
























 

January 23, 2017 
 

 
Boston Planning & Development Agency 
One City Hall  
Boston, MA 
 
re:  JP/Rox Planning Initiative 
 
 
Dear BPDA: 
 
    I embrace the efforts of the BPDA and its staff in their work on the JP/Rox Planning Initiative.   
As a small housing developer and longtime resident of Jamaica Plain, I welcome the creation of 
new housing in the area, especially near the subway lines.    It is equally important to establish 
vibrant retail areas and reduce our dependence on autos.   This can not be accomplished by 
adding a mere 5,000 sf of commercial space to a 250-unit residential project. 
 
   However, I am disappointed the BPDA has elected to delay and modify the proposed JP/Rox 
zoning regulations.   The process has been lengthy and exhaustive and it is not benefited by 
additional delays.   A main objective of the JP/Rox Initiative, easing the housing crisis and 
providing affordability, has not been well served by recent modifications to reduce building 
heights and increase setbacks.   The clandestine insertion of the Neighborhood Alliance, an ad 
hoc group whose advocacy produced the zoning reductions, deteriorated the JP/Rox goals and 
my enthusiasm for the Initiative.   The BPDA should codify robust and ambitious zoning 
regulations which allow for denser projects.  Itmust ensure the results are of a sufficient 
magnitude worthy of two years of planning, workshops and community meetings. 
 

• Restore all of Green St to a 5-story height limitation 
• Create a 6-story limitation along Washington St., 250’ north and south from Green St 

(maintain a minimum of a 5-story limitation for the entire Washington St. corridor) 
• Reduce the 14-story height at the bus yard at Forest Hills  (10-story max) 
• Create a 6-story limitation along Amory St, 250’ north and south from Green St 
• Implement a 2.0 FAR on all density bonus RDAs 
• Maintain a 30% affordable density bonus only if 2.0 FAR 
• Exclude 1st floor commercial space from the FAR calculation 



• Provide flexibility within the RDA for zoning setbacks, except height and setback to a 
residential property (20’ between buildings or 12’ to the lot line), and parking 
requirements. 

• Allow a parking ratio of 0.5 (0.0 for commercial space) located within ¼ mile of the 
subway and 0.75 (1 space per 2,500 sf for commercial space) located within 1 mile of a 
subway 

• Allow  commercial tenants to be the beneficiary of reduced rents (i.e. developer has an 
option to subsidize either the residential, commercial or a combination of both) 

 
    I urge the BPDA swiftly to adopt the zoning changes of the JP/Rox Planning Initiative. 
 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
        Chris DeSisto 
 

































































































Date: Wed, Jan 25, 2017  
Subject: Planning for JP/Roxbury development 
To: marie.mercurio@boston.gov 

From: Alvin Shiggs 

I am one of the endorsers/signers of the public comment letter submitted to you from the JP/Rox 
Alliance.  My comments may repeat some of the content of the Alliance letter, but other comments are 
personal points of view and concerns to my family and to me.  

I served as a member of Advisory Group for Plan JP/Rox   The Plan JP/Rox process was sometimes a 
bumpy one.  It would serve us well to conduct a process evaluation at the end of the planning phase: 
what worked well, what did not work well, etc.  .  Such a process might help us all for future planning 
endeavors, especially when community residents are part of the process. 

• The original projected time frame for completion planning process was too short 
• We did not do adequate outreach to nor engage residents whose primary language was one 

other than English.   
• I was not always comfortable that we began the planning process with a clean slate, i.e. some 

aspects of the plan appeared to have been pre planned or pre-determined. 
• BPDA did not seem to listen or to hear the concerns that many community residents were 

raising until BPDA was prodded by community activism and intervention by elected official  
• The planning process was fraught with many more obstacles that anticipated, e.g. unexpected 

delays and an inordinate number of AG members dropped out and stopped participating in the 
planning process.  As a result of the later, there was a loss representation of broad participation 
and a broader exchange of ideas.   

We were fortunate however to have a BPDA staff that was knowledge and professional staff; it was 
helpful to have very good and flexible support resources  Appreciably the City was open to placing 
greater emphasis in the PLAN on the role and importance of establishing community stabilization by 
preventing displacement of residents and small businesses.   

However the PLAN fell short of creating a bold vision by not designating and adopting a “development 
free zone” for the purpose of preventing further displacement.  I was hoping to see and to hear a clearer 
call for innovation and creativity to plan with greater vision and daring.  I would have liked to have seen 
more emphasis on [historical] preservation of buildings. 

I thought that I used considerable energy fighting for commonsense ideas and plans that should have 
come from planners.  I advocated several years for the development of a unified plan for the 
surrounding Egleston/Roxbury/Jamaica Plain neighborhood.  I also advocated for the lessening of 
variance approvals until the Plan JP/Rox process was determined.  Consequently I believe that Plan 
JP/Rox, ostensibly, comes too late to bring substantive benefits to the community, the residents and 
small businesses  

mailto:marie.mercurio@boston.gov


 

 

Other areas of concern 

The lack of focus on infrastructure to handle long-term growth in the planning area: 

• New train cars are coming soon to the Orange Line T; these cars do not bring substantially more 
capacity.  We are left to hope that faster service will able to adequately accommodate the 
anticipated increase in ridership 

• The water and sewer lines may be adequate to safely and efficiently handle the growth, but the 
community does not know that – that information has not be shared with the community 

• How much growth can Boston accommodate?  Is Jamaica Plain/Roxbury/Egleston designated to 
be the recipient of a disproportionate amount of that growth? 

• There appears to be a lack of balance in the plan for growth: 3700 units of housing, but the 
absence of addressing plans for parking especially as it automobile are forced out of current 
parking places onto heavily residential streets of the neighborhood.  Traffic jams and back-ups 
that occur after rush hours end do not lead to improved community benefits and nor gains in 
quality of life. 

•  I ask that BPDA consider the creation of a community based committee that would meet 
regularly with the City to review and to give insight and feedback on-the impact of development 
related matters in the planning area.   

Thank you. 

 

Alvin Shiggs, Maria A. Quiroga  

  

Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 

  

Cc: BPDA: Brian Golden, Sara Meyerson, John Dalzell, Lara Mérida 
DND: Sheila Dillion 
Mayor Martin J. Walsh 
Councilors O’Malley, Jackson, Wu, Flaherty, Pressley, Essaibi George 
Senator Chang-Diaz Cc: Representative Liz Malia 
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January 25, 2017 
 
Marie Mercurio 
Boston Planning & Development Agency (BPDA) 
One City Hall Square  
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Dear Marie, 
 
As co-chair of the Chilcott Place/Granada Park Neighborhood Association, I have participated in 
endless Alliance meetings, with and without the BPDA, regarding concerns that CPGP N.A. shares 
with the larger Alliance. 
 
I would like to emphasis a few of the issues that are of particular concern to my neighbors from 
Chilcott , Granada and Iffley. 
 
Parking 
Parking and Traffic, late night dumpster backing onto the street, illegal parking on the sidewalk have 
all been the top issues on our meeting agenda for 25 years. With limited off street parking, it is a 
constant struggle. Seemingly small changes, like the success of CoCo’s bar in attracting city wide 
clientele, can add additional late night noise and illegal parking. When the Police enforced parking 
restrictions on corners and fire lanes on Chilcott  (there is no resident parking), this clientele shifted 
to Iffley, who then reported the same problems. This is not to malign Coco’s – they did their best – 
but to emphasis that the parking capacity of the neighborhood is already exceeded, and illegal 
parking quickly becomes a life safety issue. 
 
The expectation that everyone will bike and take the T overlooks the reality that families, the infirm, 
and those with jobs outside the central business district or outside the T or Commuter rail operating 
hours cannot use the T, and Uber is not always an option. Basing transportation and parking on 
students and young adults means that fewer can raise a family and age in place. Paid parking in new 
developments will surely encourage young professional residents to park their cars on the streets 
while they take the T to work. As pipeline projects progress before completion of parking studies 
and new strategies, these problems will become more severe and difficult to solve after the fact. 
Resident parking is not a solution unless other strategies are in place.  
 I ask the following: 

 That BPDA to establish regulations as city ordinance or as part of the individual project 
mitigation to prohibit residents of current pipeline and future projects with less than 1 
space per unit from getting an on-street resident parking permit. 

 That parking for retail customers and employees be considered when establishing 
required parking. 

 That the city consider creating structured parking for daytime retail and nighttime 
resident needs. 
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Height 
The ULI Rose Institute met with the city and residents just prior to the beginning of the planning 
process for Plan JP/Rox. The Rose Institute report recommend “infill construction” at the Egleston 
end of Washington Street. There are no large parcels between School Street and Columbus Avenue, 
which means that the proposed 5 stories would not be feasible unless developers evict existing 
tenants and businesses and consolidate properties. There is no option for service or deliveries 
unless developers expand into the residential neighborhoods behind them, or park on Washington 
Street. There is not enough depth to add any on site parking without alternating retail with parking 
lots along the street. Cars exiting from two existing parking lots, or backing out of driveways onto 
Washington already pose a threat. This block is gridlocked for long hours of the day. We don’t 
believe these areas have not been built up because tall buildings are not allowed, but because the 
area is not large enough to accommodate additional density with any kind of service access.. 
 
We didn’t push this issue through the Alliance even though both ESNA and CPGP participants 
advocated for 4 story maximums because we didn’t think it was feasible to build 5 stories with 
enforcement of the design guidelines. If the guidelines are not enforced, and the developers are 
given free rein, then heights should be lowered to a maximum of 3 or 4 stories to reflect the size 
of the available parcels. 
 
Affordability 
 Chilcott Place and Granada Park is a close knit neighborhood that reflects all that we love about 
Egleston Square. There is a great diversity of income, education, race and culture, but we are bound 
together as neighbors by mutual respect (and a bit of community gardening). So it has pained me to 
see neighbors who have lived on Chilcott for 25 years displaced by rising rents.as much as $700 at a 
time. Affordability goals must be set by what we need to do to house these families, not by the 
pro-forma of developers and standard practice. 
 
Feedback 
CPGP is a small area – 2 dead end streets – but regularly gets a turn-out of 10 to 15 people at its 
monthly meetings. However, especially after the approval of 3200 Washington, most residents 
don’t believe that their voices will be heard, and believe that efforts to influence change in the 
BPDA’s process is futile and a waste of their time. This is an opportunity to prove that the concerns 
of existing residents are heard at city hall. We support new housing, but it must be appropriately 
scaled and sited so that it is a contributing part of our neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Pranger, Co-chair Chilcott Place Granada Park Neighborhood Association 

 
Cc:  Joan Becker, CPGP co-chair 
 Mayor Martin J. Walsh 
 Councilors O’Malley, Jackson, Wu, Flaherty, Pressley, Essaibi George 
 Representative Liz Malia,  Senator Chang-Diaz 
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To: Marie Mercurio, BPDA 
From: Henry Barbaro 
Re: PLAN: JP/ROX 
Date: 1/25/17 
 
 
Please accept the following as my comments on the Final Draft of the JP/ROX Plan (dated 
1/9/17), as drafted by the Boston Planning & Redevelopment Agency (BPDA).Although I have 
submitted comments on previous drafts (dated 8/22/16 and 10/13/16) of the JP/ROX Plan, and 
have attended various public meetings, I continue to have a variety of grave concerns about the 
Plan.  For my “final” comment letter, I am including new and/or unaddressed concerns, as 
follows. 
 
1)  I object to the proposed zoning that would allow 15-story residential towers at Forest Hills.  
Even one 15-story building at this location would have a permanent detrimental impact on the 
viewsheds from Franklin Park, the Arnold Arboretum, and Forest Hills Cemetery -- three of the 
most significant historic open spaces in the City of Boston -- which provide recreation, 
enjoyment, and solace to residents and tourists alike.  Such a large-scale construction project 
likely will require review by the Boston Landmarks Commission to assess visual impacts to 
Franklin Park, which is the crowning jewel in Olmsted’s Emerald Necklace and has been 
designated as a City Landmark.  If State or Federal permits are required, then the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission will need to review the project for visual impacts to the 
National Historic Landmark Arnold Arboretum and to Franklin Park and Forest Hills Cemetery, 
both of which are listed in the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
 
2)  An important paradox is that although the Plan purports to prevent the displacement of 
existing residents (see p.40), a significant number of residents will be displaced when two-, 
three-, and six-family buildings are demolished to make way for the enormous multi-unit 
buildings, as allowed under the Plan’s new zoning districts.  
 
3) The Plan is not objectively written.  Rather than frame the discussion only on what BPDA 
hopes for and the theoretical positive effects, the Plan needs to describe all adverse impacts 
and be transparent about the trade-offs that are being faced by the area's existing residents.  
The Plan gives the overwhelming impression that everything is going to be better, especially for 
the people who live here now.  But the Plan should be written more like an Environmental 
Impact Report, with objective analyses of the negative impacts to the neighborhoods as a result 
of the proposed zoning changes. 
 
An example of this biased writing can be found in the Open Space section of the Plan (see 
p.102).  This section misleads the reader by emphasizing that there will be more open spaces.  
But the reality is that the build-out of the Plan will reduce the per capita ratio of open space by 
somewhere around 40%.  The Plan should be clear about this significant impact to the quality-
of-life for all present and future residents. 
 
4) The Plan has a distinct lack of any meaningful traffic analysis and is essentially promoting 
housing densities that will further exacerbate traffic congestion and Boston's incremental trend 
toward choking on its own growth -- thereby lowering the quality of life for existing residents.  
The Plan should include traffic studies for the surrounding collector streets before housing 
densities are proposed to be significantly increased.  Otherwise implementing the 
recommendations of the Plan will likely imposemore misery (e.g., traffic congestion, travel 
delays, higher accident rates, air quality degradation, noise) on the area’s residents. 
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5)  The Plan is overly optimistic about alternative modes of transportation for the residents of the 
Study Area, and that automobiles need not be the focus.  This seems unlikely for the following 
reasons. 
 
Biking (or walking) - Biking is a viable way to get around but, for the great majority, only when 
the weather is mild and dry.  Walking also has a much more limited range (travel distance). 
MBTA -- Subway travel is a good option, although it is regularly delayed/overwhelmed for a 
variety of reasons, such as a subway car(s) breaking down, due to winter weather or electrical 
outages, or there is a health emergency, or there are too few subway cars, or the cars are 
unevenly spaced (i.e., unadjusted timing).Moreover, even when the subway is running 
smoothly, there still is a large percentage (perhaps double) of people that choose to drive their 
cars for personal, scheduling, and/or access reasons. 
 
6)  The Plan pushes too much growth and development too fast, with a 60% increase in housing 
density in only 15 years.  The growth of the JP/ROX area should be more incremental so that 
City services and infrastructure can keep pace with the growth of residential areas. 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this critical plan that will have a marked impact on 
the quality of life for those living today in the Jamaica Plain/Roxbury neighborhoods.  Please let 
me know if you have any questions. 
 
Henry Barbaro 

 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 

 
 
 
Cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission 
 Roseanne Foley, Boston Landmarks Commission 
 Margaret Dyson, Boston Parks and Recreation 







































Below is a petition that 557 people signed from January 17, 2017 to January 
25, 2017, not including additional signatures on petitions we will scan and 
send at a later date. Please see the list of signers in a separate document. 
 
In a conversation with Lara Merida on January 24, 2017, she said that the 
BPDA would also review comments received after January 25, 2017. We plan 
to submit additional petition signatures as well as photos in a “photo 
petition.” 

 

Protect Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, & Egleston 
and Racial & Economic Justice 

 
To: 

 Mayor Marty Walsh 

 Brian Golden, Director of the Boston Planning and Development Agency 

 Sheila Dillon, Director of Department of Neighborhood Development 

 State Senator Sonia Chang-Díaz 

 State Representatives Jeffrey Sánchez and Liz Malia 

 City Councilors Ayanna Pressley, Annissa Essaibi-George, Michael Flaherty, Matt O'Malley, Tito Jackson, 
and Michelle Wu 

  
From October to January, the City has made some welcomed positive changes to Plan JP/Rox in key areas that 
many organizations in the Neighborhood Alliance have identified: height/density/design, affordability, 
displacement, and transportation, jobs. However, we believe strongly that the plan still is not sufficient in 
protecting the diversity and character of the neighborhood or promoting racial and economic justice. We urge the 
City to make continued improvements and continue negotiations with the community. 
  
We are invested in creating a plan that works for the Jamaica Plain, Roxbury, and Egleston communities, especially 
renters, abutters, low-income residents, people of color, and small businesses who will be most affected by the 
changes. Groups like the Neighborhood Alliance and Keep It 100 for Real Affordable Housing and Racial Justice 
have worked hard to analyze information and solutions, helping the City correct key information and find ways to 
strengthen the plan.  Community members have negotiated with the City in good faith and have made progress to 
create a plan that supports growth while protecting the neighborhood. We feel with further discussion and 
changes before the board vote, we can reach middle ground on these final issues to create a plan that community 
members, especially people most affected by the changes, can support. 
  
We support further improvements, discussion, and negotiations around the following issues: (1) appropriate 
height/density/design guidelines from Green Street to Forest Hills and in Jackson Square, (2) increased 
affordability goals for the overall neighborhood, private requirements, and non-profit developments, (3) lower 
average income levels for affordable units, (4) displacement prevention standards and strategies including 
converting market-rate units into affordable units, (5) transparency, commitments, and monitoring for good jobs 
in the neighborhood and connections to good jobs citwyide, and (6) translating the plan into Spanish. 
  

 Height/Density/Design. After respecting the wishes of abutting residents, the BPDA has increased 
allowed height from 4 to 5 stories on Washington Street south of Green Street. The BPDA should reverse 
this change, which results in minimal additional housing units and affordability and is not appropriate 
given the scale of the abutting neighborhood. In addition, the BPDA should remove 15-story density 



bonus areas where developers can apply to build higher, and make them contingent on future 
transportation studies and more appropriate design guidelines. 15-story buildings are more expensive to 
construct, may not be financially feasible, and result in smaller affordability percentages. 

  

 Affordability. The City has increased it overall affordability goal from 30% to 35%. We think we can 
achieve additional affordability and request that the City explore solutions to make 55% of new housing 
affordable. The City should strengthen affordability requirements for private developers so that 35% of 
typical private developments are affordable (or, if the City agrees to use lower income levels for the 
requirements, 30%). The City should increase affordability percentages on existing non-profit pipeline 
projects (by 100 units) and future plans at Arborway Yard (to 75%), and increase the plan for non-profit 
units on new sites/converted buildings (to 520-600 new units and 250 converted-market rate units, up 
from 393 units). 

  

 Income Levels. The City should lower the income levels for affordable units to closer to an average of 
$39,000 for a family of four (known as “40% AMI or 40% area median income”), with affordable housing 
for a range of incomes from less than $25,000 to $70,000 a year. The plan's income levels for affordable 
units are currently 70% AMI for some private units, an average of 50% AMI for “bonus” private units, and 
60% AMI for non-profit units.1 The City should decrease these incomes by 10% AMI (to averages of 
$59,000 and $39,000 in private developments, and $49,000 in non-profit developments). The City should 
also use funding for vouchers and strong outreach to voucher-holders so that half of affordable units go 
to voucher-holders. 

  

 Displacement Prevention. Working with the Office of Housing Stability, community members have made 
progress and are looking forward to continued dialogue to finalize: strong anti-displacement standards in 
the Article 80 process, a commitment to convert 250 market-rate units into affordable units, 
strengthened plans for outreach to and tracking of tenants at risk of displacement, and a strong oversight 
process for its displacement prevention plan. 

  

 Jobs. The City should require developers to be transparent about their jobs plans, hire from the local 
neighborhood, participate in monitoring of Boston Residents Jobs Policy requirements, and develop a 
pilot program to link residents to good jobs downtown and additional job centers citywide. 

  

 Spanish Translation. The City must translate the plan into Spanish and provide a public comment period 
after this translation is available. 

 
Background Information: 
 
Our community and city are strong because of our racial and economic diversity. In the 
Jamaica  Plain/Roxbury/Egleston area, 2/3 of residents are people of color and small local businesses anchor the 
community. About 50% of the area makes less than $35,000 a year, and 70% of the area makes less than $70,000 a 
year. Across the city, most workers make less than $35,000 a year and most households make less than $54,000 a 
year. 
  
In contrast, 65% of the new housing in Plan JP/Rox will be for households making about $100,000-$125,000 a year, 
and less than 5% will be affordable for households making less than $35,000 a year. Only an estimated 35-40% of 
residents in new housing will be people of color. Citywide, the City currently only meets half of the affordable 
housing needs of households making less than about $30,000 a year. Only 15% of new housing citywide will be 
affordable to households making less than $50,000 a year, leaving 50,000 households at those income levels 
without affordable housing. The majority of very low-income households are not protected. 
  
New affordable housing at neighborhood income levels, not new housing that is 65% market-rate, is needed to 
stabilize the neighborhood and protect its diversity even as it gains new residents. Strong commitments around a 



displacement prevention plan and good jobs also prevent existing residents from being forced out. New housing 
should fit the scale appropriate to the neighborhood to respect residents and abutters, and rely on solutions 
beyond simply density to increase affordable housing. Finally, to make community review of the plan more 
equitable to people most impacted by the plan, the plan must be made available in Spanish. 



Name Address City ZIP

John Walkey East Boston 02128

Benjamin Trolio Dorchester 02124

Lauren Miller Boston 02121

Lori Hurlebaus Dorchester 02122

Mary Hansen New Bedford 02740

Jeremy Hanson-GutiÃ©rrez

Ruthy Rickenbacker Boston 02130

Anne Erde jp 02130

Ellen Tibby

Emily Payrits Saint Cloud 53079

Cassie Hurd Allston 02134

Doris Reisig Roxbury 02119

Brian Curran Roslindale 02131

Danielle Sommer Boston 02119

Jen Douglas Jamaica Plain 02130

Lisa Marie Garver Brockton 02302

Ann Gilmore

 

Jamaica Pln 02130

Jessica Toglia

Erica Brien Jamaica Plain 02130

Gerry Scoppettuolo Malden 02148

Nk Acevedo 02122

Robert Folan Boston

02115-

4624

Andrew Curtis 02130

Joanie Parker Jp 02130

Joanna Gattuso Boston 02130

Omer Hecht Boston 02130

Claire Lindquist Cambridge 02140

Shaya French Roxbury 02119

Douglas Goodman Arlington 02474

Cole Parke Boston 02130

Adam Wehrkamp Boston 02115

Ryan Manganelli Brookline 02446

Tracy Curtin Boston 02130

Emily Shuster Northampton 01060

Simona Lang

meghan hynes Boston 02119

Leigh Chandler Roxbury Crossing 02120

Emily Kirkland Somerville 02143

Alison Gottlieb Boston 02130

Shannon Fuller 02124

Hilary Allen Boston 02130

Joanna Olivetti 02130

Erika Nauda Melrose 02176



Name Address City ZIP

Mandie Wilson  Jamaica Pln 02130

Kyra Norsigian Newton 02467

Melanie Jessel Cambridge 02141

Jill Cowie 02131

Anna Mudd Manchester 03102

Martha Karchere Jp 02130

Laura Foner Jamaica Plain 02130

Angela Borges Boston 02130

Mary Catherine Curley 02143

Maria Christina Blanco

Casie Horgan Boston 02130

Maggie Capwell 01960

Ian Trefethen Jamaica Plain 02130

M Weintraub Boston 02130

Amy B

Brendon Wood Jamaica Plain 02130

Kaitlin Nichols 95391

Chris P Hyde park

Ronald Goldman

Cortnay Varela Boston 02130

Zach Kent Boston 02130

Molly Richard Boston 02130

Esther Montgomery Roxbury Crossing 02120

Alex Falcon Jamaica Plain 02130

Matthew Delligatti 02130

Rob Gestone

Emily Radwin Cambridge 02139

Michelle Maddex 02135

Ellen Zahniser Jamaica Plain 02130

Lenny Somervell Boston 02130

Eli Latto Boston 02130

Cynthia Peters Boston

02130-

2224

Brianna Gaddy Chelsea 02150

Audrey Harrer Boston 02130

William Ruhm Jamaica Plain 02130

Donna Tremonte Boston 02130

Dick Monks

Christopher Collins Roxbury 02119

rachel rizzo Boston 02130

Eric Prescott Boston 02130

Emily Ike Roxbury 02119

helen matthews

lisa thompson 02130

Neil Horsky



Name Address City ZIP

Holly Josephs 02143

Samuel Bosch Jamaica Plain 02130

Hannah Weiner

 

Jamaica Pln 02130

Hannah Weiner

 

Jamaica Pln 02130

Bianca Blakesley Boston 02130

Jackie Jahn 07003

Jonah Rapino  Jamaica Pln 02130

Alex Calabrese Boston 02128

Daniel Lentini Jamaica Plain 02130

Monika Plioplyte Boston 02130

Solomon Lutze Somerville 02143

Samuel Schwartz Somerville 02144

Zoe Jeka

Sarah Jenkins Somerville

Keith Man

Elizabeth Cantor

Mallory Hanora Dorchester 02125

Jessica Toglia Jamaica Plain 02130

Jocelyn Schur Westport 06880

Jenna Connolly 02135

Lisa Martin Cambridge 02140

Katherine Ouellette Boston 02127

Nora Puricelli

Arpi Karapetyan 02134

Harriet Low New York 10002

Rebecca Kranz

Kate Frisher 02115

Sarah McGonigle Dorchester 02124

Andrea Clardy Jamaica Plain 02130

Philip Stango Allston 02134

Rosemary Scott-Fishburn

Jen Brown

Samantha Schneider Boston 02130

Shira Tiffany Boston 02130

Caitlin Endyke Brookline 02446

Dana Jay Bein Cambridge 02139

Kim Perrella

Sonya Page Jamaica Plain 02130

Jana Pohorelsky

Meredith Stivers Brookline 02446

Enid Eckstein

Stephanie Aines Watertown 02472

Jose Jimenez



Name Address City ZIP

Lawrence Reichle y Cambrid ge 02139

Jillian Scheer Boston 02130

Helen Bennett Boston 02130

Ari Keigan Waltham 02453

Sofia Owen Boston 02125

Rebecca Looman Brookline 02446

Shannon O'Malley 02119

Emily White

Sarah Kanouse Boston 02130

lakota Cambridge 02138

Cynthia Heiland acton

Joanna Ruhl Providence 02908

Sarah Byrnes Boston 02131

A Whitaker

Tanya Hoke

Mary Joy Patchett Jamaica Plain 02130

David Robinson

Laura Santel Cambridge 02139

Kara Kuntz Watertown 02472

Sarah Pascarella Somerville 02145

Annette Macaluso Roslindale 02131

Rachel Flood Page 02130

Judith Leemann Boston 02130

Julie Moskowitz Boston 02116

Michelle Pernini Jp 02130

Anya Quenon Cambridge 02139

Anne La

Tatiana Martinez Hyde park 02136

Kimberly Boutin Medford 02155

Jen Kiokï¿½ Boston 02130

Emmeline Cordingley 02135

Emily Anderson Boston 02130

Miranda Mammen Cambridge 02139

Scout Perry Boston 02135

alex auriema Cambridge 02138

myles green Orange City 32763

Emilia Deimezis boston 02130

Damian Lima Arlington 02474

Angela Schroder Havelock 28532

Erica Gordon Boston 02130

Laura Pattison Roslindale 02131

Charlotte Alger Boston 02125

William Wheeler Georgetown 01833

Kevin Odell 02124

Cas Thomas Boston

02130-

3939



Name Address City ZIP

Julia Juster Cambridge 02139

Korin Roehm

Jesselyn Dreeszen Bowman

Emily Arkin Medford 02155

Clara Bieck Boston 02130

Katherine Connelly Boston 02119

Candace Esslinger Belmont

Asher Bruskin Jamaica Plain 02130

Molly Ryan Dorchester

Mary Sharon Kaminski 02130

Antonia Buckley

Michaela Grenier Roxbury 02119

Jenn Baldvins Boston

Rosevan Vickery Somerville 02143

Emily Gonzalez Boston 02130

Kevin Micka Boston 02130

Lauren Shear East Hampton 11937

Katharine Shields Jamaica Plain 02130

Hannah Maniates Brighton 02135

Kyle Ahlers

Telli Davoodi

mike gintz somerville 02143

Riley R Boston 02115

Alison Kronstadt 02122

Meaghan Harrigan Somerville 02143

Kelly Washburn

Gabriel Schwartz Boston 02130

Andrew Hamilton Boston 02130

Abigail Machson-Carter Boston

02131-

4603

Robin Jacks West Roxbury 02132

Alice Saunders Jamaica Plain 02130

Clara McCreery Somerville 02144

Jana Pickard-Richardson Montebello Rd 02130

Johnny Lapham Arlington 02474

Jeanne Koopman 02139

Mary Ann Kopydlowski Jamaica Plain 02130

Leah Shafer 02143

Elizabeth Schubert Quincy 02169

Eleanor Fort Boston 02130

Cara Rotschafer Boston 02131

Morgan Grenier 02135

Rachel Bishop Providence 02909

Erich Hagan Jp 02130

Allyssa Prutzman Boston 02130

Kristina Aikens Medford 02155



Name Address City ZIP

Jennifer Yanco

Tracey Newman

Cassie Sodergren Brighton 02135

Jenna Steckel

Julia Reddy Boston 02119

Grace Atherton Somerville 02144

Laurie Brandt Somerville 02144

Kevin Crotty Boston 02116

Samantha Hale

Debra G Ashland 01721

Cameron Cashin

Jordan Horowitz Boston 02130

Trevor Culhane Somerville 02143

Lindsay Metivier Jp 02130

elly kalfus

Miriam Priven

Mika Brown Boston

Stephen Fleming Cambridge 02141

David Cordes Boston 02130

Lyle Allen 92111

Aimee Sands Boston 02130

John Brown

Nikoleta Papadopoulos Jamaica Plain 02130

Jessica Green Boston 02130

Amanda Chaloupka Boston 02130

Penelope Taylor

Laura

Stephanie Chambers Boston 02130

Kassi Stein Cambridge 02141

Nabeela Vega

Caroline Yezer Cambridge 02139

Ruth Page Boston 02130

Ruth Page 02446

Alex Walker Watertown 02472

Amanda Zhang Jamaica Plain 02130

Kaitlyn Van Buskirk

Chrislene DeJean Boston 02136

Lynne Layton 02446

Anne Calabresi Jamaica Plain 02130

Scott Glidden 02446

Amelia Mitter-Burke 02130

Elizabeth West 02465

Raimi Marx Boston 02130

Amanda Montel

Ariadne Nelson Boston 02134

Greta Greenleaf Wakefield 01880



Name Address City ZIP

Stephanie Geheran 02131

Xavier Quinn Jamaica Plain 02130

Susan Sommer Cambridge 02138

Anabel Vazquez Jamaica Plain 02130

Marika Faytell Boston 02130

Samuel Oldshue Boston

02130-

4016

Rachel Green 02124

Jill Ragusa Jamaica Plain 02130

Elizabeth Zoob Boston 02131

Brittany Tuttle Brookline

Luke Abdow

Emily Tragert Roslindale

Lily Kofke

Rosie Ranauro

Julian Rauter

Amy Katzen

Kate Oldshue Boston 02130

Rebecca Stouff

Patricia Gonzalez 53704

Melissa Sturtevant Boston 02130

Caleb Cole Maynard 01754

Nancy Sanchez Boston 

Sydney Kinchen

 Jamaica 

Pln 02130

Elizabeth Smith Boston 02113

Nadav David

Alexandria Petteruti Boston 02130

Joanna Tam Boston 02130

William Gurner Boston 02131

Aubri Esters Boston 02113

Alex Miklowski 02130

Lily Rosenthal Somerville 02143

Chloe Frankel Boston 02130

Anne Hamilton 02130

Kate Gorton Worcester 01606

Talia Sternberg Boston 02119

Rochelle Porper Swampscott 01907

Gloria Colon Boston 02119

patricia feeley Boston

02130-

1838

Katherine Everett 02130

Frank Sepulveda Boston 02130

Tom Kieffer Jp 02130

Elizabeth Peck

VerÃ³nica PatiÃ±o



Name Address City ZIP

Alissa Brandon Cambridge 02139

Paul Koskins North Arlington 07031

John Cushing Jamaica Plain 02130

Alec Wysoker Cambridge

02139-

2713

Seth Rosenau Boston 02120

Jess Schmid Jamaica Plain 02130

Amy Arrington Boston 02130

Sarah Ganzhorn Somerville 02144

gracie jackson

Gabriela DeMarco Boston 02131

Abbie Weeks Jamaica plain 02130

A. Campbell Payne

Stephen DeMarco

Joshua McLinden 02134

Joshua Oppenheim-Rothschild Belmont 02478

Lisa Andrews

Julia Chartove Cambridge 02141

Timothy Chen Boston 02130

Stephanie Guidry Boston 02130

David Leach Brighton

Elizabeth Wieman Roslindale 02131

Christine McFadden 62958

Julia Connor roslindale 02131

Sue Cibulsky Jamaica Plain 02130

Heron Russell Boston 02130

Ada Horne Boston 02130

Gm Goldleaf Boston 02130

Sharon Bort Boston 02130

Elizabeth Kripke Jamaica Plain 02130

Sienna Conti Brighton 02135

Shanadeen Begay Boston 02130

Zenaida Peterson Boston 02124

Lily Huang

Hilary Burgin Boston 02130

Sarah Levy Boston 02124

Tara Venkatraman

Aaron Wolfson Boston 02130

Linda Dryden

Zoey Memmert-Miller Boston 02130

Rebecca Leung Boston 02130

John Dickens Amherst 01002

Reva Levin Boston 02130

Katherine Laveway Boston 02130

Michele Ross Boston 02130

Crysta Song Boston 02130



Name Address City ZIP

Julian Dormitzer Jamaica Plain 02139

Lianna Burton Boston 02130

Rachel Kahn Boston 02130

Erin Winsor

Constance Dunn Boston 02130

Claudia Lent 02135

Bob Bradshaw Jamaica Plain 02130

Julie Perlin Jamaica Plain 02130

Anne St Goar Cambridge 02138

Carolyn Royce

Sara Kilroy Boston

02130-

3617

Jennifer Phaiah Jamaica Plain 02130

Tim Dean Boston 02130

Chelsea Noriega Boston 02130

Morgan McMahon Boston 02130

Rachel Vogel Boston 02135

Teresa Roberts Boston 02130

Christine Saliba Boston 02215

jennifer uhrhane Boston 02130

Jill Havens Jamaica Plain 02130

Dylan Bush Mansfield 02048

Jane Seymour Providence 02906

Amy Koski 02135

Holly Woods Boston 02119

Rose Gallogly Boston 02131

Joan Leib Somerville 02145

jen obrien Somerville

Isabel Kunkle

Chelsea Clarke Roslidale

Emily Blatter Boyer 02459

Greg Buckland Boston 02130

Lillian Terry-Welsj Boston 02135

Katie Shniderman Boston 02113

Olivia Larkin Boston 02130

Batya Franklin Jamaica Plain 02130

Rebekka Lee Boston 02130

Brita Zitin Dorchester

Royce Abel Boston 02130

Kristen Higgins Salem 01970

Rhiannon Varmette 02124

Eden MacAdam-Somer Roslindale

Elizabeth Nguyen Boston 02130

Erica Long Boston 02135

Daisy Brown Boston 02109

Jonathan Nankof Roxbury 02119



Name Address City ZIP

Audra Friend Dorchester 02125

Lauren Leone

Marcelle Abi-Esber Topsfield 01983

Sarah Eley Jamaica Plain 02130

Steph Trilling Boston 02130

Stephanie Simard

Rachel Payne Boston 02119

Rose Lenehan

Jesse Heasly Boston 02130

Clare Mehta Boston 02130

Katharine McShane Jamaica Plain 02130

Kimberly King Millville 01529

Shula Ornstein Boston 02130

Allison Baker

Miriam Zichlin 02115

Em Gamber Boston 02130

Eleanor Doig concord 01742

Carolyn Lewenberg Boston 02119

Caro Lyn

Valerie Rugulo Jamaica Plain 02130

Abigale Reisman 07901

Leah Brill Boston 02215

Sarah Lynn Danvers 01923

Kellen Zakula Jamaica Plain 02130

Rosie Sandberg boston 02130

Larissa Pienkowski Boston 02119

Hayley Mandel Boston 02119

Linda Alila Jamaica Plain 02130

Steph Foster Brookline 02446

Rebecca Hallowell

Kathlyn Oco

Katherine Sittig-Boyd Roxbury 02119

Eddie S

Rebecca Santos Seetahal Jamaica Plain 02130

Sam Luckey 02130

Calliope Desenberg Wellesley 02481

William Spencer Beverly 01915

Kyle Hadley Boston 02130

Jess Waters Roxbury 02119

Mary Commisso 02135

Karey Kenst Jp 02130

Chester Rath 11385

Armide Storey Roxbury 02119

Branden Kornell

Monica Alves

Madeline Kidd Somerville 02143



Name Address City ZIP

Noah McKenna Jp 02130

Kerry Rubenstein Boston 02130

Rezaul Hassan 11238

Elissa Kaufman Somerville 02143

Jacquelyn Westby 60025

Lucy Sweeney 02113

Keeley Tobler

Diana Taylor Boston 02125

Elise Symer Cambridge 02139

Brent Lo Arlington 02474

Alexandra Dowd Providence 02906

Melissa Howard 02135

Ben Potrykus Somerville 02143

Emily Tulman 02134

Cecilia Elhaddad Boston 02130

Billy Squire Boston 02130

Jordan Bensley 11221

Zoe Peters

Kristin Doyle Dedham 02026

Akailah Jennings Boston 02130

Anna Leah Eisner 02134

Lucas Gonzalez Milliken Boston 02130

Alana Ounan

Teasha Feldman-Fitzthum Somerville 02143

Lance Eaton Beverly 01915

Bridgette Hausman

Angela Rubenstein Boston 02130

Ruby Stardrum

Elizabeth Kingfield Somerville 02144

Rev. Dr. Michelle Walsh

Marguerite Cooke Boston 02130

Nora Cullen Boston 02130

Evan Hubbard 02130

Shaw Pong Liu Hubbard St 02130

Travis Bliss Boston 02130

Claire Weigand Somerville 02144

Juliana Scherer

Allegra Heath-Stout Somerville 02143

Jonathan McCurdy Jamaica Plain 02130

Scott Mizrachi Boston 02130

Alain Davis

Max Witt

Hilary Wolkan Malden 02148

Erin McLaughlin Salem 01970

Mary Southworth

Ariel Friedman Boston 02130



Name Address City ZIP

Jenna Nackel Roslindale 02131

Angela Vo Dorchester 02122

Jasmine Whitney Boston 02119

Marie Comiskey Boston 02131

Caitlin Kenney Roxbury 02119

Matthew Lieber Jp

Rachel Scarano

Kate Hudson-Mendes

Loz Carver

Adrianna R

Maia Gokhale

Renata Bule

Kira Cartwright Brighton

Madeline Zappala Needham 02492

Andrew Fitzpatrick

Mitch Kellaway

Juliet Olivier 6  Jamaica Pln

Carolyn Gibney 02125

Evan Soken

 

Jamaica Pln 02130

Gina Capra Somerville 02145

Elizabeth Melo

Rachel Leiken 02446

Katherine Turk

 

Jamaica Pln 02130

Robert Klein

Laurie Hutcheson Jp 02130

Willow Burke

Elizabeth Starr 02421

Emily Trono

Cara Ciminello

Rebecca Joseph Jamaica plain

Sophy Bishop Boston 02130

Claire Duvallet Boston 02114

Matt Picard 02130

Kiki Fluhr

Eric Fosbury 02148

Joseph Anderson 02130

Nicole Baldvins 02130

Catherine Mills 02119

Natalie Miller 02148

Kristina Cohen Brighton

Juliet Carey

Karissa Fernandez

Tracy Brown Jamaica Plain



Name Address City ZIP

Lyra de Castro

Monica Ek

Rachael Falk

Sarah Hesseltine Winterport 04496

ivanna bergese 02134

Elizabeth Meravi

Ellen Bechtel

John Wass Boston

Anna Cohen 02130

Elizabeth Clutts Jamaica Plain 02130

Tracy Bindel 02130

Shannon Bodwell

Elise Yost Jamaica Plain 02130

Nina Robinson 02130

Celeste Schimmenti Jamaica Plain

Jackie Do

Laura Hughes

02130-

3671

Su Cousineau Jamaica Plain 02130

Su Cousineau

Susanna Bohme 02121

Susanna Bohme

Pam Nicholas

Jillian Tuck
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January 25, 2017 
 
Marie Mercurio 
Boston Planning & Development Agency (BPDA) 
One City Hall Square  
Boston, MA 02201 
 
Dear Marie, 
 
The “Neighborhood Alliance” is a coalition of long standing existing Neighborhood Associations in 
the JP/Rox area. Throughout Plan JP/Rox process, the Alliance have gotten input and shared 
updates at neighborhood association meetings and the JP Neighborhood Council. This letter is a 
summary of the Alliance’s collective concerns. Attached are more detail responses on 
Design/Height, Jobs, Stabilization, Transportation and Affordability. 
 

WHY ARE THE DETAILS OF THE PLAN IMPORTANT? 

The goal of the plan is to guide growth while protecting the diversity and character of the existing 
residential community. The proposed strategy is to designate growth zones and protect existing 
residential neighborhoods.  
 
The specific heights and related Design Guidelines are especially important because in JP/Rox, 
unlike South Boston, the DBA areas are mostly directly adjacent to 1-3 family zones. Height 
limitations, setbacks and step backs are important to ensure that new developments do not 
overpower existing 1, 2 and 3 story homes, many of which are downhill of the new projects. The 
Alliance supports increased density, but has advocated for consistent policies that better integrate 
the new housing into the existing community. Even with the design guidelines and height limits 
proposed in the January 9th draft, the BPDA estimates that housing in the JP/Rox boundaries will 
increase from approximately 2,500 units existing today to approximately 6,300 units over the next 
15 to 20 years. 1,300 of the estimated 3,800 new units are already permitted or under construction.  
 
At the same time, residents are concerned that the overall goal of 35% affordable housing will be 
insufficient to protect the current residents in a community where 70% of the residents cannot 
afford the proposed market rate housing. Aggressive and creative strategies must be pursued to 
provide private and non-profit housing affordable to a broad range of new and existing residents, 
including low income, working class, artists, teachers, social service and health care providers, fire 
fighters, and other working people who fall below the income required for market rate units. BPDA 
estimates that you need to have an income of at least $112,500 a year to rent a 2-bedroom market 
rate unit at $2983 per month with Utilities for about $ 142 per month for total of $3,125 per 
month). 
 
There appears to be plenty of room for new density to coexist with increased affordability AND 
strong design guidelines and height limitations. 
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Design Guidelines and Height 
The Neighborhood Alliance has successfully advocated for changes that are included in the January 
2017 Plan JP/Rox that will guide future zoning changes. The January Plan includes strong Design 
Guidelines to protect abutting residents, has increased the number of affordable units and has not 
substantially reduced the projected overall number of new units, when compared to the September 
and October draft Plans.  
 
We agree with the following changes to the plan: 
 The allowable DBA height was reduced where 6 story DBAs were directly abutting 1-3 family 

homes.   

 The allowable DBA height was reduced from 5 to 4 stories on congested Green Street to 
protect the existing historic character, single room occupancy and other existing affordable 
income housing.  

 BPDA restored the requirement for a 20-foot rear setback that currently exists. (A 20-foot 
setback was required in earlier drafts, but was reduced to 10 feet in September without 
discussion.) Setback, step back and open space requirements must remain and be enforced. 

We continue to ask for the following revisions to the Plan. 

 Height on Washington Street – The proposed DBA on the west side of Washington Street that 
directly abuts the 2 and 3-story homes on Union Ave was increased recently from 4 to 5 stories 
even though the abutting neighborhood has consistently asked for 4 stories. We ask that the 
allowable DBA height be reduced to 4 stories to provide a reasonable transition to this small 
pocket neighborhood, consistent with the changes to 4 stories that were made where DBAs 
abut portions of the Stonybrook and Brookside neighborhoods.  We ask that the height of the 
DBA at the corner of Green and Washington be reduced from 6 to 5 stories. 

 15 story buildings –Hi-rise buildings are not currently economically feasible because any 
building over 7 stories requires more expensive steel construction as well as additional life 
safety features. This additional cost makes it even less feasible to provide high levels of 
affordability. So, there is time to consider the results of the proposed transportation, parking 
and Infrastructure studies before authorizing this concentrated density. Specific guidelines 
should be appropriate to the scale of a 15-story building and its neighborhood context. 

 Density – The 2016 “State of the Built Environment: Greater Boston’s Infrastructure” reported 
that the region suffers from neglected maintenance of its roadways and public transit system. 
Projected improvements will restore the systems to their designed capacity, but not address the 
planned growth. The plan should include a mechanism to monitor the ongoing impact of 
increased density on this infrastructure, and to make adjustments to the allowable density if 
required. 
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Affordability 

The BPDA and DND have increased the affordability goals for developers, and the city’s 
commitment to overall affordability, however these goals are insufficient to meet the existing 
population's needs and do not reflect the range of incomes needed for new residents here or 
citywide.  
 We ask that the City increase affordability goals for both for-profit and non-profit units, lower 

AMI levels affordability percentages, and identify more creative strategies to provide housing 
that is truly affordable at a range of incomes. See the Affordability attachment for more specific 
details and recommendations. 

 The Department of Neighborhood Development (DND) has increased funding for affordable 
housing, and has increased their overall target from 30% to 35% deed restricted housing out of 
all new construction (for profit and non-profit). We ask that DND continue to work with the 
community to explore creative strategies to increase access to affordable housing, as 
recommended by the attached Affordability Comments. 

 

Transportation, Stabilization, and Jobs 

Plan JP/Rox should include stronger recommendations for action on Transportation, Infrastructure, 
Stabilization, and Jobs, strategies that will be implemented by other City Departments to support 
the zoning changes proposed by the Plan. We expect that the BPDA and other city agencies will 
continue to work with the Alliance member groups and other neighborhood stakeholders to further 
strengthen the language in the plan, define active steps to define and implement those strategies.  

 Transportation: 
The Boston Transportation Department (BTD) has agreed to request a budget for a Traffic and 
Parking study for the entire JP/Rox area, and to meet regularly with the Alliance and other 
community members to identify and prioritize transportation improvements. We ask that the 
city prioritize both short term improvements and approval of this budget to identify long term 
issues and solutions.  

 Stabilization: 
The City's Office of Housing Stabilization (OHS) and the Department of Neighborhood 
Development (DND) have worked with Alliance members to include a draft Stabilization Plan in 
Plan JP/Rox, and have committed to an on-going process with the Alliance members, City Life 
and other neighborhood stakeholders to develop and monitor a comprehensive Stabilization 
Plan to be sure that existing residents and small businesses who want to remain in the area are 
not displaced by new development or rising rent.  There has been positive discussion with DND 
and OHS to develop a stabilization plan for the corridor that can serve as a model for the city to 
protect existing residents and small businesses from displacement.  

The Alliance most ardently requests that the following two strategies be added to the Plan 
JP/Rox before it goes the BPDA’s Board for approval : 1) goal of an acquisition of at least 250 
units for conversion to deed restricted housing and 2) BPDA adopt an Article 80 checklist that 
requires developers to report on the direct evictions and mitigations plans  on their new 
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developments. Working with OHS, DND and OED, we anticipate that the JP/Rox Plan will include 
more specific language and commitments to continuing development and community oversight 
of the ongoing Stabilization Plan.  

 Jobs: 
The City’s Office of Economic Development (OED) has begun to meet with the Alliance and JP 
Jobs Coalition to strengthen monitoring and implementation of policies to improve access to 
good jobs. We ask for continued, positive discussion with the City's Office of Economic 
Development and BPDA for specific strategies that encourage good jobs, including data 
collection through Article 80 filings, exploring ways to support local hiring, and exploring 
establishment of a pilot program for job access. Refer to the attachment on Jobs for more 
specific requests. 

We look forward to seeing a strong PLAN JP/ROX and to continuing work on the zoning, 
stabilization, jobs, transportation and affordability plans. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Pranger and Carolyn Royce, On behalf of the Neighborhood Alliance 
Contact:  
 
Neighborhood Alliance Members: 

 Asticou/Martinwood/South Street Neighborhood Association 
 Brewery District Neighborhood Crime Watch Group 
 Brookside Neighborhood Association 
 Chilcott Place Granada Park Neighborhood Association 
 Egleston Square Neighborhood Association 
 Green Street Renters Association 
 JP Good Jobs Committee 
 Keep It 100 for Real Affordable Housing and Racial Justice  
 Parkside Neighborhood Association 
 Stonybrook Neighborhood Association 
 Union Avenue Neighborhood Association 
 Westminster/Wardman Tenant Association 

Attachments: 
 Neighborhood Alliance Comments on Design Guideline and Height, dated 1/25/2017 
 Neighborhood Alliance Comments on Jobs Issues dated 1/25/17017 

Neighborhood Alliance Comments on Affordability dated 1/25/2017 
 

Cc:  BPDA: Brian Golden, Sara Meyerson, John Dalzell, Lara Mérida 
 DND: Sheila Dillion 
 Mayor Martin J. Walsh 
 Councilors O’Malley, Jackson, Wu, Flaherty, Pressley, Essaibi George 
 Representative Liz Malia,  Senator Chang-Diaz 
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We believe that the plan's increase to 36% total affordability, and the increase to a 30%/35% 

affordability requirement for bonus units, is a positive step, toward making the strong affordability 

commitments needed to protect the neighborhood. The changes reflect some recognition from the City 

that there are stronger ways to capture increased value from rezoning, that strong affordability 

requirements can work by being absorbed to more predictable land values that are not driven up by 

speculation, and that strong affordability requirements can help pace production and moderate land 

values which also allows for non-profits to compete for purchasing parcels. The changes also reflect 

movement toward a plan that does not primarily rely on new market-rate housing as a mechanism for 

decreasing local rents; this "filtering" effect of new supply works more effectively on a regional level and 

over the long term, and does not effectively support lowest-income households on a local basis. 

 

Many of the changes resulted from more detailed analysis from the Alliance and Keep It 100. The City 

corrected its calculations on parcels at Arborway Yard and non-profit sites, and it clarified that a 

commitment of about 400 non-profit units would be in addition to units at Arborway Yard. Based on 

these recalculations and clarifications, we explained that the City could reach for this "low-hanging fruit" 

and increase the affordability commitment to 35%, but that the City could and should do more.  We 

continue to request that the City increase the overall affordability goal beyond 35% and closer to 55%. 

 

In addition, the plan's current affordability commitments still do not sufficiently protect the diversity 

and affordability of the neighborhood. About 50% of the households in the area make less than $35,000 

a year, and 70% of the area makes less than $70,000 a year. 2/3 of the current population are people of 

color. Across the city, most workers make less than $35,000 a year and most households make less than 

$54,000 a year. 

 

In contrast, 64% of the new housing in Plan JP/Rox will be for households making about $100,000-

$125,000 a year, and less than 5% will be affordable for households making less than $35,000 a year. 

Based on race and income statistics from Boston, only an estimated 35-40% of residents in new housing 

will be people of color. Citywide, the City currently only meets half of the affordable housing needs of 

households making less than about $30,000 a year. Only 15% of new housing citywide will be affordable 

to households making less than $50,000 a year, leaving 50,000 households at those income levels 

without affordable housing. The majority of very low-income households are not protected. 

 

Current Proposal 

 

Our current proposal to the City is to explore a goal that 55% of all new housing is affordable, up from 

the 36% in the plan now. In an effort to find middle ground with the City, this is smaller than our 

previous requests of 60-70%. 

 

We also continue to advocate that affordable units are affordable at an effective average income level 

of 40% AMI, about $40,000 for a family of four. This would involve setting a goal of 50% AMI in private 

developments (a mix of 40% and 60% AMI units) and non-profit developments, and setting a goal that 

half the units at 50% AMI and above go to voucher holders. 

 

The City can achieve 55% affordable housing as follows: 
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- Increase private developers' affordability requirements for a 2.0 FAR building to 35% (or 30% if the City 

uses the lower income levels we are proposing). This would increase the number of private affordable 

units by about 182 (or 115 at lower income levels) over the course of the plan. 

- Increase the goal of 393 non-profit units (outside Arborway Yard and pipeline projects) to about 800, 

including 250 units converted from market-rate units to affordable units. 

- Increase the affordability percentage on existing non-profit pipeline projects in Jackson Square and 125 

Amory Street, adding 100 units. 

- Increase the goal for affordable units at Arborway Yard to 75%. 

 

Note that these solutions involve alternatives to increasing density. Although we believe that additional 

growth and density in the neighborhood can be part of a positive plan, this is only the case if it there are 

stronger affordability goals and protections, and if the density is appropriate to the scale of the 

neighborhood and respects abutters’ needs. Many tenants we have worked with live in the density 

bonus areas in the plan, meaning that without strong affordability protections, they may be at risk of 

displacement as construction and renovation happens at the sites where they live. 

See the below chart for how the solutions would get us to a 55% overall affordability goal. 

 Current Plan Proposed Additions Proposal 

 
Deed-

Restricted 
Total Units 

Deed-
Restricted 

Total Units 
Deed-

Restricted 
Total 

NEWLY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

Private 
Development 

245 1350 
115 (to 
182)* 

0 360 (to 427) 1350 

Arborway 
Yard 

372 744 186 0 558 744 

Non-Profit 
Development 

393 

393 
(193 on sites 

now owned by 
non-profits, 200 

new) 

127 (to 
207)** 

127 (to 207) 520 (to 600) 520 (to 600) 

Conversion 
of Market-
Rate to 
Affordable 

0 0 250 0*** 250 0 

EXISTING PROJECTS IN PIPELINE 

Private 
Development 

109 757 0 0 109 757 

Publicly 
Subsidized 
Projects 

254 539 100 0 354 539 

BOTH NEW PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND EXISTING PIPELINE 

Total 1373 3783 778 (to 925) 127 (to 207) 
2151 (to 

2298) 
3910 (to 

3990) 

Total Percentage 2151/3910 = 55% 
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* The 182 number is the increase if requirements are increased by about 13.5% (from 21.5% to 35%), if 

the City keeps the required income levels as currently defined. The 115 number is the increase if 

requirements are increased by about 8.5% (from 21.5% to 30%), if the City uses lower income levels. 

** If the City sets a smaller goal for acquisition and conversion than 250, the number of units of new 

construction on additional sites would need to go up. 

*** Here we don’t include converted market-rate units as added units in the denominator of total new 

housing. With this logic, each converted unit adds contributes about twice as much toward the 55% goal 

as a newly constructed unit. This makes it easier for the City to get to the 55% goal by converting 

market-rate units, which is a priority because it stabilizes existing residents. 

Request for Meetings and Data 

After several months of requests, the City has not provided full data detailing how it generated the 

numbers in the top chart on Page 63, which estimates the number of units at various income levels. 

Especially because these numbers have changed, we are requesting a fuller accounting of these 

numbers. 

In early January, the City agreed to hold a followup meeting with the Alliance about proposed 

affordability changes. As of January 25, no meeting is scheduled. In the interest of finding middle ground 

and creating a plan that works for the City and community, we urge the City to schedule this meeting 

and have enough time before a board vote to consider the proposed changes. The Alliance has also 

requested that Brian Golden and Sheila Dillon can participate in conversations about proposed changes 

to help finalize the plan. 

Although the Alliance and Keep It 100 have met with the Mayor, in discussions with him Keep It 100 has 

repeatedly asked for him to attend a larger community meeting, not only hold private meetings. We 

continue to believe that his attendance at a community meeting about Plan JP/Rox would be beneficial. 

Private Developers' Requirements 

 

While the City has begun looking at its assumptions in its financial model, we believe that there are key 

assumptions that can still be adjusted: 

- Based on talking with developers and looking at developers' survey responses, construction costs fall in 

more of a range from $225-$250/sf. 

- Soft costs are an average of 16% for developers according to developer survey responses. 

- The affordable vacancy rate is closer to 0%, not 3%. 

 

We ask that the City adjust these variables in the model and increase the affordability requirements. 

Even if the variables are not adjusted all the way to the lowest values we are sharing here, we think that 

the City can increase affordability requirements substantially. 

 

We have also heard that market research has pegged the rent levels at Forest Hills Commons at 

$3.75/sf, not $3.41/sf. Higher projected rent levels significantly increase the amount of possible 

affordable housing. We may work on a model that incorporates this information, but even without 

changing rent levels we believe that this gives even more reason that the City should be more assertive 
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adjusting the above variables and increasing affordability. 

 

Income Levels 

 

The City has not decreased the average income levels that qualify for affordable housing in its plan 

despite the data that show a need for low-income housing and despite repeated requests and 

community feedback with multiple solutions. Less than 5% of new housing will be for households 

making less than 30% AMI, while 64% will be affordable only for households making close to $100,000. 

We urge the City to change the plan and ensure that new housing is equitably distributed, including 

households and families at lower income levels who are disproportionately people of color. 

 

In the October draft, the City originally forecasted that many non-profit units would be at 50% AMI, and 

also set a goal that deed-restricted units in the area would be at an average of 50% AMI. These 

calculations and this language have been removed; we think that 60% AMI non-profit units were 

mistakenly counted at 50% AMI, and staff suggested that the language about overall deed-restricted 

units meant to refer only to density bonus units. However, the goals behind that language actually were 

more appropriate for the plan. There should be a goal of an average of 50% AMI income levels / rents 

for deed-restricted units, with outreach and funding for voucher holders to bring the effective average 

affordability to 40% AMI. 

 

Income Levels in Private Developments 

 

The plan's affordability requirements for private developers include units at average income levels of 

70% AMI and 50% AMI. A developer could make bonus units available at 30% AMI by building some 

bonus units at 30% AMI, 50% AMI, and 70% AMI instead of three units at 50% AMI. However, this comes 

at the expense of a 50% AMI unit that now becomes less affordable. 

 

If instead the income levels for affordable units were set at 60% AMI and 40% AMI, this would allow a 

larger range of income levels, at deeper levels. For example, instead of three units at 40% AMI, a 

developer could build one at 30% AMI, one at 40% AMI, and one at 50% AMI. This makes a unit 

affordable to someone at 30% AMI without having to offset with a unit over 50% AMI; it also makes a 

unit affordable to someone at 40% AMI, an income between typical rental subsidy levels and 50% AMI. 

Likewise, instead of three units at 60% AMI, a developer could build one at 50% AMI, one at 60% AMI, 

and one at 70% AMI. This provides a more deeply affordable unit at 50% AMI. 

 

As our group demonstrated with analysis beginning in June, it is possible to design policies with lower 

AMI levels. The City's current financial model supports a 30% requirement for bonus units at 50% AMI, 

for example, and it also supports a 27.5% requirement for bonus units at 40% AMI. We are not 

advocating to decrease the affordability percentage in order to reach lower AMI levels, because we 

believe that the assumptions in the financial model can be changed to support both higher percentage 

requirements and lower AMI levels, but the point is that it is possible to reach lower AMI's without a 

large change to the required affordability percentage. 

 

Income Levels in Non-Profit Developments 
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In the October draft, the City originally forecasted that many non-profit units would be at 50% AMI 

before correcting its forecast in January. 50% AMI would be a strong goal that the City should actually 

adopt. For example, JPNDC's proposed development at 25 Amory St (Building M) includes 36% of units 

at the 30% AMI level, and the rest at 60% AMI, for an average AMI level of 49.2%. A development with 

25% units at 30% AMI, 25% units at 50% AMI, and 50% units at 60% AMI would also have an average 

AMI level of 50% AMI. 

 

Setting a 50% AMI goal in non-profit developments would give a stronger goal to complement the 

Department of Neighborhood Development's current commitment to prioritize funding for 

developments that include 50% AMI units. 

 

Vouchers 

 

Based on citywide data, the City estimates that 19% of households in the 70% AMI deed-restricted IDP 

units make less than 30% AMI. Many if not all likely use vouchers to pay the 70% AMI rents. 

 

We ask that the City increase this to a 50% goal for units at 50% AMI and above. This could be done 

through a combination of more aggressive outreach to households with vouchers, as well as providing 

funding to both non-profit and for-profit developers to attach additional vouchers to IDP units. 

 

In discussions with the City, City staff agreed with the value that housing is a human right. When asked 

how this should be reflected in policy, they said that as an example, the Federal government must 

provide funding for rental subsidies and vouchers for the lowest-income households. But local 

governments need to do everything possible to uphold housing as a human right as well. This means 

maximizing the ability of households with 30% AMI, including voucher holders, to remain in the 

JP/Roxbury/Egleston area and in Boston rather than relocate outside of the city because of the difficulty 

of finding an apartment that accepts their voucher. 

 

In addition, it is critical that more households making 30% AMI can live in the new for-profit buildings. It 

is unjust to have a "separate and unequal" policy where only about 5% of the units in expensive 

buildings are available at the lowest income levels, and instead lowest-income households are instead 

directed to non-profit developments. It reinforces the sense that the plan is building walls, gated 

communities, and de facto poor doors within a neighborhood increasingly built for new, wealthier 

residents. In addition to lowering the income levels to 60% and 40% AMI in new affordable units in for-

profit developments, using vouchers is one of the main mechanisms for ensuring that lowest-income 

households can be integrated into the new housing. 

 

There are examples of how do to do this well. About 40% of JPNDC's units that are not set aside at 30% 

AMI, are occupied by mobile voucher holders. In Cambridge, about 50% of deed-restricted units are 

occupied by mobile voucher holders. 

 

Multiple groups have advocated for similar solutions. The Boston Tenant Coalition has called for more 

aggressive outreach to connect voucher holders with IDP units. Urban Edge has asked for project-based 
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vouchers to be available to all developments that are 5 units and above. Massachusetts Alliance for HUD 

Tenants is advocating for a City-funded voucher program, and Mayor Walsh has expressed preliminary 

support. 

 

Acquisition and Conversion of Market-Rate Housing 

 

The City sets a goal of 200 affordable units on "sites to be identified" including possibly converting 

existing market-rate units into permanently affordable housing, or finding sites for new construction. In 

addition to 193 units on potential sites already owned by non-profits, this is 393 units. This is 

comparable to the 402 goal that the City had in its October plan. As explained previously, we are asking 

that this goal be increased to about 800. 

 

Regardless of the total number, currently there is no specific goal within the 393+ units for converting 

market-rate units into permanently affordable housing; none, some, or all of the 393+ units might 

involve acquiring and converting market-rate units as opposed to new construction. We ask that the City 

set a goal of supporting non-profits to acquire and convert 250 units, or 10% of the current 2500 units in 

the area. This gives stronger assurance that current residents will not be displaced. We have shared with 

the City many examples of current buildings where people can afford lower rents but may be in 

jeopardy of displacement. 

 

Funding 

 

Since October, the City included a moderate increase in its funding commitment to build affordable 

housing in the neighborhood. There are many existing and potential sources of funding that could 

support even further investment to reach the goals we are requesting. 

 

For example, the City's IDP fund took in about $49 million this year. The City has set a goal of $51 million 

in local affordable housing funding a year. The Community Preservation Act has just passed, which could 

provide about $16 million a year for affordable housing. 

 

We have also requested that the City look at new revenue -- for example, passing a speculation tax or 

using property taxes or taxes on sales from high-end condos like those at Millennium Tower. We have 

also suggested using property taxes on new developments locally and citywide, PILOT funds, and special 

income sources such as the sale of City property including Winthrop Square to support affordable 

housing. The City should commit to passing new mechanisms to obtain revenue and use it for affordable 

housing across the city and this neighborhood. 

The City's share of the funding needed to achieve housing goals in the neighborhood is about $4 million 

a year, which is moderate compared to the overall goal for the City's housing budget, and given that 

about 4,000 units will be built here -- a large portion of the citywide plan for housing. 

Clearer Language on City Commitment 

The October version of the plan included the language (in bold in the original, “The City will commit to 

ensuring that at full buildout no less than 30% of the new housing constructed in this area is 
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affordable housing, and will seek to exceed this goal if at all possible.” The January version of the plan 

uses weaker language, stating that, “As a result of this planning process, 35% of all new future housing 

units … will be income restricted affordable housing.” The City should return to the language of the 

October plan and make clear it is committing to a strong floor percentage (which should be closer to 

55%). As the City and community track development over the next 15-20 years, if the pace of market-

rate housing is outstripping the planned pace or the City is not meeting its goals of securing Arborway 

Yard or additional sites, it is important that it create an action plan to meet its commitment. 

Finalizing a Plan That Protects the Community and Guides Growth 

Thank you for reviewing these proposals. We are concerned that the current plan does not sufficiently 

protect affordability and diversity, and we believe that it is critical that the City make changes to 

affordability before passing the plan, in addition to changes about displacement, height/density, and 

jobs. We also believe that it is critical that the City translates the plan into Spanish and provides a public 

comment period after this translation is available. We hope that the City can work with the community 

to find middle ground and finalize a plan that both protects the community and guides growth. 



Neighborhood Alliance Comments on Design Guidelines in January 9, 2017 Plan JP/Rox  

January 25, 2017  
 

Page 1 

THE IMPORTANCE OF STRONG DESIGN GUIDELINES AND HEIGHT LIMITATIONS 

The goal of the plan is to guide growth while protecting the diversity and character of the existing 
residential community. The strategy proposed by the BPDA is to designate growth zones that will 
serve to protect existing residential neighborhoods increasing market rate housing and providing 
incentives to build more affordable housing. “Density Bonus Areas” (DBA) would allow greater 
height and density in exchange for a larger percentage of deed restricted affordable housing.  

The specific heights and related Design Guidelines are especially important in JP/Rox because most 
of the “growth zones” in JP, unlike those proposed in South Boston, are narrow strips directly 
adjacent to the existing 1-3 family subdistricts that they are designed to protect. Height limitations, 
setbacks and step backs are important to ensure that new developments do not overpower these 
existing 1, 2 and 3 story homes, many of which are downhill of the new projects. The Alliance 
supports increased density, but has advocated for consistent policies that better integrate the new 
housing into the existing community especially along transitional edges.  

Even with the design guidelines and height limits proposed in the January 9th draft, the BPDA 
estimates that housing in the JP/Rox boundaries will increase from approximately 2,500 units 
existing today to approximately 6,300 units over the next 15 to 20 years. 1,300 of the estimated 
3,800 new units are already permitted or under construction. There appears to be plenty of room 
for new density to coexist with increased affordability AND strong design guidelines and height 
limitations. 

1. Enforce the Design Guidelines 

Page 192, Implementation/Design Guidelines & Public Realm, indicates that “All future projects in 
the Study Area should closely follow the set of urban design guidelines recommended in PLAN: 
JP/ROX.” This language is not sufficient. It is critical that the proposed guidelines are included in and 
enforced by zoning language, and not be at the discretion of the BPDA or Developers. The BPDA has 
been reluctant to require different heights in existing zoning districts, and typically defended the 
height based on the largest parcels in the subdistrict. Not all parcels in each subdistrict are suitable 
for this maximum height. It is critical that the maximum height be allowed only where the 
requirements for setbacks, step backs and open space have first been met. The proposed setbacks 
and step backs provide important protections for these properties.  

2. Limit density to the DBA zoning subdistricts 

Dense development has already been proposed in areas outside the boundaries of the proposed 
DBA zoning subdistricts. It is critical that the plan explicitly prohibit developers from attempting to 
enlarge the DBA area by consolidating parcels within the DBA with adjacent parcels outside the 
DBA, in adjacent residential areas.  
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3. Maintain and Improve the protections provided by Design Guidelines 

The guidelines have been described by some as being too restrictive and “suburban”, but the step 
backs and setbacks are in fact minimal and appropriate to a residential neighborhood in the city. 
The proposed setbacks and step backs provide the only transition from proposed 4 and 5 story 
buildings to existing 2 - 3 story homes.  

 The front yard street setbacks are zero to ten feet from the property line in all conditions 
except where the first floor holds residences. Unlike many existing buildings where the first 
floor is up several steps, new residential buildings will likely be built with the first floor at 
grade, to provide wheelchair accessible entrances. These new residential buildings require a 
front yard setback to provide privacy to first floor residents. Sidewalk setbacks are 
“preferred” and not mandatory, and therefore provide little real protection. 

 Rear yard setbacks of 20 feet are now limited to only those locations where the abutter is in 
a 1-3 family zoning subdistrict. (Both existing zoning and the original draft Plan JP/Rox 
required 20-foot rear yard setbacks throughout.) This 20-foot setback must not be reduced 
as it provides the most important buffer for 2 and 3 story homes, especially those that are 
down-hill of 5 story buildings. 

 Step backs at upper floors have been reduced from earlier drafts. Step backs are intended 
to mitigate the impact of tall buildings on adjacent homes, and to break up the canyon 
effect on the streets, which are all narrow, with the exception of Columbus Avenue. Step 
backs were originally proposed to be 8 feet in the earliest drafts. In spite of several 
neighborhood requests that the step backs be increased to 10 or 20 feet, the step backs 
were actually reduced to 5 feet in the September draft. This depth will “break up” the 
façade, but will not cause the upper floors to recede. Any further reduction in depth or 
length of step backs will encourage box like structures and unbroken 60 and 70-foot-high 
walls; deeper step backs are more appropriate. 

4. Proposed height limits 

The whole purpose of the plan was to identify where height and density are appropriate. The 
heights proposed in the January 9th draft must not be increased; additional reductions should be 
adopted. The proposed plan already increases the density by 150%. In many cases, the amount of 
affordable housing provided by increasing the top floor footprint by 5 feet or adding a single floor is 
minimal – 1 or 2 units, and not sufficient to mitigate the impact of a 5th or 6th floor on abutting 
homes.  

  A few 6 story DBAs have been reduced to 5 stories so that no 6 story DBA is abuts a 1-3 
story residential subdistrict. This is an important “rule” that we support.  

 The proposed DBA on the west side of Washington Street that directly abuts the 2 and 3-
story homes on Union Ave was increased recently from 4 to 5 stories even though the 
abutting neighborhood has consistently asked for 4 stories. We ask that the allowable DBA 
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height be reduced to 4 stories to provide a reasonable transition to this small pocket 
neighborhood, consistent with the changes to 4 stories that were made where DBAs abut 
portions of the Stonybrook and Brookside neighborhoods.  We ask that the height of the 
DBA at the corner of Green and Washington be reduced from 6 to 5 stories. 

 The height on Green Street from Amory to Washington, exclusive of the corners, has been 
reduced from a 5 story DBA to a 4 story DBA, which we support. Opponents to this change 
reference the proximity of this area to the Green Street T. However, this congested stretch 
of Green Street includes both historic 3 and 4 story buildings and existing but unrestricted 
affordable housing. Allowing more height will incentivize the demolition of these existing 
buildings. Limiting the height to 4 stories will hopefully encourage more appropriately sized 
infill construction. Green Street and the adjacent sidewalks are both very narrow, with 
building built tight to the sidewalk property line. With existing parking on one side, it is 
barely possible for two cars to pass. With the proposed increase in sidewalk width and 
bicycle lanes, there is much activity competing for a limited area of real estate. Higher 
transit oriented density is more appropriately shifted to the uphill east side of Washington 
Street, which is only a block away from the T. 

 15 story buildings are proposed in locations where they are not directly adjacent to 
residences, but will nonetheless impact the residential neighborhoods. Here the concern is 
less about height and more about the impact of concentrated density in areas where a 
concentration of 6 story projects are already proposed. It seems like an easy concession to 
make the two 15 story DBAs contingent on completion of the proposed study on 
transportation, given that the BPDA has agreed that high rise construction is not currently 
economically feasible, but may be in the future.  We also note that 15 story buildings will 
have much more presence on the street, and more impact on the area than the 4 to 6 story 
projects. The design of these tall buildings should be more creative, and subject to different 
design criteria than buildings that are a third of their height. For example, a step back depth 
of only 5 feet is woefully insufficient for a building of this height. Either different guidelines 
should be developed for high rise buildings, or there should be a more rigorous design 
review with community approval. 

5. Build in a mechanism to respond to growth 

Some fear that these restrictions will cool the market and stunt growth. Others fear that the market 
will adjust, and growth will continue unabated for 15 to 20 years. The estimated growth of 3,800 
new units is not the “maximum buildout”, it is the estimated buildout. It includes only the scenarios 
deemed “likely” by the BPDA, not all of the parcels within the DBA, and none of the parcels outside 
the DBA. Yet we are seeing projects proposed in both areas. We have also seen that the City is 
careful not to create a perception of “taking” by changing the underlying zoning to something more 
restrictive than currently exists. We are concerned that without some kind of stated time or density 
limitation, the BDPA will be unable to reduce the allowable bonus density if it finds that the area 
gets more development than the neighborhood can absorb. 
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6. Incentivize higher affordability  

More overall housing does produce more affordable housing – but only to an extent. Increased 
property values have made it difficult for CDC’s to compete with for-profit developers for the 
limited available land. There is little to no city owned land, and city acquisition of the promised 
MBTA Arborway Yards is tenuous at best. If strict requirements for for-profit development do cool 
the market, it is likely that CDC’s and other non-profit developers might benefit, since they are 
willing to accept lower profits and pursue more creative funding strategies.  

Additional attention should also be given to strategies that incentivize higher levels of affordability. 
CDC’s have raised their concerns regarding potential negative impact on the feasibility of their 
projects if required to work within the proposed height limits and design guidelines. We 
acknowledge these concerns, but do not think design guidelines should be eased across the board.  

We are also concerned that there are few incentives (other than mission) to encourage any 
developer, for-profit or not, to achieve levels of affordability higher than the required minimum. 
(Some incentives are provided by the city by prioritizing funding for non-profit projects with higher 
affordability.) It is critical that abutters not suffer because their abutters are non-profit. That said, it 
seems as though there might be room to discuss options that consider greater affordability – in 
excess of 50% - as mitigation for some flexibility in the design guidelines and height. These 
requirements should not be waived outright; there must be a rigorous design review and abutter 
approval process that identifies alternative strategies for integrating projects with substantially 
increased affordability into the neighborhood. We propose that this issue be discussed with the 
CDCs, community, and BPDA to find a solution that supports the construction of housing that is 
more substantially affordable housing while maintaining the protections to abutting homes. 

IN SUMMARY: Do not trade good design and planning for minimal increases in housing 

The JP/Rox community has expressed overwhelming support for a reasonable increase in density, 
for housing for new residents of all backgrounds and economic levels. However, the plan can and 
must achieve a balance that does not maximize growth at a disproportionate burden to existing 
residents.  

Some of these issues, such as the impact of topography, how height is measured, exceptions for still 
higher affordability, enforcement of the guidelines and providing mechanisms for review and 
changes to the zoning, could potentially be explored in the next “zoning language” phase. However, 
it is critical that the plan’s intent be strong and clear, that protections not be reduced, and that 
affordability be maintained and encouraged.  
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Prepared by Weezy Waldstein/JP Jobs Coalition 

Thank you for your listening and inclusion of many points in the Context and Issues sections of the 
Framework for Jobs & Business. 

We would like the following to be added: 

Context 

P70. Greater emphasis should be placed on the fact that while there are significantly higher education 
levels, the income levels are low and below both Jamaica Plan and the citywide median.  The body of the 
text appears to have a typo as it says the median earnings are above city median while the chart says 
the median is below.  

The city has documented that for residents there can be higher levels of education and lower levels of 
income than for suburban people who work in Boston.  This mismatch appears to be related to what is 
now being considered “occupational segregation” in which certain demographics have been and still are 
being tracked into lower wage industries and occupations.  To the extent this is true in the study area, it 
provides an important opportunity for a programmatic intervention, and so is worth noting.  

There is no information about what existing job quality in the study area.  If this information is not 
available, that by itself is an important point that supports one of our proposals and should be noted.  

Issues 

P78.  It appears that you have separated the issues related to businesses from the issues related to jobs.  
However, the business section is labeled “Community” and should be labeled “Business.”  “Jobs” issues 
relate to individual residents.  “Business” issue related to the firms in the study area.  While there is 
some overlap, since so few residents work in the study area, it is particularly important to separate the 
two sections. 

Recommendations 

P82. The section on recommendations for jobs is called “Workforce Development.”  Workforce 
development has traditionally meant those services meant to improve the skill set of individuals as 
employees in service to employers. We have a much broader view of the changes that are needed, 
including (1) improving job quality for currently low quality jobs and (2) connecting already skilled 
people to good quality jobs.  We think calling the section Workforce Development continues placing the 
blame for low wages on workers having limited value, when in fact much of the problem is that 
employers are not paying a fair return for the skills they are hiring. Using the name “Workforce 
Development” hides the problems of needing to improve job quality and job access.  

P84. The emphasis on career pathways needs additional nuance.  Many entry level jobs allow position 
progression to higher levels of responsibility, but do not ever allow for a progression to family-sustaining 
jobs.  Many higher-level positions in many industries and occupations do not provide family sustaining 
jobs.  We need to make sure we are not training and tracking residents into poor quality employment.  

P84. Many training programs today are employer-focused—providing the training needed for specific 
positions or are One-Stops open to all with minimum available services.   We think that residents who 
are at risk of displacement and in deed-restricted housing need special job access to counter the rising 
rents and other costs facing them due to public policy decisions and public investment in transit.  We 
think this programming needs to be “resident-centered”, based in the study area and focus on both 



connecting low-income/high-skill residents to better jobs and all residents to “1st Source” access to 
employment opportunities downtown and in other Boston job centers.  

IMPLEMENTATION 

P175.  The first two Workforce Development recommendations are indeed workforce development 
proposals, but they benefit employers first and foremost and should be in the Business section.   

The following IMPLEMENTATION commitments should be added: 

 

TOPICS TIME 
FRAME 

RESPONSIBILITY STRATEGY 

Jobs Information Transparency.  All developers in the 
Plan: JP/Rox footprint coming before the city shall 
provide information on their projected job impacts, 
including information listed below. This is for both 
construction and permanent jobs, disaggregated by job 
titles: 

 Job title(s) 
 Number total 
 Number to be filled 
 Wages per hour 
 Number of hours (full time/part time) 
 Benefits 
 Jobs stability (seasonal, temporary, stable shifts, etc.) 
 Expectations of local recruiting/hiring for jobs to be 

filled 
 Willingness to post new openings locally 
 Willingness to participate in regular community 

monitoring of BRJP construction hiring  

This information shall be provided no later than at the 
Project Notification Form (PNF) stage, possibly by filing a 
required check list as part of the PNF.  This check list will 
be required to be updated as changes are made in the 
development proposal.  

Short BPDA To be 
including 
in zoning 
changes 

Study Area Job Postings: All developers in the Plan: 
JP/Rox footprint coming before the city shall be 
requested to post all job openings at a small number of 
designated locations at least 2 weeks prior to other public 
notice.  Site and process for posting to be developed by 
OED. 

Short BPDA, OED  



TOPICS TIME 
FRAME 

RESPONSIBILITY STRATEGY 

BRJP, Living Wage Monitoring: All developers in the Plan: 
JP/Rox footprint coming before the city shall be notified 
that they are expected to participated in regular 
monitoring meetings covering BRJP but also other city 
requirements if appropriate, if asked.  This monitoring 
may include community residents.  A question about 
developer willingness to participate shall be include in 
the PNF checklist. 

Short BPDA, OED  

Resident-centered 1st Source Pilot Program:  The city will 
convene a program design committee composed of city 
policy and program specialists, workforce development 
specialists, and community residents to identify 1 or 
more specific goals for intervention and proposed design 
for each goal within 2 months of the plan’s approval.  The 
city will identify funding for at least one pilot from NJT or 
other funding under its control.   

Short OED Program 

 























 
 
 

PLAN JP/ROX: The Future of the Washington Street Corridor 
 

The Boston Planning and Development Agency’s (BPDA) PLAN JP/Rox proposes vastly increased density 
between Forest Hills, Egleston Square, and Jackson Square, which threatens the character, diversity, 
and quality of life of neighborhoods along Washington Street and Columbus Avenue. Current 
infrastructure cannot sustain such increased density, yet infrastructure expansion is not accounted for. 
Moreover, PLAN JP/Rox does not provide for the creation of enough truly affordable housing.  
 
The Stonybrook Neighborhood Association (SNA) agrees that Boston needs more housing. Toward that 
end, we have worked with developers, through many hours of neighbors’ volunteered time, for BPDA 
approval of large residential projects (former Flanagan & Seaton site; 76 Stonley Road). However, PLAN 
JP/Rox needs further refinement to meet its stated goals of guiding balanced growth and maintaining 
neighborhood character. 
 
The PLAN, By the Numbers – Why we are concerned:  
• PLAN JP/Rox presents scenario build-outs for the redevelopment of the east side of Washington 

between Forest Hills and Green Street that will add hundreds of units of new housing.  
• This would add to the 1,328 units already planned, under review, or under construction within a half 

mile of the SNA neighborhood.  
Approximate # of existing housing units in SNA neighborhood before MetroMark: ~400 units 

The BPDA has responded to some neighborhood concerns, for example, by: 
 Removing the density bonus area (DBA) from Stedman Street  
 Reducing the 15-story DBA at Washington and Arborway 
 Reducing maximum height on Green Street from 5 to 4 stories 
 
The SNA asks the City to make additional improvements: 
 Increase the % of new housing that is affordable; lower income levels to qualify for affordable units 
 Reduce maximum height to 4 stories on Washington Street abutting Union Ave 
 Make 15-story buildings contingent on transportation study and better design guidelines 
 Establish transportation, stabilization, and good jobs plans 
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January 25th, 2017 

Mr. Brian Golden 
Director 
Boston Planning & Development Agency 
Boston City Hal, 9th Floor 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, Massachusetts 02201 
 
Dear Mr. Golden, 

The Union Avenue Neighborhood Association (UANA), in collaboration with a number of 
neighborhood associations abutting the PLAN JP/Rox study area, first requested the 
study under the previous administration.  We all worked with the BRA staff to move the 
study forward under the Walsh Administration in the summer of 2015.  

As supporters of the planning process for many years, the Union Avenue neighborhood 
is very invested in a successful outcome of the planning effort for our community and 
embraces the plan JPROX vision: 

To guide growth that strengthens the community and respects the physical character 
of the existing residential areas 

Union Avenue is an economically and racially diverse small residential area abutting 
Green, Washington and Amory Streets.  Our housing stock consists primarily of 1, 2 and 
3 story residential wood frame buildings.There are two unique 4-story buildings that 
bracket Union Avenue on Green Street. These buildings, once hotels, now provide single 
occupancy rentals for more than one hundred people.  

We have been responding extensively to the BPDA Plan drafts beginning with the first in 
July, 2016 and we appreciate that the most recent January 9, 2017 draft has reduced the 
building height on Green Street from 5 to 4 stories.   As residents with standing in 
zoning, we are however, distressed to see that with the reduction on Green Street, the 
BPDA has increased the height on Washington Street from 4 stories to 5 stories abutting 
the residents on Union Avenue.   It was at 4 stories in the September draft forward up 
until the latest January draft document.  We request in the final plan that the height 
along all of Washington Street abutting Union Avenuebe returned to 4 stories.    

The 5 story buildings along Washington Street represent almost twice the height of the 
old orange line, which, when dismantled, opened-up the neighborhood and enlivened 
community life. These proposed 5 story heights will give Washington Street a canyon 
like effect and will dwarf the residents that the proposed height will abut.  To remain at 
5 stories these buildings would be 57% taller than the 3 story residences on Union that 
share the same block.  This is the equivalent of a person 5’6” tall looking up at a person 
8’10” tall.  A 4 story building would only be 29% taller than the 3 story residences (a 5’6” 
person looking up at someone 7’2” tall).  We ask that the BPDA not overwhelm Union 
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Avenue, a neighborhood only 1 block long and 1-½ blocks wide, along the half-block 
shared with Washington Street.  The differential from 3 to 4 stories (which the 
neighborhood has supported) is both significant and far more in balance with 
neighborhood scale.   

BPDA has told UANA that businesses requested the additional height to increase 
customers (to, as of yet, undeveloped businesses). UANA is aware that others support 
more density on Washington Street. At public meetings, residents have often said that 
the success of a business depends primarily upon the quality of the business and 
whether its products and services fill a need in theneighborhood.   

Within the business catchment area along Washington Street, there are already 
thousands of residents who form a strong residential base and thousands are expected 
to move in with the current projections for JP/Rox.  The nominal number of units that 
one additional story would provide would have little effect on this customer base while 
having a substantial impact on the abutting neighbors.   

As a member of the Alliance of the neighborhood Associations that abut Washington 
Street, we want to reiterate our support of the other requests being submitted by the 
Alliance, including: 

Strengthening the design guidelines, 

Continuing to develop strategies to strengthen the efforts to increase more and more 
deeply affordable units in the study area, 

Continuing and codifying the standards and commitments to prevent displacement, 

And policies and programs for neighborhood stabilization and for good jobs. 

The overall objective sought by residents is a respectful balance among the many needs 
the Plan is moving toward successfully achieving. 

Much progress has been made and we hope that these final changes will keep the 
JPROX vision such that it:strengthens the community and respects the physical 
character of the existing residential area. 

We request that the BPDA reduce the height along Washington Street where it abuts 
Union Avenue by one floor, from 5 stories to 4 stories and reduce the 6 story heights 
proposed for the Corner of Green and Washington Streets to 5 stories.  This request 
has the support of the Neighborhood Alliance as well as the Jamaica Plain 
Neighborhood Council.  We respectfully request yours. 

Sincerely, 

Cathie Wilder 
Union Avenue Neighborhood Association 
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See below for members of the Union Avenue Neighborhood Association who have 
either emailed their agreement or have signed the neighborhood petition: 

Name    Street # 

Larry Hanscomb  19 
Fred Vetterlein  26 
Julie Smith-Bartoloni  40  
Guido Bartoloni  40 
David McGaffin   23 
Pamela Yellin   23 
Ellen Konsevick  43 
J. Kevin Reilly   43 
Robert B. Smith   23 
Laney Monsey   23 
Connie Yepez   148 Brookside Ave Ext 
Kellen Mazzarella  148 Brookside Ave Ext 
Jeff Balter   21 
Cathie Wilder   41 
Marie Turley   32 
Janet Yardley   34  
Ann Sinclair   27 
Bill Banfield   36 
Krystal Banfield  36 
Eric Wei   150 Brookside Ave Ext 
Edith Murnane  148 Brookside Ave Ext 
Vivian Gainer   150 Brookside Ave Ext 
Samantha Strode  150 Brookside Ave Ext 
Rick Strode   150 Brookside Ave Ext 
RelliKasollia   21 R  
Krina Patel   21 R 
Naomi Mulvihill  17 
Jessie Auger   17 
Ruben van Leeuwen  10 
Steven Yule   38 C 
Jennifer Yule   38 C 
Robert Mondoux  46 
Shirley Grohs   58 
Nancy Keller   43 
Elizabeth Bagdon  43  
Kate Gleeson   10 #2   
Michelle Davidson Schapiro 10 #1    
Rebecca Schapiro  10 #1   
Gavin O’Brien   13 
Jeanne Yeh   13 #3 
Kerri Marmol   14 
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Mary Ellen Strom  20 
Daniel Carlson-Strom  20   
Adrienne Clark  28 
Scott Knowles   28 
Kyle Kellogg   43 #1 
Relli Baldwin   43 #2 
Wesley Morgan King  43 #2   
Loretta Connolly  19 
Christina Freeman  38 B 
Jerami Davidson  38 B  
Dan Sarmiento  36 B 
Alan Benenfeld  36 B 
Rachel Paxton   48 
Duncan Maru   42 
Sheela Maru   42 
Kate Gleeson   10 #2 
Shane O’Brien   12 
Joshua Marmol  14 F 
Rita L. Dow   43 
Yoko Nakatani   16 
Will Silvio   16 
 
 
cc: Hon. Martin Walsh, Mayor  
Representative Liz Malia  
Representative Jeffrey Sanchez  
Councilor Matthew O'Malley  
Jullieanne Doherty, MONS 
John Dalzell, BPDA  
Marie Mercurio, BPDA  
Sara Myerson, Director of Planning 
Lara Merida, Deputy Director for Community Planning 
Andrew Baldizon  
Jessie Zimmerer 
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