess so we can talk. So you know that 2 it's-- 1 think it's prudent because | hear that
3 .67 isnineunits. That's the sane thing as taking 3 there are concerns about the nechanisns, and | think
4 off afloor. That's 20 percent of the devel opnent. 4 that | share those concerns. Soto put inall 25 on
5 | knowthe econonics of that without getting up. Ve 5 Day 1, | think that we'd like to take it in steps and
6 have to talk about whether we're going to say we need | 6 make sure that we need themand that they work
7 apeer review or we're going to tell you we can do 7 properly and that -- and if they don't work properly
8 it or we'll think about it or we'll design sonething. 8 inthe first four and we do need them we'll nake
9 W'Il cone back and tell you. W just need a little 9 inprovenents on the second pass. So | think that
10 conversati on. 10 that's the approach we'd |ike to take.
11 MR ROTH (ne thing | said before, and | 11 Interns of setting the building back
12 think it's inportant to really think about, and | 12 another 2 feet, we will agree to do that. You know
13 think it's true. | think that if you brought the 13 | have to talk to the architect to see what that all
14 anount of units from40 units to, say, 30 units and 14 nmeans. 1'd like to see what it neans on the
15 you made bhigger units, right, essentially what we'd 15 building. Personally, | think that the setback in
16 do is essentially create nore one- and two-bedroom 16 one space could be a little hit greater than 6 feet
17 wunits and elinmnate studios. Rght? 17 and maybe a little less in one spot so that there's a
18 If you do that, | think you will have nore 18 building sort of -- the articulationis alittle bit
19 demand for car use by having bigger units and nore 19 different inthe front, that it's not on the sane
20 bedroons than having snaller studio units. 20 plane. But I'Il let the architects take a | ook at
21 MR ENQER That's not what they're 21 that. But noving it back one way or another, we're
22 aski ng. 22 agreeable to that. So that's sort of our plan.
23 MR ROTH That's ny take onit. 23 MR ENAER V¢ have gone out to bid for
24 M CGELER It's apossibility. | would 24 the trash discussion, whose going to do it and how
Page 171 Page 173
1 defer to peer reviewto tell us. 1 and what and answer all your questions, so we'll that
2 (Recess taken from10:41 p.m to 2 have for you next tine.
3 10:53 p.m) 3 M CGLLER Qeat. Let ne ask --
4 MR ROTH V& spoke with the architect, we 4 MS. STHNFELD  The sooner we can have it,
5 talked to our peer reviewtraffic person, our traffic | 5 the better so we can submt it to our health
6 guy. First of all, | still stick to the statenent 6 departnment.
7 that the studio units are a better play. 7 M GLLER (kay. Let ne quickly ask peer
8 But, that said, we're prepared to put in -- 8 reviewfor a conment on --
9 accommodate up to 25 parking spots, which is 6.25, 9 M. BARRETT: -- on this proposal .
10 which comes out to .625. And what we'd like to dois |10 MR GELLER -- this proposal.
11 perhaps what the chai rman was maybe suggesting. | 11 MR STADG | presune that you' re saying
12 don't want to put words in your nouth, but we'd like |12 parking peer reviewer, so --
13 to start off of with a fewof the stackers. VeIl 13 M GLLER Sand up tall and Ioud and
14 accommdate the architecture for the building to 14 tell us who you are because we' ve forgotten.
15 accomodate nore stackers. But | think what we'd 15 MR STADG (nce again, At Stadig, Vélker
16 like todois put inthe 21 spaces that we need and 16 Parking Consul tants, peer reviewer for the parking
17 then after one year, we eval uate the project, we do 17 conponent of the project.
18 an audit, and we cone back, we report to the board 18 One comment would be -- it is possible -- a
19 with the audit, and then if it's determned that we 19 key to this whol e di scussion woul d be -- one
20 need to put in nore, we'll go up to 25 units. 20 observation is that you cannot increase the parking
21 M ENGER \é can't go any higher than 21 count. It'slimted. It's -- you see what you get
22 that. 22 and you can only have a few stackers and that's it.
23 MR ROTH Twenty-five is the limt. 23 Actually, if you did have a parking
24 So | think that is our parking solution. | 24 consultant involved with this that's experienced in
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1 doing sem automated parking, you coul d absol utely 1 MR CGELLER Anything el se?
2 increase the parking count to get it up within the 2 MB. POERVAN | like that idea of doing
3 ratios that you have requested. 3 soneone whi ch woul d actual |y reap the ratio that we
4 Essentially, what that would be -- one area 4 asked for, because | do think that the conpromse
5 that you could look into woul d have the parking -- 5 that M. Roth suggested is actual |y something that
6 semautonated systens go both bel ow grade, at grade, 6 had been discussed earlier, so it wasn't actually
7 and above grade with semautonated units. And inthe | 7 nuch of a conpromise. | do understand the attraction
8 areas that you have, let's say, two spaces with a 8 of it, see what works and then cone back, but |
9 stacker, you could essentially get three spaces wth 9 really amnot appeased by it.
10 a stacker. 10 MR GELLER | don't know what that means.
11 So those systens can be | ooked into on one 11 M5, POERVAN | don't like the suggestion
12 or both sides of your parking, and you could 12 of building 21 and then adding nore stackers if
13 accomodate a hi gher nunber of parking spaces 13 necessary.
14 supplied, and you could conply withit. It is 14 MR CELLER (kay. And what are you
15 sonething that can be | ooked into and coul d be done 15 telling them then?
16 in addition to the nentioned stackers that the 16 M. POERVAN | would like to -- himto
17 opponent had stated. So | just offer that to you for |17 hire a parking consul tant and build underground
18 consideration to be thought through. 18 initially and have the required anmount of parking
19 MR CELLER Thank you. 19 spaces |ike we had asked for.
20 Anybody have questions? 20 MR BENAER Try to work with us.
21 M HARDING Can | add one thing to that? 21 M5, POERVAN | amtying to work with you.
22 MR GLER Sure. 22 MR ENAER You're just working agai nst
23 MR HARDING John Harding, from CQUBE 3 23 us. No, we're not going to do that.
24 Sudio. 24 M. POVERVAN No. | haven't said take of f
Page 175 Page 177
1 | don't disagree that there is an option 1 alineor anything. So | think that we're both
2 for a systemthat goes bel ow grade and above grade, 2 trying to get to the same place, which is have a good
3 but planning for that in the building architecture 3 proportion that doesn't require you to reduce any
4 ahead of time and not installing it on Day 1 would be | 4 units. And the parking consultant could also tell
5 a probl embecause you have to build pits that go down | 5 you how expensive it woul d be.
6 8 feet deep, and we woul dn't have the parking space 6 MR ROTH I'msorry. But, you know, it's
7 onDay 1to be able to do the evaluation. So going 7 not expense, it's not expense. Ckay? It's nme owning
8 up -- we can easily accormodate the space to go up. 8 abuilding that are dropping cars into a pit. That's
9 It's not possible to go down. 9 what it's about. It's not expense. |'mnot prepared
10 Havi ng a parking consul tant on board, there |10 totell this board that |'mconfortable putting cars
11 probably coul d be sone ways to tweak sonething, maybe |11 into pits and accommodating, you know 27 cars. |
12 get one nore space that works. But | think that 12 know what | can do, and | know | can do 25 units,
13 within this plan that we have now and w thin our 13 like | said. The architect has saidit.
14 architectural judgment at this point, we find it 14 MR HARDING  Spaces.
15 reasonable to get the 25 with just the space at grade |15 MR ROTH Twenty-five spaces.
16 and above, but going down bel ow grade, you can't do 16 It"s just that dropping cars into holes and
17 that at a later date. 17 working with systens is not inny plan. It's
18 M5. POERVAN Rght. You'd have to do it 18 sonething | don't want to own. | don't think this
19 asyougoin | think that has to be understood. 19 board wants to own it. | don't think anyone wants to
20 M HARDING Rght. Sol just want to 20 ownit. That's a solution for, you know, a New York
21 make that one clarification. It's not that easy to 21 dty or a Boston conpany. |'mtalking about
22 add those pieces later. 22 sonething that | can achieve, sonething |'mwlling
23 MR GELER Ckay. Thank you. 23 to do and comit to.
24 MR HARDING Thank you. 24 MR HUSSEY: | agree. |'mnot happy about
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Page 180

1 stackers going -- three levels of stackers, | think 1 reducing the nunber of cars around the country, this

2 is -- (inaudible.) 2 is archaic to say that, you know, there's a nunber

3 (Qarification requested by the court 3 out there that has to be the right nunber.

4 reporter.) 4 M5. POERVAN  You can't cite Boston for

5 MR HUSSEY: | tend to agree with the 5 there being no parking and then have your client

6 developer. | feel very unconfortable with a 6 saying Boston is fine. You know you can't do Boston

7 three-level parking arrangenent, no matter how nany 7 for parking underground -- this isn't Boston. You

8 twos you've gotten in that. 8 can't use Boston both ways.

9 MR CELLER Are you confortable with their 9 MR ENAER |'mtalking about a trend, and

10 proposal ? 10 what |'msaying is let's prove it. You can see that

11 MR HUSSEY: WlI, we haven't quite seen 11 it works as opposed to picking a nunber out.

12 it, but I'mlikely getting -- 12 M5, POERVAN  You know what? | al so don't

13 MR GELER The idea behind it? 13 like the idea -- and, frankly, I'mnot sure the

14 MR HUSSEY: Yeah. 14 extent to which it works -- about putting in

15 MR CELLER Let ne just correct you on one |15 conditions for this conprehensive pernmt. It nakes

16 thing. M suggestion had been that it not be within |16 ne very unconfortable, and | just don't want to do

17 one year, but it would be wthin one year of 70 17 it.

18 percent occupancy, because that's really the point. 18 M5. BARRETT: Because of what nay happen

19 MR ROTH That's fine. 19 later in terns of howthe process works?

20 MR ENAER Sone reasonabl e point -- 20 MS. POVERVAN  Yeah. You know, |

21 mitually agreeable point to go back and | ook at 21 honestly -- you know | know |'ve seen some things,

22 sonet hi ng. 22 and don't know exactly what they were about

23 M GELER ay. 23 conditions not being permtted with a conprehensive

24 M5, POERVAN  But why not just have the 25 |24 pernmt. | don't want to nuddy anything any nore than
Page 179 Page 181

1 now? | really don't understand what the problemwith | 1 it is. | just don't see anything that can be gai ned

2 that is. 2 or worked out well or not lead to further

3 MR CHUMENTI: They think it won't be 3 disagreenent if we don't just say, put in 25 Wat's

4 necessary. They think it's not going to happen. 4 the problen? You' re considering doing it anyway.

5 M5, POERMAN | think that's -- 5 Wat's the probl en?

6 MR ENAER Then you'll win. Wen we go 6 MR ENALER V¢ told you what the problem

7 back and ook, if we're wong, we need those spaces, 7 was.

8 we'll put themin. But why put in stackers that 8 A'so, on subsequent conditions, it could be

9 aren't necessary? 9 anissue if there's a contest. If we agree withit,

10 M5. POVERVAN  Because our expert has tol d 10 it's not an issue.

11 wus that 6.67 is the amount that, in his professional 11 M5. BARRETT:  You can al ways conme back and

12 judgment, is needed, which is well bel ow what the 12 request a nodification of a permt that you have

13 Brookline requirenment is. And even if you come in 13 agreed to today. |'mnot saying --

14 with 25 spots, that's 6.25. So that's still a give. 14 MR ENALER That's a pretty weak position

15 This is still an incredible waiver of our parking 15 tobein

16 requirenents. And frankly, as far as I'mconcerned, 16 M. BARRETT: |'msaying that they could do

17 we have cone so far in terns of what the ZBA wants 17 that.

18 that | see this as an incredibl e accommodati on. 18 | just -- nmaybe it's late and ny nath

19 MR ENGQER W have to hear a najority. 19 skills are deteriorating, but if the applicant goes

20 Because we don't feel that .67, whichis a 20 to 25 spaces and reduces two units, you're at .67, |

21 statistical thing fromVWal ker, neans that's what's 21 think.

22 going to happen in this building with all the parking |22 MR BENAER Wo said we're reducing two

23 that's surrounding it. Wth all the buildings in 23 units?

24 Boston with zero parking, a whol e novenent of 24 M. BARRETT: |'mjust trying to get you to
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Page 184

1 .67. 1 I, Kristen C. Krakofsky, court reporter and
2 MR ENAER (h, sorry. 2 notary public in and for the Commonweal th of
3 MB. POERVAN  So if you want to do that, 3 Massachusetts, certify:
4 that's great. Qherwise, just agree to those -- 4 That the foregoing proceedings were taken
5 we're arguing about four parking spaces. Wat in the 5 before ne at the time and place herein set forth and
6 worldis this? 6 that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript
7 MR ROTH N, it"'s not that. It's 7 of ny shorthand notes so taken.
8 really -- you know, it's a test nodel. V¢'re putting 8 I further certify that | amnot a relative
9 four in. W'regoing to work with those four. And 9 or enployee of any of the parties, nor aml
10 if the systens work and they' re received and the 10 financially interested in the action.
11 units are received by the tenants and the tenants 11 | declare under penalty of perjury that the
12 like them | nean, I'Il put themin. If there's a 12 foregoing is true and correct.
13 need for them I'Il put themin. 13 Dated this 7th day of November, 2016.
14 If there's problens with them then I'm 14 /
15 going to get another manufacturer and I'll get a 15 W{’
16 better manufacturer. [|'Il know what the probl ens 16 §
17 are. I'll be able to vet out the issues and get a 17 Kristen Krakofsky, Notary Public
18 better manufacturer. It allows ne to inprove the 18 M commission expires November 3, 2017.
19 system 19
20 MR HJUSSEY: | don't have a problemwith 20
21 that. 21
22 M5, POERVAN | do. 22
23 MR HUSSEY: \éll, you're outvoted. 23
24 MS. POERMAN | amout vot ed. 24
Page 183 Page 185

1 MR GELLER Wl cone to denocracy. 1 FErrata Sheet
2 Wiat's the date of our next hearing? 2
3 M5, MCRELLI: It is 11/21. 3 NAME OF CASE: The Applicant Bob Roth V AlA
4 MR GELLER Novenber 21st, 7:00 p.m And 4  DATE OF DEPOSITION: 10/ 26/ 2016
5 do ve have a sense of key -- 5 NAME OF WTNESS: Brookline ZBA Hearing
6 NS, BARRETT: What are you trying to 6 Reason Codes: _
7 s o
2 g SN_Q:;R;; Sinﬁzt:‘lng does t he lz e 3. To E:);reect transt;iSz;i on errors.
10 extension -- -
11 MR ENAER W're going through Decenber. L From ] to

. 12 Page __ Line ___ Reason ___
12 M5. MORELLI: So you'll be talking about 13 From to
13 waivers, conditions, the rubbish plan, you'll be 14 Page  Line _ Reason
14 looking at any revised design, garage plan, the 15 From to
15 architecturals, letters fromrelative departnents, 16 Page ____ Line _____ Reason
16 stornwater, fire, and police. 17 Erom o
17 M GLLER Good. | would like toget all |18 page  Line  Reason
18 of those things. 19  From to
19 | want to thank everyone. 20 Page _____ Line _____ Reason ______
20 (Proceedi ngs adj ourned 11:08 p.m) 21 From to
21 22 Page _____Line _____ Reason ______
22 23 From to
23 24
24 25
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		asked (7)

		asking (18)

		aspect (2)

		assembled (1)

		assessment (6)

		assigned (1)

		assisting (1)

		associated (1)

		assume (4)

		assumed (2)

		assuming (1)

		assumption (1)

		assumptions (3)

		assured (1)

		attached (1)

		attendants (2)

		attention (1)

		attic (5)

		attorney (3)

		attract (1)



		Index: attraction..biggest

		attraction (1)

		attractive (1)

		audible (4)

		audit (3)

		Ault (2)

		automated (4)

		automatic (2)

		automatically (1)

		automobile (1)

		available (10)

		average (3)

		AVI (1)

		avoided (1)

		aware (4)

		Babcock (1)

		back (73)

		background (2)

		backup (1)

		bad (4)

		bags (3)

		balance (6)

		balancing (1)

		balconies (5)

		balcony (19)

		ball's (1)

		balls (1)

		band (6)

		banding (1)

		bands (2)

		bar (1)

		barbecue (1)

		barely (1)

		Barrett (38)

		barriers (1)

		Bartash (1)

		base (11)

		based (18)

		basement (2)

		basically (17)

		basis (5)

		bathrooms (1)

		bays (1)

		Beacon (8)

		Beacon/centre (1)

		bear (2)

		bearing (1)

		beautiful (1)

		becoming (2)

		bedroom (6)

		bedrooms (8)

		beginning (3)

		believable (1)

		believe (12)

		believing (1)

		benches (2)

		benefit (1)

		Berlin (1)

		best (6)

		better (20)

		beyond (3)

		bicycles (1)

		bid (1)

		big (13)

		bigger (11)

		biggest (4)



		Index: bike..can't

		bike (3)

		bikes (1)

		bit (21)

		blame (1)

		block (6)

		blocking (3)

		blue (2)

		board (28)

		board's (2)

		boards (1)

		Bob (5)

		Boehmer (42)

		Boehmer's (1)

		borings (2)

		Boston (12)

		bothered (2)

		bottom (1)

		boundaries (1)

		box (1)

		brand (3)

		brand-new (1)

		break (4)

		brick (13)

		brief (2)

		bright (1)

		Brighton (1)

		bring (5)

		bringing (2)

		broader (1)

		broken (3)

		Brookline (16)

		brought (9)

		buffer (1)

		build (7)

		building (184)

		buildings (21)

		built (8)

		bulk (21)

		bunch (1)

		bunk (1)

		burden (2)

		Bureau (1)

		bus (3)

		busiest (2)

		business (2)

		busyness (1)

		button (1)

		buy (1)

		bylaw (2)

		Cable (1)

		calculate (1)

		calculations (3)

		call (8)

		Cambridge (1)

		can't (32)



		Index: candidly..city

		candidly (1)

		cans (5)

		capable (1)

		capacity (4)

		capped (1)

		captures (1)

		car (33)

		care (4)

		careful (3)

		carefully (2)

		carried (1)

		carries (1)

		carry (2)

		carrying (1)

		cars (29)

		carts (2)

		case (11)

		cast (1)

		casting (2)

		catch (1)

		categorized (1)

		caused (2)

		cautioned (1)

		caveat (1)

		ceiling (1)

		cementitious (2)

		Census (4)

		center (4)

		Centre (64)

		certain (8)

		certainly (8)

		certify (1)

		chairman (8)

		chance (2)

		change (17)

		changed (17)

		changes (19)

		changing (3)

		Chapter (4)

		character (3)

		characteristics (1)

		charge (1)

		charged (1)

		check (3)

		Chiang (6)

		children (2)

		chip (1)

		Chiumenti (59)

		choice (2)

		choked (1)

		choose (1)

		chose (1)

		Chris (5)

		Christopher (1)

		Chuck (3)

		church (2)

		chutes (1)

		circulation (1)

		circumstance (1)

		cite (2)

		cited (3)

		citizens (1)

		city (3)



		Index: claim..compromise

		claim (1)

		clarification (3)

		clarifies (1)

		clarifying (1)

		clarity (1)

		classically (2)

		cleaner's (2)

		clear (14)

		Clearly (1)

		clicker (2)

		client (1)

		Cliff (7)

		Cliff's (3)

		close (2)

		closed (1)

		closer (3)

		closing (1)

		CMR (2)

		code (11)

		codes (1)

		coherent (3)

		collaboration (1)

		collaborative (2)

		collected (1)

		collection (4)

		collisions (1)

		color (4)

		colors (5)

		column (1)

		columns (1)

		combination (1)

		combinations (1)

		combined (1)

		combining (3)

		come (23)

		comes (4)

		comfortable (6)

		coming (14)

		comment (20)

		commented (1)

		commenting (2)

		comments (23)

		commercial (1)

		commissioner (4)

		commit (1)

		committed (1)

		Committee (6)

		common (5)

		Commonwealth (2)

		communication (1)

		community (9)

		commuter (2)

		compact (8)

		compacted (2)

		compactor (4)

		company (1)

		comparable (1)

		compare (2)

		compared (2)

		comparison (2)

		compatibility (1)

		compatible (1)

		compelled (1)

		complaining (1)

		complete (2)

		completely (3)

		completeness (1)

		complex (2)

		compliance (2)

		complicated (2)

		complied (2)

		comply (3)

		component (1)

		compounded (1)

		comprehensive (5)

		compressed (3)

		compromise (4)



		Index: compromised..count

		compromised (1)

		concentration (1)

		concepts (1)

		conceptual (1)

		concern (14)

		concerned (4)

		concerns (17)

		concessions (1)

		concise (2)

		conclusion (9)

		conclusions (1)

		concrete (1)

		condensers (1)

		condition (4)

		conditioning (2)

		conditions (8)

		condominium (1)

		conducive (1)

		conduct (2)

		conducted (3)

		confident (1)

		confirm (1)

		conflict (1)

		conflicts (2)

		congested (1)

		congestion (1)

		conjunction (1)

		connected (1)

		consequences (1)

		conservative (2)

		consider (17)

		consideration (4)

		considerations (2)

		considered (2)

		considering (3)

		consisted (1)

		consistent (6)

		consists (1)

		construction (5)

		consultant (18)

		consultant's (1)

		consultants (10)

		contact (1)

		contacted (1)

		contained (1)

		containers (3)

		contemporary (1)

		contest (1)

		context (1)

		continuation (1)

		continue (6)

		continued (3)

		continuous (1)

		contribute (1)

		control (4)

		controlled (1)

		convenience (1)

		conventional (2)

		conventionally (1)

		conversation (1)

		conversations (5)

		convinced (1)

		Coolidge (5)

		cooperation (1)

		cooperative (1)

		copings (1)

		core (2)

		corner (7)

		cornice (2)

		correct (13)

		correctly (2)

		corridor (1)

		corroborate (1)

		costs (1)

		count (9)



		Index: counted..demonstrate

		counted (1)

		country (1)

		counts (5)

		couple (10)

		course (8)

		court (7)

		Courtyard (1)

		covered (1)

		crash (2)

		crashes (1)

		crazy (1)

		create (7)

		created (1)

		creates (2)

		creating (4)

		creative (1)

		credential (1)

		credibility (1)

		credibly (1)

		credit (1)

		critical (1)

		criticisms (1)

		Crowninshield (1)

		CUBE (4)

		curb (6)

		curious (1)

		current (10)

		currently (10)

		curve (1)

		curves (1)

		custodian (1)

		cuts (2)

		cutting (1)

		cynical (1)

		Dan (4)

		dangerous (1)

		Daniel (1)

		darker (1)

		data (12)

		date (2)

		dated (3)

		daughter (1)

		Davis (4)

		day (14)

		days (2)

		de (4)

		deadlines (1)

		deal (6)

		dealings (1)

		dealt (1)

		death (1)

		December (1)

		decide (9)

		decides (2)

		decision (4)

		deck (2)

		decline (1)

		decrease (3)

		decreases (1)

		dedicated (1)

		deep (2)

		deeper (2)

		defer (1)

		deficit (1)

		defies (1)

		define (1)

		definitely (3)

		degree (1)

		delay (1)

		delays (1)

		delighted (2)

		deliveries (3)

		delivery (2)

		demand (17)

		demands (2)

		democracy (1)

		demonstrate (1)



		Index: den..displaced

		den (2)

		dense (1)

		density (22)

		department (7)

		department's (1)

		departments (1)

		depending (1)

		depends (1)

		depth (1)

		Derek (4)

		derive (1)

		described (1)

		describing (1)

		design (22)

		designation (1)

		designer (1)

		designs (1)

		destroyed (1)

		destroys (1)

		detail (6)

		detailed (1)

		details (8)

		deteriorating (1)

		determination (1)

		determine (5)

		determined (6)

		determining (1)

		developed (1)

		developer (25)

		developer's (3)

		developers (2)

		developing (2)

		development (10)

		developments (1)

		deviate (1)

		deviation (1)

		device (1)

		devices (1)

		Devotion (3)

		Dexter (1)

		dibs (2)

		dictate (1)

		dictated (1)

		dictates (2)

		didn't (6)

		difference (6)

		different (31)

		differently (2)

		differing (1)

		difficult (2)

		difficulty (1)

		digest (2)

		digging (1)

		dimension (5)

		dimensions (6)

		diminish (1)

		diminishing (1)

		direct (2)

		direction (4)

		directions (1)

		directive (1)

		directly (5)

		director (4)

		disabled (1)

		disagree (5)

		disagreement (1)

		disappear (1)

		discuss (2)

		discussed (6)

		discussion (15)

		discussions (4)

		displaced (2)



		Index: disposal..efficiency

		disposal (1)

		disposed (1)

		disrespect (1)

		distance (19)

		distances (5)

		distinction (1)

		distinguish (1)

		distribution (5)

		Ditto (4)

		divided (2)

		do-hickies (1)

		doable (1)

		document (2)

		documentation (2)

		doesn't (25)

		dogs (1)

		doing (9)

		Don (1)

		don't (106)

		door (19)

		doors (7)

		double (3)

		downsizing (1)

		drainage (1)

		dramatically (1)

		draw (1)

		drawing (3)

		drawings (13)

		drill (1)

		drive (14)

		driven (2)

		driveway (11)

		driveway's (1)

		driveway-like (1)

		driving (1)

		Drones (2)

		drop (3)

		drop-off (1)

		drop-offs (1)

		dropped (1)

		dropping (2)

		dry (2)

		ductwork (1)

		dumped (1)

		dumpster (1)

		dwarfing (1)

		earlier (5)

		early (7)

		ease (2)

		Easier (1)

		easily (1)

		east (6)

		eastern (1)

		easy (2)

		echoing (1)

		economic (3)

		economically (2)

		economics (2)

		economy (1)

		edge (7)

		effect (12)

		effective (3)

		effectively (1)

		efficiency (2)



		Index: efficiently..excellent

		efficiently (1)

		effort (2)

		efforts (1)

		egress (4)

		eight (1)

		either (20)

		elaborate (1)

		elderly (2)

		element (3)

		elements (1)

		elevation (12)

		elevations (5)

		elevator (6)

		elevator-fed (1)

		elevators (1)

		eligible (1)

		eliminate (3)

		eliminated (7)

		eliminates (1)

		eliminating (7)

		elongated (1)

		else's (2)

		email (1)

		emphasize (2)

		employ (1)

		empty (1)

		enclosed (2)

		enclosure (1)

		encourage (3)

		encouraging (2)

		encroaching (1)

		endless (1)

		energy (2)

		enforcement (1)

		engender (1)

		engineer (5)

		Engineer's (1)

		engineering (4)

		Engler (29)

		ensure (3)

		entails (2)

		enter (5)

		entering (4)

		entire (2)

		entirely (4)

		entrance (3)

		environment (1)

		environmental (4)

		EPA (1)

		equal (3)

		equates (1)

		equinox (1)

		equipment (1)

		equipped (1)

		especially (5)

		essentially (8)

		established (2)

		estimate (2)

		estimated (1)

		estimates (4)

		evaluate (3)

		evaluated (1)

		evaluation (8)

		evening (16)

		evening's (1)

		everybody (5)

		evidence (1)

		evidently (1)

		evolved (2)

		exacerbated (2)

		exact (1)

		exactly (5)

		example (10)

		examples (1)

		excavation (4)

		excellent (3)



		Index: Excuse..fight

		Excuse (3)

		excused (1)

		exercise (2)

		exist (3)

		existed (1)

		existing (4)

		exists (3)

		exit (4)

		exited (1)

		exiting (5)

		expanded (2)

		expect (4)

		expected (1)

		expense (3)

		expensive (2)

		experience (6)

		experienced (2)

		experiencing (1)

		expert (5)

		experts (1)

		explain (3)

		explanation (2)

		explored (1)

		express (1)

		expressed (2)

		expression (1)

		expressions (1)

		expressive (2)

		extend (1)

		extending (1)

		extension (3)

		extent (3)

		exterior (1)

		extra (2)

		eye (2)

		eyes (1)

		fabric (1)

		facade (2)

		face (3)

		faced (1)

		facility (6)

		facing (4)

		fact (13)

		facto (2)

		factor (2)

		factors (2)

		facts (1)

		failing (1)

		fairly (4)

		faith (2)

		fall (2)

		familiar (1)

		family (2)

		fan (1)

		fans (1)

		far (22)

		farmers (3)

		fast (1)

		fault (1)

		favor (1)

		favorable (3)

		favorite (1)

		fear (1)

		fearless (1)

		feasible (3)

		federal (1)

		feel (14)

		feeling (2)

		feels (1)

		feet (45)

		felt (2)

		fewer (4)

		field (2)

		fifth (13)

		fifth-floor (1)

		fight (3)



		Index: fighting..functionality

		fighting (1)

		figure (7)

		file (1)

		filed (3)

		filtered (1)

		filters (1)

		final (9)

		finally (3)

		financially (1)

		find (7)

		finding (1)

		findings (2)

		finds (1)

		fine (11)

		finish (1)

		fire (1)

		first (24)

		first-floor (1)

		fit (10)

		fitness (1)

		fits (2)

		fitting (1)

		Fitzgerald (19)

		five (8)

		five-minute (1)

		fixable (2)

		fixed (2)

		flat (1)

		flexibility (1)

		flies (1)

		floor (54)

		floors (14)

		fluctuate (1)

		fluctuation (1)

		fluctuations (1)

		flush (1)

		focus (4)

		folks (1)

		follow (1)

		following (2)

		foot (9)

		footage (3)

		footprint (3)

		force (1)

		forget (2)

		forgot (1)

		forgotten (3)

		forma (15)

		formula (1)

		forth (1)

		forward (3)

		foundation (5)

		four (21)

		four-story (2)

		fourth (5)

		fourth-floor (1)

		frankly (9)

		free (6)

		frequent (1)

		friend (1)

		friendly (4)

		front (39)

		full (3)

		full-width (1)

		fully (1)

		function (4)

		functional (4)

		functionality (1)



		Index: functioning..grand

		functioning (1)

		funny (2)

		further (13)

		future (13)

		gained (1)

		game (3)

		gamut (1)

		gap (1)

		garage (26)

		garage/parking (1)

		garbage (13)

		gather (2)

		Geller (152)

		general (5)

		generally (11)

		generate (2)

		generated (6)

		generates (2)

		generation (11)

		generations (6)

		geotechnical (6)

		gesture (1)

		gestures (1)

		get all (2)

		getting (15)

		give (16)

		given (8)

		gives (1)

		giving (4)

		glass (2)

		globally (1)

		go (62)

		goal (1)

		God (1)

		goes (13)

		going (159)

		gold-plated (2)

		good (24)

		gotten (5)

		grade (9)

		grading (1)

		grand (1)



		Index: grandchildren..heights

		grandchildren (1)

		grandson (2)

		grant (2)

		granted (1)

		grass (1)

		gray (5)

		gray/dark (1)

		grayer (1)

		great (10)

		greater (7)

		Green (2)

		ground (10)

		ground-floor (1)

		group (5)

		growth (9)

		guess (6)

		guy (1)

		guys (4)

		habitable (4)

		HAC (2)

		hadn't (1)

		half (12)

		Hancock (1)

		handbook (1)

		handful (2)

		handicap (13)

		handicap-accessible (1)

		handicapped (4)

		handle (2)

		hang (2)

		happen (14)

		happened (2)

		happening (4)

		happens (6)

		happy (5)

		hard (2)

		harder (1)

		Harding (38)

		harm (1)

		Harriet (1)

		Harvard (6)

		hasn't (11)

		hatched (1)

		hatches (1)

		hate (2)

		hauled (1)

		hauling (1)

		haven't (21)

		he'd (1)

		he's (10)

		head (2)

		heading (1)

		health (12)

		hear (18)

		heard (19)

		hearing (21)

		hearings (5)

		heart (1)

		heat (1)

		heavily (1)

		heavy (2)

		hedges (1)

		height (42)

		heights (2)



		Index: held..ideas

		held (1)

		help (11)

		helped (2)

		helpful (6)

		Hi (2)

		hidden (2)

		hide (1)

		hiding (1)

		hierarchy (1)

		higher (5)

		highest (3)

		highlighted (1)

		highlights (1)

		Highway (1)

		Hill (19)

		hire (2)

		hired (1)

		historic (5)

		historical (3)

		history (3)

		hit (3)

		hmm (1)

		hold (8)

		holes (1)

		home (2)

		homes (3)

		homework (2)

		honestly (3)

		hope (5)

		Hopefully (1)

		horizontal (2)

		horizontality (1)

		horrified (1)

		hospitals (1)

		host (1)

		hotel (1)

		hour (8)

		hours (4)

		house (2)

		household (3)

		households (2)

		houses (1)

		housing (20)

		How's (2)

		Hub (1)

		huge (2)

		hundreds (2)

		Hussey (71)

		Hussey's (1)

		hydraulic (1)

		I'd (18)

		I'll (22)

		I'm (145)

		I've (26)

		ick (1)

		idea (4)

		Ideally (1)

		ideas (1)



		Index: identification..instruction

		identification (1)

		identified (2)

		identifies (1)

		identify (5)

		identifying (1)

		idiom (1)

		iffy (1)

		ignored (1)

		illegal (2)

		illegally (1)

		illusory (1)

		image (2)

		images (8)

		imaginable (1)

		imagine (1)

		immediate (2)

		impact (29)

		impacting (1)

		impacts (9)

		impaneled (1)

		impeding (1)

		impetus (1)

		implies (3)

		importance (1)

		important (21)

		impose (3)

		imposed (1)

		imposing (1)

		impossible (1)

		improve (4)

		improved (4)

		improvement (4)

		improvements (2)

		improving (3)

		inadequacy (2)

		inadequate (4)

		inadvertently (1)

		inaudible (1)

		inbound (1)

		inches (3)

		incidental (1)

		include (2)

		included (6)

		includes (1)

		including (2)

		income (1)

		inconsistency (1)

		incorporated (1)

		increase (13)

		increased (4)

		increases (1)

		increasing (7)

		incredible (2)

		indentation (1)

		independent (4)

		indicate (2)

		indicated (7)

		indicates (7)

		indication (1)

		indirect (1)

		individual (1)

		industry (3)

		industry's (1)

		infiltration (4)

		infinite (1)

		information (30)

		initial (1)

		initially (1)

		Inside (1)

		insisting (1)

		installing (1)

		instance (3)

		instances (3)

		Institute (1)

		instructed (1)

		instruction (1)



		Index: insubstantial..justified

		insubstantial (1)

		insufficient (1)

		insulation (1)

		intact (2)

		intend (2)

		intended (1)

		intention (3)

		interest (3)

		interested (1)

		interesting (3)

		interim (1)

		interpretation (1)

		interrupted (2)

		intersection (15)

		intersections (3)

		intro (1)

		introduce (2)

		introduced (2)

		introducing (1)

		invite (3)

		involve (1)

		involved (4)

		involves (3)

		irks (1)

		irony (1)

		irrelevant (1)

		isn't (13)

		issue (63)

		issued (4)

		issues (27)

		it'd (1)

		it'll (1)

		it's (202)

		ITE (2)

		items (1)

		iterated (1)

		iteration (7)

		iterations (5)

		iterative (1)

		its (6)

		jack-up (1)

		jam (1)

		JCHE (1)

		Jesse (4)

		Jim (3)

		jive (1)

		job (2)

		John (12)

		John's (1)

		judge (6)

		judgment (4)

		Judi (5)

		Judi's (2)

		jump (2)

		June (2)

		jury (1)

		justification (1)

		justified (2)



		Index: Karen..limits

		Karen (3)

		Kate (3)

		Kate's (2)

		keep (11)

		keeping (2)

		kept (2)

		key (2)

		keypad (2)

		kids (1)

		killed (1)

		kind (33)

		kinds (2)

		knew (1)

		knockdown (1)

		knocked (1)

		know (118)

		knowledge (1)

		knows (3)

		labeled (1)

		labor (1)

		laid (1)

		land (4)

		landscaping (2)

		lane (7)

		language (2)

		large (6)

		largely (1)

		larger (7)

		Lark (1)

		Lastly (1)

		late (4)

		latest (1)

		law (2)

		lawn (1)

		layout (1)

		lead (1)

		leader (1)

		learned (1)

		lease (1)

		leased (1)

		leave (7)

		leaving (3)

		lecture (1)

		lectured (1)

		left (10)

		legacy (1)

		legal (1)

		length (2)

		lessen (1)

		lessening (1)

		let's (9)

		letter (6)

		letters (1)

		level (36)

		levels (5)

		liability (1)

		life (2)

		lift (2)

		lifts (4)

		light (3)

		lighting (1)

		limit (1)

		limitation (3)

		limited (4)

		limiting (1)

		limits (3)



		Index: Linda..map

		Linda (1)
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