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We continue to hear your feedback and are available for clarification. 
On the following pages, you will find: 
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Comments on Plan JP/Rox
6/27/16
Susan Pranger

General Comments
1. Affordability

 This discussion is ongoing, and we appreciate the BRA’s willingness to revisit there numbers. 
However additional work is necessary.

2. Massing and Scale
 Proposed heights do not reflect existing context.
 Clarify triggers, location and depth of proposed setbacks (along Washington Street, at side 

streets, and where proposed buildings abut residential 3 story zones).
 Are proposed setbacks based on existing adjacent buildings or on adjacent zoning, or both?
 Clarify how wider sidewalks are accomplished on private property?  Sidewalks width? 
 Relationship of height and sidewalks to street width? 

3. Commercial/Retail
 Is there anything being discussed about future small businesses in the area? 
 Any zoning exclusion/limitation of chain businesses? 

4. Open space
 Are there any designated green areas? 
 Preservation of playing fields?
 Areas for new small parks?
 Trees and vegetation along the Washington corridor?
 Can we encourage seating areas in front of large residential buildings? Even a bench, 

properly designed and located, can send a powerful message.


5. Jobs
 Job policy for construction and permanent jobs?
 Is ground floor industrial in a new residential midrise feasible? Economical?
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Comments on Plan JP/Rox
6/27/16
Susan Pranger

Density Bonus Illustrations
1. General Comments:

a. Illustrations need to consider more parameters (parking, retail) and more options 
(increased FAR but less height)

b. In calculating the value of the zoning change, consider that the base allowable envelope 
would only have residential on 2 floors, with parking on the first floor, and an FAR of 1. 

2. Poster Assumptions: 
a. Clarify assumptions.  Are these assumptions for the purpose of this “illustration” only? Or 

are the assumptions (20,000 sf, 75% lot coverage) part of the recommendations?
b. Assumptions: 20,000 SF site.

 Will this encourage developers to consolidate sites. In Egleston Square, they may be 
long and narrow. 

 Make it clear that parcels that will remain zoned residential 3 story cannot be 
merged with adjacent areas in the new Density bonus area. 

c. Assumptions: All housing all floors. 
 Does this mean the illustration assumes all housing? This is confusing because the 

examples are Industrial and Neighborhood Shopping, and the proposed rezoning for 
those areas retain those uses at the ground floor.

 The assumption for “all residential” should show parking, or at least an illustration 
for areas where below grade parking is not feasible at small or rocky sites. Even at .5 
spaces/unit, it will change the calculations.

 There should be an illustration for the ground floor retail (and parking), since this is 
the proposal for most of Washington Street.

d.  Assumptions: 75% lot coverage
 Is 75% the assumed base coverage, or the proposed RDA coverage?
 Are you saying the proposed project would have a lot coverage of 75%, which is 

greater than the existing allowable coverage (currently limited only by FAR) 1? 
 The illustration shows lot coverage increasing under the RDA. seems to imply that 

the existing zoning is does not allow full coverage of the site, and the RDA bonus 
would allow greater coverage. 

 This strategy could increase the number of units without adding height. Identify 
how many units are added by increasing the FAR, without increasing height.     

e. Assumption: Total gross SF incorporates deductions for upper floor setbacks
 What are the assumed setbacks? Where are the setbacks?

f. Illustrations:
 How much of the increase is due to an increase in FAR, as opposed to height? There 

should be an example for those sites where the depth of the site does not 
accommodate a 6 story building –compare the existing 35 feet, 3 story, FAR=1 to a 
new RDA that is 45 feet, 4 stories, with an FAR of say 3 (75% lot coverage). 

1 No one representing the BRA at Workshop #5 was able to explain what the lot coverage diagram meant.
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Comments on Plan JP/Rox
6/27/16
Susan Pranger

Transportation
1. General Comments

a. Consider impact of moving deliveries and entrances to small side streets.
b. Consider capacity of public parking lots and on street parking to accommodate proposed 

increases in resident cars, residential drop off /deliveries and retail delivery and customers.
c. Consider impact of proposed bike lanes on delivery and parking capacity. 
d. Is there any suggestion of better and additional public transportation? 
e. Specific suggestions for traffic control and safety?
f. Location of residential and commercial additional trash and dumpsters?
g.  Additional garbage collection?
h. Potential for off street multi level parking lot?
i. Street lighting (quantity, location, character, sustainable (full cutoff)

1. Map
 Boylston Street is not highlighted or discussed. It is a major pedestrian/vehicular 

connection from Washington Street to the Stoneybrook T, and beyond to Lamartine and 
Center Street.  It is also subject to parking by people who drive here to take the T.  
Consider traffic, resident parking?

2. Widened Sidewalks with landscaping/street furniture
 How will this be accomplished? Washington Street is already too narrow. Will setbacks 

be required? Encouraged?


3. Reallocate space to create bike accommodation (remove parking on one side)?
 To be effective, this should be consistent along the length of Washington St.
 To be effective, parking, delivery and drop off needs to be addressed, otherwise the bike 

lane will be illegally blocked. 


4. Better On Street Parking Management
 Be more specific on the goals…to allow short term parking for commercial clients? 

Resident only parking? Deliveries?
 Increased population without parking means more deliveries, taxis, ubers. Where do 

they stop?
  Washington Street slows to a crawl from Montebello to Columbus Ave at rush hour and 

on Saturdays…which are also when Merchants would like to attract customers. Double 
parking by deliveries and customers can bring traffic to a halt. Yet there is no discussion 
about providing more public parking  lots, or better access and visibility to existing lots.

 The public lot on Washington near Stonehenge is too close to the intersection and 
interrupts traffic.


5. Enhanced Public Spaces

 Is this limited to renovation of existing spaces (Stonehenge/Peace Park?
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Comments on Plan JP/Rox
6/27/16
Susan Pranger

Urban Design Guidelines – Egleston Square
1. Street and Block Patterns – Configure buildings and sites to maximize solar orientation, sunlight 

and minimize shadows.
 The proposed heights of 65 feet on both sides of Washington Street does not acknowledge 

that the conditions are very different. The ground level of residential areas north of 
Washington Street are significantly lower than those that are south of Washington Street, 
which means that the impact of shadows cast by new buildings on the north side of 
Washington will be significantly greater than new buildings of the same height on the south 
side.  (Assuming one disregards the shadows cast on the street itself.)

2. Area Circulation and Connections
 Setbacks at street level are required to provide more pedestrian/sidewalk area.
 Consider bump outs at parking lanes to calm traffic and increase visibility for cars and 

pedestrians crossing Washington Street.
3. Public Realm – Wider sidewalks 

 How?
4. Public Realm – Maintain and improve public parking areas that support local businesses.

 Existing public parking is not sufficient at present and will become more inadequate as the 
amount of retail increases, and the amount of street parking decreases (wider sidewalks, 
bike lanes, curb bumpouts, delivery/drop off zones like that at 3200).

5. Views and Topography – Create site lines
 New tall buildings built without setbacks on side streets will block the new of residential 

properties. Even low building built without setbacks will make it difficult for cars existing 
sidestreets, most of which do not have traffic lights.

6. Views and Topography – Where possible, utilize grade changes for basement level parking
 None of the current proposals on Washington Street (3193 and 3353) take advantage of 

grade change for basement level parking, even though the grade change is more significant 
here than it is closer to Egleston Square.

7. Building Height and Massing
 Proposed 65 foot height does not consider the shallow parcel depth of most of the areas 

along Washington Street., and the setbacks required to avoid overshadowing adjacent 
residential and commercial properties.

 Clarify proposed setbacks – where and how much?
8. Parking and loading

 Most parcels along Washington Street between School and Columbus are shallow and do 
not have access to a side or rear alley or road. 65 foot high buildings with no parking or off 
street deliveries?

Page 5



Comments on Plan JP/Rox
6/27/16
Susan Pranger

AFFORDABILITY

This discussion is ongoing, and we appreciate the BRA’s willingness to revisit there numbers. However 
additional work is necessary.

* 4%/50% AMI is not sufficient, and nor is the new 20% set‐aside recommendation
* After sharing calculations, need more back‐and‐forth with community showing real responses and 
changes based on input
* 30% goal for affordable housing is not sufficient: engage with community to determine correct goal
* Need more analysis about solutions besides density bonuses:
 ‐ Plans for how the City can assist non‐profits to purchase land, and how much this could increase the 
percentage of deed‐restricted housing
 ‐ Making Arborway Yards 100% affordable
 ‐ Amount of affordable housing that is feasible for developers if they apply for tax credits and receive 
tax breaks
 ‐ Setting aside 70% AMI units for voucher holders, so that lower‐income families can live there
 ‐ Dollar amounts for what the City can commit to provide for affordable housing, and how much would 
be necessary to achieve various affordability goals
 ‐ How additional City subsidies could help private developers build more affordable housing
 ‐ How solutions (inclusionary requirements, density bonuses, tax credits, tax breaks, subsidies) can be 
adapted to support housing for families making 30% AMI and 40% AMIFFORDABILITY
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8/21/2016 City of Boston Mail ­ Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0d6b04efe6&view=pt&cat=JP%2FROX%20FEEDBACK&search=cat&msg=155ff86fd07dc2d5&siml=155ff86fd07dc2d5 1/1

Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

kentico@cityofboston.gov <kentico@cityofboston.gov> Mon, Jul 18, 2016 at 3:41 PM
To: John.Dalzell@boston.gov, Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov, BRAWebContent@boston.gov

CommentsSubmissionFormID: 24

Form inserted: 7/18/2016 3:40:20 PM

Form updated: 7/18/2016 3:40:20 PM

Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox

Document Name Path: /Planning/Planning Initiatives/PLAN: JP­Rox

Origin Page Url: /planning/planning­initiatives/plan­jp­rox

First Name: David

Last Name: Warner

Organization: JP Local First

Email: 

Street Address: 

Address Line 2: 

City: Jamaica Plain

State: MA

Phone: 

Zip: 02130

Comments: I hope that a part of the process for approval of new business licenses and permits in this JP/Rox planning
area will require a community hearing for chains and businesses where ownership resides outside of the state of Mass.
We need to do whatever we can to facilitate and support a diversity of locally owned businesses going into new
commercial spaces at the same time that non­locally owned businesses are held to the highest possible standard of
transparency and accountability. 
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8/21/2016 City of Boston Mail ­ A Letter Regarding the JP/Rox Draft Plan

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0d6b04efe6&view=pt&cat=JP%2FROX%20FEEDBACK&search=cat&msg=1564792dffc98702&siml=1564792dffc98… 1/3

Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

A Letter Regarding the JP/Rox Draft Plan

Todd Consentino  Mon, Aug 1, 2016 at 3:27 PM
To: Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>
Cc: Boston Cyclists Union <info@bostoncyclistsunion.org>, bikeinfo@massbike.org, info@livablestreets.info,
chris@jamaicaplainnews.com, Stefanie Seskin <stefanie.seskin@boston.gov>, Allyn <mayor@boston.gov>,
chris.osgood@boston.gov

Todd Consentino

Boston, MA 02130
Phone: 
Email: 

July 27, 2016,

Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner
Boston Redevelopment Authority
1 City Hall Sq., 9th Floor
Boston, MA 02210
Email: marie.mercurio@boston.gov
Phone: 617­918­4352

Dear Ms. Mercurio,

I have read the JP/ROX Plan, which was made available on July 15, 2016, several times. I have attended a BRA 
presentation of the JP/ROX Plan at Livable Streets, in addition to several of the BRA's JP/ROX Plan meetings over the 
course of the past year. I applaud the BRA’s efforts to plan for responsible development, which entails increasing 
affordability and density through zoning changes, building use changes and upgrades to infrastructure, while maintaining 
the character of our neighborhood. I do have some issues with the plan, as it currently exists. I will attempt to focus my 
critiques to my immediate neighborhood.

I live on the corner of Amory and School Streets, across from Marbury Terrace. The properties across the street from 
me, at 181 Amory Street and 76 Atherton Street, are currently zoned as Local Industrial (LI) with a max height restriction 
of 35 feet. The JP/ROX Plan is defined by several neighborhoods: Egleston, Jackson Square, Stony Brook, Green 
Street and Forest Hills. This makes sense, as these neighborhoods are different from one another in many ways. I find 
it odd that 181 Amory Street and 76 Atherton Street, which are located on the same block as Stony Brook Station, are 
included within the Jackson Square portion of the Draft Plan. The RDAs for Jackson Square and Stony Brook differ 
greatly. Page 150 of the plan indicates that there is a RDA­65 for Jackson Square and defines RDA­65 as “4 to 6 
Stories / up to 65’­ adjacent to existing 4 to 5 story and new buildings.” Neither of the buildings I’ve mentioned on Amory 
or Atherton meet this hurdle, yet both are proposed to become RDA­65 properties. Would you identify the existing 4 or 5 
story building which abuts these properties, please? There is only one RDA listed for Stony Brook, which I believe to be 
a more suitable neighborhood for the properties on Amory and Atherton Street. The RDA for Stony Brook is RDA­55. It 
is defined as “4 to 5 Stories / up to 55’ ­ adjacent to existing 3 to 4 story buildings.” RDA­55 more accurately fits these 
properties, as the surrounding housing stock is mainly comprised of single, duplex and three family housing stock.
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8/21/2016 City of Boston Mail ­ A Letter Regarding the JP/Rox Draft Plan
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On pages 60, 62 and 64, it is revealed that there is no recommendation to alter the zoning for the LI properties at 181 
Amory or at 76 Atherton St. However, it is recommended that these properties be transitioned to Maker and Artist 
Live/Work properties. I think this is a good idea. If an RDA­55 or RDA­65 is established for either of these properties, 
would the increased density be required to fulfill the requirements of LI zoning with a use of Maker or Artist Live/Work 
space or would it be available to the non­Makers and non­Artists? It is my hope that any RDA derived density 
allowances at 181 Amory and 76 Atherton, would be subject to the parcels stated zoning and use. The JP parking 
recommendation for residential properties which contain 10 or more units is 1.5 spaces per unit. It is 2 spaces per 1000 
feet for commercial. Would these LI/RDA properties exist as commercial or as residential? On page 180 of the JP/ROX 
Plan, the BRA states that it wishes to “establish a maximum parking ratio of 1 space per commercial 1,000 sf” and “per 
residential unit”. Parking spaces average between 170­330 sf per space, which will result in up to 17%­33% of any 
development being lost to parking spaces. In a transit oriented development project, with a focus on density and 
affordability, this is reprehensible. If the main goal of this project is to increase both affordability and density within our 
neighborhood, then requiring parking is entirely counterproductive. 

According to AAA, the annual cost of owning and operating a motor vehicle in the United States is $8,558. That is not 
affordable, nor will it aid Boston in reaching its 2030 mode share goals. Since at least 2013, the City of Boston has 
stated that “(l)ong­term, our goal is to reach 10% mode share by 2020 (that is 10% of all trips in Boston will be taken by 
bike)”. Adding hundreds more cars to our neighborhood, without adding more and better walking and biking infrastructure,
is not going to help Boston to accomplish this goal.
Seeing as these properties, at 181 Amory and 76 Atherton, are on the same block as the Stony Brook Station and the 
Southwest Corridor Park/Pierre Lallement Bike Path (as well as abutting the proposed extension to the SWC), I believe 
these stated parking requirements are absurd and will change the fabric of our neighborhood. We should not have to 
petition against creating obscene amounts of new parking within a walkable and bikeable neighborhood, every time a 
new building project is announced. Every parking space that is required to be built takes away land that should be used 
for the stated goals of this project, which are to improve affordability and to increase density.

Prior to purchasing my home on the corner of Amory and School Streets, which is a two minute walk to Stony Brook 
Station and a 30 second ride to the SWC (but not as close as are either of the aforementioned properties), my wife and I 
spent three years searching within a two block radius of Stony Brook Station because we love how easy it is to walk 
and bike this neighborhood safely with our small children. 76 Atherton Street utilizes Marbury for access to its parking 
lot. Requiring 100 or more parking spaces be created at this location, in addition to the increased traffic from delivery 
trucks, would devastate the Complete Streets feel of Marbury Terrace. Currently, it is a quiet street. Pedestrians, 
bicyclists and children on scooters vastly outnumber motor vehicle traffic on Marbury. If you seek to turn 76 Atherton 
Street into a large housing complex, under the guise of LI, then I would like to see the driveway access to Marbury 
Terrace be eliminated, in order that we are able to maintain our Neighborway access to the SWC. 

It is unfortunate that the City’s antiquated zoning laws require more parking than is necessary within a walkable and 
bikeable neighborhood, yet require no efforts be expended to maintain the walkability and bikeability of a neighborhood. 
This needs to change, now. The BRA has the power to do so. I challenge the BRA to remove minimum motor vehicle 
parking requirements for transit oriented developments and to start requiring transit oriented concessions in these 
developments, such as mandatory Hubway stations, bike parking, wider sidewalks and protected bicycling 
infrastructure. The JP/ROX Plan, if implemented to the fullest extent of the current plan, will triple the density of the 
JP/ROX Plan study area, resulting in up to 33% of the newly developed land being dedicated to parking, Our sidewalks 
do not currently meet the minimum widths for the identified Neighborhood Residential or Neighborhood Main Streets, as 
specified within the JP/ROX Plan. The plan and timetable for the widening of these sidewalks, in order to meet the 
Plan’s recommended widths, is vague at best. At the Livable Streets meeting, the BRA implied that these sidewalks will 
most likely be widened to the minimum widths, rather than to the maximum widths, in order that free, curbside parking 
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be preserved at the behest of local business owners. It is my hope that the BRA will utilize any one of the many pre­
existing studies which document how local businesses benefit from the addition of wider sidewalks and protected 
bicycle facilities at the expense of parking, and the knowledge that Boston has adopted Vision Zero as a policy, as well 
as the results from the BRA’s JP/ROX Plan focus group which overwhelmingly supports eliminating parking in favor of 
wider sidewalks and protected bicycle facilities, when it comes time to design and implement the walking, biking, 
parking and motor vehicle infrastructure within our neighborhood.

On page 130 of the JP/ROX Plan, the BRA states connections should be enhanced between the Southwest 
Corridor and Franklin Park. I assume the BRA means pedestrian and bike connections, yet no bike/ped 
infrastructure improvements exist on the maps for the JP/Rox Plan between the Southwest Corridor and Franklin 
Park. 
On page 152 of the JP/ROX Plan, the Egleston Square Design Guidelines reference “new bike lanes, 
crosswalks, and connections to the Southwest Corridor”, yet none of these ideas exist on the maps for the 
JP/Rox Plan. At the Liveable Streets meeting, the BRA stated that it intends to facilitate the creation of cycling 
facilities on Atherton, in order to improve connectivity between Egleston and the Southwest Corridor. Please, 
make these bike facilities two­way and protected. Please, update the maps to include this infrastructure, as well 
as to provide a timeline for implementation of this recommendation. 
Though not depicted on a map, page 133, fig. 90, depicts a conceptual drawing of an outdated bike lane, by 
Boston’s latest standard. All new bike lanes should be parking protected, as they are on Beacon Street.
Though not depicted on a map, page 133, fig. 89, depicts a conceptual drawing of cycletrack and it is exactly 
what we need here. Thank you.

In summary, I like that the BRA seeks to increase affordability and density, while maintaining the character of our 
neighborhood. I think requiring more parking spaces, while not requiring improvements to transit or to walking and biking 
facilities is a mistake which will negatively impact the ability of the JP/ROX Plan to maximize its goals of affordability 
and density, while maintaining the character of our neighborhood. I would like to see the BRA mandate traffic studies be 
conducted, which focus on transit, pedestrians and bicyclists, in order to assist Boston to fulfill its adopted Vision Zero 
mission and its 2030 goals, for every plan of this scale. Motor vehicles are only part of the equation and their use 
declines each year, while transit, walking and biking increase every year in our neighborhood (page 106 of the JP/ROX 
Plan). I’d like to keep it that way. Help us keep the character of our neighborhood in tact with a plan where safety is 
paramount and the plan is truly transit oriented while increasing affordability through increased density. 

Sincerely,

Todd Consentino
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Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

LivableStreets Alliance JP/Rox Presentation

Mark Tedrow  Mon, Aug 1, 2016 at 2:54 PM
To: marie.mercurio@boston.gov

Dear Ms. Mercurio,

 

I wanted to thank you and the rest of the Boston Redevelopment Authority staff who trekked across the river to present
the draft JP/Rox plan.  I appreciate the hard work and long hours that the BRA has spent in developing a plan to help
create a more populous, livelier neighborhood while increasing mobility for residents.  The robust public meeting
schedule that the BRA has endured has allowed a great deal of community input and the city will be better for it.

 

As you heard, I, and the rest of the Advocacy Committee, are passionate about creating safe, convenient, connected
transportation options that provide a variety of transportation choices for people that include walking, biking, bus and
subway, bike­share, car­share and responsible private automobile use.   I, and I’m sure other members, will be
submitting recommendations and suggestions to the Advocacy Committee so that a thoughtful comment letter can be
submitted to you.

 

It was very educational to learn about the base zoning code and how it effects parking ratios for new development. 

 

I was very excited to see that the Commons at Forest Hills project (now rebranded as MetroMark) would include a bike
lane on one side of Washington Street and that the JP/Rox plan includes a bike lane on one side of Washington Street. 
While I knew that sharrows had been painted on a portion of Washington Street in JP this past month , the photo in your
presentation showed sharrows extending much further that I had realized.  I have recently been very frustrated with the
lack of coordination among city departments, even those who I understand have provided guidance with this project in
expanding safe, convenient facilities for people on bikes.  I know that the BRA has been supportive of expanding bicycle
infrastructure on recent projects.   I apologize for misdirecting my frustration with other city departments towards the
BRA during Wednesday’s meeting and hope that we can continue to work together in the future to create a better
Boston.

 

Please note that while the above comments are my own and have not been approved by LivableStreets Alliance, I do
know that LivableStreets Alliance does wish to continue meeting and engaging at this level with the Boston
redevelopment Authority.

 

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Mark Tedrow
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On Wed, Aug 3, 2016 at 4:37 PM, Kamran Zahedi <kzahedi@urbanicaboston.com> wrote: 
 
Hi john. 
  
It was nice seeing you today . I  think it should also be some DENSITY  BONUS  based on the 
buildings energy performances.  This can apply to all  the neighborhoods. Just a thought. 
  
  
Thanks 
  
Kamran 
  
URBANICA 
  DESIGN + DEVELOPMENT 
  
Kamran Zahedi 
Principal 
142 Berkeley Street, Suite 402 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 
T 617.654.8900   
F 617.654.8901 
www.urbanicaboston.com 
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Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

kentico@cityofboston.gov <kentico@cityofboston.gov> Mon, Aug 15, 2016 at 5:13 PM
To: John.Dalzell@boston.gov, Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov, BRAWebContent@boston.gov

CommentsSubmissionFormID: 26

Form inserted: 8/15/2016 5:13:58 PM

Form updated: 8/15/2016 5:13:58 PM

Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox

Document Name Path: /Planning/Planning Initiatives/PLAN: JP­Rox

Origin Page Url: /planning/planning­initiatives/plan­jp­rox?utm_source=Neighborhoods&utm_campaign=8d1b38af82­
PLAN_+JP_ROX_Draft_Plan8_15_2016&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_bccda74844­8d1b38af82­97394493

First Name: jeremy

Last Name: robertson

Organization: 

Email:

Street Address: 

Address Line 2: 

City: Jamaica Plain

State: MA

Phone: 

Zip: 02130

Comments: Not including the area surrounding Forest Hills may have created much­needed focus for the Study, but it is
to the area’s detriment. Developers have recently proposed a large residential project at the corner of Washington St +
the Arborway—they will benefit greatly from this site lying just outside the Study area…the Forest Hills neighborhood
will, sadly, not. Generally, I feel that the improvement of biking infrastructure hasn’t been given adequate emphasis.
Adding bike parking at T stations is only part of the equation—bike posts are necessary up and down all of the corridors
[Washington, Green, Amory, etc.]. More importantly, bike lanes are needed everywhere, even where parking would be
reduced—it’s the only realistic way to increase capacity to the transportation system at the rate necessary to keep up
with JP’s population increases. Maintaining the existing bike infrastructure is an absolute requirement—‘sharrows’
painted even a few years ago are now barely recognizable and far from functional.
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Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

kentico@cityofboston.gov <kentico@cityofboston.gov> Tue, Aug 16, 2016 at 9:01 PM
To: John.Dalzell@boston.gov, Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov, BRAWebContent@boston.gov

CommentsSubmissionFormID: 27

Form inserted: 8/16/2016 9:00:26 PM

Form updated: 8/16/2016 9:00:26 PM

Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox

Document Name Path: /Planning/Planning Initiatives/PLAN: JP­Rox

Origin Page Url: /planning/planning­initiatives/plan­jp­rox

First Name: Ronald

Last Name: Goldman

Organization: 

Email: 

Street Address: 

Address Line 2: 

City: Jamaica Plain

State: MA

Phone: 

Zip: 02130

Comments: I'm afraid this plan will increase population density excessively, particularly with 15 story buildings!! The
resulting traffic and other adverse effects will be unbearable!! It seems that maximizing profits is the highest priority over
quality of life. How much did real estate developers give to political campaigns? This looks like the payback on their
investment. This is for the 1%. Make decisions for the 99%!!
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Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

kentico@cityofboston.gov <kentico@cityofboston.gov> Fri, Aug 19, 2016 at 11:40 AM
To: John.Dalzell@boston.gov, Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov, BRAWebContent@boston.gov

CommentsSubmissionFormID: 28

Form inserted: 8/19/2016 11:39:33 AM

Form updated: 8/19/2016 11:39:33 AM

Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox

Document Name Path: /Planning/Planning Initiatives/PLAN: JP­Rox

Origin Page Url: /planning/planning­initiatives/plan­jp­rox

First Name: Susan

Last Name: Elsbree

Organization: 

Email: 

Street Address:

Address Line 2: 

City: Boston

State: MA

Phone: 

Zip: 02130

Comments: The plan looks great! I attended several of the meetings and the City/BRA team did a great job soliciting
input from a very diverse group of people, with competing interests. My biggest hope for the area is for ANY community
benefits to go to upgrading facilities at English High School. We spent many nights in the school's outdated,
unwelcoming, aging facility. The young people who attend school there deserve facilities that inspire them to learn, grow
and be proud ­ currently, that is not the message we are sending them. I'm all for new developments and increased
growth in the TOD area, please make sure that we help the under­funded BPS facilities, and give our young scholars an
academic institution that illustrate we value them and their futures. Susan Elsbree,   JP
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Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Planning Comment Submission: PLAN: JP/Rox

kentico@cityofboston.gov <kentico@cityofboston.gov> Sat, Aug 20, 2016 at 8:40 AM
To: John.Dalzell@boston.gov, Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov, BRAWebContent@boston.gov

CommentsSubmissionFormID: 29

Form inserted: 8/20/2016 8:40:01 AM

Form updated: 8/20/2016 8:40:01 AM

Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox

Document Name Path: /Planning/Planning Initiatives/PLAN: JP­Rox

Origin Page Url: /planning/planning­initiatives/plan­jp­rox

First Name: RUBEN

Last Name: VAN LEEUWEN

Organization: 

Email:

Street Address:

Address Line 2: 

City: Jamaica Plain

State: MA

Phone: 

Zip: 02130

Comments: I appreciate all of the hard work that the BRA staff, community groups and community members have put
into this document. There is a lot of information in the draft and much of it I can support, but I have focused my attention
below on questions and concerns that I have. By focusing this way, I do not mean to belittle or down play other parts.
Thank you, Ruben. • I’m seeing two main changes that this document proposes: 1) changing the names of areas (e.g.,
local industrial to neighborhood shopping), which seems to allow for mixed use; and 2) inclusion of density bonus.
Otherwise, there are many suggestions with varying level details. • I’m seeing a goal of at least 30% new housing being
"income restricted/affordable” (p. 65), but the density bonus seems to have a goal of 17%. I feel like I’m missing
something. What is it that I’m missing? I am now seeing that on page 83 where the 30% goal comes from. This will
change, though, as more privately owned land is developed because they will not build at 30% affordable, so the actual
amount of affordable housing will be less than 30%. • I support a higher amount of affordable housing that is affordable
to a large range of families with varying incomes.; higher than proposed in this Draft. • I would like to see an
acknowledgement that Green Street between Amory and Washington Streets has a narrow width between buildings on
opposite sides of the street (this includes the width of the sidewalks and the street). Because of this narrow width, there
is less flexibility with traffic flow, semi­public space use, width of sidewalks, parking, and visibility while turning onto
Green Street from side streets. In addition, potentially taller buildings on this strip of Green Street would feel more
daunting because of the narrow street width. • On page 75, there are a lot of “policy supports” being worked on by the
Office of Housing Stability, but we are being asked to support changes without guarantees that the city will follow
through on these suggestions. • I don’t understand the Total Resulting Affordable Units graph on page 81. Where do
those numbers come from? I would need to see evidence that expecting developers to provide affordable housing at a
greater rate would “cool the market.” Also, I would need to see what information and the structure of the study to really
believe that the statement is true or at least defendable. Right now, I don’t believe it just based on it being written down.
• I don’t understand the inclusion of the Arborway Yards as a source of subsidized affordable housing. Is this a project
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that is in process? What parcel of land is being discussed? The Arborway bus yard? I didn’t know that there were
development plans. Is it something else that I’m missing? • I have a concern about the lack of transportation plans given
the current level of development and the projected increase in development. On page 106, there is an indication that the
“share” of people driving is down, but this does not state that less people are actually driving. As the population in the
area grows, the number of cars on the road will increase. In addition, increased number of pedestrians, bikers and T
riders will also increase. What are the specific plans for accommodating them as well? • In the recommendation section
for Transportation and Connectivity, there are a lot of sections that need further study and many uses of the word
“should.” I would like more specifics before I feel confident that this area can handle the increased number of people. •
I’m interested in the possibility of a municipal­like parking lot (like behind Bukhara’s on Centre Street) on Washington
Street between Glen Road and Williams Street that multiple businesses can use. • On page 132, I am confused how
Green Street can accommodate things like seating given the challenges of the current width of the street. • This strip of
Green Street is dangerous as a pedestrian, biker and driver do to the lack of sight lines, close two­way traffic, street
parking, and vehicles trying to enter and exit sides streets. • On page 143, building set backs should begin after the floor
of the lowest abutting residential neighbor. For example, if the lowest residential abutting neighbor is 3 floors at 36’, then
the developing building should have an increased set back of its 4th floor. This would be respectful to the current
residents and allow for transition to a higher height. • I still think that 55’ is too tall next to residential housing that is no
more than 36’. I may be more amenable if the set back began at the height of the shortest direct abutting residential
neighbor and more amenable if more of the housing would be affordable. 
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Document Name: PLAN: JP/Rox
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Comments: For close to 2 decades members of the JP community have worked hard to see a positive outcome at the
MBTA’s Arborway Yard. They have done so as members/participants of the Community Planning Committee for the
Arborway Yard (CPCAY), the Forest Hills Improvement Initiative (FHII), and the Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council
(JPNC). Along with the City of Boston and the MBTA, they crafted an MOU in which they set many performance goals
for the proposed busyard. And they set achievement goals for the mitigation; affordable housing was the primary priority
use. The community worked steadfastly with the MBTA to make sure its proposed Arborway Yard bus facility would
allow these goals to be met. Then the community engaged in the Forest Hills Improvement Initiative and continued this.
And now we’ve engaged in the JP/Rox planning process. At the Arborway Yard the important goal always remained; that
it would be a site for a broad range of affordable housing. Achieving this critical goal is threatened by the BRA’s plans for
the Arborway Yard. Only half the units proposed for the site are affordable. At no point in time has this community
identified market rate housing as a priority for this publicly owned site. This is especially true with the onslaught of
market rate units in the area. The BRA is proposing a long tall wall of building on Washington St at this site. Many in the
community, myself included, consider the wall to be atrocious and an affront to the community. The BRA is using the
Arborway Yard site to meet its overall JP/Rox affordable housing commitment of 30%. This site is planned to hold 46%
of all the affordable housing in the JP/Rox Plan. Disturbingly, the BRA has 50% of the units at the Arborway Yard being
market rate units. Beyond displacing affordable units, this causes the building to be much larger than otherwise needed.
Critically, the BRA's proposed Arborway Yard buildings, on Washington St., encroach on the proposed permanent bus
facility. The JP/Rox plan eliminates the transit bus entrance, marshaling yards, and refueling facilities. This
encroachment renders the facility unworkable. Beyond that serious problem, this particular bus facility would now cost
between $300 and $500 million to build, and so most likely won't be built. Note; the community is working on options to
ensure that a permanent bus facility does get built. Until a permanent bus facility is built, no development or housing of
any sort happens at the Arborway Yard. Thus the BRA’s JP/Rox Plan is drastically short of meeting its affordable
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housing commitment to the community. Some in the community call its housing component, “Potemkin Village
Affordable Housing”. The BRA needs to ensure its plan does not make a permanent Arborway Yard bus facility
unworkable. The BRA and the City of Boston need to work with the community to ensure a quality permanent bus facility
is built, and the long awaited/promised mitigation lands are tendered to the community. The BRA, and the City of
Boston, need to live up to their commitment to the community that the Arborway Yard will be used solely for affordable
housing, and the other priority uses identified by the community. Sincerely, Allan Ihrer 
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To: MarieMercurio 
From: Henry Barbaro 
Re: PLAN: JP/ROX 
Date: 8/22/16 
 
 
As a resident of Jamaica Plain, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the 
planning process for the future growth of the JP/ROX neighborhood.  In fact I attended 
one of the Community Workshop meetings at the English High School (on 12/10/15). 
 There were "break-out" tables, and the groups were making suggestions on zoning 
changes.  However, I don't feel as though the magnitude of this Plan, and the full extent 
of proposed changes to the JP/ROX neighborhood, was fairly represented at that 
particular meeting. 
 
I observed that "affordable housing" was used as a sort of euphemism for denser 
development, which means some in-fill, but mostly taller and wider multi-family 
buildings.  It was never mentioned that by creating a much more crowded neighborhood 
that there would be a palpable loss in our small-scale city feel, along with the sense-of-
place for the existing residents of the JP/ROX area. 
 
One participant stood up during the meeting and proclaimed that he could no longer 
afford to live in JP.  But does he yearn for living in a six-story apartment building?  It’s 
doubtful. He probably wants to live in a single to three-family house where he knows his 
neighbors, and is connected to the street, has a backyard, and has some contact with 
Nature.  But if he winds up renting an apartment on the 5th floor of a large apartment 
building, why does it matter that it be in Jamaica Plain?  He could find that type of living 
just about anywhere in the greater Boston area.  Unfortunately, these types of massive 
residential buildings, along with their dreary living conditions, seriously impact any kind 
of "neighborhood character."  
 
After attending this meeting, I have done my best to follow BRA's planning process.  In 
that spirit I am providing the following comments regarding the Draft "PLAN: JP/ROX," 
dated 7/15/16. 
 
General Comments 
 
The Mayor's aggressive housing plan is to facilitate building 53,000 dwelling units 
throughout Boston in the next 15 years.  What is the goal for housing units within the 
JP/ROX study area? 
 
Overall, I believe that the benefits of such an aggressive development plan, for existing 
residents of the Study Area and beyond, will not exceed the negative impacts due to 
traffic/congestion, population density, loss of community character, more noise and 
crime, and poorer air quality.  Moreover, I see virtually no mention or analysis of these 
potential adverse effects from dramatically increasing housing densities within the Study 
Area.  This Plan is essentially proposing, and facilitating, an unprecedented 
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development project throughout the Study Area.  Such a drastic proposal warrants far 
more study to determine its full range of consequences, especially in terms of traffic 
impacts and quality-of-life issues. 
 
The Plan does not acknowledge that population density directly affects the quality of life 
for those who live in the area (or any other area).  I think most would agree that, 
especially during the traffic congestion of peak travel hours, high-density living is not 
necessarily best for one's peace-of-mind. 
 
It appears that business owners, developers, and realtors will be the primary 
beneficiaries of this Plan, and that the negative impacts will be distributed amongst the 
citizenry-at-large, i.e., passing on negative externalities where the indirect costs of 
development are passed on to the community. 
 
The language of the Plan tends to be subjective, vague, and rather convoluted.  This 
document should use clear easy-to-understand terms.  Examples are included below 
under “Specific Comments.”  The Plan could be improved with thorough editing in order 
to achieve a more clear and objective "voice." 
 
The Affordable Housing Paradox 
 
The premise is that the current residents of JP/ROX like it here and want to stay, and 
not be forced out due to high housing costs.  So the City's answer is to facilitate 
massive changes to the area's housing stock with lots of tall and wide apartment 
buildings, and dramatically change the community character and quality-of-life for those 
living here.  Doesn't this Plan diminish the reasons why citizens enjoy their lives 
here(e.g., community character, neighborhood connections, contact with Nature/open 
spaces, low crime and noise)? 
 
To argue that this Plan addresses the affordable housing problem is short-lived at best. 
 As supply goes up, then prices come down, then more folks want to move in, then 
supply becomes tighter, then prices go up again.  It's an endless cycle that has been 
around for decades.It seems that "affordable housing" is being used as a noble, albeit 
short-lived, goal to make those citizens involved in this process feel better about 
acquiescing to enormous changes to their neighborhoods. 
 
"Build it and they will come."  This Plan goes beyond just meeting housing demands -- it 
will induce housing growth.  Yes, people are moving to the cities (all throughout the 
world), but especially in areas where land use policies create (short-term) lower housing 
costs. 
 
The Plan also should mention one of the reasons why rents are going up -- the 
reduction of rental stock due to turning traditionally two, three, and six unit apartment 
buildings into condominiums. 
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Traffic Congestion 
 
Traffic impacts to collector roads such as Washington Street, Amory Street, Tremont 
Street, and Columbus Ave., as well as Melnea Cass Blvd. which is a critical connector 
to I-93.  Traffic studies are absolutely warranted as part of this Plan, like any major 
development proposal, before the proposal is approved, and housing densities are 
significantly increased. 
 
What are the current trends in traffic and level-of-service in and around the Study Area? 
 Traffic congestion seems to be worsening even before this Plan's drastic increase in 
residential development. 
 
The Plan recommends studying street improvements at some indefinite point in the 
future (p. 116-120).  Shouldn't this happen before housing densities are proposed to be 
significantly increased? 
 
Quality of Life and Sense-of-Place 
 
Aside from the temporary effects of reducing the rate of housing costs, how does this 
Plan to facilitate massive building of residential dwelling units enhance the quality of life 
for today's residents of the JP/ROX area?  One thing we know -- huge apartment 
buildings will further disconnect residents from neighborhoods, yards, street level 
activity, and to the natural environment.  Community character will suffer in proportion to 
the level of population density. 
 
Specific Comments re: the Draft PLAN 
 
Executive Summary, Page 4: The phrase “To capture the benefits of growth” seems to 
refer to more shopping opportunities and more activity in general.  The Plan should do 
more to describe the wide array of negative impacts from growth. 
 
Executive Summary, Plan Recommendations, Page 8: The Plan neglects to fully explain 
and describe how dramatic increases in development and residential density will 
“improve the overall quality of life for [existing] residents” of the JP/ROX neighborhood. 
 
Executive Summary, Sustainable Development, Page9: The Plan should include an 
analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions caused by increased traffic delays and 
congestion. 
 
Page 129-133: The conceptual drawings are good, but should be compared with 
drawings of existing buildings.  Note: the height of the conceptual buildings depicted in 
Fig.85 are needlessly cut off. 
 
Pages 150-166: “Greater heights create a gateway.”  This is certainly a subjective 
viewpoint.  In my opinion these monolithic buildings more resemble walls than gates. 
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Page 186: What are “wind mitigation” measures, and how would they be implemented? 
 
Page 186: The creation of a “canyon effect” (e.g., less sun/sky, more wind) with a 
corridor of tall buildings next to sidewalks seems to run counter to promoting pedestrian 
use. 
 
Page 187: What is “vertical green infrastructure”?  Are these noise barriers?  Trees do 
little for mitigating noise and air quality impacts. 
 
p.192: The Plan states that new development will create a new sense-of-place.  This 
seems to imply that one does not exist today. 
 
Overall, the Plan's use of the term "open spaces" is misleading.  According to the Plan, 
open spaces are only places where people can congregate, rather than places for 
“retreat” to restore peace-of-mind and rejuvenate (which is what “open space” typically 
implies). 
 
Conclusions/Recommendations 
 
The Plan is clearly biased toward facilitating dramatic growth in this region, with little 
mention of the adverse impacts of such growth.  Rather, the Plan should read more like 
an Environmental Impact Report, where all the consequences of the project are 
objectively addressed. 
 
Aside from more shops and some other amenities, JP/ROX will become an 
incrementally less desirable place to live with greater housing densities and more traffic, 
noise, and crime, and less community connection.  The Plan should acknowledge these 
concerns. 
 
Future residential development should focus on abandoned and/or under-utilized non-
residential areas for proposed multi-family buildings. 
 
How was the height of 15 stories decided upon?  (The proposal for 15-story buildings 
was never mentioned at the 12/10/15 meeting I attended.)  Nothing in the JP/ROX 
neighborhood comes close to this.  Buildings this high far exceed the character of 
JP/ROX neighborhoods, and should be reduced to no more than six stories. 
 
The Plan should include conceptual drawings that compare full build-out with existing 
conditions. 
 
Compare the number (% too) of people living in large multi-family buildings now versus 
at full build-out in the JP/ROX area.  If there's a wide difference, then this speaks to 
significant changes in community character and quality of life. 
 
This housing initiative should include traffic studies for the surrounding collector streets 
beforehousing densities are proposed to be significantly increased.  Otherwise this Plan 
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has a high potential of imposing misery (e.g., traffic congestion, travel delays, higher 
accident rates, air quality degradation, noise) on the area’s residents. 
 
If BRA's primary intention is to assist low-income residents of the JP/ROX area (and 
throughout Boston), then as a first priority there should be a plan to overhaul all of the 
City's institutional housing projects (e.g., Bromley-Heath).  The living conditions in these 
housing complexes are horrendous.  For example, in nice weather, there are 
youngsters during all time of day and night buzzing around in loud mini-bikes, 
motorcycles, and "low-riders."  There are other forms of constant noise such as 
fireworks, loud music, car alarms, and screeching tires.  And the residents are 
essentially on their own, and are unwilling to raise objections for fear of retribution 
and/or due to an ineffective police presence.  How can one have peace-of-mind, or be a 
productive worker or citizen, living in that environment?  The City needs to prioritize 
redeveloping its housing projects (e.g., into "scattered-site" lower-density housing), 
which would help the low-income residents who are here now, rather than serve those 
who may come sometime in the next 15 years (as is asserted in the JP/ROX Plan). 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this critical blueprint for the future.  Please 
let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Henry Barbaro 

 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
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 COMMENT LETTER 

 
Plan JP/ROX Advisory Group Member 

MICHAEL LITTMAN –  BOSTON MA, 02130 

TO: Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner II 
John Dalzell, Senior Architect 
Cecilia Nardi, Planner I 

DATE:  August 23, 2016 

FROM:  Michael Littman, Advisory Group Member   

SUBJECT: PLAN JP/ROX First Draft Comment Letter 

 

General Comments 
I would like to start out by saying I think this is a great start for the first draft report of the Plan 

JP/ROX document.  I think the plan does a good job laying out the process for the many people that 

might pick this plan up years from now who weren’t actually involved during the past year.  The 

plan is organized in a clear manner, describing the area’s history, the feedback from the 

neighborhood, the recommendations of the plan, and then the implementation of the plan.  While I 

believe there is a lot of unnecessary information in the plan and makes the document extremely long 

and tedious to read through, I think this information is necessary because without it some people 

would want it.   

This document should serve as a resource for residents to bring to meetings and point directly to 

sections asking how the future development and implementation complies with this plan.  The 

recommendations Table on pages 172-193, do just that.  This is the meat of the report, what 

everyone that read the entire thing is waiting for.  My most significant recommendation would be to 

break up that table better.  Create a separate table for all topics and split them up by time frame.  

This is especially useful in transportation when people want to see what can be done quickly versus 

what can be a long term project.  It just feels a little too mushed together.  Would you be open to 

making this table 11x17?  

My comments are pretty general and I mostly focused on the Transportation sections.  I read the 

LivableStreet Alliance letter and that is where my more specific comments would go.  I knew they 

would do a good job addressing specific implementation concerns.  
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Parking 
I wanted to include some general ideas on how to address parking better in the report because 

obviously it’s a hot topic and I think in general people don’t understand how to make the most of the 

parking that is available.  As we have heard people want more parking, in a neighborhood that is 

probably the easiest to park in the entire city.  Additionally by building more parking, we are 

generating more auto use, and driving up cost of construction.  Below are some ideas I’ve had to 

address the parking needs: 

  Shared parking – In a large mixed-use development it is easy to create shared parking, 

because of the scale it is easy to build in some cushion, however in a tight neighborhood, 

there is little room for error.  If we can create a true shared parking model in Jamaica plain 

then it could potentially be used throughout the city.   

– Residential Permits – This obviously restricts commuters from parking in the 

neighborhood for free to use the T, and should be done at minimum ¼ mile 

surrounding all train stations.  

– Employee Permit Street Parking – When residential parking enforced, then 

employees of businesses could take some issues, and one thing we need to do is make 

sure to keep the business owners happy.  If there is a way for business owners to get 

a certain amount of permit parking slips then they can provide on-street parking 

near their stores.  These spaces should be close to the commercial districts, however 

should not be located along the major streets.   

 Business owners could also get guest parking permits they can give to 

patrons, especially helpful for salons that take appointments or massage 

parlors or the like.  

– Metered Parking – Should be installed on all major roadways in the commercial 

districts.  Helps with turnover while generating money for the city.  85% occupancy is 

the target for successful street parking. 

 Consider striping spaces that don’t have meters, sometimes a curb between 

two driveways can fit 3 or 4 cars but because people park in between 

potential spaces, one might get lost.  Residential spaces should not be striped 

at 20 feet per space, they can fit tighter at 16-18 feet.  

 Zipcar/car sharing – Lots of research shows that it decreases auto ownership by 8-15 

vehicles/shared car introduced.   
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– Affordability – Zipcar can be a great tool for affordability.  If you qualify for 

affordable housing, I’m sure a lot of extra money goes into owning and maintaining a 

car (if they have one).  If developers can give Zipcar passes to the affordable units 

then they can potentially build less parking.  Market rate housing can put Zipcar to 

good use as well.  Hubway passes are already subsidized for those in need.  

– On-Street Zipcar spaces – I see it’s in the plan but I don’t think JP has reached the 

density yet but it doesn’t mean it can’t go in the plan.  I wonder how well these are 

working throughout the city.  

 Bike Parking – Needs to go in the plan.  We should encourage all retail to have bike parking 

outside the shops.  Currently there is only info about covered secure bike parking (which is 

also private).  One of my biggest pet peeves is not being able to park my bike in a bike rack, 

because then I need to lock it to a sign post and feel bad doing so.   

– Consider taking one street parking space and replace with a large bike rack (can 

probably fit about 10-12 bikes in it).  Shop owners will see that they get full and more 

close parking translates to more customers.  

 No Residential permits for new housing – First of all is this even legal?  Can it be enforced?  

I’ve heard many conflicting opinions and we put it in TAPAs all the time.  If new buildings 

are providing extremely low parking ratios and unbundling parking from units, then it’s 

extremely important that the residents can’t get free on-street permits.  When buildings have 

the low ratios people think that the people that don’t get parking spaces park on the street.  

The plan needs to clearly state that this is not the case and people in these buildings will not 

be eligible for permit passes.  

Signalized Intersections 
Signalized intersections cause most of the issues when it comes to traffic.  In the Netherlands they 

rarely install traffic signals because of how inefficient and dangerous they are.  When people see 

green lights they tend to forget about other people.  Pedestrians rarely obey walk signals and forget 

about bicycles.  There really only needs to be a few signals in the entire study area (this wouldn’t 

include pedestrian signals along Columbus Avenue.   

 Columbus/Washington,  

 Columbus/Centre,  and 

 Washington/Arborway, and 

 Washington/Forrest Hills Street (mainly because of the geometry. 

 Washington/Green/Glen (maybe but I don’t really think it’s necessary). 
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You might think I’m crazy for suggesting this but there are better treatments at the other 

intersections than a signal.  As I’ve mentioned they are dangerous, and expensive, and cause major 

pedestrian and bicycle delay (if obeyed), and transit delay.  I think a general comment in the plan 

should be “eliminate all traffic signals where it’s possible.”  I understand BTD won’t like all their 

signals being removed.  Or at the very least extend the late night emergency flash operation on some 

of them (9 p.m.-7 a.m.).  Treatments for these intersections include all-way stops, raised 

intersections, roundabouts, and half closures (i.e. no thru or left turns).    

At the signalized intersections that remain cycles should be less than 90 seconds and ideally 60 

seconds.  Pedestrian phases should be concurrent and on recall.  LSA letter addressed some of these 

concerns.    
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Additional comments 

Executive Summary 
 Page 5 – Can also include a map of where JP is compared to Boston. 

 Page 7 – Something relating to public transit should be part of the goals.  

Framework 
 Page 65 – Table can use some work – Add a title,  

Table 1. Current Zoning… 

Zoning Code 
Maximum Height/FAR 

Jamaica Plain Roxbury 

 Page 85 – Low income renters – could be a chart to make it easier to understand. 

 Page 70 – Chart change Households to Household Incomes 

 Page 79 – Add a Key 

TRANSPORTATION AND CONNECTIVITY SECTION 
 First paragraph I think you could include a chart when mentioning mode share goals.  Also 

note whet it is now and what the goals are, not just car decrease by 10% etc…  

 Page 107 – Bus routes are incorrect.  I can provide further assistance if needed.  

 Page 108, all the existing issues are too specific, describe the area in more broad terms.  

 Page 110, discuss bike parking at stations and lack of parking at retail areas.  

 Page 112, I would spend a little more time describing signalized intersections and the all-

pedestrian phase.  Parking section needs to be expanded because this is a really big topic.  I 

think something we can do here it really try and describe why parking generally gets 

overbuilt in private lots and is in demand on-street.  Also don’t even include the Zoning 

minimums, BTD maximums are used as the standard.  Describe what a maximum is. 

 Page 114 – What other documents will be produced?  Will there be an official transportation 

study? 

 Remove the last paragraph about sidewalk widths, just reference complete streets 

guidelines. 
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To: Marie Mercurio 
From: Henry Barbaro 
Re: PLAN: JP/ROX 
Date: 10/13/16 
 
Please accept the following as my comments on the Final Draft of the JP/ROX Plan (dated 
9/20/16), as compiled by the Boston Planning & Redevelopment Agency (BPDA). 
 
On 8/22/16 I submitted a five-page letter regarding the First Draft JP/ROX Plan (dated 7/15/16).  
My letter contained about 25 separate comments.  Five of those were selected to be entered 
into BPDA’s “Questions, Comments, & Suggestions” matrix.  The BPDA has not responded to 
date to any of my comments regarding the Draft Plan or to any of the hundreds of other 
comments submitted by concerned citizens.  This total lack of responsiveness, and disregard for 
citizen feedback, by the BPDA has left me skeptical and resentful.  It also makes writing and 
submitting another comment letter seem pointless, in light of what appears to be another 
meaningless public comment period.  After all, how genuine are BPDA’s efforts to gather public 
input when the BPDA Board vote is only one week away (10/20/16)?  That leaves scarcely little 
time to review and incorporate any comments, right?  
 
Please note that, in light of the fact that every comment from my 8/22/16 letter still remains 
unresolved, I am re-submitting my previous comments for this Final Draft of the Plan (see 
addendum). 
 
General Comments 
 
I learned a new saying recently – “The cake has already been baked,” which means that some 
result is a forgone conclusion.  This metaphor aptly describes the efforts of the BPDA to gather 
public input for the JP/ROX development plan.  For months, the BPDA has “engaged” with the 
neighborhood residents at a variety of public meetings, of which I attended three.The fact that 
these exchanges have amounted to little more than being fedscripted responses to questions, 
along with the expedited public comment periods for the Draft and Final Plans, has led many to 
see the whole process as a sham.  (Sure, let’s talk about the “cake,” but keep in mind that the 
recipe cannot be changed because it has already been baked.) 
 
The process of writing and adopting the Plan should resemble that of an environmental impact 
report, in two respects: 1) the Plan should identify any adverse impacts that may be caused by 
the proposed full-build development and should explain how those adverse impacts can be 
avoided, minimized, or mitigated, and 2) the BPDA should respond to each comment that was 
submitted as part of the public comment period.  For BPDA to combine comments into 
categories, but still not respond because there are too many comments,is an unacceptable 
approach for a government agency. 
 
The Plan proposes enormous changes to both Jamaica Plain and Roxbury by recommending 
zoning that will more than double the housing units and by extension the population between 
Forest Hills and Jackson Square.  This Plan goes beyond just meeting future housing demand – 
it will induce greater demand.  Although there have been many protests about the Plan not 
providing more “affordable housing,” it has many other problems.  The Plan has no analysis of 
traffic impacts or impacts to tax-funded public services such as police and fire protection. 
Building heights conflict with adjacent neighborhoods and create a “canyon effect,” including two 
zones reserved for 15-story residential towers. 
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Furthermore, the JP/ROX Plan could constitute grounds for an “Environmental Justice” 
complaint.  Relative to Boston’s overall racial and ethnic composition, the JP/ROX study area 
has about 70% more residents of Hispanic or Latino origin.  And the BPDA is proposing zoning 
changes that allow massive new multi-unit buildings, including 15-story towers, which at full 
build-out would more than double the housing density in this area.It is extraordinary to have a 
government agency allow for this magnitude of change upon a neighborhood.  And, even 
though the Plan emphasizes the need to prevent the displacement of households, there is no 
indication of how many existing residents will be displaced when their homes are razed to make 
way for large residential buildings.  It seems unlikely that these drastic changes would be 
recommended for a neighborhood with fewer minority residents. 
 
Although I deplore the tactics of the BPDA to railroad this Plan through to adoption, with virtually 
no meaningful deliberation on its content, I appreciate the opportunity to comment. 
 
Henry Barbaro 

 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
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-- Addendum to Final Draft Comments (10/13/16) -- 
 
To: Marie Mercurio 
From: Henry Barbaro 
Re: PLAN: JP/ROX 
Date: 8/22/16 
 
 
As a resident of Jamaica Plain, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the 
planning process for the future growth of the JP/ROX neighborhood.  In fact I attended one of 
the Community Workshop meetings at the English High School (on 12/10/15).  There were 
"break-out" tables, and the groups were making suggestions on zoning changes.  However, I 
don't feel as though the magnitude of this Plan, and the full extent of proposed changes to the 
JP/ROX neighborhood, was fairly represented at that particular meeting. 
 
I observed that "affordable housing" was used as a sort of euphemism for denser development, 
which means some in-fill, but mostly taller and wider multi-family buildings.  It was never 
mentioned that by creating a much more crowded neighborhood that there would be a palpable 
loss in our small-scale city feel, along with the sense-of-place for the existing residents of the 
JP/ROX area. 
 
One participant stood up during the meeting and proclaimed that he could no longer afford to 
live in JP.  But does he yearn for living in a six-story apartment building?  It’s doubtful.  He 
probably wants to live in a single to three-family house where he knows his neighbors, and is 
connected to the street, has a backyard, and has some contact with Nature.  But if he winds up 
renting an apartment on the 5th floor of a large apartment building, why does it matter that it be 
in Jamaica Plain?  He could find that type of living just about anywhere in the greater Boston 
area.  Unfortunately, these types of massive residential buildings, along with their dreary living 
conditions, seriously impact any kind of "neighborhood character."  
 
After attending this meeting, I have done my best to follow BRA's planning process.  In that 
spirit I am providing the following comments regarding the Draft "PLAN: JP/ROX," dated 
7/15/16. 
 
General Comments 
 
The Mayor's aggressive housing plan is to facilitate building 53,000 dwelling units throughout 
Boston in the next 15 years.  What is the goal for housing units within the JP/ROX study area? 
 
Overall, I believe that the benefits of such an aggressive development plan, for existing 
residents of the Study Area and beyond, will not exceed the negative impacts due to 
traffic/congestion, population density, loss of community character, more noise and crime, and 
poorer air quality.  Moreover, I see virtually no mention or analysis of these potential adverse 
effects from dramatically increasing housing densities within the Study Area.  This Plan is 
essentially proposing, and facilitating, an unprecedented development project throughout the 
Study Area.  Such a drastic proposal warrants far more study to determine its full range of 
consequences, especially in terms of traffic impacts and quality-of-life issues. 
 
The Plan does not acknowledge that population density directly affects the quality of life for 
those who live in the area (or any other area).  I think most would agree that, especially during 
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the traffic congestion of peak travel hours, high-density living is not necessarily best for one's 
peace-of-mind. 
 
It appears that business owners, developers, and realtors will be the primary beneficiaries of 
this Plan, and that the negative impacts will be distributed amongst the citizenry-at-large, i.e., 
passing on negative externalities where the indirect costs of development are passed on to the 
community. 
 
The language of the Plan tends to be subjective, vague, and rather convoluted.  This document 
should use clear easy-to-understand terms.  Examples are included below under “Specific 
Comments.”  The Plan could be improved with thorough editing in order to achieve a more clear 
and objective "voice." 
 
The Affordable Housing Paradox 
 
The premise is that the current residents of JP/ROX like it here and want to stay, and not be 
forced out due to high housing costs.  So the City's answer is to facilitate massive changes to 
the area's housing stock with lots of tall and wide apartment buildings, and dramatically change 
the community character and quality-of-life for those living here.  Doesn't this Plan diminish the 
reasons why citizens enjoy their lives here (e.g., community character, neighborhood 
connections, contact with Nature/open spaces, low crime and noise)? 
 
To argue that this Plan addresses the affordable housing problem is short-lived at best.  As 
supply goes up, then prices come down, then more folks want to move in, then supply becomes 
tighter, then prices go up again.  It's an endless cycle that has been around for decades.  It 
seems that "affordable housing" is being used as a noble, albeit short-lived, goal to make those 
citizens involved in this process feel better about acquiescing to enormous changes to their 
neighborhoods. 
 
"Build it and they will come."  This Plan goes beyond just meeting housing demands -- it will 
induce housing growth.  Yes, people are moving to the cities (all throughout the world), but 
especially in areas where land use policies create (short-term) lower housing costs. 
 
The Plan also should mention one of the reasons why rents are going up -- the reduction of 
rental stock due to turning traditionally two, three, and six unit apartment buildings into 
condominiums. 
 
 
Traffic Congestion 
 
Traffic impacts to collector roads such as Washington Street, Amory Street, Tremont Street, and 
Columbus Ave., as well as Melnea Cass Blvd. which is a critical connector to I-93.  Traffic 
studies are absolutely warranted as part of this Plan, like any major development proposal, 
before the proposal is approved, and housing densities are significantly increased. 
 
What are the current trends in traffic and level-of-service in and around the Study Area?  Traffic 
congestion seems to be worsening even before this Plan's drastic increase in residential 
development. 
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The Plan recommends studying street improvements at some indefinite point in the future (p. 
116-120).  Shouldn't this happen before housing densities are proposed to be significantly 
increased? 
 
Quality of Life and Sense-of-Place 
 
Aside from the temporary effects of reducing the rate of housing costs, how does this Plan to 
facilitate massive building of residential dwelling units enhance the quality of life for today's 
residents of the JP/ROX area?  One thing we know -- huge apartment buildings will further 
disconnect residents from neighborhoods, yards, street level activity, and to the natural 
environment.  Community character will suffer in proportion to the level of population density. 
 
Specific Comments re: the Draft PLAN 
 
Executive Summary, Page 4: The phrase “To capture the benefits of growth” seems to refer to 
more shopping opportunities and more activity in general.  The Plan should do more to describe 
the wide array of negative impacts from growth. 
 
Executive Summary, Plan Recommendations, Page 8: The Plan neglects to fully explain and 
describe how dramatic increases in development and residential density will “improve the 
overall quality of life for [existing] residents” of the JP/ROX neighborhood. 
 
Executive Summary, Sustainable Development, Page 9: The Plan should include an analysis of 
the greenhouse gas emissions caused by increased traffic delays and congestion. 
 
Page 129-133: The conceptual drawings are good, but should be compared with drawings of 
existing buildings.  Note: the height of the conceptual buildings depicted in Fig.85 are needlessly 
cut off. 
 
Pages 150-166: “Greater heights create a gateway.”  This is certainly a subjective viewpoint.  In 
my opinion these monolithic buildings more resemble walls than gates. 
 
Page 186: What are “wind mitigation” measures, and how would they be implemented? 
 
Page 186: The creation of a “canyon effect” (e.g., less sun/sky, more wind) with a corridor of tall 
buildings next to sidewalks seems to run counter to promoting pedestrian use. 
 
Page 187: What is “vertical green infrastructure”?  Are these noise barriers?  Trees do little for 
mitigating noise and air quality impacts. 
 
p.192: The Plan states that new development will create a new sense-of-place.  This seems to 
imply that one does not exist today. 
 
Overall, the Plan's use of the term "open spaces" is misleading.  According to the Plan, open 
spaces are only places where people can congregate, rather than places for “retreat” to restore 
peace-of-mind and rejuvenate (which is what “open space” typically implies). 
 
Conclusions/Recommendations 
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The Plan is clearly biased toward facilitating dramatic growth in this region, with little mention of 
the adverse impacts of such growth.  Rather, the Plan should read more like an Environmental 
Impact Report, where all the consequences of the project are objectively addressed. 
 
Aside from more shops and some other amenities, JP/ROX will become an incrementally less 
desirable place to live with greater housing densities and more traffic, noise, and crime, and less 
community connection.  The Plan should acknowledge these concerns. 
 
Future residential development should focus on abandoned and/or under-utilized non-residential 
areas for proposed multi-family buildings. 
 
How was the height of 15 stories decided upon?  (The proposal for 15-story buildings was never 
mentioned at the 12/10/15 meeting I attended.)  Nothing in the JP/ROX neighborhood comes 
close to this.  Buildings this high far exceed the character of JP/ROX neighborhoods, and 
should be reduced to no more than six stories. 
 
The Plan should include conceptual drawings that compare full build-out with existing 
conditions. 
 
Compare the number (% too) of people living in large multi-family buildings now versus at full 
build-out in the JP/ROX area.  If there's a wide difference, then this speaks to significant 
changes in community character and quality of life. 
 
This housing initiative should include traffic studies for the surrounding collector streets before 
housing densities are proposed to be significantly increased.  Otherwise this Plan has a high 
potential of imposing misery (e.g., traffic congestion, travel delays, higher accident rates, air 
quality degradation, noise) on the area’s residents. 
 
If BRA's primary intention is to assist low-income residents of the JP/ROX area (and throughout 
Boston), then as a first priority there should be a plan to overhaul all of the City's institutional 
housing projects (e.g., Bromley-Heath).  The living conditions in these housing complexes are 
horrendous.  For example, in nice weather, there are youngsters during all time of day and night 
buzzing around in loud mini-bikes, motorcycles, and "low-riders."  There are other forms of 
constant noise such as fireworks, loud music, car alarms, and screeching tires.  And the 
residents are essentially on their own, and are unwilling to raise objections for fear of retribution 
and/or due to an ineffective police presence.  How can one have peace-of-mind, or be a 
productive worker or citizen, living in that environment?  The City needs to prioritize 
redeveloping its housing projects (e.g., into "scattered-site" lower-density housing), which would 
help the low-income residents who are here now, rather than serve those who may come 
sometime in the next 15 years (as is asserted in the JP/ROX Plan). 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this critical blueprint for the future.  Please let me 
know if you have any questions. 
 
Henry Barbaro 

 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
 

 
 



Boston Community Ventures 
 
Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner 
Boston Planning and Development Authority 
One City Hall Plaza 
9th Floor 
Boston, MA    02110 

Oct. 13, 2016 
 

Dear Marie; 

As a longtime local developer with a strong commitment to the future of the Jamaica Plain and 
Roxbury neighborhoods, and in particular to the area specified in the JP/Rox planning area, 
Boston Community Ventures is grateful for the thoughtful and determined effort that the 
Boston Redevelopment Authority (Boston Planning and Development Authority) undertook to 
reach its new Framework for Housing. We appreciate the many hours invested in listening to a 
myriad of different perspectives and outlooks and the lengths the BRA took include all 
members of the Jamaica Plain and Roxbury communities. 

With experience in the neighborhood, we understand the challenges of securing affordable 
housing for residents at all income levels and ensuring population diversity. While the 
Framework for Housing document accurately concludes that, “In the long term, rents will only 
moderate when the supply of housing meets or exceeds housing demand,” there are many 
obstacles to creating that supply in a short period. 

The Framework embraces the laudable and ambitious goals for our neighborhood of doubling 
the number of affordable and deed-restricted units, assisting those at risk of displacement, 
expanding the supply of market-rate housing, and promoting home ownership. 

In particular, the goals include adding more than 1,000 units of affordable housing, with an 
emphasis on helping residents earning 50 percent or below of the area median income. 

Many of the multiple strategies outlined, such as increases in subsidies and use of subsidies, 
and making underutilized land available, are promising. But the creative expansion of the 
Inclusionary Development Policy to include incentives for modest increases in density is a 
change we believe will have significant and relatively quick results. Subsidies have played a role 
in making housing more affordable and will continue to do so, but we believe tying an increase 



in deed-restricted affordable housing to simultaneous increase in the number of market-rate 
units is a most promising solution to the excess demand.  

Many civic-minded and committed groups have varying ideas about goals and methods for 
solving the long-standing housing problem that affects us all. We think the City’s commitment 
“to ensure that at full buildout no less than 30 percent of the new housing constructed in this 
area is affordable housing” is reasonable, commendable, and achievable.  We hope that this 
document becomes a “blueprint” for guiding development and becomes the basis for 
constructive dialogue between neighbors, abutters, and developers. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Boston Community Ventures, Inc. 

 

 



October 13, 2016

John Dalzell, Marie Mercurio
Boston Planning and Development  Agency
City Hall

RE:  Comments on Plan JP/Rox 9/20 Draft

Dear John and Marie

I fully support the comments on the 9/20 draft that you will have received from the Alliance of 
Neighborhood Associations.  

In reviewing comments I gave you previously on the earlier 7/15 draft, I find that there are several issues 
of concern that remain unaddressed in the 9/20 document.  These are briefly outlined here and I am 
happy to discuss any of them in more detail.

First let me say that I am pleased to have learned from conversations on 9/30 that the Green Street LI 
subdistrict designation will be changed to a more befitting LC and not to NS.  

Initially, I was also pleased to see that the 9/20 document changed height from 55ʼ to a more appropriate 
45ʼ in several of the LI districts adjoining Green Street.  Only very recently when details on parcel map 
overlays were made available did it become clear that long-standing neighborhood concerns over height  
of parcels on Washington that border parcels on Union were only partially addressed as some were 
reduced to 45ʼ and others left at 55ʼ.  This is an inconsistent, incomplete response to addressing strong 
neighborhood concerns.  Also unaddressed is the canyonization of Green Street itself at 55ʼ and 65ʼ.  The 
proposal (page 131) for mid-rise clusters on neighborhood cross streets  

The Design Guidelines in the 9/20 document were unclear and incomplete.  
- I understand that they are undergoing change.  Not having seen the changes, I refer you to the following 
documents for details of neighborhood concerns regarding Height, Setbacks, Stepbacks, Sidewalks, 
and Bordering Transitions:  Neighborhood Alliance Letter (10/13);  Summary of the August 9 BRA-
UANA Meeting (9/23); and the UANA Response to the 7/15 Draft (9/25).  
- Many neighborhoods would take issue with the conceptualization on Page 131 of mid-rise clusters on 
narrow cross-streets as well as the phalanx lining local arterials. 
- Page 130, paragraph 3 has a new phrase at the end which is weak.  Explicitly strengthen the meaning 
by saying:  ....rather they provide the envelope to encourage architectural innovation and designs that 
complement a neighborhoodʼs historical character, fabric, and context.
 - Under Open Space (page 132) and Edge Conditions (page 138) and in the Recommendations Table 
specify that rear and side property lines bordering a residential neighborhood should have green buffers 
of trees and shrubbery along the line. 

Implementation of Recommendations:  Unaddressed concerns (page 160-161) are:
- If the BPDA only helps coordinate the Plan, who takes the lead?  
- Is a new mechanism outside any one agency or department needed, such as a Plan Progress Review 
Board?  How will communication with/from so many agencies be made effective?
- Where and what is the role of the JPNC?
- How will the community and the JPNC be periodically notified of Plan progress and by what ongoing 
processes will they be involved in reviewing the progress and revision of the Plan?
- What are the remedies if the recommendations either are not or are incompletely or wrongly being 
carried out?
- Where is the stated shared commitment to the Plan actions from each of the many agencies/
departments?



- Where is the commitment of funds and staff resources by these agencies/departments to implement 
actions?
- With emphasis placed on policies and guidelines, do municipal and state agencies (including the BPDA)
have up-to-date books or websites of their policies and guidelines that are publicly accessible and 
transparent?

RDA Process (page 125 and others):
- The BPDA has been asked at many meetings to spell out in detail the process and timeline for RDA 
review and approval and to compare it with the Article 80 process.  The flow chart in the 9/20 document 
does not achieve that.
- Where is the role of the JPNC and its Zoning Committee in this process?
- Distinctions between public hearings and public testimony are still not clear.  

Public Benefits:  
The Plan dwells specifically on affordable housing as the public benefit (page 36).  As important as that it 
is, it is to the exclusion of acknowledging any other public benefit possibilities that JP/Rox could capture.

Transportation: 
- On page 84, line 5: Most streets do not have wide sidewalks period.  Saying particularly wide misleads.
- SCP (page 84):  Cycle and pedestrian lanes that merge at curb-cuts and cross-walks is an unmentioned  
safety issue but is addressed as a recommendation on page 97. 
- Existing Bus Transit on page 87 is unchanged and misleading.  Three of the four routes traverse the 
Corridor along only one edge; only Route 42 actually traverses through most of the Corridor, and it is 
often delayed.  There are no east-west cross routes from the Corridor to downtown JP
- The dearth of municipal parking lots in the Corridor remains unmentioned and unaddressed.
- Sidewalks of a 7ʼ minimum might be ok only if there were no other ʻimpedimentsʼ such
as trees, poles, benches within the space which reduce effective passage to only about 3ʼ-4ʼ.
- Are-wide recommendations donʼt mention vehicular wayfinding.
- Washington St recommendations (page 96) donʼt mention need for turn lanes to/from side streets.

Quality of Life and Livability: 
- Although they might be inferred, youʼd be hard pressed to find these terms explicitly in the Community 
Priority Statements section (page 22) or in any of the workshop summaries and outcomes (pages 192ff), 
yet they are often used and found in neighborhood commentary on the drafts.  
- Page 193 still omits the best comment that drew wide recognition and applause: ʻKeep JP Wierdʼ.  If 
nothing else, it adds levity to the document and succinctly captures the flavor and character of JP.
- That Page 201, Bullet 5, refers to a ʻstep-downʼ rather than a ʻstep-upʼ approach is very telling and 
reveals a perspective that does not start from the neighborhood perspective. 

Neighborhood Character: (page 26-28, and 104-111):
- Many neighborhoods have commented that their characterization has been given short shrift in these 
descriptions and the 9/20 document does little if anything to rectify that.  Refer to neighborhood 
comments on 7/15 draft and neighborhood meeting comments.
- Funny how mitigating an urban canyon effect along quite wide Columbus Avenue is recommended 
(page 105) but very narrow Green Street isnʼt protected from canyonization.
- Neighborhood-wide rec for service entrances off of primary roads (page 110 and page 139) ought to 
acknowledge absence of service alleys in JP and that not every building is a corner building; bringing 
noise onto residential streets is not desirable either.

As always, Iʼll be happy to respond to any questions.

Sincerely
Alan Benenfeld

















 

November 2, 2016 
 

 
Boston Planning & Development Agency 
One City Hall  
Boston, MA 
 
re:  JP/Rox Planning Initiative 
 
 
Dear BPDA: 
 
    I embrace the efforts of the BPDA 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 not leave new storefronts orphaned.    
 
   The implementation of Residential Development Areas (RDA) should add predictability to the 
development process and codify some necessary flexibility in the zoning process, which has 
become overly reliant on appeals to the Zoning Board.   I support the density bonus concept 
and encourage the BPDA to maintain simplicity in the zoning regulations.    A development 
parcel abutting a commercial property is different than one which borders a residential two-
family.  Use height as the zoning metric but do not establish rigid setbacks for rear, side or front 
yards.   
 
    I urge the BPDA swiftly to adopt the zoning changes. 
 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
        Chris DeSisto 
 



On Tue, Nov 8, 2016 at 12:29 PM, Terry Murray <tjmurray66@comcast.net> wrote: 
 
Dear Ms Mercurio, 
  
I am writing you because I am in support of the proposed Plan JP/Rox, but unable to attend tomorrow 
night's zoning board meeting on South Street in JP. 
  
I have lived in Jamaica Plain for more than 14 years and I love my community and my city.  I think Boston 
has made tremendous strides over the last 20 years to become a better city: more diverse, more inclusive 
and safer. It attracts people from all over the country and the world with its terrific medical and 
educational institutions as well as its diverse and thriving economy. 
  
In order for Boston to continue to grow and thrive and attract newcomers and to better serve its current 
residents, we need to add housing.  To slow down rent growth we need to add to the housing supply.  I 
believe Plan JP/Rox is a thoughtful approach to help meet this challenge.  It adds housing density along 
the main corridors of JP with easy access to public transportation.  It also tries to preserve the 
neighborhood for its current residents by requiring the units to be 30% affordable.  I think this is the right 
balance; the right approach. 
  
On a similar theme, I am strongly in favor of the proposed multi-family/retail development on the 
Laz parking lot across the street from the Forest Hills T and bus stop,  I read that Criterion is the 
developer.  That project makes perfect sense by creating density so close to a T stop. 
  
My only other comment that I will add, but is slightly off topic is that I would like to see more density along 
Centre Street in JP as well.  To have several one-story retail buildings along the main commercial hub of 
Jamaica Plain seems like a missed opportunity to me. Those buildings should all be 3-5 stories with retail 
on the first floor and housing or office space above.  I think it would be much more attractive 
architecturally and would make for a more robust and bustling commercial center for JP residents and 
retailers. 
  
Thank you for any consideration of my views. 
  
T.  Murray 
 



LivableStreets Alliance 

Advocacy Committee Meeting 

July 27, 2016 | 100 Sidney St 

 

Attendees: Jacob Meunier, Chiara Cipriano, Jeff Dietrich, Todd C, Charlie Denison, Stacy Thompson 

(LivableStreets), Louisa Gag (LivableStreets), AdiNochur (Walk Boston), Jackie DeWolfe (LivableStreets), 

Andrew Farnitano, Becca Wolfson  (BCU), Andreas Wolfe, Chris Batson, Michaela Rudis, Parker James, 

Gabe Distler, Rob O’Connor, Mark Tedrow, Michael Litman, Sophie Schmitt, Phil Mirmov 

(LivableStreets), Dan Thomas? (10), BRA-Cecelia Nardi/Marie Mercurio/Jim Fitzgerald/Josh Weiland 

 

Introductions: name, where you’re from, what is your favorite cereal? 

 

JP/ROX Plan: Goal is to give the BRA feedback on transportation component of plan 

 

Presentation: 

• Overview, mobility workshop, recommendations, discussion, next steps 

• Interdepartmental - working with Vineet, Stefanie, Alice Brown, etc. 

• Overview 

o 2 Plans - South Boston and JP/Rox 

o To address housing, and because there has been such desire for development 

o Get plan in place while development is going on 

o 44% of households commute via public transportation, 10% walk/bike to work 

o Housing affordability has been the number one issue for this neighborhood plan 

o This meeting kicks off road show 

o Suggesting about 3000 new housing units for study area 

• Mobility & Connectivity Workshop 

o Brief presentation, and then breakout sessions in small groups 

o Flash survey - what modes of transportation do you take to get x places, and how would 

you prefer to get around in a perfect world? 

� Aspiration: walk/bike/subway 

o Favorite places / challenges / opportunities 

o Participants were asked to design ideal roadway - allowed people to understand 

tradeoffs (ie. What would cycle track mean for parking/sidewalk/travel lanes?) 

• Citywide planning initiatives 

o Complete Streets: Better streets - more accommodating for all modes 

o Go Boston 2030: citywide transportation plan - writing action plan now 

o Vision Zero: action item from Go Boston 2030 

� Slow Streets Pilot: Stony Brook neighborhood (half in JP/ROX plan study area) 

o GreenLinks: getting people around the city on non-motorized forms of transport 

o Boston Bike Network Plan –includes recommendations for areas within JP/ROX Plan 

area 

o Orange Line improvements: new vehicles (in 2019?), slightly larger, will be able to run 

more often - increase capacity 

o Focus40: MassDOT’s planning effort for MBTA 

• Recommendations in Plan  

o Area-wide recommendations - built off city-wide policies 

� Apply Complete Streets to all improvements 

Page 80



� Expand on Stony Brook Slow Streets work - build Slow Streets toolbox 

� Ped/Bike safety, Ped/Bike wayfinding 

� Signal coordination efforts reduced to 25 mph benchmark 

� Connecting to neighboring areas/links/etc.  

� Transit  

• Mobility Hubs: consolidating transit options in one place, ex. T station 

• Boston Drives- dedicating curbside parking to carshare 

• Unbundle parking from units 

 Area-specific/corridor-specific recommendations 

 Columbus Ave:  important for buses, useless median, need to do formal design/further analysis 

 Washington St: not as wide as Columbus (60’ vs. 80’) 

 EglestonSq: room for improvement - curb extensions, maybe get rid of median and 1 through 

lane 

 Local neighborhood streets: neighborhood Slow Streets / traffic calming measures 

 SW Corridor Park - build connections on E side of Orange Line 

 

Discussion: 
• BRA: Parking is a sticking point for some people 

• Question: Any discussion about changing regulation? Is parking overused or hard to find?  

o BRA met with EglestonSq Merchants Association: parking is a need for businesses, they 

wanted BRA to build parking garage, upset about development of municipal parking lot 

o This is an educational opportunity –pose the question to them: what else can we do 

with this money besides build a parking garage? 

o Also - meters can be a tool outside of downtown, in village centers 

o Issue: people using residential side streets to park and then get on Orange Line 

� If residential stickers weren’t free, this issue would be better dealt with 

o First step, before metering: add 2 hour parking limits 

• Question: how comprehensive is parking data? 

o That data collection hasn’t been done yet - should do occupancy, turnover, license plate 

surveys 

• Question: Parking ratio? Zoning requires one thing (which are too high), zoning is determined by 

Article 80. If we got a parking ratio of .7 in Roslindale, not next to Orange line - this can be 

better! 

o Can’t contradict base zoning code 

o Can this plan be reflected in updating zoning? Yes. these will be translated into new 

zoning recommendations (but still can’t contradict base zoning) 

• Base Zoning: 

o Separate parking article within Base Zoning that is city-wide 

o Process going on now to change Base zoning - Article 23 for Parking 

o Zoning amendments are common 

o New zoning that comes out of this will be Neighborhood Zoning, can’t contradict Base 

Zoning 

o 55 JP, 50 Roxbury - applicability clause: can’t supersede 

o Who is this determined by? BRA is planning agency. BRA can amend zoning, zoning must 

be approved by Zoning Commission - there is a community process before it reaches 

Zoning Commission 

• You can get zoning variances - very common in City of Boston 

• Article 80 - small/large project review process 

Page 81



o Large project: over 50,000sqft 

o Small: over 20,000 sqft or 15 units 

o Community process is part of this 

o Large project reviews are hyper-local, and a lot of neighbors come to them, are worried 

about losing on-street parking 

• LivableStreets is not anti-development, we’re pro-density, have been weighing in more on 

development conversations 

o How can we tell a new story about density - create livable communities without 

congestion? 

• Question: implementation - how can we do things quick, cheap, temporary - is it working, 

should we continue with trend? Then - make permanent. 

• Question: BRT corridor planned along Columbus Ave along Orange Line - but none on 

Washington St. Why not Silver Line extension from Dudley through Forest Hills? 

• Question: Plans have gotten less specific/certain in South Boston Plan that’s farther along. What 

commitment can you make to serve the x number of people who wish they could bike? 

• Question: Timeline and implementation? Policy changes could help reduce conflict around 

parking. Can early-process policy changes be used to take commuter spots off - leverage into 

design phase? 

• Question: Where will extra sidewalk space come from? Parking or my yard? 

• Question: Early implementation/testing - commitment to testing changes in a quick timeframe 

like bike lanes and bus lanes? 

• Question: No more sharrows(because I want a bike lane or cycle track)! Queue jump lanes - far 

side bus stops are better and safer for people on foot because they daylight the crosswalks.  

• Question: What capacity can you use these Plans to identify newer/better policies to be 

implemented city wide? Example - how can we push to have low parking/unit? 

• Question: Where will buses from bus yard on Washington St go? It would be bad if they had to 

drive farther to get to their route.  

 

Summary/Response: 

• Implementation / timeline? 

o Chart at the end of the Plan with timeline - short/medium/long term 

� Short term: 0-3 years, etc.  

o BRA loves cheap + fast 

o Difficult to implement pilots - but talk of doing more, like the parking protected lane on 

Beacon St. Slow Streets is a pilot 

o BRA: Will take pilot infrastructure back and talk about it 

• How can we use this plan to be visionary for the rest of the city? 

o We are doing a transportation plan city-wide. This is a land-use plan. This may not be 

the right place to be pushing those policies.  

• Concrete recommendations? 

• How will you expand sidewalks? 

o Quoting City’s Complete Street guidelines - these are aspirations 

o BRA: Where we can, we’re trying to get 7ft 

o BRA: We would never take land away from someone to wider the sidewalk, maybe 

would take parking away 

• Next steps: How can LivableStreets be helpful? 

o One comment letter of feedback - comments, recommendations: within the next 2-3 

weeks -- Andreas will be point on this.  
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� Fine to outline explicit, immediate action items. Example: maintenance items 

that we can do ASAP 

o 2nd draft coming out by third week of September 

o Will have to be approved by BRA board - by October hopefully 

o Come to review meetings. Come to development meetings. 
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Stonybrook Neighborhood Association Small Group Meeting 7/28/16 

 

● The BRA Urban Design Plan for Stonybrook/Forest Hills is better and more visionary than the actual 

plan for 76 Stonley. Residents liked what was in the planning document for the site of 76 Stonley 

because it actually showed open space, for which the proposal is not providing enough. 

 

● How can the guidelines/plan help us make sure that development sites do not get completely 

maxed out (i.e., LI zoning has no real setbacks or open space requirements)? We need to have open 

space in each development site. 

 

● Roads need to be completed and up to standard for Stonley/Stedman to accommodate any more 

future development. Private developers have to bear the costs of this infrastructure in industrial 

sites. How to get the infrastructure going before more development happens? 

 

● Questions about affordable housing and the Arborway Yard. Does it have to be there (at least the 

bus facility/parking)? Why are the concepts 15 stories tall? What were the justifications? Other very 

tall buildings in Jamaica Plain have massive set-backs. Can you guarantee us that here? A fifteen 

story building right up against the sidewalk on Washington Street would not be appropriate. 

 

● How does JP/ROX match up with the agreements and the past work of the CPCAY? Why would we 

plan anything in advance of knowing what the MBTA’s plans are? 

 

● Praise for any short-term improvements to the Arborway Yard. Likes the plan. Had been to several 

meetings and feels like the BRA incorporates a lot of the feedback that was given. Interested in 

knowing what the disposition process would be like for the first potential piece of land that could be 

given to the City for housing. 

 

● Housing supply/demand question. Is it really true that if you increase supply, demand and prices will 

decrease? If so, where are examples where this is happening. Small local landlord noted that rents 

are now starting to decrease after an increase for 4-5 years. 

 

● Lotus Avenue. The BRA put three family houses on her private land. What do these drawings in the 

plan mean? Will the BRA acquire her land for new development (Eminent Domain - NO!).  

RESPONSE: All illustrations in the plan are CONCEPTUAL for stimulating discussion. Any omissions of 

property or development on private property were not real proposals and will be corrected in the 

second draft.  

 

● How will transit infrastructure sync up and meet the needs of future growth? 

RESPONSE: Inter-departmental group includes MBTA. Ongoing discussions with Mark Boyle from the 

T. New cars coming online in 2018 to decrease headway from 6 to 4 minutes. 

 

● This area shouldn’t have to take the brunt of so much development. Fifteen stories will add more 

cars to roads, more riders to the T. With LAZ parking lot going away, that’s 300 more cars on our 

streets. We are a commuter neighborhood unlike the other focus areas.  

 

● If you are keeping the base zoning in much of the Stonybrook neighborhood (industrial), how can we 

assure that setbacks and open space will be incorporated into new proposals (LI zoning has minimal 

setback requirements and no open space requirements). How can the plan guarantee that?  
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RESPONSE: Do folks want to move land out of LI and into a 3F subdistrict? There would be no RDA 

eligibility in 3F, and therefore no possibility for any additional affordable housing. Do they want to 

mark up a zoning map to show us what they might recommend for zoning subdistrict changes and 

we’ll take it under consideration. 

 

● Talked about the possibility of a short BRT lane at the end of Washington Street to maximize regular 

traffic flow. Positive response from this but they wanted more details. 

 

● Very excited about the potential to extend the SWC and change ownership from MBTA to DCR  for 

the parcels behind the new mixed use development on the east side of the ROW Orange Line cut. 

Glad this is a strong recommendation in the plan. 
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SNA	
  RESPONSE	
  TO	
  PLAN:	
  JP/ROX	
  DRAFT	
  #	
  1	
  
	
  
Page	
  39,	
  Outcome	
  –	
  Workshop	
  3	
  (As	
  written,	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  in	
  red): 
 
•	
  Greater	
  height	
  at	
  gateway	
  districts	
  of	
  Jackson	
  Square	
  and	
  Forest	
  Hills 
•	
  Maintain	
  certain	
  land	
  uses	
  (LI)	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  preserve	
  jobs 
•	
  Focus	
  retail	
  at	
  Jackson	
  Square	
  and	
  Egleston	
  Square,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  at	
  Green	
  Street	
  and	
  Forest	
  Hills. 
•	
  Transition	
  heights	
  to	
  the	
  scale	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  neighborhoods,	
  stepdown	
  approach 
•	
  Keep	
  ground	
  floor	
  retail	
  along	
  Green	
  Street	
  and	
  Washington	
  Street	
  between	
  Green	
  St.	
  and	
  Forest	
  Hills 
	
   
Page	
  43,	
  Outcome	
  –	
  Workshop	
  5	
  	
  (As	
  written,	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  in	
  red): 
	
   
•	
  Green	
  Street:	
  strengthen	
  retail	
  corridor	
  along	
  Green	
  Street	
  to	
  create	
  more	
  vitality	
  and	
  increased	
  
pedestrian	
  activity,	
  step	
  back	
  height	
  to	
  respect	
  adjacent	
  residential	
  neighborhood. 
•	
  Forest	
  Hills:	
  Heights	
  of	
  5	
  to	
  6	
  stories	
  were	
  generally	
  considered	
  acceptable	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street.	
   
 
COMMENT:	
  While	
  5-­‐	
  to	
  6-­‐story	
  buildings	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street	
  may	
  be	
  acceptable	
  to	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  area	
  
residents,	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  believe	
  that	
  residents	
  are	
  supportive	
  of	
  13-­‐	
  to	
  15-­‐story	
  buildings.	
  Unlike	
  other	
  
neighborhood	
  corridors	
  outside	
  the	
  city’s	
  downtown	
  where	
  these	
  building	
  heights	
  exist	
  (e.g.	
  Boylston	
  St.	
  
in	
  the	
  Fenway),	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  relatively	
  narrow	
  with	
  only	
  two	
  travel	
  lanes.	
  In	
  this	
  context,	
  buildings	
  
this	
  tall,	
  where	
  they	
  occupy	
  substantial	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  street	
  frontage,	
  have	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  
tunnel	
  effect. 
 
The	
  height	
  proposals	
  in	
  Workshop	
  #5	
  are	
  also	
  a	
  concern	
  when	
  considering	
  how	
  the	
  resulting	
  significant	
  
increase	
  in	
  density	
  and	
  activity	
  could	
  impact	
  the	
  existing	
  neighborhood: 
● 	
  The	
  BRA	
  development	
  scenarios	
  suggest	
  1,000-­‐1,300	
  new	
  residential	
  units	
  in	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  area,	
  

which	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  1,000	
  units	
  already	
  planned/under	
  review/under	
  construction	
  
within	
  a	
  half	
  mile	
  of	
  the	
  SNA	
  neighborhood.	
  

● While	
  the	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  (SNA)	
  supports	
  sustainable	
  density,	
  the	
  current	
  
plan	
  does	
  not	
  appear	
  to	
  reflect	
  the	
  limits	
  on	
  capacity	
  dictated	
  by	
  supporting	
  infrastructure,	
  
particularly	
  considering:	
  
a)	
  	
  	
  	
  Washington	
  Street	
  cannot	
  be	
  widened,	
  nor	
  can	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  streets	
  that	
  connect	
  to	
  it; 
b)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Protected	
  cycle	
  tracks	
  may	
  not	
  fit	
  in	
  the	
  existing	
  street	
  width; 
c)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  upcoming	
  25%	
  increase	
  in	
  capacity	
  on	
  the	
  Orange	
  line	
  does	
  not	
  likely	
  match	
  what	
  will	
  be	
  

needed	
  to	
  fully	
  address	
  the	
  expected	
  increase	
  in	
  residents	
  and	
  visitors;	
  and 
d)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Although	
  many	
  projects	
  proposed	
  and	
  under	
  construction	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  (Commons	
  at	
  Forest	
  

Hills,	
  3521-­‐9	
  Washington	
  Street	
  project,	
  Parcel	
  U	
  on	
  Hyde	
  Park	
  Avenue,	
  etc.)	
  are	
  transit	
  
oriented,	
  there	
  will	
  undoubtedly	
  be	
  a	
  gain	
  of	
  car	
  traffic	
  and	
  public	
  transit/bicycle	
  traffic	
  
comprised	
  of	
  those	
  living	
  in,	
  working	
  in,	
  and	
  visiting	
  the	
  area. 
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● The	
  SNA	
  would	
  like	
  clarification	
  about	
  whether	
  the	
  Casey	
  Arborway	
  project	
  traffic	
  planning	
  
accommodated	
  for	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  population	
  resulting	
  from	
  multiple	
  14-­‐15	
  story	
  buildings.	
  

 
Page	
  52,	
  NEIGHBORHOOD	
  CHARACTER	
  &	
  LAND	
  USE	
  CONTEXT 
 

AS	
  WRITTEN: 

Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood 

In	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  area,	
  development	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  changing	
  
the	
  landscape.	
  Low-­‐intensity,	
  auto-­‐oriented	
  uses	
  on	
  large	
  sites	
  along	
  the	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street	
  
are	
  being	
  converted	
  to	
  multi-­‐family	
  5-­‐story	
  mixed-­‐use	
  developments.	
  East	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  a	
  
tight-­‐knit	
  enclave	
  of	
  three-­‐family	
  homes	
  (“triple	
  deckers”)	
  with	
  intermittent	
  one-­‐,	
  two-­‐,	
  four-­‐,	
  and	
  six-­‐
family	
  dwellings.	
  The	
  neighborhood	
  desires	
  safer	
  streets	
  for	
  people	
  to	
  walk	
  or	
  bike.	
  Doyle’s	
  is	
  a	
  beloved	
  
neighborhood	
  anchor,	
  and	
  everyone	
  knows	
  “the	
  car	
  wash”	
  or	
  “Hat	
  Offs”	
  as	
  a	
  local	
  icon.	
  Some	
  people	
  
may	
  not	
  know	
  that	
  the	
  527-­‐acre	
  Franklin	
  Park,	
  the	
  largest	
  park	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Boston,	
  lies	
  just	
  beyond	
  the	
  
residential	
  area	
  in	
  Forest	
  Hills. 

	
   
PLEASE	
  DELETE	
  THE	
  REFERENCES	
  TO	
  THE	
  CAR	
  WASH	
  AND	
  HAT	
  OFF”S	
   
AND	
  CHANGE	
  TO: 
Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  	
   
In	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood,	
  development	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  changing	
  the	
  
landscape.	
  Low-­‐intensity,	
  auto-­‐oriented	
  uses	
  on	
  large	
  sites	
  along	
  the	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street	
  are	
  
being	
  converted	
  to	
  multi-­‐family	
  5-­‐story	
  mixed-­‐use	
  developments.	
  East	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  a	
  tight-­‐
knit	
  enclave	
  of	
  three-­‐family	
  homes	
  (“triple	
  deckers”)	
  with	
  intermittent	
  one-­‐,	
  two-­‐,	
  four-­‐,	
  and	
  six-­‐family	
  
dwellings.	
  This	
  multicultural	
  and	
  economically	
  diverse	
  neighborhood	
  desires	
  pedestrian-­‐oriented	
  
commercial	
  and	
  community	
  uses	
  that	
  enliven	
  the	
  streetscape	
  and	
  better	
  provide	
  for	
  needed	
  community	
  
goods	
  and	
  services	
  that	
  are	
  currently	
  lacking	
  in	
  the	
  southern	
  end	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  Residents	
  hope	
  
to	
  encourage	
  high-­‐value	
  uses	
  that	
  take	
  advantage	
  of	
  the	
  neighborhood's	
  proximity	
  to	
  a	
  major	
  transit	
  line.	
  
They	
  also	
  want	
  safer	
  and	
  more	
  attractive	
  streets.	
  Doyle’s	
  is	
  a	
  beloved	
  neighborhood	
  historic	
  icon	
  and	
  the	
  
527-­‐acre	
  Franklin	
  Park,	
  the	
  largest	
  park	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Boston,	
  lies	
  alongside	
  the	
  residential	
  area. 
 
**Important	
  note	
  to	
  document	
  authors:	
  Residents	
  of	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  neighborhood	
  do	
  not	
  
want	
  their	
  neighborhood	
  characterized	
  by	
  a	
  gas	
  station	
  and	
  a	
  car	
  wash.	
  Hatoff’s	
  is	
  a	
  blighted,	
  poorly	
  
maintained	
  property/business	
  that	
  is	
  a	
  constant	
  source	
  of	
  trash,	
  noise,	
  fumes,	
  light	
  pollution,	
  traffic,	
  and	
  
sometimes	
  unwanted	
  behavior.	
  Its	
  multiple	
  curb	
  cuts	
  make	
  walking	
  or	
  cycling	
  past	
  the	
  site	
  a	
  hazard.	
  
Meantime,	
  the	
  car	
  wash	
  is	
  a	
  retail	
  operation	
  that	
  brings	
  hundreds	
  of	
  additional	
  cars	
  into	
  the	
  
neighborhood	
  and	
  contributes	
  to	
  traffic	
  gridlock	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  These	
  auto-­‐oriented	
  uses	
  don't	
  
fit	
  into	
  neighboring	
  residents’	
  vision	
  for	
  Washington	
  Street. 
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Page	
  61,	
  Proposed	
  zoning	
  changes	
  -­‐	
  MAP	
  of	
  zoning	
  changes	
  requested	
  by	
  the	
  SNA: 
 

 
 

The	
  SNA	
  requests	
  the	
  following	
  modifications	
  to	
  Figure	
  35,	
  map	
  of	
  proposed	
  changes	
  to	
  zoning	
  subdistricts: 
● The	
  MetroMark,	
  Flanagan	
  &	
  Seaton	
  properties	
  be	
  changed	
  from	
  LI	
  to	
  NS	
  55;	
  
● Any	
  property	
  along	
  Stedman	
  and	
  Plainfield	
  Streets	
  currently	
  zoned	
  LI	
  should	
  be	
  changed	
  to	
  3F	
  4000,	
  

with	
  the	
  caveat	
  that	
  residents	
  are	
  not	
  opposed	
  to	
  makerspace	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  of	
  new	
  construction.	
  
● The	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  Washington	
  from	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  to	
  Green	
  Street	
  be	
  changed	
  from	
  LI	
  to	
  NS	
  55-­‐65,	
  except	
  

when	
  abutting	
  3F	
  4000.	
  When	
  the	
  latter	
  condition	
  exists,	
  NS	
  35.	
  
● Stedman	
  Street	
  -­‐	
  3F	
  4000	
  
● All	
  current	
  single	
  family,	
  2-­‐family,	
  and	
  3+	
  family	
  residential	
  be	
  preserved	
  or	
  changed	
  as	
  needed	
  to	
  

reflect	
  current	
  use.	
  
 
Forest	
  Hills	
  residents	
  want	
  a	
  neighborhood	
  shopping	
  (NS)	
  subdistrict	
  with	
  allowable	
  building	
  heights	
  of	
  55	
  ‘	
  -­‐	
  
65’	
  (stepping	
  down	
  to	
  35’	
  adjacent	
  to	
  3F	
  4000)	
  along	
  the	
  southern	
  end	
  of	
  Washington	
  Street	
  in	
  the	
  Forest	
  
Hills	
  area,	
  with	
  ample	
  ground-­‐floor	
  retail	
  along	
  with	
  residential	
  and	
  office	
  uses	
  above.	
  Retail	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  

Page 88



Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  PLAN:	
  JP/Rox	
  feedback,	
  08.22.16	
  	
  	
   	
  4 

floor	
  creates	
  a	
  more	
  enlivened	
  streetscape	
  and	
  prevents	
  “dead”	
  stretches	
  of	
  sidewalk	
  at	
  night,	
  especially	
  
important	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street,	
  which	
  currently	
  possesses	
  this	
  undesirable	
  quality.	
   
 
Residents	
  envision	
  a	
  mixed-­‐use,	
  form-­‐based	
  approach,	
  with	
  minimum	
  heights	
  of	
  two	
  full	
  stories	
  for	
  all	
  new	
  
or	
  redeveloped	
  buildings	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street,	
  along	
  with	
  broader	
  use	
  of	
  form-­‐based	
  zoning	
  in	
  the	
  study	
  
area.	
  Residents	
  request	
  that	
  the	
  NS	
  designation	
  be	
  broadened	
  to	
  include	
  ground-­‐floor	
  personal	
  services	
  
(such	
  as	
  the	
  existing	
  yoga/massage	
  studio	
  and	
  Keegan’s	
  service	
  station)	
  with	
  professional	
  services/office	
  
uses	
  	
  above.	
   
 
**IMPORTANT	
  NOTE	
  regarding	
  Stedman	
  Street:	
  The	
  BRA’s	
  proposed	
  development	
  scenario,	
  which	
  calls	
  for	
  
100	
  new	
  housing	
  units	
  spread	
  across	
  a	
  cluster	
  of	
  5-­‐6	
  story	
  buildings	
  along	
  Stedman	
  Street	
  between	
  
Rossmore	
  Road	
  and	
  Brookley	
  is	
  grossly	
  inappropriate	
  for	
  this	
  narrow	
  residential	
  side	
  street.	
  Please	
  note	
  that	
  
where	
  Stedman	
  Street	
  currently	
  has	
  sidewalks,	
  cars	
  cannot	
  pass	
  going	
  in	
  opposite	
  directions.	
  The	
  same	
  
condition	
  will	
  exist	
  on	
  Stedman	
  between	
  Rossmore	
  and	
  Brookley	
  Road	
  once	
  sidewalks	
  are	
  installed.	
  The	
  
street	
  includes	
  a	
  heavily	
  used	
  City	
  of	
  Boston	
  “tot	
  lot”	
  at	
  the	
  corner	
  of	
  Stedman	
  and	
  Rossmore	
  Road.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  
3F	
  4000	
  residential	
  area.	
  While	
  neighbors	
  are	
  not	
  necessarily	
  opposed	
  to	
  makerspace	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  of	
  
new	
  construction	
  on	
  Stedman,	
  they	
  want	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  proposed	
  housing	
  units	
  consistent	
  with	
  
3F	
  4000	
  zoning.	
  Also	
  note	
  that	
  a	
  development	
  proposal	
  currently	
  underway	
  for	
  76	
  Stonley,	
  which	
  backs	
  to	
  
Stedman	
  Street,	
  already	
  adds	
  28	
  new	
  units	
  to	
  this	
  narrow	
  street. 
 
Page	
  94,	
  ISSUES:	
  Unmet	
  Community	
  Needs 
 
COMMENT:	
  Egleston	
  Sq	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  only	
  area	
  the	
  study	
  with	
  unmet	
  needs	
  for	
  goods	
  and	
  services.	
  Washington	
  
Street	
  south	
  of	
  Williams	
  has	
  a	
  dearth	
  of	
  businesses	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  a	
  rapidly	
  growing	
  neighborhood,	
  
most	
  importantly	
  a	
  moderately-­‐sized	
  grocery	
  store.	
  See	
  page	
  6	
  of	
  SNA	
  survey	
  for	
  needed/wanted	
  
businesses:	
  http://bit.ly/1XTim1A. 
	
   	
   	
   	
    
Page	
  103,	
  Encourage	
  Affordable	
  and	
  Accessible	
  Commercial	
  Space 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
Establishment	
  of	
  an	
  affordable	
  retail	
  rental	
  fund	
  for	
  small	
  businesses	
  (modeled	
  on	
  the	
  BRA’s	
  Inclusionary	
  
Development	
  Program	
  fund	
  for	
  affordable	
  housing)	
  that	
  would	
  assist	
  small	
  businesses	
  in	
  accessing	
  
affordable	
  commercial	
  space.	
  	
   	
  	
   	
   	
   	
    
 
Page	
  110,	
  Bicycle	
  Network	
  Existing 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
● Wherever	
  possible	
  create	
  protected	
  cycle	
  tracks	
  instead	
  of	
  lanes	
  or	
  sharrows.	
  Widening	
  the	
  road	
  to	
  

accommodate	
  them,	
  or	
  creating	
  defined	
  bike	
  paths	
  within	
  wider	
  sidewalk	
  areas	
  will	
  help	
  achieve	
  safer	
  
bicycle	
  infrastructure.	
  	
  

● Consider	
  eliminating	
  parking	
  on	
  one	
  side	
  of	
  street	
  for	
  bike	
  lane.	
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Page	
  114-­‐116,	
  Study	
  Area-­‐Wide	
  Recommendations 
 
“In	
  order	
  to	
  foster	
  cycling	
  throughout	
  the	
  Study	
  Area,	
  the	
  City	
  will	
  take	
  advantage	
  of	
  every	
  opportunity	
  to	
  
add	
  to	
  the	
  bicycle	
  parking	
  supply...” 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
● Publicly	
  accessible	
  bicycle	
  racks,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  bicycle-­‐friendly	
  storage	
  options	
  such	
  as	
  common	
  bike	
  

sheds	
  or	
  garages	
  that	
  can	
  accommodate	
  secure	
  bicycle	
  storage	
  in	
  residential	
  developments.	
  Larger	
  
developments	
  shall	
  include	
  long-­‐	
  and	
  short-­‐term	
  public	
  sheltered	
  bike	
  storage	
  options.	
  	
  

 
“	
  The	
  City	
  is	
  committed	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  MBTA	
  to	
  improve	
  reliability	
  on	
  the	
  Orange	
  Line	
  and	
  bus	
  routes.” 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD	
  :	
   
● A	
  requirement	
  that	
  developers	
  of	
  high	
  density	
  housing	
  (or	
  for	
  other	
  types	
  of	
  projects	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  

20,000	
  square	
  feet)	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street	
  contribute	
  financially	
  to	
  the	
  maintenance	
  of	
  or	
  capital	
  
improvements	
  to	
  the	
  MBTA	
  Orange	
  Line.	
  

 
Page	
  118,	
  Washington	
  Street	
  Recommendations 
 
“Additional	
  study	
  should	
  be	
  undertaken	
  to	
  evaluate	
  how	
  Washington	
  Street	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  pleasant	
  place	
  for	
  all	
  
modes,	
  both	
  to	
  move	
  along	
  and	
  to	
  cross.	
  This	
  study	
  should	
  consider…better	
  on-­‐street	
  parking	
  
management.” 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
● Metered,	
  short-­‐term	
  parking	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  
● Creation	
  of	
  a	
  metered	
  municipal	
  parking	
  lot	
  behind	
  an	
  existing	
  or	
  new	
  building	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  	
  
● Also,	
  consider	
  residential	
  parking	
  stickers	
  for	
  existing	
  small-­‐scale	
  housing	
  to	
  prevent	
  large	
  TOD	
  project	
  

residents	
  from	
  parking	
  on	
  the	
  street	
  instead	
  of	
  renting	
  spaces	
  inside	
  their	
  buildings.	
  Discourages	
  car	
  
owners	
  from	
  moving	
  into	
  TOD	
  projects.	
  

● Also,	
  consider	
  widening	
  Washington	
  Street	
  each	
  time	
  a	
  new	
  development	
  is	
  proposed/designed.	
  
Developers	
  would	
  give	
  up	
  parcel	
  edges	
  to	
  widen	
  street,	
  add	
  cycle	
  track,	
  widen	
  sidewalk,	
  preserve	
  
parking,	
  etc.	
  Eventually	
  full	
  blocks	
  could	
  turnover	
  (Arborway	
  Yard	
  for	
  example)	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  
Washington	
  could	
  accommodate	
  more	
  of	
  this	
  ped/bike	
  friendly	
  infrastructure	
  in	
  the	
  far	
  future.	
  

 
Page	
  122:	
  OPEN	
  SPACE	
  /	
  PLACEMAKING	
  /	
  PUBLIC	
  REALM	
   
General	
  suggestion:	
  Please	
  consider	
  making	
  a	
  distinction	
  between	
  “Green	
  Space”	
  and	
  “Open	
  Space”	
  and	
  
increase	
  requirements	
  for	
  each.	
  Unpaved,	
  planted,	
  green	
  areas	
  do	
  a	
  lot	
  more	
  for	
  the	
  environment	
  and	
  for	
  
the	
  people	
  who	
  use	
  the	
  space	
  than	
  porches,	
  balconies,	
  and	
  patios	
  or	
  other	
  non-­‐planted	
  open	
  spaces.	
    
 
Page	
  123	
  map:	
  Please	
  label	
  Minton	
  Stable	
  Community	
  Garden	
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PP	
  132-­‐134,	
  Recommendations	
  for	
  Forest	
  Hills 
 
As	
  written: 
Character:	
  neighborhood	
  gateway	
  and	
  transportation	
  hub 
 
Please	
  change	
  to: 
Character:	
  A	
  dense,	
  predominantly	
  3-­‐family	
  residential	
  neighborhood.	
  Washington	
  Street’s	
  mostly	
  industrial	
  
character	
  is	
  at	
  the	
  forefront,	
  but	
  is	
  rapidly	
  changing	
  over	
  into	
  large-­‐scale	
  residential/retail	
  mixed	
  use.	
  	
  Serves	
  
as	
  a	
  neighborhood	
  gateway	
  and	
  transportation	
  hub. 
 
Recommendations	
  (As	
  written,	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  inserted	
  in	
  red): 
•	
  Enhance	
  connection	
  to	
  MBTA	
  station	
  as	
  a	
  walking,	
  biking,	
  public	
  transit	
  center.	
   
•	
  Expanded	
  Southwest	
  Corridor(more	
  facilities	
  and	
  more	
  connections	
  from	
  Washington	
  Street	
  to	
  Green	
  
Street	
   
•	
  Enhance	
  pedestrian	
  use	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street	
  by	
  widening	
  sidewalks	
  and	
  including	
  more	
  amenities.	
  
Create	
  active	
  entrances	
  and	
  edges	
  directly	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  Buffer	
  sidewalks,	
  space	
  permitted,	
  from	
  
faster	
  moving	
  car	
  traffic. 
•	
  Concentrate	
  active	
  public	
  and	
  semi-­‐public	
  spaces	
  adjacent	
  to	
  active	
  retail	
  and	
  services	
  uses.	
  Concentrate	
  
these	
  open	
  spaces	
  at	
  major	
  entry	
  points	
  to	
  signal	
  a	
  ‘gateway.’	
   
•	
  Parking	
  entrances,	
  loading	
  docks,	
  and	
  service	
  entrances	
  should	
  be	
  configured	
  to	
  minimize	
  impacts	
  to	
  
Washington	
  Street	
  Columbus	
  Avenue	
  and	
  adjacent	
  properties.	
  The	
  building	
  shape	
  and	
  roof	
  line	
  (i.e.	
  massing	
  
and	
  edge)	
  should	
  be	
  varied	
  to	
  mitigate	
  the	
  urban	
  canyon	
  effect.	
  (Correct	
  mistaken	
  reference	
  to	
  Columbus) 
•	
  Public	
  access	
  routes	
  to	
  better	
  connect	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  and	
  Washington	
  Street.	
  
(COMMENT/QUESTION:	
  	
  Does	
  the	
  BRA	
  mean	
  pedestrian	
  rights	
  of	
  way?	
  Residents	
  feel	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  
plenty	
  of	
  connections	
  to	
  Washington	
  Street.) 
•	
  Strategize	
  new	
  and	
  enhance	
  existing	
  programs	
  at	
  Franklin	
  Park	
  to	
  increase	
  visitability	
   
•	
  Provide	
  better	
  connections	
  from	
  the	
  residential	
  areas	
  to	
  Franklin	
  Park.	
  PLEASE	
  ADD:	
  	
  improve	
  the	
  
pedestrian	
  crossing	
  at	
  Williams	
  and	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  Street	
  by	
  creating	
  an	
  unobstructed	
  path	
  directly	
  to	
  
entrance	
  from	
  both	
  western	
  corners,	
  via	
  diagonal	
  crosswalk	
  or	
  raised	
  intersection. 
•	
  Preserve	
  and	
  activate	
  MBTA	
  ROW	
  behind	
  new	
  development	
  along	
  Washington	
  Street	
  between	
  Mcbride	
  
and	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  T	
  Station	
  as	
  a	
  continuation	
  of	
  the	
  Southwest	
  Corridor	
  	
  (Reworded	
  to	
  improve	
  accuracy.) 

	
  
P	
  135,	
  Neighborhood-­‐Wide	
  (As	
  written	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  inserted	
  in	
  red): 
● “Spaces	
  for	
  public	
  art	
  from	
  local	
  artists	
  and	
  interesting	
  architectural	
  expression	
  create	
  a	
  diverse	
  mix	
  of	
  

neighborhood	
  identities	
  for	
  different	
  activity	
  nodes.”	
  ADD:	
  	
  developers	
  of	
  projects	
  of	
  a	
  certain	
  size	
  
will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  make	
  financial	
  contributions	
  to	
  a	
  BRA	
  fund	
  for	
  public	
  art.	
  The	
  city	
  should	
  work	
  
with	
  Boston	
  Creates	
  to	
  establish	
  a	
  percent	
  for	
  art	
  program.	
  

● “Consider	
  maximum	
  lot	
  coverage	
  requirements	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  promote	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  on-­‐site	
  open	
  
space.”	
  ADD:	
  “and	
  green	
  space”	
  (See	
  note	
  above	
  for	
  page	
  122.)	
   	
  

● “New	
  community	
  garden	
  space	
  and/or	
  dog	
  park	
  space.”	
  PLEASE	
  CHANGE	
  to	
  “and.”	
  	
  We	
  need	
  both.	
  
 

Add	
  new	
  bullet: 
● Establish	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  street	
  trees	
  and	
  financial	
  support	
  for	
  planting	
  and	
  maintenance	
  of	
  public	
  

street	
  trees	
  or	
  landscaped	
  setbacks.	
  Tree	
  selection	
  should	
  promote	
  species	
  with	
  a	
  robust	
  canopy	
  to	
  
provide	
  shade	
  and	
  urban	
  heat	
  island	
  mitigation.	
  Plant	
  selection	
  should	
  avoid	
  harmful	
  invasive	
  species.	
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Page	
  136-­‐137,	
  SUSTAINABLE	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  &	
  GREEN	
  BUILDINGS	
   
Recommendations:	
  Green	
  Infrastructure 
“Minimize	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  paved	
  surface	
  so	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  no	
  greater	
  than	
  necessary	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  existing	
  and	
  
new	
  uses” 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
● Encourage	
  use	
  of	
  permeable	
  pavers	
  or	
  other	
  permeable	
  surfaces	
  if	
  areas	
  must	
  be	
  paved.	
  

	
  
Page	
  140,	
  URBAN	
  DESIGN	
  GUIDELINES:	
  Area-­‐Wide 
 
QUESTIONS:	
  	
   
Are	
  the	
  Urban	
  Design	
  Guidelines	
  	
  for	
  all	
  development	
  or	
  just	
  RDA?	
   
Will	
  residents	
  have	
  a	
  voice	
  in	
  the	
  review	
  and	
  establishment	
  of	
  design	
  guidelines? 
 
Public	
  Realm 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD:	
   
● All	
  lighting,	
  whether	
  on	
  building	
  exteriors,	
  in	
  private	
  or	
  public	
  parking	
  areas,	
  or	
  in	
  open	
  spaces,	
  and	
  

street	
  lighting	
  should	
  be	
  fully	
  shielded	
  and	
  dark-­‐sky	
  compliant.	
  Historic	
  Boston	
  street	
  lamps	
  and	
  most	
  
of	
  the	
  new	
  LED	
  street	
  lights	
  are	
  not	
  compliant.	
  

● Improvements	
  to	
  existing	
  streetscape	
  conditions	
  with	
  new/re-­‐aligned	
  curbing,	
  wider	
  landscaped	
  
sidewalks,	
  pedestrian-­‐scale	
  dark-­‐sky-­‐compliant	
  street	
  lighting,	
  street	
  furniture,	
  and	
  enhanced	
  paving.	
  
Improvements	
  to	
  be	
  coordinated	
  and	
  implemented	
  with	
  the	
  district-­‐wide	
  streetscape	
  plan.	
  New	
  and	
  
existing	
  streetscapes	
  should	
  be	
  beautified	
  and	
  continually	
  maintained.	
  

● Formula	
  architecture	
  will	
  be	
  prohibited.	
  
● New	
  development/redevelopment	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  provide	
  direct	
  egress	
  to	
  and	
  from	
  the	
  public	
  way	
  

for	
  all	
  ground-­‐floor	
  space	
  fronting	
  on	
  the	
  primary	
  public	
  way.	
  No	
  ground-­‐floor	
  facade	
  or	
  portion	
  
thereof	
  fronting	
  on	
  the	
  primary	
  public	
  way	
  shall	
  extend	
  for	
  more	
  than	
  25	
  feet	
  along	
  such	
  frontage	
  
without	
  a	
  building	
  entrance.	
  

● Ground-­‐floor	
  spaces	
  fronting	
  on	
  the	
  primary	
  public	
  way	
  will	
  be	
  reserved	
  for	
  small-­‐scale	
  neighborhood	
  
businesses,	
  with	
  a	
  requirement	
  for	
  the	
  express,	
  conditional	
  approval	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  if	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  
1,500	
  sq.	
  ft.	
  

● To	
  facilitate	
  improvements	
  to	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  new	
  and	
  existing	
  buildings	
  and	
  the	
  public	
  realm,	
  developers	
  
will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  provide	
  high	
  quality	
  planning,	
  design,	
  construction,	
  materials,	
  and	
  structured	
  
community	
  design	
  review,	
  perhaps	
  through	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  an	
  organized	
  Washington	
  Corridor	
  Design	
  
Review	
  Board	
  established	
  in	
  collaboration	
  with	
  the	
  BRA/City	
  of	
  Boston.	
  

● New	
  development/redevelopment	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  make	
  improvements	
  to	
  existing	
  streetscape	
  
conditions	
  with	
  new/re-­‐aligned	
  curbing,	
  wider	
  landscaped	
  sidewalks,	
  pedestrian-­‐scale	
  dark-­‐sky-­‐
compliant	
  street	
  lighting,	
  street	
  furniture,	
  and	
  enhanced	
  paving.	
  Improvements	
  to	
  be	
  coordinated	
  and	
  
implemented	
  with	
  the	
  district-­‐wide	
  streetscape	
  plan.	
  New	
  and	
  existing	
  streetscapes	
  should	
  be	
  
beautified	
  and	
  continually	
  maintained.	
  

● Where	
  possible	
  and	
  appropriate	
  (e.g.	
  unavoidably	
  blank	
  walls),	
  murals/public	
  art	
  and/or	
  vertical	
  
landscaping	
  should	
  we	
  used	
  to	
  enliven	
  a	
  project’s	
  building	
  exterior,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  its	
  public	
  space.	
  
Applicants	
  for	
  new	
  development	
  should	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  associated	
  public	
  realm	
  by	
  
sponsoring	
  public	
  art.	
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● New	
  development/redevelopment	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  provide	
  substantially	
  transparent	
  ground-­‐floor	
  
commercial	
  facades	
  fronting	
  on	
  commercial	
  streets	
  (i.e.	
  at	
  least	
  75%	
  glass),	
  allowing	
  pedestrians	
  to	
  see	
  
into	
  and	
  through	
  these	
  spaces,	
  establishing	
  strong	
  visual	
  connections	
  between	
  internal	
  activity	
  and	
  
external	
  street	
  life.	
  	
  

● Security	
  during	
  non-­‐business	
  hours	
  must	
  be	
  addressed	
  primarily	
  through	
  thoughtful,	
  full	
  cutoff	
  lighting,	
  
alarm	
  systems,	
  and	
  other	
  visually	
  unobtrusive	
  means.	
  Roll-­‐down	
  window	
  security	
  devices	
  should	
  be	
  
prohibited.	
  

● Building	
  facades	
  and	
  related	
  exterior	
  architectural	
  elements	
  (including	
  windows,	
  doors,	
  and	
  decorative	
  
fencing),	
  particularly	
  those	
  at	
  the	
  ground-­‐floor	
  level,	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  from	
  high	
  quality,	
  durable,	
  
preferably	
  natural	
  materials.	
  

● Lower-­‐quality,	
  synthetic,	
  or	
  highly	
  manufactured	
  materials	
  generally	
  associated	
  with	
  low-­‐cost	
  
construction,	
  such	
  as	
  vinyl	
  siding,	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  used,	
  unless	
  otherwise	
  expressly	
  approved	
  in	
  
consultation	
  with	
  applicable	
  neighborhood	
  organizations.	
  

● Where	
  applicable,	
  any	
  fencing	
  should	
  be	
  not	
  simply	
  functional	
  but	
  decorative,	
  high	
  quality	
  and	
  made	
  
from	
  solid,	
  durable	
  wood	
  or	
  metal,	
  such	
  as	
  cast	
  iron,	
  as	
  opposed	
  to	
  more	
  easily	
  damaged,	
  non-­‐
decorative	
  fencing	
  materials	
  such	
  as	
  pressed	
  aluminum,	
  vinyl,	
  chain-­‐link,	
  etc.	
  

● 	
  Utilities: 
○ All	
  new	
  utilities	
  should	
  be	
  placed	
  underground. 
○ Existing	
  utilities	
  should	
  be	
  placed	
  underground	
  where	
  appropriate.	
  
○ Utility	
  panels,	
  boxes	
  or	
  other	
  elements	
  that	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  be	
  visible	
  and	
  easily	
  accessible	
  should	
  

be	
  located	
  outside	
  the	
  sidewalk’s	
  clear/walking	
  zone,	
  and	
  where	
  possible	
  integrated	
  into	
  the	
  
building’s	
  façade.	
  

○ Where	
  it	
  is	
  infeasible	
  to	
  bury	
  existing	
  utilities,	
  they	
  must	
  not	
  be	
  relocated	
  to	
  the	
  advantage	
  of	
  
new	
  development	
  and	
  the	
  expense/detriment	
  of	
  abutting	
  property	
  owners	
  and	
  residents.	
  

 
Page	
  142,	
  Open	
  Space	
  and	
  Landscaping: 
See	
  note	
  above	
  for	
  page	
  122. 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD: 
● Establish	
  a	
  minimum	
  square	
  footage	
  for	
  porch/balconies	
  so	
  they	
  can	
  actually	
  be	
  used	
  (i.e.	
  can	
  they	
  fit	
  

a	
  small	
  table	
  and	
  two	
  chairs?).	
  
● Replacement	
  tree	
  should	
  be	
  equivalent	
  or	
  better	
  than	
  tree	
  removed	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  ability	
  to	
  provide	
  

shade.	
  
● Healthy,	
  significant	
  specimen	
  trees	
  of	
  a	
  certain	
  age,	
  size,	
  height	
  or	
  type	
  (to	
  be	
  determined	
  by	
  Boston	
  

Parks	
  Dept)	
  must	
  be	
  evaluated	
  before	
  removal,	
  and	
  removal	
  must	
  be	
  permitted	
  by	
  Boston	
  Parks.	
  
Need	
  to	
  preserve	
  significant	
  healthy	
  trees.	
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Page	
  143-­‐146,	
  Heights	
  and	
  Stepbacks 
 

 
 
 
THESE	
  SETBACKS	
  ARE	
  INADEQUATE	
  ESPECIALLY	
  NEXT	
  TO	
  EXISTING	
  3-­‐STORY	
  RESIDENTIAL.** 
 
**THE	
  SNA	
  AGREES	
  WITH	
  THE	
  EGLESTON	
  SQ	
  N.A.’S	
  	
  SETBACK	
  DIAGRAMS: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4OwhXSecttpX0NiRE1FaEpFdzg/view?usp=sharing 
 
Page	
  143:	
   
 
“Building	
  Height,	
  Scale	
  and	
  Massing	
  PLAN	
  JP/ROX	
  first	
  seeks	
  to	
  preserve	
  the	
  scale	
  and	
  character	
  of	
  the	
  
existing	
  residential	
  Two-­‐Family	
  (2F)	
  and	
  Three-­‐Family	
  (3F)	
  subdistricts	
  by	
  reinforcing	
  the	
  current	
  land	
  uses,	
  
height	
  limitations,	
  and	
  dimensional	
  requirements.” 
 
***	
  SPECIAL	
  REQUEST:	
  The	
  SNA	
  requests	
  that	
  the	
  Plan:	
  JP/Rox	
  corridor	
  study	
  edges	
  be	
  better	
  defined	
  and	
  
tightened	
  up	
  so	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  any	
  areas	
  currently	
  zoned	
  as	
  residential	
  (3F-­‐4000,	
  3F-­‐5000,	
  etc.).	
  Many	
  
small	
  residential	
  houses	
  in	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  are	
  currently	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  study	
  area,	
  and	
  the	
  SNA	
  is	
  
concerned	
  that	
  they	
  could	
  be	
  rezoned	
  for	
  a	
  different	
  use,	
  allowing	
  for	
  larger	
  scale/increased	
  density,	
  and	
  
providing	
  the	
  opportunity	
  for	
  developers	
  to	
  buy	
  these	
  houses,	
  demolish	
  them,	
  and	
  replace	
  them	
  with	
  
projects	
  out-­‐of-­‐scale	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  residential	
  neighborhood.*** 
 
Page	
  144 
AS	
  WRITTEN	
  in	
  the	
  BRA	
  draft	
  plan: 
Building	
  Street	
  Front	
  Setbacks	
  should	
  generally	
  reinforce	
  existing	
  street	
  wall	
  conditions	
  while	
  ensuring	
  
appropriate	
  sidewalk	
  widths	
  and	
  buffer	
  areas	
  to	
  support	
  new	
  and	
  existing	
  uses.	
  In	
  locations	
  where	
  the	
  
public	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  is	
  too	
  constrained	
  to	
  allow	
  minimum	
  sidewalk	
  widths,	
  new	
  buildings	
  should	
  be	
  setback	
  to	
  
allow	
  for	
  wider	
  sidewalks.	
  See	
  Transportation	
  and	
  Connectivity	
  recommendations	
  and	
  Boston	
  Complete	
  
Street	
  guidelines	
  for	
  minimum	
  and	
  ideal	
  width	
  dimensions. 
 
● RDA	
  Building	
  Front	
  Setback:	
  

1. Residential	
  –	
  10’	
  to	
  15’	
  to	
  buffer	
  ground	
  floor	
  uses.	
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2. Main	
  Street	
  /	
  Active	
  Commercial	
  –	
  0’	
  to	
  10’	
  to	
  provide	
  opportunities	
  for	
  outdoor	
  seating.	
  **0’	
  
would	
  not	
  provide	
  opportunities	
  for	
  outdoor	
  seating.	
  

● RDA	
  Building	
  Side	
  and	
  Rear	
  Yard	
  Setbacks:	
  
1. Residential	
  –	
  Side	
  10’	
  /	
  Rear	
  20’.	
  
2. Main	
  Street	
  /	
  Active	
  Commercial	
  –	
  Side	
  0’	
  to	
  10’	
  /	
  Rear	
  20’.	
  

 
Side	
  and	
  Rear	
  Yard	
  Setbacks	
  should	
  be	
  sensitive	
  to	
  existing	
  abutting	
  uses	
  and	
  buildings	
  while	
  supporting	
  
new	
  uses	
  and	
  building	
  conditions. 
 
RDA	
  Building	
  Step-­‐Backs	
  should	
  ease	
  transitions	
  between	
  new	
  and	
  existing	
  buildings	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  overall	
  
massing	
  of	
  new	
  buildings.	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
    
•	
  Front	
  Step-­‐Backs	
  (street	
  facing): 
1. Buildings	
  over	
  four	
  stories	
  /	
  45’	
  must	
  include	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  step-­‐back,	
  at	
  minimum	
  8’	
  deep	
  and	
  across	
  80%	
  
of	
  the	
  front	
  /	
  street	
  facing	
  façade,	
  additionally,	
  
2. Buildings	
  over	
  six	
  stories	
  /	
  65’	
  must	
  include	
  a	
  second	
  horizontal	
  step-­‐backs	
  at	
  65’,	
  at	
  minimum	
  8’	
  deep	
  and	
  
across	
  100%	
  of	
  the	
  front	
  /	
  street	
  facing	
  façade	
  	
  
•	
  Side	
  and	
  Rear	
  Yard	
  Step-­‐Backs: 
1. Buildings	
  over	
  four	
  stories	
  /	
  45’	
  must	
  include	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  step-­‐back,	
  at	
  minimum	
  8’	
  deep	
  and	
  across	
  100%	
  
of	
  the	
  side	
  and	
  rear	
  facing	
  façades,	
  additionally,	
  
2. Buildings	
  over	
  six	
  stories	
  /	
  65’	
  must	
  include	
  a	
  second	
  horizontal	
  step-­‐back	
  at	
  65’,	
  at	
  minimum	
  8’	
  deep	
  and	
  
across	
  100%	
  of	
  the	
  side	
  and	
  rear	
  facing	
  façades.”	
  	
  
 
RESPONSE: 
The	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  disagrees	
  and	
  requests	
  the	
  following	
  setbacks	
  and	
  stepbacks: 
● New	
  developments	
  abutting	
  existing	
  housing	
  in	
  residential	
  zones	
  (e.g.	
  3F-­‐4000),	
  shall,	
  at	
  minimum,	
  

have	
  the	
  same	
  residential	
  setback	
  and	
  height	
  requirements	
  for	
  the	
  side(s)/portion(s)	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  
building(s)	
  facing	
  the	
  existing	
  abutting	
  residential	
  building(s).	
  New	
  developments	
  should	
  only	
  step	
  up	
  
in	
  height	
  in	
  excess	
  of	
  the	
  height	
  of	
  the	
  abutting	
  residential	
  zone	
  at	
  a	
  gradual,	
  context-­‐sensitive	
  
distance	
  (generally	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  22.5’)	
  from	
  the	
  plane	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  building’s	
  abutting	
  elevation.	
  

● 	
  In	
  general,	
  the	
  angled	
  plane	
  or	
  skyplane	
  created	
  by	
  the	
  gradual	
  upper-­‐floor	
  height	
  setbacks	
  should	
  be	
  
consistent	
  with	
  the	
  angle	
  of	
  a	
  diagonal	
  line	
  that	
  rises	
  1’	
  relative	
  to	
  the	
  horizontal	
  plane	
  of	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  
the	
  new	
  building’s	
  residential-­‐abutting	
  elevation	
  for	
  every	
  2.25’	
  in	
  distance	
  along	
  that	
  horizontal	
  plane	
  
and	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  this	
  abutting	
  elevation	
  (in	
  the	
  opposite	
  direction	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  residential)	
   

● 	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  requiring	
  upper-­‐story	
  setbacks	
  as	
  outlined	
  above	
  for	
  portions	
  of	
  new	
  developments	
  
abutting	
  small	
  scale	
  housing,	
  building	
  height	
  for	
  portions	
  of	
  new	
  development	
  fronting	
  on	
  Washington	
  
Street	
  shall	
  not: 

○ 	
  Exceed	
  42’	
  within	
  a	
  depth	
  of	
  10’	
  from	
  the	
  front	
  setback; 
○ 	
  Exceed	
  52’	
  within	
  a	
  depth	
  of	
  20’	
  from	
  the	
  front	
  setback;	
  or 
○ Exceed	
  69’	
  for	
  any	
  other	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  building	
  not	
  further	
  restricted	
  by	
  height	
  setbacks	
  

associated	
  with	
  proximity	
  to	
  an	
  abutting	
  residential	
  property;	
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Exhibit	
  B	
  from	
  the	
  SNA	
  Washington	
  Corridor	
  Vision	
  Document:

 

 
 
Page	
  145,	
  Figure	
  95,	
   
Please	
  see	
  comments	
  and	
  map	
  above	
  concerning	
  proposed	
  zoning	
  changes,	
  page	
  61.	
   
 
The	
  SNA	
  	
  requests	
  the	
  following	
  modifications	
  to	
  Figures	
  35	
  and	
  95,	
  map	
  of	
  proposed	
  changes	
  to	
  zoning	
  
subdistricts,	
  and	
  Recommended	
  RDA	
  zones: 
● The	
  MetroMark,	
  Flanagan	
  &	
  Seaton	
  properties	
  be	
  changed	
  from	
  LI	
  to	
  NS	
  55;	
  
● Any	
  property	
  along	
  Stedman	
  and	
  Plainfield	
  Streets	
  currently	
  zoned	
  LI	
  should	
  be	
  changed	
  to	
  3F	
  4000,	
  

with	
  the	
  caveat	
  that	
  residents	
  are	
  not	
  opposed	
  to	
  makerspace	
  on	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  of	
  new	
  construction.	
  
● The	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  Washington	
  from	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  to	
  Green	
  street	
  be	
  changed	
  from	
  LI	
  to	
  NS	
  55-­‐65,	
  except	
  

when	
  abutting	
  3F	
  4000.	
  When	
  the	
  latter	
  condition	
  exists,	
  NS	
  35.	
  
● Stedman	
  Street	
  -­‐	
  3F	
  4000	
  
● All	
  current	
  single	
  family,	
  2-­‐family,	
  and	
  3+	
  family	
  residential	
  be	
  preserved	
  or	
  changed	
  as	
  needed	
  to	
  reflect	
  

current	
  use.	
  
 
Page	
  164	
  –	
  167,	
  Urban	
  Design	
  Guidelines	
  for	
  Forest	
  Hills 
 
Area	
  Character	
  and	
  Future	
  Vision 
	
  	
   
Area	
  Uses	
  (As	
  written	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  inserted	
  in	
  red): 
•	
  Washington	
  Street	
  Corridor	
  –	
  anchor	
  the	
  Stony	
  Brook	
  neighborhood	
  with	
  new	
  mid	
  rise	
  and	
  high	
  rise	
  mixed	
  
use	
  buildings	
  with	
  active	
  community	
  serving	
  retail	
  and	
  service	
  business	
  uses	
  at	
  street	
  level	
  along	
  
Washington	
  St. 
•	
  Artist	
  /	
  Maker	
  Live	
  Work	
  Area	
  –	
  cluster	
  alternative	
  live	
  work	
  3-­‐story	
  building	
  types	
  along	
  Stonley	
  Road	
  and	
  
Stedman	
  Street.	
  (BRA	
  should	
  partner	
  with	
  the	
  City	
  and	
  BostonCreates	
  initiative	
  to	
  fund	
  such	
  spaces.) 
•	
  Neighborhood	
  Residential	
  Area	
  –	
  reinforce	
  existing	
  residential	
  uses	
  along	
  Brookley,	
  Stedman	
  and	
  
Plainfield	
  Streets. 
•	
  Southwest	
  Green	
  Corridor	
  Extension	
  –	
  expand	
  the	
  Southwest	
  Corridor	
  Park	
  with	
  new	
  linear	
  park	
  space	
  
along	
  the	
  east	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  MBTA	
  rail	
  corridor	
  between	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  and	
  McBride	
  Street.	
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P.	
  165	
  map	
  is	
  missing	
  second	
  access	
  point	
  to	
  new	
  SWCP	
  extension	
  on	
  Burnett	
  Street	
  south. 
 
Please	
  see: 

 
 

Page	
  166 
Area	
  Circulation	
  and	
  Connections	
  (As	
  written	
  with	
  our	
  suggested	
  edits	
  inserted	
  in	
  red): 
	
  •	
  Enhance	
  vehicular	
  circulation	
  with	
  new	
  roadway	
  network	
  and	
  connections: 
	
  •	
  Extend	
  Lotus	
  St	
  from	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  Street	
  to	
  Washington	
  Street	
  **COMMENT:	
  Residents	
  are	
  concerned	
  that	
  
this	
  will	
  just	
  continue	
  cut-­‐through	
  traffic	
  in	
  our	
  residential	
  areas. 
	
  •	
  Extend	
  existing	
  street	
  network	
  at	
  Stonley	
  Road,	
  Stedman,	
  and	
  Plainfield	
  Streets 
•	
  Widen	
  Washington	
  Street	
  between	
  the	
  Arborway	
  and	
  McBride	
  Street	
  to	
  allow	
  for	
  wider	
  sidewalks,	
  cycle	
  
tracks,	
  and	
  a	
  prioritized	
  bus	
  lane. 
•	
  New	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  facilities	
  in	
  expanded	
  SW	
  Corridor	
  Park. 
•	
  Add	
  pedestrian	
  connections	
  from	
  Washington	
  Street	
  to	
  new	
  Green	
  Corridor. 
 
PLEASE	
  ADD:	
   
● Add	
  more	
  crosswalks	
  or	
  other	
  pedestrian-­‐crossing	
  friendly	
  infrastructure	
  in	
  regular	
  intervals	
  along	
  
Washington	
  Street.	
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Page	
  166, Building	
  Height	
  and	
  Massing 
	
  
AS	
  WRITTEN: 
Envisioned	
  as	
  a	
  neighborhood	
  gateway,	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  /	
  Stonybrook	
  area	
  has	
  the	
  support**	
  and	
  potential	
  
for	
  a	
  small	
  cluster	
  new	
  high-­‐rise	
  buildings	
  while	
  ensuring	
  an	
  appropriate	
  transition	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  
neighborhood. 
 
**PLEASE	
  NOTE:	
  We	
  believe	
  that	
  most	
  SNA	
  members	
  do	
  not	
  support	
  the	
  proposed	
  high-­‐rise	
  buildings. 
 
AS	
  WRITTEN:	
  
In	
  addition	
  to	
  building	
  massing,	
  setback,	
  and	
  step-­‐back	
  requirements,	
  three	
  maximum	
  building	
  height	
  
categories	
  define	
  specific	
  RDA	
  Zones	
  as	
  follows: 
 
•	
  RDA	
  -­‐	
  55	
  –	
  4	
  to	
  5	
  Stories	
  /	
  up	
  to	
  55’	
  -­‐	
  adjacent	
  to	
  existing	
  3	
  to	
  4	
  story	
  buildings. 
 
The	
  SNA	
  membership	
  requests	
  this	
  be	
  modified	
  to	
  say	
  “no	
  higher	
  than	
  35’	
  	
  adjacent	
  to	
  or	
  across	
  from	
  
existing	
  3	
  story	
  buildings	
  and	
  no	
  higher	
  than	
  45’	
  adjacent	
  to	
  existing	
  4	
  story	
  building.”	
  	
   
 
•	
  RDA	
  -­‐	
  65	
  –	
  4	
  to	
  6	
  Stories	
  /	
  up	
  to	
  65’-­‐	
  adjacent	
  to	
  existing	
  4	
  to	
  5	
  story	
  and	
  new	
  buildings. 
•	
  RDA	
  -­‐	
  155	
  –	
  7	
  to	
  15	
  Stories	
  /	
  up	
  to	
  155’	
  -­‐	
  adjacent	
  to	
  new	
  buildings.	
   
 
OUR	
  RESPONSE: 

To	
  restate	
  the	
  SNA’s	
  position	
  on	
  high-­‐rise	
  buildings	
  in	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  neighborhood,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  our	
  
Washington	
  Corridor	
  vision	
  document	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  BRA	
  in	
  April	
  2016: 
 
Unlike	
  other	
  neighborhood	
  corridors	
  outside	
  the	
  city’s	
  downtown	
  where	
  these	
  building	
  heights	
  exist	
  (e.g.	
  
Boylston	
  St.	
  in	
  the	
  Fenway),	
  Washington	
  Street	
  is	
  relatively	
  narrow	
  with	
  only	
  two	
  travel	
  lanes.	
  In	
  this	
  
context,	
  buildings	
  this	
  tall,	
  where	
  they	
  occupy	
  substantial	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  street	
  frontage,	
  have	
  the	
  potential	
  
to	
  create	
  a	
  tunnel	
  effect. 
 

The	
  height	
  proposals	
  are	
  also	
  a	
  concern	
  when	
  considering	
  how	
  the	
  resulting	
  significant	
  increase	
  in	
  density	
  
and	
  activity	
  could	
  impact	
  the	
  existing	
  neighborhood: 
● 	
  The	
  BRA	
  development	
  scenarios	
  suggest	
  1,000-­‐1,300	
  new	
  residential	
  units	
  in	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  area,	
  

which	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  1,000	
  units	
  already	
  planned/under	
  review/under	
  construction	
  within	
  
a	
  half	
  mile	
  of	
  the	
  SNA	
  neighborhood.	
  

● While	
  the	
  SNA	
  supports	
  sustainable	
  density,	
  the	
  current	
  plan	
  does	
  not	
  appear	
  to	
  reflect	
  the	
  limits	
  on	
  
capacity	
  dictated	
  by	
  supporting	
  infrastructure,	
  particularly	
  considering:	
  

a)	
  	
  	
  	
  Washington	
  Street	
  cannot	
  be	
  widened,	
  nor	
  can	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  streets	
  that	
  connect	
  to	
  it; 
b)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Protected	
  cycle	
  tracks	
  may	
  not	
  fit	
  in	
  the	
  existing	
  street	
  width; 
c)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  upcoming	
  25%	
  increase	
  in	
  capacity	
  on	
  the	
  Orange	
  line	
  does	
  not	
  likely	
  match	
  what	
  will	
  be	
  
needed	
  to	
  fully	
  address	
  the	
  expected	
  increase	
  in	
  residents	
  and	
  visitors;	
  and 
d)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Although	
  many	
  projects	
  proposed	
  and	
  under	
  construction	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  (Commons	
  at	
  Forest	
  
Hills,	
  3521-­‐9	
  Washington	
  Street	
  project,	
  Parcel	
  U	
  on	
  Hyde	
  Park	
  Avenue,	
  etc.)	
  are	
  transit	
  oriented,	
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there	
  will	
  undoubtedly	
  be	
  a	
  gain	
  of	
  car	
  traffic	
  and	
  public	
  transit/bicycle	
  traffic	
  comprised	
  of	
  those	
  
living	
  in,	
  working	
  in,	
  and	
  visiting	
  the	
  area. 

 
SNA	
  COMMENT	
  ON	
  ARBORWAY	
  YARD:	
  	
   
The	
  MBTA’s	
  Arborway	
  bus	
  yard	
  is	
  a	
  major	
  challenge	
  to	
  the	
  BRA’s	
  plan	
  to	
  add	
  hundreds	
  of	
  residential	
  units	
  in	
  
several	
  high	
  and	
  mid-­‐rise	
  buildings	
  along	
  Washington	
  St.	
  The	
  bus	
  yard	
  cannot	
  be	
  developed	
  until	
  a	
  
permanent	
  bus	
  facility	
  is	
  built,	
  which	
  apparently	
  is	
  unlikely	
  to	
  happen	
  in	
  the	
  foreseeable	
  future.	
  	
  
Furthermore,	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  BRA’s	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  encroach	
  on	
  the	
  MBTA’s	
  proposed	
  permanent	
  bus	
  
facility.	
  	
  Since	
  proposed	
  affordable	
  residential	
  units	
  on	
  this	
  site	
  account	
  for	
  a	
  large	
  percentage	
  of	
  the	
  BRA’s	
  
total	
  proposed	
  affordable	
  units	
  for	
  the	
  JP/Rox	
  Plan,	
  the	
  SNA	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  BRA	
  acknowledge	
  this	
  
limitation	
  and	
  perhaps	
  provide	
  a	
  contingency	
  plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS	
  TABLE	
   
 
P.	
  173,	
  LAND	
  USE:	
   
● ADD:	
  Promote	
  Washington	
  Street	
  between	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  Station	
  and	
  Williams	
  Street	
  as	
  neighborhood	
  
shopping	
  corridor	
  

 
P.	
  175,	
  Housing	
  Strategies:	
  “Prioritize	
  City	
  and	
  BRA	
  owned	
  land	
  for	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  low	
  and	
  moderate	
  
income	
  subsidized	
  housing.” 
● ADD:	
  State-­‐owned	
  

 
P.	
  176,	
  JOBS	
  AND	
  BUSINESS:	
  “Ensure	
  resources	
  and	
  support	
  of	
  existing	
  organizations	
  that	
  support	
  small	
  
businesses,	
  e.g.	
  Main	
  Streets	
  and	
  CDCs” 
● ADD:	
  	
  Establishment	
  of	
  and	
  funding	
  for	
  a	
  new	
  Main	
  Streets	
  Association	
  for	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  (Washington	
  Street	
  
and	
  Hyde	
  Park	
  Avenue)	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  support	
  and	
  connect	
  existing	
  and	
  new	
  businesses	
  located	
  south	
  of	
  the	
  
Egleston	
  Square	
  Main	
  Streets	
  zone.	
  

 
P.	
  193,	
  URBAN	
  DESIGN	
  AND	
  PUBLIC	
  REALM: 
“Consider	
  a	
  requirement	
  of	
  shadow	
  studies	
  for	
  any	
  development	
  over	
  4	
  stories	
  (?)” 
● CHANGE	
  TO	
  REQUIRE	
  

 
P.	
  193,	
  URBAN	
  DESIGN	
  AND	
  PUBLIC	
  REALM: 
“Consider	
  stepbacks	
  (i.e.,	
  top	
  story	
  steps	
  back	
  from	
  streetwall)	
  and	
  setbacks	
  (ground	
  level)	
  for	
  
developments	
  abutting	
  lower-­‐density	
  2	
  and	
  3-­‐family	
  areas	
  found	
  in	
  between	
  the	
  main	
  study	
  areas	
  of	
  
Washington	
  Street	
  and	
  Columbus	
  Avenue” 
● CHANGE	
  TO	
  REQUIRE	
  

 
Finally	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  Development	
  Coordination	
  &	
  Planning,	
  the	
  SNA	
  requests	
  a	
  mandate	
  that	
  
developers	
  who	
  purchase	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  abutting	
  or	
  adjacent	
  lot	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  draft	
  plans/proposals	
  for	
  
all	
  properties	
  purchased	
  or	
  in	
  play	
  by	
  that	
  developer	
  or	
  related	
  combination	
  of	
  developers,	
  disallowing	
  
variances	
  for	
  any	
  project(s)	
  to	
  be	
  reviewed	
  or	
  considered	
  as	
  individual	
  lots/projects.	
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Developer Stakeholder Meeting | 8.3.2016 

Notes – Miriam Keller 

Assumptions 

• Land Price 

o $90/sf may reflect transactions, but is not what many of the participants are 

beginning to see in their negotiations, or in sales that are under contract (but not yet 

closed). 

� City Realty has been seeing as much as $200-250/sf to get projects under 

agreement. 

• They would be willing to provide more data on this that reflects their 

experience. 

� Jeff has been seeing as much as $150-200k/unit. This is roughly equivalent 

to $300-400/sf in a 20-unit project on a 10,000sf parcel. 

• Financing/Underwriting 

o Lending requirements are shifting as underwriters are leery of the construction 

market. Starting to ask for 10% vacancy with market-rate residential, as high as 

30% “starting out.” 

Policy 

• Tax Credits 

o Would this policy push smaller private developers into competition with affordable 

housing developers for 4% tax credits? These are becoming increasingly competitive 

already. 

• Rents 

o One potential impact of the DB policy would be to force developers to ask even 

higher “market-rate” rents to cross subsidize the extra affordable units. 

• Land Prices 

o The policy will hopefully have an important impact on stabilizing land prices, because 

sellers and buyers can more accurately evaluate what could be built on any given 

site. 

• Condos 

o It can be difficult to find qualified buyers for ownership units at IDP AMIs. 

o Using an average rather than maximum AMI for homeownership units (and for 

rental) could be that the market becomes broader, and it is easier to find qualified 

buyers. 

• Competition 

o Concern that new density bonus developments will be competing for tenants with 

straight IDP developments, which potentially could afford to provide more amenities. 

� But it is unclear whether any IDP developments permitted in this area do 

provide extensive amenities. 

Miriam Questions 

• Would it be valuable to run an “model parcel” analysis that compares: 
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o Returns of a density bonus project; to 

o Returns of an as-of-right project? 

• Are there any sensitivity analyses that would be valuable, maybe around: 

o Interest rates? 

o Construction costs? 

o Vacancy? 
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Brookside & Brewery Meeting | 8.4.2016 

Notes – Cecilia Nardi 

 

Comments 

• 8' building stepbacks are not enough, should start at 10' 

• Stepbacks should start at 35' 

• Need additional stepbacks for additional stories (e.g. stepback between 4 & 5 stories and 

between 5 & 6 stories) 

• Need to include more diagrams showing existing conditions and different building typologies 

(i.e., two-story mansards on Amory would be flush up against RDA 55’ areas. How can you 

ensure compatibility between two very different housing types? Current urban design 

guidelines are not strong or detailed enough) 

• What is the community process? 

• Co-housing artist live-work should remain an LI subdistrict to preserve the "work" 

• What types of programs are in place to ensure that businesses are not displaced. That was 

a big issue in the discussions.  

• Need traffic studies -- can they be required in the RDA? 

• Parking requirements are too low  

o Parking requirements should be tied to the size of the units 

• Show the envelope of what could happen as of right in the RDA eligible areas 

• Show what has been successful here 

• Need more detail/assurances about transitions to existing residential neighborhoods 

• Groups need direct access to developers, not sure how 

• 100% Egleston organizing a community vote in the fall to ask if the vision in the plan 

matches the community vision 

• Negative quality of life impacts for added density. Won’t more density bring crowding, rats, 

blocked views and crime? 
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Feedback from the 8/4/2016 BRA Community Meeting

Concerns from the Brookside / Brewery Neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain

GENERAL SUMMARY COMMENTS

On August 4th the Boston Redevelopment (BRA) Planning Staff met with the Brookside Neighborhood Association and 
the Brewery Neighborhood Watch (BNA / BNW) to get feedback on the BRA’s 7/15 Draft of the JP / Rox Plan. 

The Brookside neighborhood is a small economically and racially diverse residential and light industrial neighborhood 
with 2 and 3 story residential wood frame buildings interspersed with light industrial businesses. The neighborhood is 
ethnically and racially diverse with a history of progressive community involvement dating back to the I‐195 highway 
protests of the 1960s. 

The neighborhood believes that Section 3 of the draft BRA JP/Rox plan (Plan Workshops and Outcomes) does a good job 
capturing months of community input.  We have had a positive impression of the hard work and sincerity of the BRA’s 
Planning Staff. Our problem is that there are significant disconnects between the community input themes outlined in 
the Plan Sections 3 & 4 and the Implementation Strategies outlined in Section 5 of the draft plan. In short we don’t think 
the implementation guidelines reflect the concerns of the neighborhoods as outlined in the same plan. 

To reference our community’s most consistent community themes (as quoted directly from the draft plan):

 Promote new affordable housing and retail that support social and economic diversity of the area
 Guide growth that strengthens the community and respects the physical character of the existing residential 

areas
 Stony Brook and Green Street were envisioned as areas to be scaled to the current neighborhood character. 

Participants expressed the desire to preserve the interstitial one, two and three‐family residential districts
 Transition heights to the scale of the existing neighborhoods, step‐down approach
 BRA and the City have heard clearly from many people of Jamaica Plain and Roxbury that the central focus of the 

plan must be addressing housing affordability and preventing displacement of low and moderate income 
residents, particularly people of color. 

Unfortunately, a review of the JP/Rox Draft Plan’s Implementation Strategies Section (5) reveals that the BRA’s 
development priorities are not about “preserving the scale of the existing neighborhoods”, nor “addressing housing 
affordability”, nor “preventing displacement”. 

The implementation plan as presented in the Draft and at the Brookside meeting relies entirely on one solution, the 
construction of 5 story buildings with overly aggressive floor area ratios, minimal set‐backs, no step‐backs at all below 
the 5th floor and a preponderance of high‐end market rate housing units.  It is disappointing that the small Brookside 
neighborhood is being asked to accept this level of architectural brutalism as the only available means to achieve a still 
yet to be defined extra margin of deeper affordability.

The overarching reaction in the Brookside / Brewery neighborhood to the BRA’s development strategy for Brookside is 
shock, fear and indignation. We understand that density is one tool that can achieve additional affordability. We are also 
adamant about preserving the scale, character and affordability of our neighborhood. We insist that the City should 
adopt much stronger solutions for adding affordability beyond increasing density. 

To date those guiding the BRA development policies that affect this neighborhood have shown no inclination, either in 
the draft plan implementation guidelines, nor in the development battles going on at 5 sites in this neighborhood, to 
embrace clearly articulated community needs and preferences. It’s as if the BRA Planning Department and the BRA 
Development Department have different end goals. What the Brookside and Brewery Neighborhoods want is exactly 
what the JP / Rox plan calls for. We will continue to engage in a process that focuses on the goals of the JP / Rox Plan.  
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SPECIFICS

Green St. Neighborhood Shopping District

BNA / BNW supports the Neighborhood Shopping focus proposed by the BRA for Green Street. While we support the NS 
use on Green, we also feel the base building height should remain 35 ft. on Green Street.  Our goal is not to limit 
construction on Green Street to 35’. Rather we wish to maximize the amount affordable units on Green Street. By 
maintaining the height limit at 35’, Green Street could potentially gain an extra floor of affordability bonus footage.

Affordability

New housing across the City and Jamaica Plain/Roxbury should reflect the incomes of households who need affordable 
housing. The Mayor's housing plan estimates that 50% of the population growth will be households making less than 
$50,000 a year but less than 15% of the new housing will be designed at those income levels. In the JP / Rox study area, 
70% make less than $75,000 a year. The current plan reverses this, with 70% high‐end market‐rate housing, where 
families need to make $100,000 a year to afford a $2500/month apartment. About 50% of households make less than 
$35,000 a year, but less than 2% of new housing will be affordable to households making that amount.

The City is proposing that 30% of new housing is deed‐restricted at an average of about 60% AMI, about half of that 
coming from Arborway Yard. The City should increase the 30% affordability goal and shift the income levels of affordable 
housing downward. It should make concrete commitments with numerical goals to the following solutions: (1) land 
banking to build non‐profit affordable housing, supported by City funding, (2) strengthen private developer 
requirements, (3) set aside units for voucher holders, and (4) set a larger commitment for City funding beyond the 
current proposed $35 million (about $2.3 million a year).

We support calls to increase affordability in the JP / Rox study area using solutions that don't rely on a simplistic density 
v. affordability tradeoffs.  Economic and racial diversity is a cherished defining characteristic of this neighborhood, it is 
something that is now at risk in JP and Roxbury as well as in Boston as a whole. 

Existing Businesses 

We ask that City Agencies are careful about coaching existing businesses to relocate off light industrial parcels in our 
neighborhood. Specifically, companies like Carlyle Engineering and Interstate Rental (between Brookside and Amory 
Streets) have traditionally provided well‐paying entry level jobs for young people in the neighborhood. These properties 
are not empty lots. They have historically provided stable employment and job training to local young people.  

Amory Street / Stonybrook 

Amory Street residents raised concerns about proposed planning changes that allow for 5 story buildings at 267 Amory 
Street (J&M Brown Co.). These building are proposed in the midst of an existing community of 2 story mid‐century 
mansard brewery workers housing. This historic scale should be retained and accentuated. 

Set‐backs 

With a goal of preserving residential scale, we propose new construction setbacks abutting existing residential buildings 
as follows:  Front yard setback should match the existing adjacent buildings but not less than 15’. Rear yard setbacks of 
20’ from the property line. Side yard also 15’ from the property line. 

Step‐Backs

New building elevations facing the front, rear or side of an existing residential building should match the allowable 
existing 35’ height limit then step in an angled plain or sky‐plane back 15’ for each floor above that 35’  height. 
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First floor front elevation

First floor elevations facing the street need to be active and articulated fascades that maximize landscape and 
greenspace with transparent portals to create a vibrant active streetscape. Avoid blank walls, elevation open to parking 
and parking screen walls at front elevation. 

Design Guidelines

See Document, Stonybrook Neighborhood Vision for Washington Street Corridor Development (Adopted April 11, 2016) 
for detailed suggestions for neighborhood scaling. 

Parking 

Parking should be underground and not be visible at first floor level. Parking should be provided at not less than one car 
per unit.  

Thank you, 

Brookside Neighborhood Association

Brewery Neighborhood Watch
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 1 of 6

1. Affordability requirements to trigger FAR bonus.

Base zoning/existing FAR

P 64 indicates “There would be no changes to the base zoning heights and floor area ratios (FAR) … 
with a few exceptions in Egleston and Jackson Square (45’ and 60’). …The following maximum 
heights and FAR for the zoning subdistricts in the Study Area would remain the same.”

P 65 Figure 39.

Current IDP

P 78 “…The current Inclusionary Development Policy (IDP)… requires that 13% of all units in private 
market rate developments be deed‐restricted affordable housing units…… triggered by the creation 
of 10 or more housing units and one or more variances to be obtained by the Boston Zoning Board 
of Appeal (ZBA).”

P 168 indicates that “one proposal being explored is that all projects with an FAR up to 2.0 and are 
proposing 10 units or more remain subject to…IDP..which requires 13% of units be affordable…” [In 
other words, projects could double the FAR without triggering the density bonus requirements.]

Density Bonus proposed in BRA draft 7/15/16

P64 “…A density bonus is where a developer opts to incorporate public benefits into a project, such 
as affordable housing units, and in exchange, the developer is allowed to create additional density in 
a development. 

P 78 “…a density bonus will result in additional affordability, with a base affordability of 13% at 70% 
AMI, plus an additional set aside [25% per p.169] at 50% AMI (see Coordination of Development & 
Benefits on page 168).”

P 169 The percentage of affordability for units in excess of the base calculation, per the diagram on 
page 169 indicates that it will be 25%.
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 2 of 6

Questions for BRA:

 It appears that small projects (over 10 units, under FAR 2.0) can double the FAR In MFR, LC, LI 
and IDA zones while meeting only the existing 13% IDP requirement. Confirm.

 Would the 35’ existing height still apply to projects with an existing FAR of 1.0 that increased 
FAR to 2.0 but did not provide an increase in affordability?

 If a project exceeds the FAR of 2, and the existing FAR is 1.0, is the bonus calculated on the units 
over the existing FAR of 1, or over a base of 2.0?

 In the absence of any requirement for open space, is there a maximum allowable FAR? Is the 
FAR limited only by sidewalk, setback and stepback requirements?

Comments: 

The BRA has considered two formulas (1) 20% x the units over the existing base (1.0 or 2.0), or (2) 25% 
over a FAR of 2.0 (regardless of existing FAR).

  Either way, the total affordability for an individual project would never reach 20% for a project 
with a height of 65 feet or less. (An exception might be the 25% scenario for a building with a 
height limit of 15 stories.)

 At 25% over FAR 2 a medium size project (i.e. city realty/jackston glass) might end up with a 
comparable number of affordable units, but fewer at the lower AMI than it would at 20% over 
an FAR of 1.   However, if the existing FAR is 2, then the 25% formula would result in more units. 
On large (15 story) projects, the 25% formula would result in more units.
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 3 of 6

2. TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM (106‐120)

Existing sidewalks
P108, Existing “ Sidewalks on Columbus Avenue are 8’ wide, and do not have street trees or extensive 
street furniture. Washington Street has sidewalks of 10’ with street trees. “

Recommendations from Plan JP/Rox 7/15/16 draft
P116 “Wherever possible, sidewalks on neighborhood streets should be a preferred 11’6” wide on 
Neighborhood Residential Streets, 16’6” on Neighborhood Main Streets and never less than 7’ wide to 
allow for ample pedestrian space and street trees. “ [Ask BRA to confirm this is measured from curb to 
first floor footprint of building]

PARKING

P112 “ All new developments that are 
“large projects” (>50,000 s.f.) will have 
their parking supply determined through 
the Article 80 development review process, 
and with consideration of Boston 
Transportation Department policy parking 
ratio maximums. Figure 70 [p113] shows 
the current parking ratios for residential 
and commercial uses: 

Recommendations from Plan JP/Rox 
7/15/16 draft 

P116 “Parking should be shared between 
developments. In line with BTD policy, we 
recommend the following maximum 
parking ratios for amended zoning. 
Further parking ratio reductions should be encouraged based on proximity to transit

. • Residential: 1.0 space per unit 
• Commercial (retail/office): 1.0 space per 1,000 s.f. 

Comment: No minimum parking percentage is specified/recommended.

STREETS [NO DETAIL!]
P118 Washington Street Recommendations “Additional study .. should consider:
 shrinking excess lane widths; widening sidewalks with landscaping and street furniture; curb extensions; 
pedestrian crossing improvements; and better on‐street parking management. “
p120 Egleston Square Recommendations: “Further study should … consider: shrinking excess lane 
widths; eliminating excess lanes; widening sidewalks with landscaping and street furniture; curb 
extensions; pedestrian crossing improvements; separated cycle facilities; bus priority lanes; improved 
bus stops; improved intersection design; traffic flow improvements including signal 
upgrades/interconnection and better on‐street parking management. “

Comment: There is no excess lane width, and not excess lanes unless parking is eliminated.
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 4 of 6

OPEN SPACE [NO DETAIL] PAGES 122‐135

[BRA] Recommendations:
P128 “The following section is entitled “Recommendations” because its intended use is a guide for both 
public and private investment in the public realm, rather than a capital budgeting document.  Public 
realm and open space improvements may result independent of development through direct public 
investment, as part of private development, or as a public investment undertaken in conjunction with 
private development”

Egleston Square
P 130 “Enhance existing private and public open spaces, including Peace Park and Egleston Square 
Stonehenge, to create a network of open spaces that stitches the area together.”

Neighborhood Wide
P135 Recommendations:

 “…respect the existing residential fabric by improving existing neighborhood parks and 
community gardens and creating cohesive commercial activities.

 “ Consider maximum lot coverage requirements in order to promote the creation of on‐site 
open space 

 “New community garden space and /or dog park space”

Comment: Recommendations for public space through public and private investment, but there is no 
mechanism to create new public space and no requirement for developers to provide open space on 
site.
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 5 of 6

DESIGN GUIDELINES (Pages 140‐167; Egleston Square Guidelines p152‐155 attached)

P143 Design Guideline Diagram

P143 “… In MFR, LC, NS, LI and IDA subdistricts, Residential Development Areas (RDAs) are being 
introduced … housing on parcels 10,000 sf and larger.”

P144 Setbacks (at ground level) 

“ ...reinforce existing street wall conditions while ensuring appropriate sidewalk widths and buffer areas 
…where the public right of way is too constrained to allow minimum sidewalk widths, new buildings 
should be setback to allow for wider sidewalks.  …

• RDA Building Front Setback:

1. Residential – 10’ to 15’ to buffer ground floor uses. 

2. Main Street / Active Commercial – 0’ to 10’ to provide opportunities for outdoor seating. • 

 RDA Building Side and Rear Yard Setbacks: 

1. Residential – Side 10’ / Rear 20’. 

2. Main Street / Active Commercial – Side 0’ to 10’ / Rear 20’.

Question for BRA:

1. It is unclear if this refers to Residential Streets or Residential buildings
2. BRA to clarify that these are measured from property line, not curb.
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Summary of  Recommendations in 7/15/2016 draft PLAN JP/ROX
Prepared by SP 7/20/16 on behalf of ESNA Housing Committee

Page 6 of 6

3. Does setback only apply to ground/sidewalk level? If so, what is setback for upper floors 
at streets, and  at side/rear yards?

Height and Stepbacks (upper levels) 

P144 RDA Building Step‐Backs should ease transitions between new and existing buildings and reduce 
the overall massing of new buildings.

 • Front Step‐Backs (street facing): 

1. Buildings over four stories / 45’ must include at least one step‐back, at minimum 8’ deep and 
across 80% of the front / street facing façade, additionally,

 2. Buildings over six stories / 65’ must include a second horizontal step‐backs at 65’, at 
minimum 8’ deep and across 100% of the front / street facing.

P152 Egleston Square Urban Design Requirements

“In addition to building massing, setback, and step‐back requirements, two maximum building height 
categories define specific RDA Zones as follows:

 RDA – 55 – 4 to 5 stories/up to 55’ – adjacent to existing 3 to 4 story buildings.
 RDA – 65 – 4 to 6 stories/up to 65’ – adjacent to existing 4 to 5 story and new buildings.” 

[Comment: It is not clear how the above criteria is applied in Egleston Square.  With the exception of 
anomalies – Extra Storage, the Round House, and the unbuilt 3200 Washington, existing buildings are 
predominately 3 story, with a very few 4 story buildings, and no 5 story buildings. However the proposed 
plan below is predominately 65 feet.]

P155 Proposed Heights in Egleston Square 
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8/21/2016 City of Boston Mail ­ Questions on Draft Plan JP

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0d6b04efe6&view=pt&cat=JP%2FROX%20FEEDBACK&search=cat&msg=1562216ad30c579f&siml=1562216ad30… 1/1

Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

Questions on Draft Plan JP

susan.d.pranger  Mon, Jul 25, 2016 at 8:45 AM
To: John Dalzell <john.dalzell@boston.gov>, Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

P.s. figure 94 is misleading. It shows the existing 35, 3 story building higher than the first 3 floors of the new building,
which seems unlikely. It should be 35', which would be lower.

Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S® 6.
[Quoted text hidden]
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Washington Street

Res
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Front Setback on Side  street BRA 0-10’ESNA 3’ at Retail; 10’ to 15’ at Residential use

Typical 7 ft Existing SidewalkCurb to Property Line
STEP BACKS AT ROOFBRA REAR: 8’ above 4th story FRONT: 8’ above 4th story
ESNA  REAR - 10’ above 3rd story FRONT – 10” above 4th story

SIDE Setback BRA 0-10’ESNA ??OK abutting Retail;10’ abutting Residential

REAR Setback BRA 20’ (OK?)

Front Setback on Commercial StreetBRA: 0-10’ at Retail; 10’ – 15’ at Residential useESNA: Plus additional open space at entries

Typical  9 ft Existing Sidewalk Curb to Property Line

8/8/16 for discussion

WHERE AND HOW MUCH OPEN SPACE?
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BRA PROPOSAL: 7/15/16 draft

20’ 20’
9’ Existing sidewalk
Proposed sidewalk

Setback VARIES

ESNA DRAFT RECOMMENDATION: (Montebello to Columbus on Washington Street) For discussion

WASHINGTON STREETSIDE STREET
PARKING RETAIL

20’ 20’

FRONT:  10’ wide Step Back above 4th stories

REAR:8’ wide Step Back above 4th floor

0’ – 10’  wide Setback  FRONT YARD
Property line to curb (+/- 9’)

Existing Homes2 or 3 stories

REAR:  10’ wide Step Back at each Floorabove 35’/ 3 stories

SetbackREAR YARDS
RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL

FRONT::8’ wide Step Back above 4th floor
MAX 6 stories

MAX 5 stories

Setback REAR YARDS
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Transportation
Parking

Because this area is close to bus and train transit, projects are being 
approved with .5 parking ratio ­ 1 parking space for every 2 units. Developers of 
new construction believe many of their residents will not own cars. 

Parking is already tough and will get harder with the addition of many new 
units.  At the same time, the goal of less cars in the City is a good one. To help 
with the parking, the neighborhood may need consider permitted residential 
parking and timed and/or metered parking on Washington Street. 

Developers of new buildings with .5 parking can help by:
  ­  making arrangements for car and bike sharing. Owning a vehicle is 

expensive; one Zipcar can replace 10 personal vehicles.  If developers can build 
less parking, then they can apply that money to street improvements and 
affordable housing. 
    ­  making sure their residents do not apply for residential permits
     ­  including space in their building for off­street deliveries and drop offs
     ­  contributing to street improvements

  ­ making their Transportation Access Plan Agreements available to the 
public to view; this will lead to a more transparent process and allow neighbors to 
keep an eye on developers and make sure they are doing what they promised 

Immediate improvements
Many transportation improvements are long term and costly, but there are some 
immediate improvements that can be made by the City.  WalkBoston has a list of 
suggestions to existing walk signals, traffic lights, signage, and crosswalks that 
would make an immediate difference (list attached).  Another set of 
improvements are also attainable, e.g., curb bump outs and street tables.  
Boston Transportation Department needs to fund and schedule these 
improvements. 

Long term plan
With our population expected to double, we need an innovative, forward­looking 
people­moving plan.  There are many excellent suggestions in Plan JP/Rox and 
in the community for transportation improvements, including the Silver Line 
extension from Dudley, a bus­only travel lane on Columbus Ave, improved bus 
lines, dedicated bike lanes, and better pedestrian access. But these only stay 
ideas on paper without a real commitment from the BRA and the City to make 
progress on the neighborhood's transportation goals.   
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WalkBoston additions to "Overall Policy Recommendations" section
• Make WALK signals concurrent with green lights/traffic flow and provide 

leading pedestrian intervals (also known as “pedestrian headstart”) at all 
concurrent signals so pedestrians get the WALK signal before the traffic 
light turns green

•
• Ensure that all WALK signals provide countdowns (also known as “pedestrian 

clearance intervals”) and sufficient time for pedestrians to cross the street, 
with total WALK phase times at major intersections (e.g. Washington St 
and Columbus Ave) calculated based upon a pedestrian walking speed of 
3.0 ft/sec (as outlined in Section 4E.06 of the 2009 MUTCD)

WalkBoston additions to "Specific Infrastructure Recommendations" 
section
• Add bump­outs/curb extensions to narrow turning radii for vehicles turning right 

onto Washington St from Columbus Ave.  In addition to calming traffic, this 
will also reduce crossing distances for pedestrians in the heart of Egleston 
Square.

•
• Add visual cues to slow northbound traffic on Columbus Ave coming downhill 

through Egleston Square at Washington St.  These cues may include 
signage, flashing beacons, planters, etc.

•
• Add crosswalks with in­street pedestrian crossing signs across Columbus Ave 

between Washington St and Seaver St, and across Washington St 
between Columbus Ave and Dimock St, to enhance pedestrian 
connections to and surrounding Egleston Square. (Currently there are 
very few crosswalks across the major arterials of Columbus Ave and 
Washington St along the aforementioned roadway segments.)

•
• Fix WALK signal across Columbus Ave outside Walnut Park Apartments 

(between Weld Ave and Dixwell St) to provide regular WALK cycle 
(currently the wait for a WALK cycle is very long)

•
• Add a crosswalk with an in­street pedestrian crossing sign and potentially a 

speed table across Washington St at Beethoven St
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Development Principles and Guidelines

1.  A proposed development abutting a 2 or 3-story residential neighborhood must respect the 
character and scale of that neighborhood.

2.  A 4-story building is acceptable provided the fourth story is noticeably set back on all sides.   
The building may be multi-use with ground-floor retail and residential above.

3.  A mezzanine, which adds to the height but does not count as a separate story, is not 
acceptable.

4.  The street facade should be setback from the property line to create a wider, safer, 
pedestrian-friendly sidewalk.

5.  Setbacks from the property line on all other sides of the building must conform to the same 
setback codes for the adjoining residential area.

6.  The setbacks on those sides abutting a residential property should contain a green buffer to 
soften the transition and reduce noise.

7.  The design of the building, in form, material, and color, should be creative and innovative, 
and bring distinction to the street and neighborhood, and should reflect the neighborhoodʼs 
historical character or be a contemporary interpretation of that character.

8.  The design should wrap around all four sides of the building, especially if the non-street 
sides are the sides most visible to the neighborhood residences.

9.  The design should incorporate art, murals, or sculpture to enliven the streetscape.

10.  Retail uses in a multi-use residential building should serve the neighborhood, and be of a 
nature that extends into evening and weekend use that would light up and enliven the 
streetscape.  Box and chain-store uses are not acceptable.

11.  Parking should be available to residents, employees, visitors, and customers.  The number 
of spaces should not be so limited as to cause added contention for street parking in the 
residential neighborhood, but neither should it measurably add to already-congested street 
traffic.

12.  Ingress/egress of vehicles onto the site must have a flow and design that promotes both 
pedestrian and vehicle safety, doesnʼt block traffic or emergency vehicles, and provides for off-
street deliveries and passenger pick-up/drop-off.

13.  Bicycle and public-transportation use should be encouraged, even incentivized, but that 
cannot be to the exclusion of residential family need for vehicle ownership for employment, 
school, shopping, and other uses.

14.  Trash bins should be enclosed within the building and sited such that noise (often early-
morning noise) from trash pick-up vehicles would be at a remove from the abutting residential 
neighborhood.
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15.  Roof-top machinery, solar panels, etc., should be below the parapet line or otherwise 
screened.

16.  External property lighting should be directed downward and away from abutting property.

17.  A multi-unit residential building should incorporate: bicycle storage; other unit-dedicated 
storage;  a room for resident meetings, receptions, or community use.
 
18.  The rental or purchase price of a unit should accommodate the ethnic and economic 
character of the neighborhood, including units sized for families with children, and should meet 
or exceed neighborhood requirements for affordable and worker housing.

19.  The livability of the neighborhood is critical to all of its residents and is reflected in its 
character and scale.   The required proportion of affordable units should be achievable 
within that scale and without resorting to variances in height which destroy the livability and 
character of the neighborhood and which add to its gentrification.

6-16-2016 

Page 133



Page 134



Page 135



Page 136



Page 137



Page 138



Page 139



Page 140



Page 141



8/21/2016 City of Boston Mail ­ BRA Meeting with Green St Renters

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0d6b04efe6&view=pt&cat=JP%2FROX%20FEEDBACK&search=cat&msg=1569e51931eb0826&dsqt=1&siml=1569… 1/4

Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov>

BRA Meeting with Green St Renters

Marie Mercurio <marie.mercurio@boston.gov> Thu, Aug 18, 2016 at 11:42 AM
To: Benji Mauer 
Cc: helen matthews  , Marcy Ostberg <marcy.ostberg@boston.gov>

thank you!

We will take the more refined version when you have them.

Great meeting ­ and thank you for excellent facilitation, Helen!

Marie

[Marcy, FYI!)

On Thu, Aug 18, 2016 at 10:53 AM, Benji Mauer   wrote:
Here are the raw notes. Marie, I think that we will be synthesizing the feedback into a letter or list of bullet points this Sunday.

Introductions and ground­rules
Intro from Homefries

Going over maps
Covering displacement in process map

Catlabs building:
4 businesses
6000 sq ft of shared artist studios
2 residences

Covering likely future displacement
See handout

Covering proposed future development
See handout

Statistics
75­100 private rental units
None of them deed restricted
Around 100 private renters
In planning area

2/3 folks of color in planning area
70% make less than $75,000
30% are affordable to those making less $75,000
50% of households in planning area making less than $35,000/year
2% of new housing is affordable to $35,000/year

In census tract
~33% are of european
~30% latin american
~20% african american
~4% asian
Our census tract is one of the lowest­income in the JP/Rox planning area

Rumor has it that Union Green has been sold (because of code violations and sanitation issues)
Guessing for cost of a 1br

Guess $1200­1800/mo
Mordecai proposed $2100/mo 

JP/Rox BRA presentation
Many city departments involved

housing, jobs, transportation, public art, everything you want in this area
Introduced Marcy from Housing Innovation Lab
Overview of planning process (workshops)
Marie: It’s been emotional, hard, but we need to get ideas out there for feedback
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0d6b04efe6&view=pt&cat=JP%2FROX%20FEEDBACK&search=cat&msg=1569e51931eb0826&dsqt=1&siml=1569… 2/4

Large study area
6000 people, 
2579 households 
30% is deed restricted already

Go over vision priority statements
1st vision statement is affordability

Go over development scenarios
Built up areas that are ripe for change or are changing
Heights from 3­15 stories (large heights in Jackson and Forest Hills)
Idea of 3,000 new units
“These are not proposals. These are not development projects”

Go over development framework
Existing land­use does not reflect current zoning
Talked about density bonus (can build taller if there’s more deeply affordable units)
Housing affordability section

Low­income private rental units most at risk (302 households)
30% is the new goal (maintaining the additional 30% — about 1000 deed­restricted units)
How to do it?

Public funding
Private development requirements
Additional strategies

Question: Is there an onsite affordable requirement?
Feedback: Onsite is not required if they’re building according to zoning (no variances)
Feedback: 70% of AMI is not affordable

We heard that, and the density bonus is building in higher amounts
Larger amount coming from public housing (600 public, 400 on density bonus)

City has a limited amount of resources across the city ($70,000,000 for public situation)
Feedback: 70m is inconsequential in this area of study

Feedback: There are 480 from Arborway Yard, but the MBTA is not budging and up in the air
including to Liz Malia — so without that the 30% kind of poofs… about $2m a year is coming from
the city for affordable housing

Q&A
Jonah: (paraphrasing) Is this mixed­use or some other way of doing this? It would be better if the
affordability was weaved throughout

Marie & Marcy: This is our goal
Feedback: We need to create totally affordable units for a period of time so people who’ve built up this
neighborhood so we can remain in this neighborhood. Even what’s considered affordable now, it’s not
affordable. I would completely fight for people like me to remain in this neighborhood. I’ve been through
other cycles of gentrification. This is the cycle of gentrification that is pushing us out. We’re also trying to
make sure people have good wages. Restaurant owners paying employees $18.00 an hour can’t find
workers even in Dorchester who can work.

Marie: We’ve been meeting with developers about their bottom line. They’re running businesses
too. We’re trying to understand the balance, and how much we’re able to push them before they
say “we’re going to build elsewhere”
“We want them to go elsewhere” [laughs]
Marcy: This is very important feedback. Unfortunately we are in a capitalist system, so there are
only so many levers we can pull. We can’t take land away, we can’t stop development. The idea
is to encourage housing where it makes sense — not impacting the fabric where it exists.

Back and forth — Levers 
3 Glen: Have you done traffic studies? How many cars come in with the 3,000 units? It takes an hour to
get to Roslindale.

Marie: Plan JP/Rox does not come with a traffic study. Washington doesn’t have a wide enough
right­of­way to do a lot of work on
Marie: For small projects we don’t require a study, but we’re considering whether every article 80
study could require a traffic study, shadow study, etc.

George: Something about the amount of units
Our most recent model is showing 2100 in the spreadsheet. Cut down the tower at forest hills. So,
3000 affordable in the pipeline.

3 Glen: What tools will be provided for renters to become homeowners
Boston Home Center has options (classes, etc), but prices are high
Marcy: We don’t yet have a solution for that
Marie: We just named a person for Office of Housing Stability
Marcy: City is working with Office of Fair Housing to create a preference in the lottery for people
facing displacement (50% of affordable units)
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Marcy: Has plan for 51,000 units citywide. In order to mitigate as much as possible, we’re looking
at building new housing… 49,000

George: Half of those 49,000 will make $50,000 or less, but only a much smaller portion
will be affordable to those folks

Marcy: Part of the idea of building more housing is freeing up housing at the bottom of the market
Rooming house: Our rents go up each year, sometimes more than once a year
Homefries: The supply and demand argument needs to be proven more clearly

Our block is experiencing a wave of displacement and it’s the tip of the iceberg. The first wave is
affecting commercial tenants
The second wave is going to affect tenants
The block needs to be stabilized and the BRA needs to do whatever it can to stabilize our block
Part of the problem with the 302 households most at risk doesn’t take into account building clear­
outs. They don’t require rent­hikes in order to displace more people.

Creation of more affordable housing isn’t preventing it. We don’t have a way of preventing
clear­outs.

Plan JP/Rox needs a back­up plan if Arborway Yard doesn’t pan out.
A big part of the 30% is wrapped up in Arborway Yard, and there needs to be a back­up
plan.
Could involve stronger affordability for private developers
Could involve facilitation of CDCs buying buildings (to add city funding)

There needs to be a coordinated area­wide effort in informing renters of their rights
Marcy: Acquisition Opportunity Program — is one option

Homefries: It’s not going to be enough. They can’t purchase enough properties right now
because of the cost.
There needs to be some kind of creative option to allow people to purchase

Catlabs: Is the planning process affecting current developments? The cost of $60­80/sq ft is only
affordable to corporate entities
Marie: JP/Rox is mainly guidelines. The things with teeth we hope to make into zoning
George: An example: 3200 Washington (Jackson Glass) was approved and it didn’t meet JP/Rox
requirements 

Wrap­up
2nd draft coming out soon
Want written feedback by August 22nd
Zoning amendments will have to go back

Sunday 11am­1pm at 120 Brookside Ave to synthesize feedback
Thursday 25th at 7:00pm — Movie night about displacement and redevelopment in Boston (South End and Mission
Hill)
Contact info for BRA people:

marie.mercurio@boston.gov
marcy.ostberg@boston.gov

­­
Benji

­­ 

Marie Mercurio
Senior Planner II
617.918.4352

BRA
One City Hall Square | Boston, MA 02201
BostonRedevelopmentAuthority.org
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Parkside Neighborhood Small Group Meeting Notes - JP/ROX (8/18/16) 
 
There were scenarios that showed up to 15 stories in March and May 2016 workshops, then 
have recently decreased height in scenarios down to 6 stories at Forest Hills and in several 
other areas leading to 2,100 units due to some community feedback. What about showing 
something in the middle (i.e., 10 stories)? Where does that leave it? 
 
Transportation infrastructure (TRAFFIC) does not sync with projected new growth. Can a 
transportation study that looks at future capacity to meet project growth scenarios happen now 
before the plan wraps up? 
 
PLAN: JP/ROX is not a plan - it’s a vision. How does it have teeth that will hold developers to 
the recommendations (especially with urban design: setbacks, stepbacks, open space 
requirements, etc)? 
 
Arborway Yard should be taken off the table for calculating future affordable housing growth and 
units. There is no certainty in teh near future that the MBTA will release the 8 acres to the 
community. It is disingenuous to keep it included into projected affordable housing pipeline (i.e., 
find other ways/solutions to make up for those units such as through landbanking, city land 
disposition, private acquisition through city funds, etc) 
 
Abutters to 3193 Washington felt that the project is just too big for the neighborhood, and a 
traffic study should have been conducted. Conversation around Small Projects requiring traffic 
studies like Large Projects.  
 
Frustrations around BRA Development Review not in sync with BRA Planning (JP/ROX). The 
timing of proposals coming through while the planning is going on. We can not place a 
moratorium on development or just on luxury housing. No build option will not help the problem. 
 
Will the revised setbacks and stepbacks that go into the second draft for PLAN JP/ROX be 
guidelines or requirements? What is the teeth there?  
 
If RDAs have to go by zoning subdistrict, then yield on the side of lower maximum heights rather 
than higher maximum heights, especially if higher heights only work for a portion of the zoning 
subdistrict. 
 
Push for more bike infrastructure. Discussion on where ideas are being discussed for more bike 
accommodations. Parking discussion. 1.0 maximum is not enough. All new projects are getting 
approved as “TOD” (0.5 parking ratio). We will see the effects of that. People need to 
understand the cost of building parking and need to be willing to pay for it if they are going to 
own a car. Less parking accommodations will hopefully alter commuting patterns although this 
is debated strongly. 
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Open space is mentioned in the plan, but again hope that they are not just guidelines and hope 
they can be requirements for private development. Require O/S in RDAs. 
 
 
Should Local Industrial zoning in the base be changed to Multi-Family Residential zoning? The 
BRA heard the need and desire to keep local industrial uses in the study area (don’t zone them 
out). The problem is that Local Industrial zoning does not come with adequate setbacks and 
open space requirements, and that is where many MFR proposals are going in. Thus, should 
Local Industrial requirements include stronger setback and open space requirements in case 
other uses than LI go there? 
 
New development, "needs to respect its neighbors" in terms of height, stepback/setback, 
shadow, scale, etc. Sixty-five foot heights do not work well on small parcels. Local Industrial 
parcels need setbacks for open space, etc when being developed for height/density. If 
developers can't do it, they should take it to the ZBA.  
 
JP/ROX plan is not innovative enough. Look at other cities and see what innovative approaches 
they are doing to respond to the same issues (housing costs, displacement, fear of loss of 
diversity). Be more creative with the approaches and solutions.  
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August 19, 2016 
 
Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
1 City Hall Sq, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 
 
Re: Draft PLAN: JP/ROX 
 
Dear Marie: 
 
LivableStreets Alliance, Boston Cyclists Union and WalkBoston appreciate the work the BRA has 
done thus far to ensure that neighborhood development in Jamaica Plain and Roxbury aligns 
with residents’ wishes and is done in a sustainable way that preserves neighborhood character. 
However, our organizations believe that the policies and recommendations outlined in the 
BRA’s draft plan can be improved. Washington Street is a high-density, transit-accessible 
corridor, with low rates of automobile usage and a high share of residents traveling via transit, 
bicycle and walking. The policies and recommendations outlined in the BRA’s report should 
further advance these aspects of the neighborhood. Please find comments from the 
LivableStreets Advocacy Committee, WalkBoston, Boston Cyclists Union, and local residents 
below. Many of these recommendations align with work WalkBoston is pursuing in partnership 
with the Elderly Commission’s Age-Friendly Boston initiative and other city agencies to improve 
safety and comfort for seniors and other vulnerable populations. 

First, we would like to recommend general improvements for the area in the following 
categories: Policy Initiatives, Pedestrian Safety and Infrastructure, Bicycle Infrastructure, Transit 
Improvements, Placemaking and the Public Realm, and Parking.  In addition, we recommend a 
number of specific infrastructure improvements throughout the PLAN: JP/ROX study area, which 
are detailed later in this letter. 

Policy Initiatives 

 Commit to Complete Streets, Vision Zero, and other policies and standards that the City 
of Boston has adopted – don’t just aspire. Roadway design should prioritize pedestrians, 
bicycles, transit, and personal motor vehicles, in that order. Vehicular capacity/level of 
service should not trump other needs. 

o Page 120 of the draft plan mentions that traffic calming, improved sidewalk and 
pedestrian crossings, and bike facilities should be created “where possible.” This 
statement does not go far enough and the words “where possible” should be 
eliminated from the final plan. Boston has committed to implementing Vision 
Zero, which requires that streets be engineered in ways that prevent vulnerable 
road users from being killed by motor vehicles when motor vehicle operators 
make errors. The term “where possible” implies that nothing will change on a 
street unless no parking spaces are lost and motor vehicle traffic speeds are not 
impacted.   
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 Implement fast and flexible programs for infrastructure that advance Complete Streets 
and Vision Zero goals. Use flex posts, paint and other inexpensive and temporary 
materials to demonstrate innovative roadway treatments such as physically separated 
bike lanes, curb extensions, and pedestrian plazas. 

Pedestrian Safety and Infrastructure 

 Improve pedestrian safety through appropriately configured WALK signals.  

o All WALK signals should be on automatic recall, unless there are streets with 
very low pedestrian volumes.  

o All WALK signals should be concurrent with traffic, unless there are high 
volumes of turning traffic or special circumstances (e.g. locations near schools 
or senior centers) that should be further reviewed. 

o All concurrent WALK signals should provide a leading pedestrian interval (LPI) of 
6 seconds. 

o All WALK signals should provide countdowns that give sufficient time for 
pedestrians to cross the street.  At major intersections the timing should be set 
to accommodate the MUTCD standard of a pedestrian walking 3.0 ft/sec.  
(MUTCD Section 4E.06, Paragraph 14) 

 Establish an aggressive minimum standard for distance between crosswalks (signalized 
or not) and corresponding installation of new crosswalks at minor intersections and mid-
block locations. 

 Create landscaped pedestrian refuge areas where possible at unsignalized crosswalks. 

 Install sidewalk bump-outs at all pedestrian crossings where appropriate for pedestrian 
safety. 

 

Bicycle Safety and Infrastructure 

 Determine feasibility of implementing separated bike lanes along all collector and 
arterial streets. 

o On page 133 of the draft plan, fig. 89 and fig. 90 depict two different conceptual 
drawings of bike infrastructure. We recommend the fig. 90 conceptual drawing 
of a separated bike lane. 

 Create bike lanes/separated bike lanes, not sharrows, on major streets, and build as 
much as possible using paint on existing streets.  

 Expand Hubway service and stations according to station density requirements and 
locations within a quarter mile radius of MBTA stations, including at transit hub Forest 
Hills MBTA Station. 
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 Bicycle and pedestrian access to the Southwest Corridor should remain as safe as it is 
today or be made safer.  

 

Transit Improvements 

 Study additional options for improving buses and expanding BRT. Options may include 
extending the Silver Line from Dudley through Forest Hills as an alternative to the BRT 
corridor planned for Columbus Ave. 

 Use transit priority signals and far-side bus stops to provide better bus service, instead 
of queue jump lanes as currently recommended in the draft plan.  Far-side stops are 
better for bus operations and also help to daylight crosswalks to oncoming traffic. 

 Ensure that buses are accommodated if future development takes place at the 
Arborway Yard and either redesign or relocate bus operations.  The memorandum of 
agreement between the City and the MBTA calls for building a permanent $250 million 
facility to house 118 buses. 

Placemaking and the Public Realm 

 Install attractive, high-visibility, main-street-style, pedestrian-scale lighting to not only 
provide better illumination but to help visually narrow the street and signal to motorists 
that they are not on a high-speed arterial but in a village/neighborhood commercial 
center. 

 Install attractive and coordinated benches/street furniture, parklets, public art and 
other placemaking features 

 Minimize curb cuts through use of shared driveways and ensure that they have the 
tightest possible curb radii and level sidewalks. 

 Create more robust incentives to encourage store owners to remove metal security 
covers for storefronts or to replace them with less visually obtrusive interior-mounted 
alternatives.  

 Where appropriate, require setbacks for larger buildings to accommodate wider 
sidewalks and sidewalk cafes.  Any residential or non-storefront, non-active ground-
floor uses permitted to front on Washington St should require deeper, well landscaped 
setbacks, such as those along Marlborough St. in the Back Bay. 

Parking 

 Conduct a comprehensive neighborhood parking study to assess the proper regulations 
needed neighborhood wide.  

o Regulate on-street parking in business districts for 15% vacancy using a 
combination of time limits and metering to encourage turnover. 
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o Assess residential streets, especially near transit stations, for viability of resident 
parking zones.  Permits could be required during the day if people from outside 
the neighborhood are parking there during the day.  Make residential permits 
required during the day and/or during the night if overnight parking by non-
residents seems to be an issue. 

o Institute recommended parking ratios ranging from 0 to .7, consistent with 
research suggesting parking ratios of .5 to .7 spaces per unit in neighborhoods 
with similar mode share and vehicle ownership rates as this section of Boston. 
“Decoupling” usage of private parking spaces from specific residential units and 
encouraging commercial shared parking can further extend the usefulness of 
existing and proposed spaces.   

o Provide enough loading/drop-off/pick-up zones to reduce/eliminate double 
parking.  

o Explore maximums for off-street parking. 

o Reducing parking would save residents more than $8,500/year, which will aid 
the BRA’s goal of affordable housing. (This is based on the estimate that car 
ownership costs an average of $8,500/year.) 

 

In addition to these general recommendations, the plan should also address and mention 
specific infrastructure improvements to existing deficiencies, including the following: 

 Create a road diet for Columbus Ave between Egleston Sq. and Jackson Sq. 

 Add bump outs/curb extensions to narrow crossing distances and increase turning radii 
for vehicles turning right onto Washington St from Columbus Ave.   

 Add visual cues such as rapid flashing beacons and other high visibility signage to slow 
northbound traffic on Columbus Ave coming downhill through Egleston Square at 
Washington St. 

 Add and improve crosswalks throughout the study area.   

o Add raised crosswalks on all side streets along Washington and Columbus. 

o Add a crosswalk, preferably raised, with an in-street pedestrian crossing sign 
across Washington St at Beethoven St and across Washington St at Kenton Rd. 

o Add crosswalks with in-street pedestrian crossing signs across Columbus Ave 
between Washington St and Seaver St, and across Washington St between 
Columbus Ave and Dimock St, to enhance pedestrian connections to and 
surrounding Egleston Square.  (Currently there are very few crosswalks across 
the major arterials of Columbus Ave and Washington St along the 
aforementioned roadway segments.  New crosswalks may be located at side 
streets or midblock, depending on the circumstances.) 
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 Fix the WALK signal across Columbus Ave outside Walnut Park Apartments (between 
Weld Ave and Dixwell St) to shorten wait time and provide regular pedestrian phase. 
Currently the wait for a WALK cycle is very long even when the button is pushed. 

 Widen the sidewalks on Amory Street from the Brewery Complex to School Street to a 
minimum of 8’.  

 Establish wayfinding and pedestrian/bicycle links connecting and directing people from 
the Southwest Corridor, T Stations and Washington St to Franklin Park. 

o Page 130 of the draft plan states that connections should be enhanced between 
the Southwest Corridor and Franklin Park. Maps and diagrams of proposed 
improvements should be updated to reflect this in the final plan. 

o Page 152 of the draft plan cites proposed improvements for Egleston Square, 
including “new bike lanes, crosswalks, and connections to the Southwest 
Corridor.” Ideally these bike facilities should be two-way and protected from 
vehicle traffic.  As with connections between the SW Corridor and Franklin Park, 
such proposed improvements should be consistently mentioned throughout all 
maps presented in the final plan.   

 

 Install parking meters with 12-or-more hour maximum time on all streets within 1000’ 
of a train station to better manage commuter parking.  

Thank you again for presenting to our group in July and for this opportunity to comment on the 
draft plan. We appreciate your consideration of our recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
 
Boston Cyclists Union 
LivableStreets Alliance 
WalkBoston 
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August 26, 2016 
 
Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
1 City Hall Sq, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 
 
Re: Draft PLAN: JP/ROX 
 
Dear Marie: 
 
LivableStreets Alliance, Boston Cyclists Union and WalkBoston would like to make an 
amendment to the comment letter regarding the Draft JP/ROX Plan that we submitted on 
August 19, 2016. On the second page of the letter, under the Bicycle Safety and Infrastructure 
heading, the bullet point about page 133 of the draft plan contains an error. Please see the 
corrected recommendation that we would like to submit here: 

o On page 133 of the draft plan, fig. 89 and fig. 90 depict two different conceptual 
drawings of bike infrastructure. We recommend the fig. 89 conceptual drawing 
of a separated bike lane. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit this amendment.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Boston Cyclists Union 
LivableStreets Alliance 
WalkBoston 
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Monday August 22nd 2016 
 
Marie Mercurio 
Senior Planner II 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Marie.Mercurio@boston.gov 
(617) 918 - 4352  
 
Dear Ms. Mercurio, 
 
Thank you for investing resources on a new plan for JP/Rox. We understand that this task is 
challenging; bringing together many constituents and many voices is difficult yet essential. We 
appreciate your consideration of our feedback as we have decades of experience to bring to bear 
on building a plan for our community.  
 
Essentially, the JP/Rox plan as it stands now does not sufficiently support small businesses and 
their owners in this neighborhood. From Egleston to Forest Hills, the central artery of our 
neighborhood hums because of small businesses. Further development under this plan could 
have several outcomes for small business owners; they could stay, be forced to relocate within 
the neighborhood, be forced to relocate outside the neighborhood, or close. We insist that this 
plan and its authors have an important role to play in ensuring that small business owners are 
empowered to make the choice that is right for their business. Below please find our specific 
recommendations to improve the work you have begun on this plan.  
 
We have four immediate suggestions and one long-range suggestion. To address impact on small 
businesses in the neighborhood, the JP/Rox plan should: 
 

1. Be translated into different languages, even at the draft stage. We suggest working 
with local organizations or even purchasing professional translation services for the plan 
so that residents and small business owners who speak languages other than English have 
access to the plan. In comparison to the $670,000 BRA rebranding project, translating the 
plan would cost significantly less money and would greatly improve transparency.  
 

2. Commit to mediate disputes between landlords/developers and small business 
owners for a mutually beneficial result. Business owners need to have a place at the 
table, which the City, BRA, and Office of Economic Development can ensure.  

 
3. Include funding mechanisms for small business technical assistance, from legal 

services during displacement disputes to funding the costs of relocation, including 
marketing, architectural design of a new space, and accounting assistance. We suggest 
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that this funding mechanism include a fee levied on landlords/developers for displacing a 
small business. 

 
4. Outline a clear role for organizations to support neighborhood small businesses. 

Instead of duplicating efforts or reinventing the small-business-support-wheel, we 
recommend explicitly tapping into, and strengthen, the current support of organizations 
already doing the work of supporting small businesses. We recommend including 
language such as, “We will work with a coalition of organizations to support small 
business owners.” 
 

5. Create an Office of Small Business Stability in the near future. This office should be in 
the model of the Office of Housing Stability that was created earlier this year. Just as 
residents need help avoiding evictions and lowering costs, so do small business owners. 
As it stands there are no protections for small business owners, an incredibly valuable 
asset for our community. With the creation of this office outlined in the plan, a process 
that mimics that of housing protections, which Boston has built over years to include 
robust protections, could be mimicked for commercial real estate. Comparable rules and 
regulations could be developed by the Office of Small Business Stability over several 
years. 

 
Ultimately, we see these suggestions as one step in an ongoing conversation. The next step we’d 
like to take is to meet with you, small business owners, landlords, and developers. These 
constituents all have a stake in this plan yet there is an imbalance of power between 
landlords/developers, and small business owners. By facilitating a meeting, we could together 
take the next step in improving this plan. Thank you for taking the time to consider our 
recommendations. We will follow up about arranging a meeting and look forward to a more 
robust plan as a result of our feedback.  
 
We have enclosed in this letter an Eviction Process Chart to support our conclusions. 
  
Sincerely,  
 
 
Carlos Espinoza-Toro Small Business Program Director 
Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Development Corporation (JPNDC) 
 
Lisa Owens Pinto Executive Director 
City Life/Vida Urbana 
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Luis Edgardo Cotto Executive Director 
Egleston Square Main Street 
 
Adam Gibbons Membership and Community Outreach 
JP Local First 
 
Maria Christina Blanco Community Organizer 
City Life/Vida Urbana 
 
Helen Mathews Communications Manager 
City Life/Vida Urbana 
 
Leslie Bos Director of Real Estate 
JPNDC 
 
Juan Gonzalez Director of Community Organizing 
JPNDC 
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 (Current) EVICTION PROCESS by OUTCOME 
Jamaica Plain and adjacent neighborhoods 

Created by JPNDC Small Business Program 
Created on: Monday August 22nd, 2016 

 
 

OUTCOMES STAKEHOLDERS AND ROLES EXAMPLES2 

Business owner (BO) Municipal Government1 Local Organizations TA Provider Funding Sources Legal Services Landlord/Developer (L/D) Business owner (BO) 

BO(s) STAY in the same 
location. 
 
 

Broker between BOs 
and new L/D. 
 
Facilitates negotiation 
process.  

Are approached by 
BOs facing eviction. 
 
Convene a meeting to 
address eviction. Invite 
TA Provider. 
 
 

In partnership with local 
organizations, 
advocates on behalf of 
the BO(s). 

N/A  N/A L/D lawyers negotiate with 
BOs.  
 
Negotiation items include: 
new lease, staying vs. 
relocation, covering 
relocation costs, etc.  

Restaurant Pin Bochinche 

BO(s) RELOCATE to 
another location IN the 
Study Area. 
 
 

N/A Are approached by BO 
facing eviction. 
Refer BO to TA 
Provider 
 
 

Meets with BO, 
assesses legal needs.  
 
Secures funding sources 
to cover cost of legal 
services.  
 
Brokers meeting 
between BO and lawyer. 

Award funds to pay for 
professional services, 
such as legal services.  

Are contracted to 
represent the BO in 
front of the L/D. 
 
Start negotiation 
process with L/D 
lawyers. 

L/D lawyers negotiate with 
BO lawyer. 
 
Negotiation items include: 
new lease, staying vs. 
relocation, covering 
relocation costs, etc.  

Restaurant El Embajador 

BO(s) RELOCATE to 
another location 
OUTSIDE of the Study 
Area 
 
 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

Information currently being 
tracked and documented. 

Information currently 
being tracked and 
documented. 

BO(s) CLOSES 
business. 
 
 

N/A N/A Meets with BO, 
assesses legal needs. 
(After BO failed to 
negotiate w/o a lawyer) 
 
Secures funding sources 
to cover cost of legal 
services.  
 
Brokers meeting 
between BO and lawyer. 

Award funds to pay for 
professional services, 
such as legal services. 

Are contracted to 
represent the BO in 
front of the L/D. 
 
Start negotiation 
process with L/D 
lawyers. 

L/D lawyers negotiate with 
BO lawyer. 
 
Negotiation items include: 
new lease, staying vs. 
relocation, covering 
relocation costs, etc. 

Quisqueya Bakery 

 
1. As it stands the role of the Municipal Government is very limited. In the meeting we have requested we would like to discuss a broader role for the Municipal Government beyond the first row.  
2. This list has been kept to one example per outcome to enhance the clarity of the chart. The extended list of more than a dozen examples will be available upon request.  
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22 August 2016 

Ms. Marie Mercurio 

Senior Planner 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 

1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 

Re: PLAN: JP/Rox Draft Plan 

Dear Ms. Mercurio: 

TransitMatters appreciates the effort that the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) has put forward to 

engage the communities and stakeholders that this proposed revision of planning documents will affect. 

Included among these stakeholders are the co-founders of our organization are myself and Mr. Jeremy 

Mendelson. 

We especially appreciate the broad range of issues around development that the BRA has sought 

feedback on, is attempting to reconcile, and is envisioning solutions for. While our principal focus is on 

transit issues, we believe that planning for transit and other components of our transport network have 

been siloed across modes and governing bodies. This draft document does a great job of 

acknowledging the mobility concerns that residents raised at meetings and bridges those to larger 

concepts and policies that require comprehensive planning. 

That said, we would like to make specific comment on aspects that we believe BRA should strengthen in 

light of resident concern over transit mobility, congestion, environmental impact, and the limited capacity 

BRA has to affect change on MBTA service due to jurisdictional boundaries. 
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Transport Demand Mitigation Packages 

We would like to suggest BRA explicitly lay the foundation for citywide transit proximate districts 

regarding formulaic transport demand mitigation (TDM) packages for developments. This should build on 

the much lauded 'density bonus' this document proposes for developments near transit whereby 

developers can achieve a greater housing density in exchange for more inclusionary housing. 

Regarding mitigation packages, developers within a district and/or prescribed distance from rapid transit 

or surface transit within certain service delivery guidelines (hours of operation, frequency) should be given 

explicit options for funding bike share facilities (e.g. Hubway), bicycle parking, car sharing 

vouchers/discounts, and transit pass vouchers/discounts. This should be assembled based on 

successful TDM packages that have been deployed across the city under BRA approval, national 

examples of city-wide policies, and with comprehensive study with an appropriately experienced 

engineering firm to build upon upcoming GoBoston 2030 recommendations. 

We laud the BRA’s promise that development teams will be required to financially support the Hubway 

program’s continued growth and operations and we look forward to the final draft or some future policy 

that prescribes this in a way that is formulaic and predictable to developers and stakeholders. 

We also acknowledge and laud the City’s plan to study appropriate funding from development for 

complete streets accommodation. We further urge the City to initiate plans for a transit/complete streets 

infrastructure bank. It's easily understood how developers can mitigate via traffic and parking issues, but 

as yet stakeholders don't have a great way to ask for mitigation through transit, biking, and walking 

facilities. These types of mitigations need to be implemented both at the proposed Mobility Hubs and 

along identified corridors across the city. Especially for small developers, rather than paying for transit 

corridor improvements, they could pay into the fund so that every unit constructed contributes. The 

amount required of developers would be much less than cost of structured parking or have less impact 

on the economics of the development with a smaller building envelope and it would achieve significant 

impact toward mode shift goals envisioned in this document. 
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As you may know from recent research and ongoing conversations with developers, parking is a 

significant factor in economic feasibility for developments and has a major impact on the number of units 

that can be built within an approved building envelope, the type of units that get built, and then has 

knock-on effects on the modes those residents choose to get around. 

Elimination of Parking Minimums in Transit Districts 

We laud BRA for its recommendation that parking should be shared between developments. We would 

like to see this executed across the city to mitigate pressure on developments to build expensive parking 

facilities. 

We challenge BRA to develop more forward-thinking policy regarding zoning requirements for parking 

above the Boston Transportation Department’s (BTD) current policy. In some cases, as exhibited in 

Figure 70 of the document, BRA zoned minimums and maximums exceed BTD policy maximums. We 

strongly encourage BRA to entirely eliminate parking minimums from zoning requirements within transit 

districts and instead apply parking maximums of .5 for all uses within these districts. 

Continuing to require developers to build parking or enabling stakeholders to demand its inclusion in 

development is contrary to the study area vision and recommendations, whereby BRA is intending to 

accommodate the aspiration of prioritizing walking, biking, and transit over driving. We hear stakeholder 

concerns about perceived on-street parking pressure, but we believe this should be resolved by BTD 

through on-street resident parking policy reform and improved accommodations and service across the 

bike and transit network, not through expensive off-street parking accommodations. 

Improving Surface Transit Service 

Before pursuing the restoration of a discontinued MBTA bus circulation loop between Jackson Square 

and Forest Hills, we strongly recommend the City work with MBTA on advancing a system-wide service 

plan, which they have not updated for a number of years and which the Fiscal, Management, and 

Control Board would like to pursue. 
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We would also like to continue our conversation with the city on a number of initiatives that would 

prioritise street-running transit and ultimately unlock additional bus capacity or realise better transit 

frequency. 

With regard to development, we encourage BRA to more deeply engage MBTA and BTD on transit-

related street furniture and features, such as bus stop bulb outs, as it has done with ensuring developers 

assist with parts of BTD’s planned infrastructure upgrades. 

Sincerely,  

 

Marc Ebuña 

President & Co-Founder 
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URBAN EDGE FEEDBACK ON JP/ROX PLAN 

September 2, 2016 

Urban Edge appreciates the opportunity to be a part of the City of Boston’s JP/Rox process.  We 

understand that the JP/Rox plan lays the groundwork to guide the preservation, enhancement, and 

growth of our neighborhoods for generations to come.  It is Urban Edge’s expectation that the JP/Rox 

process will result in a plan which has very clear and consistent commitments for housing production 

and policies in Roxbury and Jamaica Plain.  We also anticipate that affordable housing development and 

its various requirements will be more streamlined and predictable once this plan is finalized and that the 

elimination of contentious one‐off negotiations between residents, developers and the City is a primary 

goal of this process. 

Urban Edge Board and Staff have reviewed the JP/Rox plan and provide the following feedback.  As you 

will note, Urban Edge still has a number of questions about the plan and/or is requiring additional 

information. 

HOUSING POLICIES 

Affordability Goal 

 The JP/Rox plan assumes an initial 30% affordable housing goal.  The scenarios shown to date do 

not evoke confidence that this goal will be reached.   We would ask that the aspirations 

identified as a means of getting to 30% become commitments prior to the completion of the 

plan.  For example: 

o ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF SUBSIDIZED AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS‐‐The JP/Rox plan 

assumes 472 affordable units to be built at the MBTA Arborway Yard.  The MBTA for 

decades has stated the need to use a large portion of the yard for its multi‐purpose bus 

facility, has well documented financial challenges and has, to this point, sought to 

maximize revenue in its land disposition processes (i.e. Mattapan Bus Yard disposition).  

Without clear commitments from the State/MBTA and the City around the plan for this 

property and timing of implementation, it is impossible to count on such a large 

percentage of the affordable units included in the 30% goal to be developed on that 

site.    Urban Edge requests a clear implementation plan and commitments from the City 

and State that will lead to that level of new affordable units on that site, including the 

timing of implementation. 

o While the RCC underutilized parking parcels south of the college were not identified in 

the plan as they are just outside the plan boundaries, they are an opportunity for the 

significant development of affordable housing.  Given the very limited amount of 

publicly owned land in the JP/Rox Area, Urban Edge asks that the City to take a 

leadership role in creating and implementing a plan with the Roxbury Community 

College lots as well. 

o AFFORDABLE HOUSING SET ASIDES IN PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT‐‐The JP/Rox plan 

assumes 297 units with IDP @ 70% and bonus density at 50% AMI.  This seems to 

require that developers will build to the maximum allowed by the new zoning, which 

seems unlikely.  Please provide a site by site analysis or further details on the source of 

this estimate. 
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Inclusionary Development Policy (IDP) 

 Urban Edge requests that off‐site commitments and cash out plans need to presented, 

reviewed, and finalized before the on‐site development begins.  Off‐site commitments and cash 

out payments need to be concurrent with development benchmarks for the “on‐site” projects 

(for example, off‐site projects funded at closing of the “on‐site” project).  Urban Edge is 

concerned that future commitments and plans remain vague, subject to future market changes 

and could become a compliance burden for the city. 

 The City stated early on in JP/Rox process that the first 13% of IDP will be built into the zoning 

code.  The City then stated that such a requirement will require State legislation.  Is this correct 

and, if so, what progress has been made on moving such legislation in the past year? 

Increase in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 

 The JP/Rox plan increases FAR to 2.0‐which will provide tremendous benefit to existing property 

owners‐‐with no increase in IDP requirement (the IDP required remains at 13% even with an 

increase in FAR).  Urban Edge suggests the IDP should be greater than 13% in such a scenario to 

help the community mitigate the impact of this immediate increase in land values in an already 

super‐heated market.   

 The proposed RDA zoning assumes density bonuses at 2.0 FAR.  Urban Edge would like to see 

bonuses being awarded at a lower FAR level.  

Land Banking 

 The City’s identification of support for non‐profit land banking activity is welcomed.  Urban Edge 

would like to see more from the City directly on these initiatives including: 

o Direct City funds to accelerate acquisition and absorb risk over an extended holding 

period. 

o Better City program to acquire “naturally occurring” rental and homeownership housing 

(more than $100K/unit as opposed to the proposed $75K/unit).   This program has the 

potential to mitigate displacement and add to the stock of restricted units but the 

funding levels need to be feasible for the JP Roxbury markets to be effective.    

Government Funding 

 Urban Edge suggests priority scoring and recommendations for City and State funding for JP/Rox 

projects.   The market pressures that led the City to prioritize this neighborhood for this planning 

processes likewise warrant prioritization of resources to mitigate displacement.    

Section 8 Public Based Rental Assistance  

 Section 8 PBA is perhaps the most effective tool available to provide homes to families at lower 

than 50% AMI.  Urban Edge requests the City offer Section 8 PBA contracts to developers for 

properties of 5 units or more. 
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

 Urban Edge requests information from the City on how the JP/Rox plan is going to strike a 

balance between housing production and ensuring that light industrial opportunities (and jobs) 

remain in the neighborhood.    The presence of jobs that are available to people with a range of 

skills and experiences is key element in retaining an economically diverse neighborhood.  City 

zoning and other policies need to mitigate the development pressures that displace industrial 

uses from traditionally mixed neighborhoods like those found in the JP/Rox area.   

PARKING 

 Urban Edge requests the City to provide clear guidelines on parking ratios for housing 

development.  The Plan should include a table identifying the parking ratios that will be included 

in the new zoning.  Two uses, residential and commercial (retail/office), are not enough.  Please 

add light industrial, affordable units, and residential units within ½ mile of transit station.  Also 

the new zoning should allow clearly defined shared parking opportunities as a way to reduce 

land devoted to parking.  Bicycle parking requirements should be identified and codified in the 

new zoning. 

 

 Urban Edge would like to better understand the City’s plans for parking opportunities for 

commercial spaces in the neighborhood. 

RETAIL 

 Urban Edge wants more information on the City’s strategies for ensuring that commercial space 

remains affordable for current and incoming local merchants and that their customers have 

access to parking. 
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September 7, 2016 
 
Martin Walsh, Mayor 
Brian Golden, Director, Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Timothy J. Burke, Chairman, BRA/EDIC Board 
Carol Downs, BRA/EDIC Board 
Michael P. Monahan, BRA/EDIC Board 
Dr. Theodore C. Landsmark, BRA/EDIC Board 
Priscilla Rojas, BRA/EDIC Board 
 
Dear Mayor Walsh, Director Golden, and Members of the BRA/EDIC Board, 
 
The Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council has closely followed Plan JP/Rox, the planning initiative for 
the area in Jamaica Plain between Forest Hills, Egleston Square, and Jackson Square.  
 
There has been a long-standing request from the community to plan for growth in this area.  Half of this 
corridor used to lie under the shadow of the tracks of the old elevated Orange Line; other sections of the 
area were in the path of the proposed route for the I-95 highway.  There are many lots zoned for 
industrial use, which are no longer used for that purpose.  There is substantial room for new housing and 
businesses, a desire for improved streetscapes, and a hope to reinvigorate vacant and underused spaces.   
 
The goal of Plan JP/Rox is to provide a blueprint for sustainable, inclusive, smart growth.  The current 
Draft Plan is a good start, but is not yet complete.  There are some essential elements that are necessary 
to the Plan's success, and we ask that these issues be addressed before the Plan is brought before the 
BRA/EDIC Board for approval: 
 
Affordability  
Economic diversity, a key goal for Jamaica Plain, will not be met under the current Plan.  
 
In the Jamaica Plain/Roxbury study area, 70% make less than $75,000 a year. Yet the current Plan calls 
for 70% high-end market-rate housing, where a family needs to make $100,000 a year to afford a 
$2500/month apartment. About 50% of households make less than $35,000 a year, but less than 2% of 
new housing will be affordable to households making that amount. 
 
Even with the density bonus, the Plan's affordability requirement for private development is 17-18%, 
below the JPNC's requirement of 25%, and below what many believe is necessary.   
 
The Plan commits to 30% affordability in new construction for the area, relying on a combination of 
IDP requirements and nonprofit housing development.  However, 50% of the planned affordable 
nonprofit housing is located on the Arborway Yard, a problematic site.  This site is owned by the 
MBTA, which has no plan to turn that land over to the community despite a Memorandum of 
Understanding signed over 15 years ago to do so. 
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A number of neighborhood associations and community members working on affordability have 
recommended solutions, including increasing the 30% affordability goal, shifting the income levels of 
affordable housing downward from an average 60% AMI, and strengthening private developer 
requirements. Groups have also recommended that the City make concrete commitments and goals 
around land banking, setting aside units for voucher holders, and increasing City funding beyond the 
plan's current $35 million (about $2.3 million a year). 
 
Design Guidelines  
Design guidelines - set backs, step backs, and open space requirements - need to be strengthened in the 
Plan and respected in new developments. The industrial lots vary greatly in size and topography, but all 
are next to existing 2- and 3- story homes and buildings.  The guidelines help bigger, higher, denser 
buildings fit in with their neighbors. This has been a significant concern with all neighborhood 
associations in the Plan JP/Rox corridor.  
 
An important purpose in having a Plan is to have more zoning by rules and less zoning by variance.  The 
neighborhood associations have dedicated considerable thought and discussion to the specific design 
guidelines, leading to new zoning, that will respect the scale and character of the neighborhoods while 
allowing higher and denser new construction.  A strong example of this comes from Stonybrook 
Neighborhood Association, which has been actively involved in several large new developments in their 
area.  In their Vision for Washington Street Corridor Development, Section VI, Design Guidelines, SNA 
lays out detailed and reasonable recommendations for step backs, set backs, open space, and design. 
 
The neighborhood associations are unclear on the BRA's current commitment to the design guidelines 
coming out of Plan JP/Rox since the BRA has not required these guidelines to be followed in recent 
Article 80 projects in the area. 
 
Transportation Improvements  
The Plan is full of good recommendations for transportation improvements, but there's no plan from the 
City's Transportation or Public Works Departments to deliver any.  A unique element of Plan JP/Rox 
has been that many City departments were involved in general meetings with the public, as well as with 
regular interdepartmental meetings with Plan JP/Rox staff.  We need a coordinated and funded plan 
from City departments for transportation and related infrastructure improvements:  we are doubling the 
population while moving towards a more sustainable, less car-dependent future.   
 
As a side note, all Article 80 projects over the past year or so in this area have offered a .5 parking ratio.  
It would be good to see the substantial savings created by lower parking requirements be reflected in 
increased affordability and/or contributions to transportation improvements. 
 
Good Jobs Opportunity  
Good jobs, jobs that pay a family-sustaining wage and carry benefits, can be a strong anti-displacement 
strategy.  Plan JP/Rox is a great opportunity to bring in good jobs as a tool for neighborhood growth and 
stabilization.  Developers could be required to apply Boston Resident Jobs Policy standards to all 
construction over 50,000 sq. ft, Developers could be required to apply good jobs standards on all 
construction jobs regardless of size.  The BRA could ask that a jobs plan be included in a developer's 
plans when submitting a project notification form. 
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There is also an opportunity here in Plan JP/Rox to explore linking transit oriented housing to transit 
oriented jobs through First Source Access Rights and a program that would help residents connect with 
good jobs downtown.  First Access sites could be located in or near Orange Line T stations and help 
residents connect to where most good jobs are - downtown, Financial District, Longwood, Back Bay, 
and Seaport. 
 
We appreciate the 3-month extension given in June for the community to review the Plan.  It has been 
useful.  The BRA Plan JP/Rox team has been willing and available, and met with many groups for 
thoughtful and respectful discussions over the summer.   
 
It is our hope now that the extensive community feedback will be incorporated into Plan JP/Rox, and 
that the issues outlined here will be addressed so that Plan JP/Rox will be the best possible Plan for 
current and future residents. 

Attached please find comments submitted to Plan JP/Rox from neighborhood associations in the Plan 
JP/Rox area, from affordability advocates, from Livable Streets Alliance/Boston Cyclists Union/Walk 
Boston, and from the JP Good Jobs Committee. 

 
Very truly yours, 
 

 
 
Kevin F. Moloney, Chair 
Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council 
 

Attached: 
Stonybrook Neighborhood Vision for Washington Street Corridor Development 
Union Ave. Neighborhood Association's response to the first (7/15) draft of the Plan JP/Rox Proposal 
Concerns from the Brookside/Brewery Neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain 
Letter from Egleston Square Neighborhood Association (includes participation of Chilcott Place-
Granada Park Neighborhood Association) 
Informational handout packet from AffordableEgleston 
Letter from Sarah Horseley, Advisory Group Member Plan JP/Rox and neighborhood resident 
Memo from Jamaica Plain Good Jobs Committee 
Letter from Livable Streets/Boston Cyclists Union/WalkBoston 
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 14 Beacon Street, Suite 421, Boston, MA 02108 

Phone (617) 423-8609  

Kathy@bostontenant.org  | Maga@bostontenant.org  | Kadineyse@bostontenant.org 

 

 

 

October 13, 2016 

Mayor Martin Walsh 
Sheila Dillon, Director of the Department of Neighborhood Development 
Brian Golden, Director of the Boston Planning and Development Agency 
City of Boston 
 

Dear Mayor Walsh, Ms. Dillon and Mr. Golden: 

On behalf of the Boston Tenant Coalition, we write to submit comments on Plan JP Rox.  While we appreciate 
the City of Boston’s efforts to conduct comprehensive planning for the Washington Street and Columbus 
Avenue corridor, we have significant concerns about the JP Rox Plan.  We also want to ask you to delay the 
vote of the BPDA on approving the plan and work further with the community to address significant issues 
many neighborhood and community groups have raised. 

As an organization devoted to fighting for the rights and needs of tenants and low-income Boston residents, 
we urge the City of Boston to make the following improvements to the Plan:  

1) Raise the overall affordability goal well beyond 30%, not only to prevent displacement, but also 
preserve economic & racial/ethnic diversity.  A higher percentage of units could be achieved 
through some combination of: raising base IDP to at least 25% of units, strengthening the density 
bonus, or helping CDCs to build or acquire more units.   

 Higher IDP - In the BTC campaign to strengthen the City-wide IDP private units, we pushed 
for the percentage of private units to be raised from 13% to 25%.  The JP Neighborhood 
Council also requires developers to build 25% of private units affordable. The City has added 
additional tools in its plan since June, but the affordability commitment remains at 30% with 
only a stated hope to do more. With these additional tools, the City should make a firm 
commitment well beyond 30%.  

 Lower income residents and residents of color are already being forced out of the study area 
by rising rents, and without a strong commitment on the City's part, it is only going to get 
worse.  We are concerned that the housing that is being built is not meeting the needs of the 
present Boston residents that need them most and those residents that are at high risk of 
displacement from the city to areas outside of Greater Boston. 

2) Deepen overall level of affordability and ensure sufficient new units for families at 30% AMI, 40% 
AMI, and 50% AMI.  The average income levels of the affordable units have not seemed to change in 
the new plan. Ways to enhance depth of affordability, include:  

 Strongly encouraging private developers to set aside a significant percentage of IDP units for 
Section 8 or MRVP voucher holders.  

 Expanding the Acquisition Program (and making this program more flexible – increase 
funding to help non-profits purchase occupied buildings and land).  

Boston 
Tenant 

Coalition



 
 

3) Push the MBTA and State to act on developing the Arborway Yard for affordable housing:  

To prevent displacement, we must build as many CDC (non IDP) affordable units before permitting 
most IDP/private developments.  We laud the City for the rental acquisition program and willingness to 
help CDCs to acquire publicly owned land for affordable housing. In order to prevent displacement 
of current residents, we have to build the majority of affordable units before (or at the same time) as 
private developers are building the market units.  In addition, we need to remove as much housing and 
land as possible from the speculative market.  Otherwise, rising rents will force current families out. 

We recognize that the BRA has taken the Arborway Yard out of the latest version of the Plan.  However, 
whether or not the City chooses to include Arborway Yard in Plan JP Rox, the Yard offers the possibility of 
significant new affordable housing in the plan area.  

Therefore, we urge the Walsh Administration and the City Council to push the State/MBTA to agree to 
an immediate and definite commitment and timeframe to hand the land over. In addition, the City 
should regularly report progress to the JPNC Housing and Development Committee, which is now 
overseeing the Arborway Yard process. 

4) Provide a thorough analysis of the racial impacts of development and develop policies to mitigate 
these impacts.  

We appreciate that the most recent Draft Plan JP Rox begins to discuss the disproportionate racial impact 
of this scale of market-rate development.  We urge the City to deepen its commitment to analyze and 
address the racial (in)justice aspects of this plan, especially in light of HUD’s new Affirmatively Furthering 
Fair Housing policy and Mayor Walsh’s signing onto the Government Alliance for Racial Equity (coming 
out of the Racial Equity Summit in May). The plan projects that the neighborhood will remain at least 
50% people of color, but the neighborhood is currently 2/3 people of color. This is a drastic drop and also 
means that the vast majority of new residents will be white.  

The Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE) has a race equity tool (and toolkit) that cities can 
use to operationalize race equity in city planning and program development and assessment. A number 
of cities including Seattle, Madison, League of Cities in Minnesota, and towns and cities in Northern and 
Southern California and others are using such tools. The race equity tool can be found at 
http://racialequityalliance.org/newsite/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/GARE-Racial_Equity_Toolkit.pdf. 
Information about the work of these cities and towns can be found at 
http://racialequityalliance.org/category/community-capacity-building/  

5) Provide analysis and proposed solutions to address land speculation. Both affordable housing 
advocates and private developers have warned the City that land speculation is allowing landowners 
and investors to demand inflated prices.  Developers’ ability to deliver affordable units is then 
constrained, because they seek to make a return on the inflated price they paid for the land.   

The City needs to factor speculation into its analysis and put into place policies that regulate the amount 
that landowners/investors can demand for land.  In addition to affordability requirements, these policies 
can put downward pressure on land prices and enable developers to deliver more affordability.  One 
possible solution is tax-increment financing, by which the increase in property taxes is used to float 
bonds which are spent on solutions for affordable housing (& affordable commercial space) rather than 
going into the City’s general fund. The City could also establish an anti-speculation tax. This would 
require a home rule petition, but other localities have enacted such policies. 



 
 

6) Be innovative and courageous in identifying additional resources and regulatory tools that can help 
prevent displacement and create more affordable units at a deeper level of affordability in JP Rox 
and across the City.  We greatly appreciate the establishment of the Office of Housing Stability to 
address displacement. Other innovative and courageous ideas include: 

 Capturing excessive profit made from land speculation, through tools such as: 
 tax-increment financing (see description under #5 above) 
 anti -speculation tax 

 
 Removing more housing from the speculative market, through community land trusts, co-

ops, and land banking. 

 Aggressively urging developers to obtain agreements to rent a certain number of units to 
voucher holders (as mentioned in #2 above) 

 Expanding the Acquisition Program and making it more flexible (as mentioned in #2 above) 

 When appropriate, working with private developers to acquire and rehab occupied (or 
vacant) units and turn those over to nonprofits as part of their IDP obligations (vs. doing on 
site units).   

 Passing the Just Cause Eviction Ordinance and using the new Office of Housing Stability and 
other tools to prevent displacement. 

7) Good job standards – The City must put in place enforceable standards to make sure local residents 
in need of opportunity benefit from the jobs that development brings.  We support the 
recommendation of the JP Good Jobs Committee and ESNA that Plan JP Rox include the following 
specific requirements: 

 Require developers to deliver good job access and wages on construction jobs - hire 51% 
residents, 51% people of color, 20% women, paid at union or strong residential construction rate 

 Require developers to promote access to good permanent jobs for businesses located on their 
site - 51% residents, 51% people of color, 50% women, paid at livable wage 

 Create a link between downtown jobs and the neighborhood by City providing one-stop, transit-
oriented job centers at MBTA locations 

If the City of Boston is truly committed to the needs of all of its residents, it must be bold and innovative to 
prevent displacement and preserve affordability. Further, it is crucial that the City takes care to put in place 
effective affordability and anti-displacement policies for Plan JP Rox, as it will serve as model for planning 
across the City. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy Brown     Sarah Horsley  
Coordinator    Board Member, Boston Tenant Coalition 
Boston Tenant Coalition   Advisory Group Member, Plan JP Rox 
 
Cc: Devin Quirk, DND  Lydia Edwards, DND 
 Marie Mercurio, BPDA  John Dalzell, BPDA 
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These comments are divided into two parts: CLARIFICATIONS which affect the meaning of content, and ISSUES which 
request changes to the content. They include additional description of issues in the 10/13/16 Alliance letter, as well as 
other issues, such as parking, that have not had time for discussion. 

CLARIFICATIONS 
On several important points, the intent of the 9/20/16 Draft is unclear at best, and misleading at worst, and should be 
clarified to avoid unintended future consequences and/or confusion. 

1. Differentiate and clarify each of the three approval processes (Pages 124 & 125) 
a. The process to allow RDA zones and establish the related zoning and design guidelines;  
b. the process to approve a specific RDA project within the RDA zone;  
c. the Article 80 process 

2. RDA Calculations (page 125) 
 The explanation of RDA density bonus calculations is incomplete and unclear.  
 Clarify that the “base bonus” (currently at 13%) is triggered by an RDA request for change in use, regardless 

of existing or proposed FAR. 
 Clarify how the FAR is clarified (excludes parking, includes retail?) 
 Clarify how the bonus is calculated when the building includes retail space. If the FAR changes from 1.0 to 

3.0, is the bonus applied to 1/3 of the housing? Is retail considered part of the base, or is it subtracted from 
the bonus? (It adds to height, and should not be deducted from the bonus.) 

3. REVISE the identical colored maps “Development Focus Area Map by Height”maps to more accurately show 
the existing (amended) conditions and the proposed changes to both allowable height and allowable uses 
(Pages 127, 135, with blow ups of each neighborhood on pages 143, 147, 150, 155, 159)  
a. Compare Existing (amended) Base Zoning to the Proposed RDA. The 9/20 colored maps mix apples and 

oranges – existing use with proposed height. Rather than try to illustrate all of the above information on a 
single map, it would be much clearer to split the information into two maps;  one map would show the 
amended base zoning height and use, and the other would show proposed RDA allowable height and use. 

b. Amended Base Zoning Map: 
i.  Zoning Subdistricts Key: The 9/20 key identifies the black lines/text as indicating “Existing zoning 

Subdistrict boundary” when it actually includes the amended base zoning subdistricts proposed on page 
121. REVISE KEY to “Amended base zoning subdistricts. See page 121.”  

ii. Existing Height: The existing allowable height (in feet and stories) is not shown. This information is only 
attained by comparing the existing zones on page 121 to the key on page 123. REVISE KEY and/or add 
footnote that refers to existing allowable height. 

c. Proposed RDA Map: 
i. Proposed Height Key: The 9/20 key identifies the colors as “Proposed Height (in feet)” when in fact the 

proposed height in each color zone is up to 5’ higher per the chart on page 134 and in the Neighborhood 
Design Guidelines (pages 143, 147, 150, 155, 159). In a 9/30 meeting1, the BRA indicated that the 
increased height might only be allowed where the first floor is commercial.) REVISE KEY and/or add 
footnote that refers to exceptions that allow greater height. ADD a footnote to a definition of 
Maximum height. 

                                                           
1 On 9/30/16, the BRA presented several potential changes and clarifications to a group of representatives from several JP 
Neighborhood Groups. The changes were still in flux. 
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ii. Proposed Stories: The proposed maximum allowable height in stories is not shown on the 9/20 key. This 
information is only shown in the text under Neighborhood Design Guidelines (pages 142, 146, 150, 154, 
158. REVISE KEY and/or add footnote that refers to allowable stories. 

iii. Proposed RDA uses: The 9/20 maps indicate the existing allowable uses but do not indicate the 
proposed uses. Although the overall plan proposes housing in all RDA zones (pages 124 and 125) and 
proposes complementary retail or institutional uses in the Neighborhood guideline narrative (140, 144, 
148, 152, 156) NOWHERE does the plan specify which uses (Housing, Mixed Housing/Retail, Mixed 
Housing/Institutional) are allowed in which subdistricts.  

4. CLARIFY chart “RDA SUB-ZONES AND ALLOWABLE HEIGHTS” (Page 134 and related text on 146, 150, 154 and 
158 ) 

a. The text for each neighborhood (146, 150, 154 and 158 ) is different than column in page 134 for 
“adjacent building height”, showing that the proposed RDA heights are actually adjacent to much lower 
buildings than indicated by  page 134.  

b. DEFINE “RDA Building Height (page 134 “Building Height, Scale and Massing” narrative and chart)  
i. ADD a column for the number of stories allowed in each RDA subzone 

ii. Indicate how maximum height is measured (Average of the perimeter height, height at the street, 
height at each elevation? Zoning typically refers to an average of the perimeter height. Given the 
topography, the distinction between average height, and maximum height will have a significant 
impact on both abutting residences and neighbors. This distinction should be studied, and 
coordinated with the requirements for stepbacks (for example, the maximum height might be an 
average of the building perimeter, while the setbacks might be determined for each elevation 
condition).  It may be appropriate to work this out in the zoning, with neighborhood input. 
Acknowledge that determining how height will be measured will be studied during the zoning 
phase with stakeholder input. 

iii. Clarify the intent of the column called “adjacent building height”. The information on page 134 
conflicts with that shown for each neighborhood (page 142, 146, 150, 154, 158) and conflicts with 
what is shown on the map on 135. Regardless of the goals shown on these charts, 5 and 6 story 
heights are regularly proposed adjacent to 1-3 family residential zones.  

iv. Revise charts on 146 

5. CLARIFY description of Step Backs (Page 136)  - Clarify meaning of “level 4/5”. It is not clear that it means 
between the 4th and 5th floor, as indicated at the 9/30 meeting2. 

6. CLARIFY Setback diagrams (page 136)  
 Distinguish between residential building and residential street 
 Does “RESIDENTIAL” diagram apply to residential building on Main streets? 
 Does “LOCAL RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL” mean the setback is not required where ever there is some retail, or only 

on a main commercial street? Is this retail on first floor/residential above? Retail on a residential street?  
 Why is rear setback different for mixed use than it is for residential only? 
 How do the images relate to the diagrams? All images show main commercial streets. 

                                                           
2 On 9/30/16, the BRA met with a group of representatives from several JP Neighborhood Groups and indicated that 4/5 meant 
“between the 4th and 5th story”.  
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7. CLARIFY “RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE” narrative, definitions and content (PAGES 160-164) 
a. Page 160 - “RECOMMENDATIONS OVERVIEW” – ADD process for community to review Plan progress 

and revisions, and to participate in the ongoing process of implementing the plan. 

b. Page 164 – In “Strategy” column, does “Z” refer to Zoning? ADD a definition of “Z” to the list of 
definitions on page 161. 

c. Page 164 – Under “Housing” item “Revisit zoning bonus policy every 2 years…”, Clarify process and 
public input into proposed “revisiting” of the bonus policy. (Would a change require a zoning revision 
with public input?) 

ISSUES - REQUESTED CHANGES TO CONTENT: 
8. PARKING RATIO (page 88- 92) 

 The BPDA proposal for parking ratio is unclear and misleading. 
o The Expo on 9/20 included a board showing the existing BTD maximums and minimums, but it was 

not labeled, which gave many the impression that this was the proposal. No proposed ratios were 
included on the board. When asked, the BRA staff indicated that it was the existing policy, and that 
the proposed policy would be a maximum without a minimum. A reduction in the maximum was not 
mentioned. 

o Page 88 of the Transportation Framework states “”All new projects that are “large projects (>50,000 
s.f.) will have their parking supply determined through Article 80 design review process, and with 
consideration of the Boston Transportation Department policy parking ratio maximums. Below are 
current parking ratios for residential and commercial areas.” The existing ratios are on page 89. 

o Page 92 presents reduced parking maximums of 0.75 for large projects. 
o Page 94 proposes policies to reduce pressure on on street parking, including on street parking 

pricing. 
 Page 94 proposes strategies to reduce pressure on on street parking. However resident parking will not 

discourage residents of new project who will be JP residents and who may choose to park on the street in 
lieu of paying for al-la carte parking. Requiring payment for on street parking shifts the cost and 
responsibility for parking from developers onto existing low income residents. 

 Parking maximums should at least allow for 1 space per unit, unless clear guidelines are in place to 
disincentive residents who have cars from parking on the street. Zoning should include clauses that 
residents of developments without sufficient parking will not be eligible for resident parking. It has been 
argued that no resident is guaranteed a parking space on the street. However these developments are 
asking for relief from existing zoning while disproportionately burdening the existing residents. 

 The proposed strategy should be clarified, and there should be an opportunity for community input. 
 

9. ALLOWABLE RDA HEIGHT (Pages 127, 135, with blow ups of each neighborhood pages 143, 147, 150, 155, 159) 
 Refer to the  10/13/16 letter from the Alliance of Neighborhood Associations for specific request for changes 

to RDA height. 

 Confirm that the Design Guidelines will be integrated into the applicable zoning revisions. (Page 130 
indicates that “additional dimension” may be allowed.)  Be clear that maximum heights will be enforced and 
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excess height will require a variance, which guidelines will be required by zoning, which are at the discretion 
of subsequent BRA design review, and how the community will participate in that review 

 
10. SETBACKS AND OPEN SPACE (Page 134-136) 

 Setbacks are defined as being from the property line. The minimum sidewalk width and minimum setbacks 
should be coordinated with each other, and with existing building stepbacks. 

 On page 134, Sidewalk requirements refer only to the minimum sidewalk width, which is defined on page 90 
as 7’ wide.  A 7 foot sidewalk is not appropriate for a 5 to 6 story building on a residential street, and is 
certainly not reasonable for a commercial street. Page 90 also refers to “preferred widths of 11’ 6” at 
Residential Streets and 16’ 6” at Commercial Main Streets”.   

o Provide appropriate minimum sidewalk width for each street condition. 
 

 The side and rear setbacks should reflect the character of the abutting residential zones, including MFR, not 
the character of the front street.  

o All rear yard setbacks that abut existing residential zones should be minimum 20 feet. 
o All side yard setbacks that abut existing residential zones should be minimum 10 feet. 

 Open space requirements (page 138) are easily met by rear yard setbacks, and do nothing to contribute to 
public open space.  

o Add requirement to large projects for public open space on or off site. 

11. REAR AND SIDE FAÇADE STEP-BACKS (page 136, 137):  
 Rear and side step-backs should protect the adjacent residential zones by providing transitional height that 

reflects the sloping topography, and maximum 35 feet allowable height in abutting residential zones. Depth 
of step back should be sufficient to reduce the impact of height and preserve access to views and sun.  

 With grade changes on the south side of Washington, the proposed BPDA step back at the 4/5 level would 
result in a façade that is as much as 25 feet higher than an existing 3 story residence (10 foot grade change + 
10’ extra story + 5 feet additional proposed height for all zones). 

 The BPDA proposals have REDUCED the depth and length of stepbacks even as most neighborhoods 
requested an increase to 10 feet to 20 feet. 

o The 7/15/16 draft required that stepbacks be 8 feet deep across 100% of the rear and side facade.  
o The 9/20 final draft (page 136, 138) required an average of 8 feet across 80% of the façade  
o The 9/30 meeting proposed reducing the step-back to 5’. 

 The neighborhood consensus is that new buildings that abut exisitng 1-3 story residential zones should be 
stepped back at the 3/4 level along 100% of the length of the façade, with at least a 10’ depth. 

12. FRONT FAÇADE STEPBACKS (p 136 – 139) 
 The goal of the front step back is to relieve flat, unbroken facades, open up the views to the sky along the 

street, reduce shadows, reduce the canyon effect and reflect the existing character of the street. Therefore, 
requirements for front yard stepbacks should not be the same throughout the Plan JP/Rox area and should 
vary to reflect the differences in different neighborhoods. Requirements should reflect the width and 
character of the street. The BPDA proposals have a single set of criteria for stepbacks at all streets. 

 The BPDA have REDUCED the depth and length of stepbacks and INCREASED the height even as most 
neighborhoods requested an increase to 10 feet to 20 feet and a lowering of the height. 
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o The 7/15/16 draft required that stepbacks be 8 feet deep across 80% of the front façade at level 4/5.  
o The 9/20 final draft required an average of 8 feet across 40% of the façade area (Using an average of the 

area allows greater height before stepping back, and minimal setbacks in one area, in exchange for 
deeper but less effective setbacks. Because the stepback is measured from the property line, not the 
façade of the building, the entire building could theoretically be stepped back a few feet with no other 
relief.) 

o The 9/30 meeting proposed reducing the step-back to an average of 5’ across 80% minimum (It is not 
clear if this refers to 80% of the lineal length of the building, or 80% of the area of the façade, and 
whether there is a height criteria.) 

 The Front step backs should be at least 8’ deep across 80% of the façade length. Height should vary with 
the character and width of the street. 

o On narrow streets, such as Green Street, step back above the 3rd story (3/4 floor line).  

o On predominately residential streets, step back above the 3rd floor story (3/4 floor line) to 
respect both the narrow street width and the residential height and character. 

o On Washington Street, the step back above the 4th story (4/5 floor line) is appropriate. 

o On Columbus Ave, where the street is much wider and existing buildings are larger, higher 
step backs and more variation might be appropriate.  

 The average stepback should be measured from the building face closest to the property line NOT FROM 
THE PROPERTY LINE.  

13. Parking and Loading (page 139 ) 
 Add language to screen parking, loading and access points for abutting residences.  



Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  Association,	
  PLAN	
  JP/Rox	
  feedback,	
  10.13.16	
  

STONYBROOK	
  NEIGHBORHOOD	
  ASSOCIATION	
  RESPONSE	
  TO	
  PLAN:	
  JP/ROX	
  FINAL	
  DRAFT	
  9.20.16	
  

The	
  Stonybrook	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  (SNA)	
  has	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  major	
  concerns	
  with	
  the	
  PLAN	
  JP/Rox	
  
final	
  draft.	
  We	
  request	
  that	
  the	
  BPDA	
  postpone	
  the	
  hearing	
  and	
  vote	
  scheduled	
  for	
  October	
  20	
  in	
  order	
  
to	
  allow	
  full	
  consideration	
  of	
  our	
  concerns,	
  time	
  for	
  the	
  BPDA	
  to	
  prepare	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  and	
  
transparent	
  response	
  to	
  community	
  feedback,	
  and	
  to	
  accommodate	
  continued	
  engagement	
  of	
  
community	
  residents.	
  

General	
  Comments:	
  

• Many	
  of	
  our	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  previous	
  draft	
  (submitted	
  on	
  August	
  22)	
  were	
  not	
  addressed,	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  
not	
  clear	
  to	
  us	
  whether	
  decisions	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  reject	
  our	
  suggestions	
  or	
  they	
  were	
  not	
  considered.	
  	
  

• Where	
  guidelines	
  within	
  the	
  draft	
  plan	
  are	
  relatively	
  vague	
  (e.g.,	
  4	
  stories	
  =	
  45-­‐50’;	
  setbacks	
  for	
  non-­‐
RDA	
  zones	
  are	
  not	
  specified),	
  we	
  request	
  greater	
  precision.	
  	
  

• The	
  BPDA	
  has	
  signaled	
  that	
  additional	
  changes	
  in	
  allowed	
  heights,	
  setbacks,	
  and	
  stepbacks	
  may	
  be	
  
made;	
  the	
  public	
  should	
  be	
  allowed	
  to	
  review	
  such	
  significant	
  changes.	
  	
  

• In	
  addition	
  to	
  our	
  concerns,	
  the	
  SNA	
  supports	
  the	
  specific	
  comments	
  submitted	
  by	
  the	
  Alliance	
  of	
  
Washington	
  Street	
  Neighborhood	
  Associations.	
  

Summary	
  of	
  Major	
  Concerns:	
  

• The	
  massing	
  allowed	
  by	
  the	
  plan	
  is	
  inappropriate.	
  Allowed	
  building	
  heights,	
  setbacks,	
  stepbacks,	
  
sidewalk	
  widths,	
  and	
  street	
  widths	
  all	
  contribute	
  to	
  massing.	
  We	
  are	
  especially	
  concerned	
  about	
  
areas	
  where	
  new	
  development	
  meets	
  existing	
  residences.	
  	
  

o Proposed	
  stepback	
  requirements	
  (average	
  8’	
  deep	
  over	
  40%	
  of	
  front	
  façade	
  for	
  buildings	
  over	
  4	
  
stories	
  and	
  over	
  80%	
  of	
  front	
  façade	
  for	
  buildings	
  over	
  6	
  stories)	
  are	
  grossly	
  insufficient.	
  	
  

o Side	
  setbacks	
  should	
  be	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  10’	
  and	
  rear	
  setbacks	
  minimum	
  20’	
  where	
  new	
  buildings	
  
abut	
  residences.	
  The	
  final	
  plan	
  allows	
  0’	
  side	
  and	
  10’	
  rear	
  setbacks	
  for	
  commercial	
  buildings.	
  

o The	
  SNA	
  continues	
  to	
  request	
  that	
  the	
  height	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  Stedman	
  Street,	
  between	
  
Brookley	
  and	
  Rossmore	
  Roads,	
  behind	
  the	
  65’	
  and	
  55’	
  zones	
  on	
  Washington	
  Street	
  and	
  Stonley	
  
Road,	
  be	
  limited	
  to	
  35’	
  to	
  respect	
  the	
  adjacent	
  residential	
  property	
  on	
  Stedman,	
  Brookley,	
  and	
  
Rossmore	
  and	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  narrow	
  width	
  of	
  Stedman	
  Street.	
  

o Allowed	
  heights,	
  setbacks,	
  stepbacks,	
  sidewalk	
  widths,	
  and	
  other	
  design	
  elements	
  should	
  
complement	
  the	
  characteristics	
  of	
  the	
  local	
  area,	
  including	
  existing	
  land	
  uses	
  and	
  street	
  width.	
  

• The	
  SNA	
  remains	
  opposed	
  to	
  the	
  15-­‐story	
  height	
  allowance	
  proposed	
  for	
  the	
  MBTA	
  bus	
  yard,	
  
without	
  substantial	
  evidence	
  of	
  concrete	
  commitments	
  to	
  infrastructure	
  improvements	
  that	
  would	
  
adequately	
  address	
  the	
  density	
  impacts.	
  The	
  BPDA	
  plan	
  proposes	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  >1250	
  new	
  housing	
  
units	
  between	
  Williams	
  Street	
  and	
  the	
  Forest	
  Hills	
  T	
  station.	
  This	
  would	
  add	
  to	
  the	
  nearly	
  1,000	
  units	
  
already	
  planned,	
  under	
  review,	
  or	
  under	
  construction	
  within	
  a	
  half	
  mile	
  of	
  the	
  SNA	
  neighborhood.	
  
Current	
  infrastructure	
  (e.g.,	
  transportation,	
  retail,	
  commercial,	
  and	
  other	
  services)	
  cannot	
  sustain	
  
such	
  increased	
  density	
  and	
  the	
  plan	
  does	
  not	
  address	
  the	
  commitments	
  needed	
  from	
  other	
  agencies	
  
to	
  expand	
  infrastructure.	
  

• The	
  SNA	
  requests	
  stronger	
  affordability	
  requirements	
  in	
  base	
  zoning	
  and	
  RDA	
  incentive	
  programs	
  
beyond	
  the	
  13%/70%	
  AMI	
  and	
  20-­‐25%/50%	
  AMI	
  bonus.	
  The	
  base	
  affordability	
  in	
  RDA	
  developments	
  
should	
  be	
  25%	
  with	
  higher	
  percentages	
  for	
  the	
  bonus	
  density.	
  

• The	
  additional	
  5’	
  in	
  height,	
  added	
  to	
  all	
  RDA	
  zones	
  in	
  the	
  9/20/16	
  draft,	
  should	
  be	
  reduced	
  to	
  3’	
  and	
  
only	
  allowed	
  in	
  ground	
  floor	
  commercial	
  uses.	
  	
  

• The	
  SNA	
  requests	
  a	
  mandate	
  that	
  developers	
  who	
  purchase	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  abutting	
  or	
  adjacent	
  lot	
  
be	
  required	
  to	
  draft	
  plans/proposals	
  for	
  all	
  properties	
  purchased	
  or	
  in	
  play	
  by	
  that	
  developer	
  or	
  
related	
  combination	
  of	
  developers,	
  disallowing	
  variances	
  for	
  any	
  project(s)	
  to	
  be	
  reviewed	
  or	
  
considered	
  as	
  individual	
  lots/projects.	
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October 13, 2016 

 

Boston Planning & Development Agency 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern:  

 

Bikes Not Bombs (BNB) is a 32-year-old community organization in Jamaica Plain that uses the bicycle as 

a vehicle for social change.  We reclaim thousands of bicycles each year. We create local and global 

programs that provide skill development, jobs, and sustainable transportation. Our programs mobilize 

youth and adults to be leaders in community transformation. 

 

Since 1990, Bikes Not Bombs has provided youth leadership and cycling programs for more than 3,500 

youth at our Hub in Jamaica Plain.  For the last five years, through our program Bicyclists Organizing for 

Community Action, many of these young people have participated in efforts to improve their 

communities through youth organizing and empowerment.  You may have seen these youth at the many 

meetings and hearings about Plan JP/Rox.  We are pleased to submit these comments and issues, raised 

by the undersigned youth and adult leaders at Bikes Not Bombs about the Plan and its impact on us and 

our community.  

 

We as a community and as individuals are opposed to the final Plan JP/Rox as it stands, and are united in 

our demand for real negotiations between the BPDA, the City, and the community around the issues of 

affordable housing, preventing displacement of low-income people and people of color, the process of 

approving the plan, and the infrastructure of the neighborhood. We believe the current JP/Rox Plan is not 

ready for an approval vote and request that it be removed from the upcoming BPDA Board meeting on 

October 20th due to the following concerns. 
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1. The plan must better reflect the neighborhood’s needs around affordability. There is not adequate 

housing to provide for the large number of households in the study area making $25,000 - 

$35,000 a year. These households represent an important part of the fabric of our community, and 

as currently proposed this plan explicitly assumes economic displacement of these low-income 

households - many of which are made up of people of color. Additionally, the currently proposed 

plan’s definitions of affordable housing fall far short of addressing the need. Most proposed units 

would be eligible for households that are at 50-70% of the area median income, which is not 

reflective of the income levels of current residents. 

2. Meanwhile, displacement is already happening. Many of our friends, family members, and 

community leaders have already been forced out of the neighborhood, and some out of the city 

and away from their communities and support networks because they cannot afford to stay. Our 

political leaders and the BPDA must stand up for a vision that actually addresses the state of crisis 

that our communities are in! The current Plan JP/Rox doesn’t even come close to the 70% of new 

construction affordable to those making less than $50,000 a year that we need to stem the current 

economic displacement. 

3. The loss to the neighborhood is not just our community members and family members, but also a 

loss of the rich cultural diversity that this community is home too. While many of the current and 

long-term residents of the area are Black and Latino, the new arrivals that the BPDA’s plan is built 

for is most likely going to be overwhelmingly White. We also know that many of the households 

facing the threat of displacement are people of color, so this represents a forced racial shift in the 

demographics of the neighborhoods. 

4. We are concerned that the proposed plan does not in any way prepare for the influx of thousands 

of new residents and the demand that will place on existing transportation infrastructure. 

Introducing new housing into the area will bring unforeseen and unplanned challenges for our 

roadways, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian paths and parkways, and public transit system. 

5. There have been numerous and significant challenges procedurally with the JP/Rox Plan 

development and community process. 

a. Almost all of the public meetings (except for one, on a Saturday at Bromley Heath) have 

taken place at English High School, during the same evening time period on weeknights. 

This categorically excludes anyone who cannot make it to that location during that time 

frame. 

b. No attempt was made to provide childcare, and the result was that only 1-2 families with 

small children were ever present at any of the meetings. This makes it difficult, or even 

impossible for families with children to participate in the community process and excludes 

a large segment of the population. 

c. The community meetings, plan drafts, and materials created by the BRA (BPDA) were done 

in highly-professionalized ‘plannerspeak’ that made it very difficult for us and other 
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community members to participate fully. Often BPDA staff used this language in a way that 

stifled conversation and made community members feel that their input was not being 

valued. 

d. BRA staff had a handful of talking points that they tended to repeat over and over again 

when faced with challenging questions from community members. Repeating the same 

thing over again is not engaging in dialogue with the community, and it does not address 

the realities of that community members are facing in the plan area. 

e. When we would bring other proposals or recommendations for ways that the BPDA could 

increase the levels of affordable housing accessible to low-income people (other ways to 

fund projects, looking into more land-banking), we would hear in public meetings that we 

should send along those solutions to be considered. Then at the next meeting no changes 

would be made, and BPDA staff would have the same responses to our proposals despite 

having sent over or otherwise provided information to BPDA staff. 

f. In dialogues with youth and other community members, BPDA staff would sometimes try 

to co-opt or downplay personal stories or realities expressed in an effort to build rapport. 

This is inappropriate and was most often being done instead of actually addressing the 

concerns that the youth or community member was bringing up. 

g. For a study area that has a large population of non-English-speaking community members, 

the BPDA’s lack of preparation was inexcusable. Public meetings had large charts, handouts, 

other materials and presentations that were only available in English. In the earliest 

community meetings, we were doing interpretation for our own members, because the 

BPDA did not have anyone to do it. 

h. Despite almost all of the meetings being held during the dinner hour, the BPDA almost 

never had food - making it difficult for families with children to participate. As a result our 

community groups bought and provided food for the public to make it more accessible to 

families. 

i. After a year of struggling to be heard, putting together recommendations, participating 

actively in the planning process, and making thoughtful and important critiques in support 

of our communities, the BPDA’s plan has remained essentially unchanged in terms of the 

overall levels of affordable and middle-class housing in the neighborhood. This 

unwillingness to change or reconsider Plan JP/Rox despite widespread and sustained 

community opposition is disturbing. 

 

As a result of all of the above issues with the existing plan, we demand that the BPDA open real 

negotiations on key areas of the plan, and do not vote on the plan’s approval on October 20th. 
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On behalf of the Bicyclists Organizing for Community Action, a program of Bikes Not Bombs: 

 

Hericles Cardoso 

Andry Celado 

Bernie Cruzeta 

Lezhan Dossantos 

Franklin Dume 

Marc Garcia 

Miguel Angel Guerrero 

Jeremy Hanson-Gutiérrez 

Serah Holley 

Carlos Ortiz 

Ivan Richiez 

Modesto Sanchez 

 

 

 
     





JP NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL POLICY: 

DEVELOPER STANDARDS REGARDING PREDATORY ACQUISITION PRACTICES 

Adopted July 2016 

 

JP NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL POLICY ON DEVELOPER STANDARDS WITH REGARD TO 

PREDATORY ACQUISITION PRACTICES: 

If a developer is pursuing a lawsuit against an owner-occupant to force them to proceed to purchase and sale 

after signing an offer letter, where the homeowner affirms that they only intended to sell if they found 

appropriate alternative housing but were not properly assisted to put in a strong enough contingency clause into 

the offer letter, this should be taken into account by the JPNC when weighing in on this developer's 

development proposals.  In particular, the Housing & Development and Zoning subcommittees should respond 

to requests for project approvals or zoning variances by developers who engage in these kind of lawsuits against 

vulnerable homeowners, by requesting that the developer first show evidence that the lawsuit has been resolved 

in a way that avoids forced displacement of the owner-occupant family.  Developers should be urged to engage 

in good-faith mediation to resolve these cases. 

 

JPNC also urges our Boston city government to respond to this emerging pattern with a public awareness 

campaign and homeowner advocacy resources such as legal and mediation services similar to the anti-

predatory-lending "Don't Borrow Trouble" campaign. 

 

Background provided by City Life/Vida Urbana 

PREDATORY ACQUISITION PRACTICES DEFINED: 

Jamaica Plain has become a very attractive area for development, and City Life/Vida Urbana has found that 

some developers are using strongarm tactics against the same demographics of residents targeted with predatory 

subprime loans, but now with acquisition practices that threaten forced displacement. City Life/Vida Urbana has 

3 members with cases wherein a longtime homeowner either approached or was solicited by a realtor about 

selling their home, but was only willing to sell if they found appropriate alternative housing - and ended up 

being sued by a developer to force them to proceed to purchase and sale after signing an offer letter (although 

they had indicated that they only intended to sell if they had a place to go).  It appears that these longtime 

homeowners were not properly advised or assisted by the realty companies' lawyers about how to put in a clear 

contingency clause indicating that the offer was accepted subject to the homeowner acquiring a new place to 

live.  This left them open to being sued to force the sale of their home to the developer, regardless of whether 

they had secured appropriate alternative housing.  A longtime homeowner in this situation who discovers after 

signing an offer letter that they are unable to obtain financing to pay off their mortgage and also buy a new 

house accessible to their neighborhood/ job/ healthcare/ children's schools, could be vulnerable to a lawsuit 

where the developer seeks to force the sale and even pursue damages for lost profits. 

 

COMMUNITY IMPACT OF PREDATORY ACQUISITION PRACTICES BY DEVELOPERS: 

These lawsuits are brought not because the developer needs the home to live in, but rather because they want to 

acquire the property as an investment or a redevelopment opportunity.  On the other hand, in the cases City 

Life/Vida Urbana is aware of, there are school-age children and disabled and elderly people within the families 

put at risk of displacement. The longtime homeowners in these cases are African-American and Latino – the 

very demographic groups most severely targeted by predatory lending and most affected by economic 

inequality. 

 

DEVELOPER ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PREDATORY ACQUISITION PRACTICES: 

The developer in this scenario has the choice whether to pursue a lawsuit against the homeowner, or to let the 

offer expire and get their deposit back.  Once a lawsuit has been filed, they have the choice to pursue the case to 

trial, or to settle it in such a way that if the homeowner finds appropriate alternative housing in the future, they 

will be obligated to sell to the developer under the original terms – but if they never find appropriate alternative 

housing, they never have to sell. Developers must be held accountable for these choices when they come to the 

community seeking approval for their construction projects. 

http://www.cityofboston.gov/news/Default.aspx?id=1321


October 13, 2016 

Marie Mercutio, Senior Planner 

Boston Planning and Development Agency 

1 City Hall Sq, 9th Floor 

Boston, MA 02210 

 

RE: final draft of PLAN: JP/ROX and Walkability 

Dear Marie: 

WalkBoston welcomes this opportunity to comment on the final draft of the Boston Planning and 

Development Agency’s (BPDA) PLAN: JP/ROX study, specifically with respect to issues of walkability and 

active transportation.  On September 14, we hosted a walk assessment in Egleston Square in partnership 

with Urban Edge to examine local pedestrian infrastructure conditions and recommend potential 

walking improvements.  We were grateful for the participation of current and former BPDA staff along 

with other diverse City and community stakeholders in this exercise.  We have included the final walk 

assessment report as an attachment to this letter.  We stand ready to work with the BPDA and partner 

agencies to implement the following priority improvements, which reflect a broad consensus amongst 

walk assessment participants and are consistent with PLAN: JP/ROX’s overall transportation goals: 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster Avenue 

 Enhance pedestrian infrastructure at the intersection of Washington Street and Columbus 
Avenue 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Beethoven Street 
 

These priorities, as well as additional areas of improvement (including crosswalk conditions along 

Columbus Avenue), are further detailed in the walk assessment report. 

We are pleased that the final draft of PLAN: JP/ROX acknowledges the current walking challenges along 

Washington Street and Columbus Avenue and in Egleston Square (pg. 84) and calls for “fast and flexible” 

improvements that advance Complete Streets and Vision Zero goals (pg. 90).  We also appreciate that 

the final draft puts a broad array of infrastructure options on the table for calming traffic and 

accommodating all travel modes, including a potential road diet on Columbus Avenue (pg. 94), which is 

one of our walk assessment report suggestions as well.  We hope you will consider the specific 

recommendations in the attached report as you move towards implementation strategies to advance 

these goals. 

The final draft notes in several places that further analysis, design and study is needed to determine 

how to best accommodate all travel modes on Columbus Avenue and Washington Street and in Egleston 

Square (pgs. 95-96).  While this may certainly be the case with respect to more capital-intensive or 

disruptive infrastructure redesigns or improvements, this should not slow the implementation of quick 

near-term improvements, consistent with the “fast and flexible” approach mentioned above.  Again, the 

attached report offers several specific recommendations as to how you might proceed in this regard. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on PLAN: JP/ROX.  We look forward to working with 

you to implement on-the-ground built environment changes in Egleston Square that enable active and 

sustainable transportation for all. 



Sincerely, 

Wendy Landman 

Executive Director, WalkBoston 



 
 

 

October 2016 
 

Improving Walking Conditions in Egleston Square 
 
Background 
 
In the summer of 2016, Urban Edge and WalkBoston initiated a conversation about scheduling a 
walk assessment for the Egleston Square area to examine pedestrian infrastructure conditions in 
this highly trafficked Main Streets corridor.  Concurrently, the Boston Planning and Development 
Agency (BPDA – formerly the Boston Redevelopment Authority) was pursuing (and continues to 
pursue) its PLAN: JP/Rox planning and development study for the Washington Street corridor.  
This area includes Egleston Square as well as Stonybrook, which has been designated a 
“Neighborhood Slow Streets” pilot as part of the City’s Vision Zero efforts to eliminate traffic 
fatalities and serious injuries.  Urban Edge’s push for a walk assessment and BPDA staff’s interest 
in applying innovations from the Slow Streets pilot more broadly both highlight a strong desire 
for transportation infrastructure that accommodates all road users, whether they are walking, 
bicycling, driving or taking transit. 
 

 
 
Egleston Square walk assessment participants, including neighborhood residents, City of Boston 
staff and representatives from WalkBoston and local community organizations, examine local 
pedestrian infrastructure conditions on September 14, 2016. 

 



Given the opportunity to comment on the PLAN: JP/Rox study, WalkBoston and partner 
organizations Boston Cyclists Union and LivableStreets submitted a joint letter to the BPDA on 
August 26 (see Appendix A) outlining numerous recommendations for enhancing pedestrian and 
bicycling infrastructure in the study area.  The Egleston Square walk assessment subsequently 
took place on September 14, providing diverse city and community stakeholders (listed in 
Appendix B) the chance to further examine the issues raised in the comment letter and to discuss 
more specific local walking and biking improvements.  WalkBoston subsequently presented 
several of these recommendations (which are further described in the report sections that follow) 
to the Egleston Square Neighborhood Association (ESNA) on September 26.  These recommended 
improvements, as follows, reflect a broad consensus between walk assessment participants and 
ESNA meeting attendees: 
 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster Avenue 

 Enhance pedestrian infrastructure at the intersection of Washington Street and Columbus 
Avenue 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Beethoven Street 
 
Additional walking issues that merit further consideration are highlighted in this report as well.  
While this document is primarily focused on pedestrian improvements, the need to enhance 
bicycle infrastructure (as discussed in the aforementioned comment letter to the BPDA) remains 
critical too.  It is WalkBoston’s hope that this report helps lead to on-the-ground built environment 
changes in Egleston Square that enable active and sustainable transportation for all. 
 
 
Egleston Square walk assessment route (September 14, 2016) 
 

 
A map of the walking route for the September 14 Egleston Square walk assessment. 



Egleston Square walk assessment participants (see Appendix B) met at 9 Waldren Road, one of 
Urban Edge’s residential properties.  They then walked along Westminster Avenue to Washington 
Street, then south on Washington Street to School Street.  The group then walked east on School 
Street, then north on Dixwell Street to Columbus Avenue.  Finally, the group returned to Waldren 
Road via Washington Street and Walnut Park for further discussion. 
 
 
Summary of Priority Improvements 
 
Walk assessment participants and ESNA meeting attendees broadly agreed upon three specific 
areas of improvement, as follows: 
 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster Avenue 

 Enhance pedestrian infrastructure at the intersection of Washington Street and Columbus 
Avenue 

 Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Beethoven Street 
 
Existing conditions and proposed improvements at the aforementioned locations, as well as 
additional walking issues that merit attention, are further detailed below. 
 
 
Priority Improvement: Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster 
Avenue 
 
The stretch of Washington Street north of Columbus Avenue has no crosswalks across it until 
Dimock Street – a distance of nearly a quarter-mile.  As a result, pedestrians are forced to jaywalk 
across Washington Street, highlighting a clear need for additional pedestrian crossings along this 
major thoroughfare. 
 
Walk assessment participants and ESNA meeting attendees broadly agreed that a crosswalk 
should be installed across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster Avenue, given the 
location of a bus stop at this corner and the high volume of pedestrians walking to the nearby 
Walgreen’s.  Walk assessment participants also noted that the adjacent crosswalk across Bray 
Street traverses a right-turning slip lane, which could be reclaimed for pedestrian use.  This would 
not only calm traffic and shorten a lengthy crossing distance for pedestrians; it would also present 
opportunities to create a small plaza and/or enhance the public realm using the reclaimed street 
space.  Given that Bray Street is a very short one-way street, removing the slip lane here should 
not adversely affect traffic flow in Egleston Square more broadly. 
 
In addition to installing a crosswalk across Washington Street at Bray Street/Westminster Avenue 
adding additional crosswalks across Washington Street north of Egleston Square (whether at mid-
block locations or side street corners) should be considered as well.   
 



 
 
The crosswalk across Bray Street at Washington Street presents opportunities to reclaim a right-
turning slip lane for pedestrian use. 
 
 
Priority Improvement: Enhance pedestrian infrastructure at the intersection of Washington 
Street and Columbus Avenue 
 
The wide and heavily trafficked intersection of Washington Street and Columbus Avenue at the 
heart of Egleston Square presents numerous challenges for people walking and biking.  High traffic 
speeds, long crossing distances, inconsistent and confusing WALK signals, and conflicts between 
turning vehicles and pedestrians in the crosswalks all present serious potential hazards.  Potential 
solutions to address these safety issues include the following: 
 

 Use curb extensions to reduce crossing distances and calm traffic 

 Reconfigure signal timings to create more predictable WALK signal cycle 
o Consider making WALK cycle automatic, thus eliminating the need for pedestrians 

to push a button 

 Consider eliminating right-turn lanes (potentially in conjunction with curb extensions) 
and/or banning left turns 

o Consider gathering traffic counts to determine the implications of such changes 
and how traffic might be diverted to other streets 

 Consider moving the crosswalk across Washington Street at Atherton Street from the 
south side of the intersection to the north side, thus enhancing visibility between 



pedestrians in the crosswalk and drivers turning right onto Washington Street from 
Columbus Avenue 

 Implement a road diet on Columbus Avenue (reduce from two travel lanes to one) 
 

 
 
The intersection of Washington Street and Columbus Avenue presents numerous challenges for 
people walking and biking to and through Egleston Square. 
 
In the long term, the intersection of Washington Street and Columbus Avenue may require a more 
comprehensive redesign, which may include scaling back the existing medians along Columbus 
Avenue (which would open up additional space for pedestrian and bicycling improvements).  
However, this should not preclude efforts to start implementing the solutions outlined above.  
Curb extensions can be done quickly and cheaply using paint, flex posts and/or planters, for 
example.  Similarly, WALK signal timings can be re-evaluated based upon reduced crossing 
distances.  Overall, short-term improvements should be tested here to lay the groundwork for 
longer-term solutions. 
 
 
Priority Improvement: Add a crosswalk across Washington Street at Beethoven Street 
 
The stretch of Washington Street between Columbus Avenue and School Street is Egleston 
Square’s main commercial corridor, with numerous small businesses lining both sides of the street 
and generating a high volume of foot traffic.  There are no crosswalks across Washington Street 
between these two ends of the corridor, and as a result people frequently jaywalk across 



Washington Street.  Parked cars, delivery vehicles and double-parking all contribute to the 
congestion here as well, blocking visibility between crossing pedestrians and people driving. 
 
Walk assessment participants agreed that a crosswalk should be added across Washington Street 
at Beethoven Street (the midpoint of the commercial corridor) to enhance pedestrian safety.  
Since this crosswalk would likely be unsignalized, it should also incorporate high-visibility signage, 
including an in-street pedestrian crossing sign.  Daylighting this crosswalk to improve visibility will 
be critical as well; this may include adding bumpouts/curb extensions, removing parking spaces, 
and/or better enforcement against double-parking.  
 

 
 
Adding a crosswalk across Washington Street at Beethoven Street would enhance pedestrian 
safety in the heart of Egleston Square’s main commercial corridor. 
 
 
Additional Areas of Improvement 
 
While the Egleston Square walk assessment on September 14 did not focus on Columbus Avenue 
as a corridor, follow-up observations by WalkBoston and discussions with local residents suggest 
a critical need to address high traffic speeds and pedestrian safety along this major thoroughfare.   
 
The walk assessment did examine the crosswalk across Columbus Avenue between Weld Avenue 
and Dixwell Street (outside Walnut Park Apartments), which currently has a very long wait for the 
WALK signal, as well as heavy traffic congestion with an adjacent MBTA bus stop, parked vehicles, 
and double-parked delivery trucks.  To address these issues, the WALK signal at this location 



should be reconfigured to provide a shorter waiting time between WALK signal cycles and the 
crosswalk should be daylighted to improve visibility by adding bumpouts/curb extensions, 
removing parking spaces, and/or better enforcing double-parking restrictions. 
 

 
 
Wide stretches of roadway and inconsistent crosswalks create an unpleasant and dangerous 
environment for pedestrians along Columbus Avenue. 
 
As mentioned earlier in this report, a road diet on Columbus Avenue (reducing the number of 
travel lanes) can help calm traffic along this corridor – especially along the roadway stretch south 
of Washington Street up to Walnut Avenue, where traffic currently tends to move at much higher 
speeds compared to the roadway stretch north of Washington Street.  While in the long term this 
may mean shorter pedestrian crossing distances and reconfiguring traffic medians accordingly, in 
the near term crosswalks can be added and enhanced at multiple locations along the Columbus 
Avenue corridor.  At unsignalized locations, these crosswalks should provide ample pedestrian 
refuge islands in the medians that allow safe and unobstructed passage for seniors and people 
with disabilities.  Further crosswalk improvements along Columbus Avenue could include the 
following: 
 

 Enhance the mid-block crossing outside Egleston Branch Library by adding more visible 
pedestrian signage in the median and/or a flashing beacon 

 Add a mid-block crossing with visible pedestrian signage and/or a flashing beacon across 
Columbus Avenue at the Rafael Hernandez School 

 Add crosswalks across Columbus Avenue at Walnut Park 

 Add a crosswalk across Columbus Avenue on the south side of Bray Street 



 Add WALK signals to all sides of the crosswalks across Columbus Avenue at Bragdon Street 
and remove obstructions in the medians to facilitate access for seniors and people with 
disabilities 

 
Finally, the walk assessment and discussions with residents surfaced several other issues around 
local pedestrian infrastructure and traffic congestion, as follows: 
 

 Consider adding “Don’t Block the Box” at the intersection of Washington Street and 
School Street, as well as other heavily congested locations 

 Consider changing traffic circulation patterns around Egleston Square (e.g. converting 
two-way segment on School Street between Washington Street and Weld Avenue to one-
way, banning/blocking left turns from Columbus Avenue onto Weld Avenue) 

o Consider gathering traffic counts to determine the implications of such changes 
and how traffic might be diverted to other streets 

 Address collision hazards at Westminster Avenue and Wardman Road, where 
Westminster Avenue bottlenecks due to parked cars 

 Address curb drainage issues at Waldren Road and Westminster Avenue 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A: Boston Cyclists Union, LivableStreets and WalkBoston joint 
comment letter on PLAN: JP/Rox 

 
August 26, 2016 
 
Marie Mercurio, Senior Planner 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
1 City Hall Sq, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02210 
 
Re: Draft PLAN: JP/ROX 
 
Dear Marie: 
 
LivableStreets Alliance, Boston Cyclists Union and WalkBoston appreciate the work the BRA has 
done thus far to ensure that neighborhood development in Jamaica Plain and Roxbury aligns 
with residents’ wishes and is done in a sustainable way that preserves neighborhood character. 
However, our organizations believe that the policies and recommendations outlined in the 
BRA’s draft plan can be improved. Washington Street is a high-density, transit-accessible 
corridor, with low rates of automobile usage and a high share of residents traveling via transit, 
bicycle and walking. The policies and recommendations outlined in the BRA’s report should 
further advance these aspects of the neighborhood. Please find comments from the 
LivableStreets Advocacy Committee, WalkBoston, Boston Cyclists Union, and local residents 
below. Many of these recommendations align with work WalkBoston is pursuing in partnership 
with the Elderly Commission’s Age-Friendly Boston initiative and other city agencies to improve 
safety and comfort for seniors and other vulnerable populations. 

First, we would like to recommend general improvements for the area in the following 
categories: Policy Initiatives, Pedestrian Safety and Infrastructure, Bicycle Infrastructure, Transit 
Improvements, Placemaking and the Public Realm, and Parking.  In addition, we recommend a 
number of specific infrastructure improvements throughout the PLAN: JP/ROX study area, which 
are detailed later in this letter. 

Policy Initiatives 

 Commit to Complete Streets, Vision Zero, and other policies and standards that the City 
of Boston has adopted – don’t just aspire. Roadway design should prioritize pedestrians, 
bicycles, transit, and personal motor vehicles, in that order. Vehicular capacity/level of 
service should not trump other needs. 

o Page 120 of the draft plan mentions that traffic calming, improved sidewalk and 
pedestrian crossings, and bike facilities should be created “where possible.” This 
statement does not go far enough and the words “where possible” should be 
eliminated from the final plan. Boston has committed to implementing Vision 
Zero, which requires that streets be engineered in ways that prevent vulnerable 
road users from being killed by motor vehicles when motor vehicle operators 
make errors. The term “where possible” implies that nothing will change on a 



street unless no parking spaces are lost and motor vehicle traffic speeds are not 
impacted.   

 Implement fast and flexible programs for infrastructure that advance Complete Streets 
and Vision Zero goals. Use flex posts, paint and other inexpensive and temporary 
materials to demonstrate innovative roadway treatments such as physically separated 
bike lanes, curb extensions, and pedestrian plazas. 

Pedestrian Safety and Infrastructure 

 Improve pedestrian safety through appropriately configured WALK signals.  

o All WALK signals should be on automatic recall, unless there are streets with 
very low pedestrian volumes.  

o All WALK signals should be concurrent with traffic, unless there are high 
volumes of turning traffic or special circumstances (e.g. locations near schools 
or senior centers) that should be further reviewed. 

o All concurrent WALK signals should provide a leading pedestrian interval (LPI) of 
6 seconds. 

o All WALK signals should provide countdowns that give sufficient time for 
pedestrians to cross the street.  At major intersections the timing should be set 
to accommodate the MUTCD standard of a pedestrian walking 3.0 ft/sec.  
(MUTCD Section 4E.06, Paragraph 14) 

 Establish an aggressive minimum standard for distance between crosswalks (signalized 
or not) and corresponding installation of new crosswalks at minor intersections and mid-
block locations. 

 Create landscaped pedestrian refuge areas where possible at unsignalized crosswalks. 

 Install sidewalk bump-outs at all pedestrian crossings where appropriate for pedestrian 
safety. 

 

Bicycle Safety and Infrastructure 

 Determine feasibility of implementing separated bike lanes along all collector and 
arterial streets. 

o On page 133 of the draft plan, fig. 89 and fig. 90 depict two different conceptual 
drawings of bike infrastructure. We recommend the fig. 89 conceptual drawing 
of a separated bike lane. 

 Create bike lanes/separated bike lanes, not sharrows, on major streets, and build as 
much as possible using paint on existing streets.  



 Expand Hubway service and stations according to station density requirements and 
locations within a quarter mile radius of MBTA stations, including at transit hub Forest 
Hills MBTA Station. 

 Bicycle and pedestrian access to the Southwest Corridor should remain as safe as it is 
today or be made safer.  

Transit Improvements 

 Study additional options for improving buses and expanding BRT. Options may include 
extending the Silver Line from Dudley through Forest Hills as an alternative to the BRT 
corridor planned for Columbus Ave. 

 Use transit priority signals and far-side bus stops to provide better bus service, instead 
of queue jump lanes as currently recommended in the draft plan.  Far-side stops are 
better for bus operations and also help to daylight crosswalks to oncoming traffic. 

 Ensure that buses are accommodated if future development takes place at the 
Arborway Yard and either redesign or relocate bus operations.  The memorandum of 
agreement between the City and the MBTA calls for building a permanent $250 million 
facility to house 118 buses. 

Placemaking and the Public Realm 

 Install attractive, high-visibility, main-street-style, pedestrian-scale lighting to not only 
provide better illumination but to help visually narrow the street and signal to motorists 
that they are not on a high-speed arterial but in a village/neighborhood commercial 
center. 

 Install attractive and coordinated benches/street furniture, parklets, public art and 
other placemaking features 

 Minimize curb cuts through use of shared driveways and ensure that they have the 
tightest possible curb radii and level sidewalks. 

 Create more robust incentives to encourage store owners to remove metal security 
covers for storefronts or to replace them with less visually obtrusive interior-mounted 
alternatives.  

 Where appropriate, require setbacks for larger buildings to accommodate wider 
sidewalks and sidewalk cafes.  Any residential or non-storefront, non-active ground-
floor uses permitted to front on Washington St should require deeper, well landscaped 
setbacks, such as those along Marlborough St. in the Back Bay. 

Parking 

 Conduct a comprehensive neighborhood parking study to assess the proper regulations 
needed neighborhood wide.  



o Regulate on-street parking in business districts for 15% vacancy using a 
combination of time limits and metering to encourage turnover. 

o Assess residential streets, especially near transit stations, for viability of resident 
parking zones.  Permits could be required during the day if people from outside 
the neighborhood are parking there during the day.  Make residential permits 
required during the day and/or during the night if overnight parking by non-
residents seems to be an issue. 

o Institute recommended parking ratios ranging from 0 to .7, consistent with 
research suggesting parking ratios of .5 to .7 spaces per unit in neighborhoods 
with similar mode share and vehicle ownership rates as this section of Boston. 
“Decoupling” usage of private parking spaces from specific residential units and 
encouraging commercial shared parking can further extend the usefulness of 
existing and proposed spaces.   

o Provide enough loading/drop-off/pick-up zones to reduce/eliminate double 
parking.  

o Explore maximums for off-street parking. 

o Reducing parking would save residents more than $8,500/year, which will aid 
the BRA’s goal of affordable housing. (This is based on the estimate that car 
ownership costs an average of $8,500/year.) 

 

In addition to these general recommendations, the plan should also address and mention 
specific infrastructure improvements to existing deficiencies, including the following: 

 Create a road diet for Columbus Ave between Egleston Sq. and Jackson Sq. 

 Add bump outs/curb extensions to narrow crossing distances and increase turning radii 
for vehicles turning right onto Washington St from Columbus Ave.   

 Add visual cues such as rapid flashing beacons and other high visibility signage to slow 
northbound traffic on Columbus Ave coming downhill through Egleston Square at 
Washington St. 

 Add and improve crosswalks throughout the study area.   

o Add raised crosswalks on all side streets along Washington and Columbus. 

o Add a crosswalk, preferably raised, with an in-street pedestrian crossing sign 
across Washington St at Beethoven St and across Washington St at Kenton Rd. 

o Add crosswalks with in-street pedestrian crossing signs across Columbus Ave 
between Washington St and Seaver St, and across Washington St between 
Columbus Ave and Dimock St, to enhance pedestrian connections to and 
surrounding Egleston Square.  (Currently there are very few crosswalks across 
the major arterials of Columbus Ave and Washington St along the 



aforementioned roadway segments.  New crosswalks may be located at side 
streets or midblock, depending on the circumstances.) 

 Fix the WALK signal across Columbus Ave outside Walnut Park Apartments (between 
Weld Ave and Dixwell St) to shorten wait time and provide regular pedestrian phase. 
Currently the wait for a WALK cycle is very long even when the button is pushed. 

 Widen the sidewalks on Amory Street from the Brewery Complex to School Street to a 
minimum of 8’.  

 Establish wayfinding and pedestrian/bicycle links connecting and directing people from 
the Southwest Corridor, T Stations and Washington St to Franklin Park. 

o Page 130 of the draft plan states that connections should be enhanced between 
the Southwest Corridor and Franklin Park. Maps and diagrams of proposed 
improvements should be updated to reflect this in the final plan. 

o Page 152 of the draft plan cites proposed improvements for Egleston Square, 
including “new bike lanes, crosswalks, and connections to the Southwest 
Corridor.” Ideally these bike facilities should be two-way and protected from 
vehicle traffic.  As with connections between the SW Corridor and Franklin Park, 
such proposed improvements should be consistently mentioned throughout all 
maps presented in the final plan.   

 Install parking meters with 12-or-more hour maximum time on all streets within 1000’ 
of a train station to better manage commuter parking.  

Thank you again for presenting to our group in July and for this opportunity to comment on the 
draft plan. We appreciate your consideration of our recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
 
Boston Cyclists Union 
LivableStreets Alliance 
WalkBoston 
 

 
 

 
 

 



Appendix B: Egleston Square walk assessment attendees 
 
 
Al Andres, Boston Police Department (E-13) 
Bill Jones, Boston Police Department (E-13) 
Jim Fitzgerald, Boston Planning and Development Agency 
Josh Weiland, Boston Transportation Department 
Luis Cotto, Egleston Square Main Streets 
Tim Reardon, Egleston Square Main Streets 
Carolyn Royce, Egleston Square Neighborhood Association 
Andrew Farnitano, LivableStreets Advocacy Committee 
Arthur Natelle, Office of Representative Liz Malia 
Bill Egan, Public Works Department 
Sahar Lawrence, Urban Edge 
Judith Lamb, Wardman/Walnut-Washington Community Working Group 
Taylor Cain, local resident 
Lori DeSantis, local resident 
Ron Hafer, local resident 
Ralph Walton, local resident 
Dorothea Hass, WalkBoston 
Adi Nochur, WalkBoston 



Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council Good Jobs Standards 10.5.16

The following is a proposal to the Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council for principles for job 
quality and access for new developments, licenses, re-zoning, and any other matters on which 
the council provides opinions.

We are at a moment of both extensive new development and investment in Jamaica Plain, but 
also displacement of long-term residents.  Our goal is improve opportunity and build wealth in 
the JP neighborhood for current residents with a range of strategies for new and existing 
businesses and better access to both construction and permanent (post-construction) jobs.  Our 
goals are part of a city-wide effort to demand good jobs in our neighborhoods and access to 
good jobs downtown, and other high employment areas, for our residents.

We recognize:
▪  Housing costs in JP are outstripping what people can afford.
▪  Taxpayers subsidize companies that pay low wages: the majority of low wage workers get 
some type of public assistance - food stamps, health insurance, earned income tax credit, 
emergency assistance.
▪  Higher education levels have not escaped declining wages.
▪  Good Job Standards are needed in all fields, not just construction.
▪ Access to good jobs outside the JP footprint, is essential, as most jobs in Boston are in other 

high employment areas, such as Downtown Crossing, the Financial District, Longwood Area, 
Seaport, etc.. If JP is to be developed based on our transit access, residents should use the 
transit to access to good jobs.

These principles have been developed in coordination with the Boston Jobs Coalition to serve 
as guidelines for decisions made by the Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council and its working 
committees and to inform questions asked of businesses coming before us.  In addition we have 
urged the City and BRA to incorporate these guidelines into the JP/Rox re-zoning and any other 
zoning changes in our neighborhood.

What makes a good job:
- Pays a living wage
- Full time with a reliable schedule
- Safe
- Health, insurance, and sick time benefits provided
- Opportunity to improve skill level & grow
- Is equally accessible to people of color
 
Good Jobs Standards—Principles
All proposals must include job quality and job access standards.

Construction
Job quality
▪  For all projects over 50,000 sq ft or over 10 units, whichever is smaller, all workers shall be 
paid prevailing/union rate (wages and benefits) whether the contractor is union or non-union.



▪  All projects below the smaller of 50,000 sq ft or 10 units, all workers shall be paid a  
“community rate” based on a review of responsible community contracting.  This rate shall be 
proposed through a community review process led by Boston Jobs Coalition with our 
participation.
▪ In order to increase affordable housing above the city-required standards, there will be 

consideration that projects may pay workers a "community rate" in return for a higher number 
of affordable units.  

Access
▪  Access for construction jobs shall be 51% Boston residents, 51% people of color, 20% 
women.
▪ We encourage the development of programmatic approaches that connect JP/Rox residents 

to construction jobs, such as 1st source programs or preferences for site-based hiring.

Enforceability
▪  These job quality and access provisions shall be incorporated into any city contracts or 
agreements on variances.  
▪  These job quality, access, and enforcement provisions shall be incorporated into any new 
zoning requirements.
▪  All developers shall be required to include these provisions in their contracts with their 
general contractor, who must then include them in contracts with subcontractors to receive 
JPNC approval.  
▪  All developers shall agree to participate in a local monitoring process with local residents 
and officials that includes enforcement of the BRJP and these commitments, including providing 
wage data.
▪ Individual workers shall have rights to enforce the wage levels set by this standard through 

private court action.
▪ Sanctions for being out of compliance on these standards shall be the same as set in the 

Boston Residents Job Policy.

Permanent jobs (all post-construction jobs)

Job Quality
▪  For all jobs in establishments with over 10 employees or in businesses with over 10 
employees in multiple locations, whichever is smaller, all jobs must:
o Pay a family-sustaining rate of $15 an hour, rising to $16 an hour on January 1, 2017, $17 an 
hour on January 1, 2018, $18 an hour on January 1, 2019, and thereafter indexed to the CPI-
Urban at each site.
o JPNC will review the wage rate every 3 years, initially by January 1, 2019. The City shall 
adjust the wage rate as set by this JPNC 3 year review.
o Provide 75% full time jobs with “Minimally Credible Coverage” health benefits.
o Provide stable shifts defined as no on-call scheduling, minimum 3-hour shifts, and 4-week 
notice on shift changes.



Access
▪  Access for permanent jobs in the neighborhood shall be 51% Boston residents, 51% people 
of color, 51% women.
▪ We will promote the development of a local “1st Source” hiring program, based at transit 

stations, to develop access to good quality downtown jobs for local residents.           
(Downtown Crossing, Financial District, Longwood Medical Area, Seaport, etc.).
▪  We encourage the development of programmatic approaches that connect JP/Rox residents 
to local permanent jobs, such as 1st source programs or programmatic preferences for local 
hiring.

Enforceability
▪  These job quality and access provisions shall be incorporated into any city contracts or 
agreements on variances.  
▪  These job quality, access, and enforcement provisions shall be incorporated into any new 
zoning requirements.
▪  All developers shall be required to include these provisions in their contracts with their 
tenants and business operators, who must then include them in contracts with subcontractors to 
receive JPNC approval, as well as apply them to all direct hires.  
▪  All developers shall agree to participate in a local monitoring process with local residents 
and officials that includes enforcement of the BRJP and these commitments, including providing 
wage data.
▪ Individual workers shall have rights enforce the wage levels set by this standard through 

private court action.
▪ Sanctions for being out of compliance with these standards shall be the same as set in the 

Boston Residents Job Policy.



Keep It 100 for Real Affordable Housing and Racial Justice
Comments on September 20, 2016 Draft of Plan JP/Rox

Introductory Comments

This response include:
- A request to include our past comments in the official record, and to make additional 
feedback/analysis transparent
- A request to remove Plan JP/Rox from the BRA/BPDA October 20 board agenda and begin 
real negotiations
- An overview of the main changes and items we believe should be negotiated about affordability
in the plan. This includes calling on the BRA/BPDA to also work with the community on design 
guidelines, height, transportation and utilities, affordability goals, neighborhood stabilization, and
jobs, and it includes calling on the BRA/BPDA to support community control and real affordable 
housing in additional special planning areas.
- More detailed notes about solutions to strengthen affordability
- Concerns about the planning process
- A list of additional analyses that should be completed
- A reflection on the ways our group and community members have engaged with the City, and 
our hope to move forward productively

Include Our Comments in Official Record, and Make Additional Feedback/Analysis 
Transparent

The comments submitted by our group in July, and the City's response to them, were not 
included online in the public comments. In addition, the Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council 
submitted comments in August that included a handout from our group about affordable 
housing, and this was also ommitted from the public commments online. We are re-attaching our
comments and the City's response here. Please include them in the official record.

The meeting with developers was the only stakeholder meeting during the summer that was not 
announced publicly. The notes do not describe who attended. It seems that one developer 
submitted followup comments. If developers' feedback is influencing the plan, the details of their 
feedback should be documented more clearly and they should submit comments in the same, 
transparent manner as community members.

In particular, we request that you please make public the following information before October 
20, 2016:
* The disaggregated responses of developers around project finances to surveys and questions 
that the BRA/BPDA asked them. This include but is not limited to operating costs, vacancy 
rates, reserves, brokerage and marketing costs, land costs, construction costs, parking costs, 
and ratio/percentage of soft costs to hard costs,
* Data that the BRA/BPDA has collected on land sales and cost per square foot.
* Excel spreadsheets that calculate the feasibility of a 20% at 50% AMI site using 4% LIHTC 
credits.
* Excel spreadsheets that show financial models of specific parcels in the area.



* Data about the occupancy of IDP units across the city, and neighborhood by neighborhood, by 
voucher holders, income levels, race/ethnicity, household size, and additional demographic data
available

It is critical that these documents and this information are shared in complete form in a timely 
manner. Since December 2015, together with area non-profits we have asked for a financial 
analysis of affordability requirements in the neighborhood. Advisory group members also asked 
for this analysis throughout the year. Many documents released since then were short, 
incomplete, and snapshots of spreadsheets instead of original spreadsheets, and no data about 
condos. Only on September 26, 2016, nine months after our initial request, and five days after 
the expo at English High, did the BRA/BPDA publish the Excel spreadsheets with financial 
models. We think it is a positive step to release these documents, and in particular we thank Tim
Davis for his work on the models. But now the BRA/BPDA needs to publish additional data, 
models, and speadsheets. It is not possible for the community to give complete feedback on the 
plan or hold constructive conversations with the City without transparent data and models.

Remove Plan JP/Rox from the BRA/BPDA October 20 Board Agenda and Begin Real 
Negotiations

We are a member of the Alliance of Neighborhood Associations which is submitting a letter 
calling for the removal of Plan JP/Rox from the October 20 board agenda. This will give time for 
the BRA/BPDA to incorporate additional feedback into the plan. In addition, the BRA/BPDA 
needs to work with community members to set up a structure of meetings and negotiations to 
find agreement on outstanding areas: design guidelines, height, transportation and utilities, 
affordability goals, neighborhood stabilization, and jobs. As we describe toward the end of this 
document, the planning process has been flawed and has not allowed for real commuity input 
and decision-making. As community members narrow our list of outstanding issues, we need a 
process to offer proposals back and forth with the BRA/BPDA and negotiate a final plan we can 
agree on.

We are also attaching a petition which has gathered more than 300 signatures in less than one 
week, also calling for the removal of Plan JP/Rox from the October 20 board agenda and real 
negotiations. We plan to continue collecting signatures after this comment period is over.

We are willing to negotiate to create a strong plan for real affordable housing, economic and 
racial diversity, and racial justice. We ask that the City change its core commitments of 30% 
affordable housing at an average of about 60% AMI. As the City offers new proposals, we are 
prepared to negotiate alternative proposals from our initial ask of 70% affordable housing at an 
average of 40% AMI.

Overview of Main Changes and Areas of Negotiation

The plan has started to incorporate more tools, but there is no true change in the key affordability
commitments. After months of advocacy, community members succeeded in getting the plan to 
begin incorporating land banking (the plan names a limited description of a citywide land 
banking program and a number of non-profit units locally) and City funding (the plan names $42 
million, or $2.8 million a year). But the point is to use these tools, plus strong private 



requirements and vouchers, to strengthen the key commitments: increase 30%, decrease 
the “affordable” income levels from 50-70% AMI. Those commitments have not changed.

Although the City has published documents explaining how they are responsive to community 
feedback, any changes must be tied toward strengthening the central commitments: the bottom-
line commitment of percentage of affordable housing, and shifting the income levels of affordable
housing downward. Although this document describes many specific changes that should 
happen, we ask that the City make these changes in order to strengthen its central 
commitments. An attachment shows visually what this would look like.



Overview of Main Changes and Areas of Negotiation (Continued)

The following text is taken from our petition:

We demand a plan for the Jamaica Plain/Roxbury/Egleston area that protects existing residents 
and businesses, and builds new housing that is truly affordable to the City's growing population. 
We want a plan that reflects the true community need:

• 70% of new housing should be affordable
• Include real affordable housing at a range of income levels, with an average of $35,000 a 

year or "40% area median income" (40% at $25,000/yr, 10% at $35,000/yr, 10% at 
$50,000/yr, and 10% at $70,000/yr)

Mayor Walsh, the BRA/BPDA, and DND should immediately stop the October vote on Plan 
JP/Rox and postpone approval until real negotiations change the plan's affordability 
commitments to acceptable levels. We need negotiations with City officials with the power to 
offer new affordability goals and income levels. Negotiate with us on the following items:

• Land banking and advocacy to support non-profits to acquire land for 50% the new 
housing in the plan, with 100% affordability on most non-profit land

• Requirements that for-profit developers make 40-50% of housing affordable
• Set aside many affordable units for voucher holders/contracts
• Increase City funding for affordable housing in the neighborhood to $15 million a year, 

along with increasing funding citywide and leveraging State/Federal funding
• Strong, specific goals for converting market-rate housing into affordable housing

We also call on the City to negotiate with community members so that the plan includes 
appropriate height, density, and design guidelines, a transportation and infrastructure plan, good
job standards, and protections for small businesses. We support the Roxbury community's 
organizing for community control and a stop to Plan Dudley Square, and South Boston 
community members' advocacy for real affordable housing in Plan Dorchester Ave.

Why:

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, 70% of the new housing in Plan JP/Rox will be for households making about 
$100,000-$125,000 a year, and only 2% will be affordable for households making less than 
$35,000 a year. Only an estimated 1/3 of residents in new housing will be people of color. 
Citywide, only 15% of housing will be afforable to households making less than $50,000 a year, 
leaving 50,000 households at those income levels without affordable housing.

City and State officials: Prove that you care about racial and economic justice. Work with us to 



create a city that supports low-income residents, seniors, and families, and people of color. 
Rather than push people out, create a city that respects our right to housing and recognizes our 
value to the city.



Detailed Comments on Areas That Would 
Strengthen Main Affordability Commitments
(increasing the 30% goal and shifting income levels downward)

Area 1: Land Banking and Non-Profit Housing

The land banking program described in the plan (Page 49) is a citywide program and it is only a 
pilot program. It is a good step that the City is launching this program, because the solution is 
critical to ensuring a just range of affordability in new construction.

However, the scale is far too small to support the land banking needed in the JP/Rox area. The 
program “will enable the purchase of between 60,000 and 175,000 square feet,” up to about six 
sites of 30,000 square feet each – across the entire city. In conrast, the plan proposes finding 
sites for 402 units of additional affordable housing constructed by non-profit in this area. The 
goals and financial commitments for land banking need to be stronger in this area.

Before the plan is passed, it must include a more detailed plan for land banking. Although many 
City officials now say the phrase, “We are not hanging our hat on Arborway Yard,” the new plan 
now hangs its hat on 402 units of affordable housing on “locations to be identified.” It is not 
acceptable to pass a plan with concrete, codified zoning changes that will usher in market-rate 
development, without having as strong and concrete a plan for constructing non-profit affordable 
housing.

This more detailed plan should include a commitment of City staffing and a structure to work with
local non-profits to identify and purchase land, goals for how much land will be purchased and a 
timeline for the purchases, and an analysis of the parcels of the area that backs this plan up. It 
should be made clear that the funding is available to purchase land that is not vacant, such as 
industrial lots. In addition, the City should clearly commit that the land banking fund can be used 
to support non-profits to pay costs beyond the appraised value of parcels, as well as pay pre-
development costs that accrue between the date of purchase and construction.

In addition, the number of units constructed by non-profits should be increased in the plan in 
several ways:

We believe that the City should look for additional sites for 1500 units of non-profit built housing, 
not including the current pipeline or Arborway Yard – this would be about two sites a year for 
fifteen years, with 50 units on each site.

If units are built on Arborway Yard, they should not replace the commitment of 402-1500 units, 
but add to it.

The City should provide additional direct funding for the rehabilitation of 125 Amory Street and 
for the construction of affordable housing on 125 Amory Street and Jackson Square Phase III, 
where the percentage of affordable housing is only about 30-50% on the sites despite being on 



public land. The City can also find ways to leverage additional funding sources for these sites.

The City should commit to increasing the 50% commitment of affordable housing on Arborway 
Yard. For example, there could be a goal of 100% affordable housing on public land, 75% similar
to Tent City, or 2/3; this should be discussed with the community. Our group and community 
members can help advocate to the State to turn over Arborway Yard in the future; in the mean 
time, we need the City to commit to more affordability there and throughout the rest of the 
neighborhood.

The City should remove the 13-15 story RDA's planned near Forest Hills. Its own financial 
analysis shows that the cost of steel construction make buildings these high unfeasible. Even if 
they become feasible in the future, the costs will reduce the possible percentage of affordable 
housing in the buildings. Removing the 13-15 story heights will also prevent adding to the 
already bad traffic gridlock in the area and will protect the quality of life for residents in the area. 
(Likewise, we would like to reach out to more community members to determine if the the City 
should remove the high-rise RDA's near Jackson Square.)

In order to make land banking for non-profits, there must be strong affordability requirements for 
private developers as well. Even if the City's financial models assume a 6% NOI/cost ratio with 
conventional bank financing, the reality is that rezoning without high affordability requirements 
will dramatically increase the valuation of the highest and best use of land. Land owners will 
charge much higher prices for land, even if they need to wait for an investor who can provide 
their own equity without relying on banks. The neighborhood has already seen sharp increases 
in land costs because of speculation; new policies should not codify these increases, but instead
reverse them  by including strong affordability requirements. Otherwise, non-profits will not be 
able to compete with for-profit speculators and investors to purchase land in the future. More 
details about the dynamics of land costs are discussed later in this document.

Area 2: Affordability Requirements for For-Profit Developers

In the BRA/BPDA's September analysis of feasibility, and in an October 7, 2016 meeting with 
Tim Davis, Sara Myerson, and Devin Quirk, the City offered some important principles which 
differ from past comments about the housing market. (Note: We explicitly said in the October 7, 
2016 meeting that we did not consider that meeting to be a negotiation. We used the meeting to 
express our desire for negotiations and to present some alternative analysis, but we do not want 
it to take place of true negotiations where the City offers new proposals and goes back and forth 
with community members.)

These principles include:
• “Creating a proforma … for a development … is an art, not a science” (page 2 of the 

September 19, 2016 Financial Analysis). There is a range of assumptions that can be 
used in modeling development finances and determining appropriate affordability 
requirements. We have alternative models that allow for substantially higher affordability, 
which we believe show that the City should negotiate on better proposals.

• The City's recommendation “is largely a policy decision,” not a mechanical calculation 
based on any specific threshold like 6.0% net operating income to construction cost ratio 



(page 23). The City acknowledge that it can set policies to strengthen affordability even if 
its models suggest some financial challenges depending on the specifics of a parcel. The 
City acknowledges that for sites that are difficult to develop immediately, “[I]ndividual 
developers may face more feasible conditions, and these sites may become feasible in 
the future. Indeed, it is anticipated that future land/property sales will factor in the IDP and
Density Bonus in the land purchase, making additional projects feasible in the future” 
(pages 13-14).
◦ Similarly, Chris DeSisto shared a comment: "Developers are speculating on sites and 

many are overpaying. ... If the % of inclusionary apartments increases, the price of the
land decreases, bc all other costs are somewhat fixed. Once established, a developer 
will have no trouble adjusting."

◦ In other words, land costs may decrease to adjust for new, predictable rules around 
affordable housing.

• For the above reasons, Tim Davis indicated that he was comfortable with NOI/cost ratios 
of 5.8% in his modeling.

• Tim Davis indicated that the NOI/cost ratio would ideally be close to 1.5% over cap rates.
At current cap rates of 4%, 4.25%, or 4.5%, this could be 5.5-6% and not just 6%.

• Unlike in Cambridge, where there is a strong market for research and development labs, 
there are not strong existing markets for alternative uses to housing in the area where 
high affordability requirements would spur many developers to develop alternative 
projects. Even if developers did develop some alternative projects to housing, this could 
help decrease the increase in population and strain on infrastructure, which many 
residents have expresed concern about. It could also relieve pressure on existing 
businesses and non-profits to have land sold, or allow for the construction of additional 
non-profit office space. Tim Davis acknowledged that alternative uses to housing could 
support community needs, and that stronger affordability requirements could make it 
easier for non-profits to purchase land.

Alternative Modeling

Although the City has been more transparent with their model and changed some assumptions 
to increase affordability, they have changed different assumptions the other direction and have 
similar affordability recommendations as a result. We think that the model can support stronger 
affordability.

By adjusting the assumptions in the City's financial model, the affordability can be increased to 
as much as 28% base affordability at 70% AMI (or 21% at 50% AMI), and a bonus of 46% 
affordability at 50% AMI (or 40% at 40% AMI, or 36% at 30% AMI). The City does not have to 
agree with all of our assumptions, but this shows that there is a range of possible policies. We 
want to negotiate with the City to choose a policy in the middle.

The following assumptions could lie along a range of values:
• Market vacancy rate could be between 5% (the City's original value) and 7% (the City's 

new value)
• Reserves could be between $250/unit (the City's original value) and $325 (the City's new 

value).



• Land costs could be between $70/sf (the City's original value) and $90/sf (the City's new 
value).

• Residential construction could be between $225/sf (the number obtained from 
MetroMark's public filings, and reported by one developer to the City) and $250/sf.

• Soft costs could be between 16% (the average obtained by the City) and 20%.
• Cap rates could be between 4% (to better relect current values) and 5%.

In the future we will submit addition documentation demonstrating how various assumptions can
lead to stronger affordability requirements.

Using Affordability Requirements to Encourage Partnership With Non-Profits and Accessing 
State Funding

The plan mentions that developers can use 4% LIHTC funding and says the City will look for 
ways to encourage this, but this encouragement is short of a policy that actively plans for 
increased use of City, State ,and Federal funding. Especially with DND's changed policy to allow
for funding private developments, and with potential plans at the Federal and State level to 
expand LIHTC funding and ease some of the recent increase in competitiveness (although this 
competitiveness is still not as prohibitive as the City sometimes portrays it), it is important to 
build in policies now.

One example is to require that buildings over a certain FAR or height are 50% affordable – a 
second layer of the density bonus. This way, private developers can still choose to build at 
smaller or medium densities. But if they choose to build at higher densities and heights, the polic
will encourage them to partner with a non-profit or apply for funding. This policy would also help 
reduce upward pressure on land costs and make it easier for non-profits to purchase land.

Return on Equity and Land Valuation Analysis

It is important that the City conduct an analysis based on return on equity. Chris DeSisto's 
comments suggest this as well and give a sample calculation.

What the 6.0% metric does not capture is the value added to the best and highest use of 
parcels, the return on equity that a developer will obtain, and the additional amount of money 
that investors will obtain. 

For example, the City's own financial model of a model parcel yields a return on equity of 23.8% 
(assuming a four-year holding period and 20% equity), far beyond the 8% used in Cambridge's 
affordable housing study, and higher than an 11% minimum suggested by Brian Golden. Using a
4% cap rate, this goes up to 61% as the value of the final project goes up to $16 million – far 
higher than an industrial use of the land would allow.

Under our alternative model, the return on equity remains high and in fact even higher than 
23.8%.

This is important because it helps defend the City agianst legal arguments that affordability 



requirements decrease landowner or developer profits; in fact, rezoning will without a doubt 
increase both. This is also important because the City needs to develop methods of capturing 
the additional value of final projects, and using it for affordability and community benefits. A 
speculation tax is one example of such a policy, but more should be identified.

In addition, there are investors in the area who now bring their own equity to projects and do not 
require traditional bank financing. We believe, for example, that this is true of the Goddard 
House and of the new investors in 3200 Washington Street. In these cases, the 6.0% metric 
does not apply, and investors can afford to either pay more for land or affordability.

This also shows why it is important to have high affordability requirements to discourage 
speculation and high prices of land, so that non-profits can still compete to buy land in the area –
as explained earlier.

Cambridge and New York both have analyzed the return on equity of affordable housing 
requirements. The City of Boston must do the same. The City should also analyze how much 
value is being added to potential construction under rezoning, and how to capture this value 
beyond using the 6.0% NOI/cost metric.

Analyzing Lower AMI's

The City's plan does include allowing developers to choose multiple AMI's for bonus units, so 
that 30% or 40% AMI units could be built in addition to 50% AMI units. However, this comes at 
the expense of increasing the rents of 50% AMI units to 60% or 70% AMI. The City's plan for 
using average AMI levels is a positive step in acknowledging the need for more units lower than 
50% AMI, but it needs to be accompanied by a shift downward in income levels, not simply 
rearranging rents around a 50% AMI level. 

The feasibility analysis concludes that adding density bonus units at an average of 30% or 40% 
AMI is not feasible. Although less units could be added than at a 50% AMI level, it is still 
possible to design a bonus policy with a somewhat smaller percentage of units but also a lower 
AMI. For example, under all alternative model, the bonus could be 46% affordability at 50% AMI,
40% at 40% AMI, or 36% at 30% AMI.

In addition, we believe that the plan incorrectly labels the 402 non-profit units as 50% AMI units 
when most will be 60% AMI.

The plan refers to DND's policy of requiring 10% of units set aside in DND-funded developments
to be at 30% AMI, and says this could be encouraged to be higher. However, there is no 
concrete commitment or suggestion for how this will happen. The 10% should be increased 
dramatically.

Area 3: Set Aside Units for Voucher Holders

Cambridge estimates that 50% of inclusionary housing is used by voucher holders. Boston 
Tenant Coalition has long advocated for a more aggressive attempt to connect voucher holders 
to inclusionary affordable units. Mass Alliance of HUD Tenants and the Boston Homeless 



Solidarity Committee are advocating for City-funded low-income housing vouchers that can be 
used as project-based vouchers. Urban Edge has recommended making project-based voucher
available for developments of five units or more.

Setting aside units for voucher holders will result in developers and management companies 
making the same profit, while reducing segregation in new developments and making units more
accessible to households and families who are people of color and have lower incomes.

In an August response, the City wrote, “This policy deserves additional analysis and could be 
implemented as a piot program in JP/ROX.” The September Plan gives neither additional 
analysis nor a commitment to begin this program. Instead, it refers to an already-existing plan by
the Boston Housing Authority to convert 100 vouchers into project-based vouchers a year; but 
even this element is not linked to a goal for project-based vouchers for the neighborhood.

Tim Davis has indicated that a preliminary analysis shows that 30% of inclusionary units 
citywide are used by voucher-holders. This data, along with data on the race/ethnicity, income 
levels, household size, and additional demographic data of vouchers and tenants of IDP units, 
should be released before Occtober 20.

If 2/3 of affordable units were occupied by voucher holders – through a combination of using 
project-based vouchers, set-asides, and additional occupancy without set-asides – the new 
affordable units would become more truly affordable and closer to our 40% AMI goal.

Area 4: Increased City Funding and Leverage State/Federal Funding

We call on the City to increase its funding for affordable housing both in the JP/Rox area and 
across the City. There are multiple potential sources, including but not limited to:

• Giving a more equitable share to JP/Rox of current City funding. If there is a goal to have 
about $40-50 million in City funding for affordable housing, allocating more than 10% to 
the area would help match the proportion of housing being built in the area.

• Direct funding from new property taxes in new construction in the area to affordable 
housing in the area (around $10 million a year), including possibly using tax increment 
financing

• Direct PILOT payments from institutions in the area to affordable housing here (about 
$700,000 a year).

• Community Preservation Act, including using funds for low-income housing vouchers
• New property taxes from the 53,000 new units (about $200 million) and PILOT payments 

(about $40 million) citywide
• Increasing the commitment from the City's operating budget, mirroring commitments 

used to fund the construction of senior housing
• Passing a speculation tax
• Using funding from major land transfers and construction such as Winthrop Square 

($150 million) and property taxes on Millennium Towers

Increasing funding is possible – it requires political will and leadership, but it is appropriate given
the urgency of the affordable housing, low-income housing, and displacement crises.



Area 5: Set a Goal for Acquistion/Conversion of Market-Rate Housing Into Deed-
Restricted Housing

The City references a plan to provide $125,000 a year through an Acquistion Opportunity 
Program to convert market-rate housing into deed-restricted housing. It needs to be clear that 
this funding can be used to make purchases beyond appraised value, and there needs to be a 
clear commitment and goal for how many housing units will be converted over 15 years.



Additional Analysis

Throughout this document there have been requests for additional data and analysis. Three 
additional elements that we believe are important for the plan:

• A stronger projection of the racial demographics of new residents. The plan's current 
analysis uses the racial demographics of current residents as a baseline, ignoring the 
changes that will occur of residents are displaced, and ignoring that the Greater Boston 
Area where residents may come from has a smaller proportion of people of color.

• Studies of the environmental, traffic, and health impacts of the plan.
• The plan and supporting documents need to be translated into Spanish to allow for 

community review.

Past Dynamics and Moving Forward

Criticisms of Process

The BRA, now BPDA, is looking to do more community planning, and it has held up Plan JP/Rox
as a good model. The plan praises the community engagement process.

However, many community members have criticized the process as not being truly supportive of
community input and decision-making or engaging more marginalized groups in the community. 
We share these not to take away from some of the positive elements of the process, but to 
highlight important elements that must be improved now and in additional planning processes.

With the exceptions of meetings where our group and partners mobilized many people, the racial
demographics of meetings' attendees was overwhelmingly white. In one meeting, we estimated 
more than 90% of attendees were white.

Large posters were often not translated into Spanish. The drafts of the plan were not translated 
into Spanish. Intepretation was sometimes not available or left to BRA staff members who are 
not professional translators.

Only one large BRA-sponsored meeting was held outside of English High School, at Bromley 
Heath. No large meetings were held in Egleston.

Initial meetings did not provide food, and later meetings only provided some food and snacks. 
Our group brought food to a number of meetings.

Meetings did not have childcare available. Our group brought someone to provide childcare at 
one meeting.

Many residents, especially people of color and also white people, stopped attending meetings 
because they were not conducive to people's participation and because the BRA was not 
providing adequate information and analysis, taking feedback on the right issues, or showing 
changes in their plans that responded to people's feedback.



Meetings and Protests

The City has at times criticized our group for protesting, and at times thanked us for our 
advocacy. The protest at the May 11 meeting helped lead to an initial three-month extension, a 
“blessing in disguise” according to Marie Mercurio. Contrary to some portrayals, our goal has 
never been to personally attackindividuals. Our goal has been to point out problems and needed
changes in policies. People's frustration comes from our experience and our desire to protect the
neighborhood from negative changes, and the realities of displacement and gentrification that 
new developments and City policies are bringing. It is important for City officials to recognize that
even when they feel uncomfortable, that the City has the ultimate decision-making power around
its policies, and that community members have less power and will not only experience short-
term discomfort, but negative effects of policies will affect community members for decades to 
come. In addition, when community members hold the City accountable around policies, it is 
inevitable that there will be conflict; our group works to focus on policies and not addressing 
people in personal ways, and it is important that City officials also recognize that tensions they 
feel stem from disagreements around policy and not personal dislike.

In addition, members and supporters of our group have engaged in many meetings to offer input.
When our group has protested, it has often been at critical moments where the City has said that
it does not plan to make changes to the plan or has repeatedly presented the same plan, or 
when it has said they plan to pass the plan (in July or October), or when it has said it will not 
negotiate.

Moving Forward

We request that the plan be removed from the October 20, 2016 agenda in order to give 
breathing room for good-faith negotiations on the plan around affordability and neighborhood 
stabilization, as well as design guidelines, height, transportation and utilities, and jobs. We do 
not seek to protest for the sake of protesting, and hope that negotiations can lead to an agreed-
upon plan that meets the goals of real affordability and racial justice, as well as constructing 
additional housing to meet the City's needs. We look forward to creating a mutually agreed upon 
structure with real negotiations, where the right people from the City are at the table who can 
make decisions and offer new plans and proposals, and where we can go back and forth to 
create agreements.



Attachment 1: Petition

This petition was signed by 348 people within one week. We continue to collect ptition 
signatures.

Petition: Real Affordable Housing and Real Negotiations in Plan JP/Rox

To:
• Mayor Marty Walsh
• Brian Golden, Director of the Boston Redevelopment Authority/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

We demand a plan for the Jamaica Plain/Roxbury/Egleston area that protects existing residents 
and businesses, and builds new housing that is truly affordable to the City's growing population. 
We want a plan that reflects the true community need:

• 70% of new housing should be affordable
• Include real affordable housing at a range of income levels, with an average of $35,000 a 

year or "40% area median income" (40% at $25,000/yr, 10% at $35,000/yr, 10% at 
$50,000/yr, and 10% at $70,000/yr)

Mayor Walsh, the BRA/BPDA, and DND should immediately stop the October vote on Plan 
JP/Rox and postpone approval until real negotiations change the plan's affordability 
commitments to acceptable levels. We need negotiations with City officials with the power to 
offer new affordability goals and income levels. Negotiate with us on the following items:

• Land banking and advocacy to support non-profits to acquire land for 50% the new 
housing in the plan, with 100% affordability on most non-profit land

• Requirements that for-profit developers make 40-50% of housing affordable
• Set aside many affordable units for voucher holders/contracts
• Increase City funding for affordable housing in the neighborhood to $15 million a year, 

along with increasing funding citywide and leveraging State/Federal funding
• Strong, specific goals for converting market-rate housing into affordable housing

We also call on the City to negotiate with community members so that the plan includes 
appropriate height, density, and design guidelines, a transportation and infrastructure plan, good
job standards, and protections for small businesses. We support the Roxbury community's 
organizing for community control and a stop to Plan Dudley Square, and South Boston 
community members' advocacy for real affordable housing in Plan Dorchester Ave.

Why:



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, 70% of the new housing in Plan JP/Rox will be for households making about 
$100,000-$125,000 a year, and only 2% will be affordable for households making less than 
$35,000 a year. Only an estimated 1/3 of residents in new housing will be people of color. 
Citywide, only 15% of housing will be afforable to households making less than $50,000 a year, 
leaving 50,000 households at those income levels without affordable housing.

City and State officials: Prove that you care about racial and economic justice. Work with us to 
create a city that supports low-income residents, seniors, and families, and people of color. 
Rather than push people out, create a city that respects our right to housing and recognizes our 
value to the city.

[See attached document for signatures.]
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WORKING DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION:  DETAILS SUBJECT TO CHANGE THROUGH COMMUNITY FEEDBACK AND ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS 
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Requests from 100% Egleston 7/1/16 
Responses by BRA, DND, Mayor's Housing Innovation Lab 8/3/16 

 
Housing Policy Document 

SPECIFIC REQUESTS YES NO RESPONSE 

1. Land Banking 

a Analyze "land banking" to 
support non-profits to buy 
land. 

X 

 

DND is working with LISC, CEDAC and others on a pilot program to help provide additional capital for the 
acquisition of vacant property to support both immediate and future affordable housing construction.  While 
a launch date is not set, the program is targeted for this Fall.  Working through existing financial 
mechanisms, DND will provide additional financial resources that will help to improve responsiveness of the 
funding sources, reduce cost to the borrower and help to advance the site toward development of 
affordable housing.  This program will be administered through partner agencies and is a firm commitment 
already endorsed by Mayor Walsh in his Housing Plan.  

b Set a concrete goal for 
units on land acquired by 
non-profits with land 
banking. 

 

X The goal will be established as the requirements of the program are finalized (the goal will be similar to the 
program DND announced in the Spring for acquiring market housing to convert to affordable housing - this 
program had a $7.5 million budget and a $75k per unit maximum so the goal was 100 units in the first 
round).  This will be a pilot program and if successful the program will be expanded.   
 
The goal will not be geographic but will instead depend on partners to propose qualified projects from 
across the City.  The City will work with nonprofits and other partners to identify vacant properties in the 
JP/Rox area that could be acquired for affordable housing development.  DND will consider all projects 
brought to it through this program and work with them on all funding options.  The success of the program is 
reliant on partners bringing forward qualified projects. 
 
One of the goals of the pilot will be to set deep affordability requirements for all developments that access 
the fund.  Those goals should reflect both the deeper affordability (targeting lower incomes) desired by the 
community and the maximum number of affordable units to ensure the developments financial viability.  
 

c Sets a high enough goal for 
land banking. 

 

X See above.  We cannot estimate a goal for the JP/Rox area at this time, but are committed to pursuing this 
strategy.  
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2. Government Funding 

a Analyze feasibility at lower 
income levels, including 
what % is possible. 

X 

 

The analysis provided by Affordable Egleston in this area is both conceptually accurate and very helpful.  
There are two important trade offs mentioned here:  1) we could reach deeper levels of affordability if we 
are willing to create a smaller number of affordable units overall and/or 2) we could set an "average" level of 
affordability and ask developers to create units that are both below and above this average as long as the 
total mix of units generated the same total rent.  
 
There has been some conflicting feedback from the community on how to address these trade offs.  Some 
groups clearly want more deeply affordable housing, other groups want a larger total number of affordable 
units which requires a higher income limit.  We asked this question very explicitly of everyone who 
participated in the housing breakout sessions at community meetings and based on the community 
feedback we suggested prioritizing the creation of 50% AMI units through the density bonus policy.   
 
This is the planning team's best estimate at establishing compromise between competing demands.  
However, if the AG believes we have misinterpreted community desires on this issue we need this 
feedback.   
 
It is possible to rework the private development affordable unit set aside policy to either 1) create less units 
overall but reach lower income levels and/or 2) target an average level of affordability instead of maximizing 
50% AMI units (this would mean additional 30-40% AMI units, less 50% AMI units, and more 70% AMI or 
higher AMI units to compensate for the more deeply affordable ones). There are many different 
permutations of how this analysis could be run, so we will be providing an analysis of the impact of shifting 
the density bonus to 30% and 40% AMI units for discussion.   
 
(Note: for publicly financed projects, State and Federal funding resources have set requirements which 
generally target 60% AMI units.  In DND's last funding round we wrote in incentives so that projects that 
propose deeper levels of affordability score more highly in our funding award selections.  This will be the 
standard going forward and allows DND to create 50% AMI units and perhaps 40% AMI units.  DND also 
requires that any project we fund set aside 10% of the units for 30% AMI or lower income households.  We 
are currently conducting analysis on what it would take to increase this 10% set aside.  The details will be 
announced in all future funding rounds.  We welcome input and participation on this.)   

b Name clear dollar amount 
for City funding for future 
projects beyond existing 
projects. 

 X The funding provided by the City of Boston and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts is awarded through 
competitive funding rounds to qualified projects.  The City cannot promise funding to projects that have not 
yet been proposed.  In addition, the funding Boston receives must be spread across the whole City - and 
there are many neighborhoods with desperate needs for affordable housing.  
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However, we can estimate the likely public funding contribution to affordable housing in the JP/Rox corridor 
based on past performance, the community’s commitment to affordability, and the strength of the 
neighborhood’s community development partners. 
 
Currently in the JP/ROX corridor there are 184 new subsidized affordable units in identified pipeline 
projects.  These projects will require approximately $75 million in all public sources, including over $7 
million from the City of Boston.   
 
The Plan JP/ROX draft also calls for 497 affordable units outside of the existing pipeline to be identified to 
reach the 30% goal (and Arborway Yards is one potential mechanism for reaching this goal). 
 
Over the past five years, an average of $105 million has been available annually to fund affordable housing 
creation projects within Boston from local, state and federal sources.   Since 2014, the average affordable 
housing project in Boston required $358,000 per unit in public financial assistance (from all sources).  This 
includes an average of $56,000 per unit from the City of Boston.   
 
At current affordable housing creation costs, the public subsidy required to reach 497 units of new 
affordable housing is $178 million, which would require an estimated $28 million from the City of Boston. 
 
The City is committed to reaching and, if possible, exceeding the affordable housing goals of Plan JP/ROX. 
This includes both the existing pipeline of 184 units, the additional 497 units, and as many additional units 
as possible. To do so the City will support this estimated $253 million subsidy requirement as long as 
funding remains available.  This includes upwards of $35 million in subsidy from the City of Boston. 
 
Building this level of subsidized affordable housing is reliant upon partners proposing qualified affordable 
housing projects.  Given the strength of the community partners in the area, it is possible that projects 
beyond these 681 subsidized affordable units will be proposed, and the City and the Department of 
Neighborhood Development will work diligently in the years to come to find mechanisms for funding these 
additional projects as well.  The City has a lengthy track record of finding mechanisms to fund the vast 
majority of affordable project proposals and will continue to work with advocates and partners to build on 
this success. 

c Set a high enough 
commitment for City 
funding.  

X See above.   

d Analyze government 
funding and dollar amounts 

X 
 

The Affordable Egleston group has already done much of this analysis which has influenced the 
development of the draft Plan JP/ROX document.  
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needed for different goals 
from 30-70% and deeper 
affordability. 

 
It should be noted that the Plan JP/ROX 30% affordable housing goal is a minimum.  Going above and 
beyond the 30% goal is an aspiration that many community members, the BRA and the City share.   
 
To summarize the question on the public tax dollar costs to increase the overall percentage of affordable 
housing - using the estimates described above and an estimated growth of 3,500 new units, each one 
percent increase in the goal would cost an estimated $12.5 million in public subsidy.  Therefore, increasing 
the new construction affordable housing goal from 30% to 40% would require over $125 million in additional 
public subsidy.  Each additional 10% would be roughly equivalent.   

e Analyze possible sources 
of government funding, 
dollar amounts, and how 
they could increase 
affordability goal. 

X  See answer above on why we cannot commit funding beyond projects that are already proposed.   
 
That said, if CPA were passed or housing creation budgets continue to increase under Mayor Walsh's 
leadership, each additional $358,000 is on average enough subsidy to create an additional unit.  (The 
average City contribution to affordable housing is $56k which leverages the additional State and Federal 
dollars, but $358k on average from all sources must be identified to create a single new subsidized unit).    

3. Requirements for Private Developers 

a Set a strong enough 
affordability requirement for 
developers. 

X 

 

The proposed Residential Development Area zoning and Density Bonus Program seek to maximize the 
required affordable housing set-asides from private development without requiring the expenditure of public 
funding.  Part of the affordability maximizing strategy is also encouraging more market rate housing to be 
built - the more market rate units built, the larger the overall number of affordable set asides.   
 
The Density Bonus Program is aggressively weighted toward affordable housing creation, and therefore 
runs the risk that developers may decide not to build at higher densities. At a time when growing the 
housing supply is critical for alleviating the housing shortage and preventing further rent escalation, if a 
policy impedes development, even unintentionally, it will make it even harder to get rents under control. To 
that end, the Density Bonus Program will be run as a pilot but with the ability for the City and the community 
to adjust where financial necessity can be proven.  

b Reserve option to opt into 
private developments. 

 

X This is an interesting proposal that received much discussion and analysis through the planning process, 
but it is the City's recommendation that this policy not be pursued further.  Ultimately, purchasing units 
within a private development is an inefficient use of City affordable housing dollars as these projects would 
not generally be eligible for state tax credit resources.  It is a better use of City funding to reserve these 
dollars for qualified affordable housing projects where the City's dollars are used to leverage the investment 
of many more public dollars from State and Federal programs.   
 
Ultimately, more affordable housing units at more deeply affordable rents can be achieved through 
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preserving limited City resources to fund traditional affordable housing projects.  For example, the City's 
affordable housing dollars can create more lower income units - including homeless set-aside units for 
individuals with no incomes.  
 
However, for-profit private developers are encouraged to compete for funding in the City's and the State's 
affordable housing financing rounds alongside traditional non-profit partners.  The City will work with the 
community to encourage more for-profit developers to consider developing affordable housing and submit 
applications for funding through DND. If these for-profit projects better met the goals of the JP/ROX Plan, 
then the City will work with them to award funds.  

4. Racial Impact and Impact on Diversity 

a Analyze racial impact and 
effects of displacement. 

X 

 

This is critically important.  Ensuring social and racial equity in the outcomes of the plan is a priority for 
Mayor Walsh, all members of the planning team, and nearly all community members we have heard from 
throughout the process.  The plan identifies that there are 302 households at very high risk of displacement 
and estimates that the majority of these households are people of color.  By creating over 1,000 new units 
of affordable housing in the area, the plan will effectively double the supply of deed restricted housing.  It is 
the City's estimate that if this housing comes on line quickly enough, it should provide an opportunity to 
prevent the displacement of many of these 302 households.  In addition, the new Office of Housing Stability 
offers an expanding suite of services to help these households remain in their homes. 

b Analyze racial impact and 
equity accessing new 
housing. 

X 

 

It is difficult to estimate exactly who would be moving into new housing once it is created, but the City 
recognizes the importance of this analysis. Given available data, only a rough approximation of the 
outcome may be possible, but the BRA/DND team will be contacting research partners to identify a possible 
approach to this question.  More details will be forthcoming.  
 
To assist with this effort, the BRA, in cooperation with Fair Housing, is working to improve data collection on 
IDP housing units, so as to better understand who gets IDP units in terms of income, race and ethnicity, 
and neighborhood of origin. 

5. Conversion Goal 

a Include a goal for 
converting market-rate 
housing into affordable 
housing. 

 X DND’s recently announced $7.5 million "Acquisition Opportunity Program" has a goal of creating 100 units 
of affordable housing through converting market-rate units.  If successful, DND will seek funding to expand 
this program.  However, this goal is citywide and requires qualified partners to step forward to acquire 
property.  Therefore the successful expansion of this program in the JP/ROX area will require development 
partners to propose projects. 

b Include a strong enough 
goal for converting market-

 X see above 
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rate housing into affordable 
housing. 

6. Current Pipeline 

a In table summarizing units, 
include additional market-
rate and affordable housing 
in pipeline, and separate 
out future projects 

X 

 

 The BRA is in the process of updating the table to include the market rate development projects with deed-
restricted set asides. 

b Explain the buildout 
analysis better. 

X 
 

The BRA is working to clarify and update the build out analysis with the understanding that this is one of 
many potential scenarios and that full build out will occur over a 10 to 20 year time frame if at all. 

7. Vouchers 

a Analyze setting aside units 
for voucher-holders 

X 

 

This policy deserves additional analysis and could be implemented as a pilot program in JP/ROX.  Some 
have suggested that prioritizing access to affordable housing for voucher holders may have the unintended 
consequence of limiting overall access to affordable housing resources (as a single household would be 
consuming two limited resources - both the voucher and the restricted unit).  On the other hand, this 
strategy could be an effective way to help lower income households access units that have rents capped at 
70% AMI.   
 
If launched, this preference program needs to be weighted against other preferences to establish priorities 
(e.g., should a voucher holder have a higher or lower priority than a household facing immediate 
displacement from the neighborhood?).  The City is committed to continuing to analyze this idea and 
resolve any fair housing and resource concerns.  If warranted, the BRA/DND could run a time limited pilot 
using the affordable housing lotteries for units created in this neighborhood for a year, then evaluate to see 
if the policy was effective.  

8. Discussions About Displacement 

a Change how the report 
addresses displacement 
- discuss how existing 
residents may not get into 
new housing or may not 
have an income that 
matches it. 

 X Affordable Egleston is correct that there is no guarantee that all new affordable units will go to the 302 
households in the area at greatest risk for displacement.  This is one reason why the plan calls for creating 
over 1,000 units of new affordable housing.  We believe that the plan makes sufficiently clear that creating 
new units is only one strategy for mitigating displacement risk, and that other strategies must be employed 
to effectively combat displacement.   
 
To be clear, we agree with Affordable Egleston's rationale and arguments, but suggest that they are already 
captured effectively in the text of the plan. We will be looking for the AG’s feedback on this. 
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Among the possible solutions identified to this problem, one policy listed in the plan - thanks to the 
advocacy of Affordable Egleston and others - is the creation of the new "Diversity Preservation Preference" 
in housing lotteries. 

b Change how the report 
addresses displacement 
- discuss how preserving 
the overall diversity of the 
neighborhood, not just # of 
units, is important. 

 X Same answer as above, we agree with the goals of the group but believe that this is already discussed and 
supported in the plan.  In addition, the plan clearly prioritizes preserving the tenancies of those facing 
displacement who already live in the neighborhood first.    

c Change how the report 
addresses displacement 
- address how new housing 
can drive up rents on a 
local basis. 

 X An aggressive regional housing growth strategy is necessary to address escalating housing costs due to 
the imbalance between housing supply and demand in greater Boston.  Mayor Walsh has outlined his plan 
to add 53,000 new units by 2030 - and by no means is the JP/Rox corridor the only neighborhood engaging 
in a plan for equitable growth.   
 
In addition, there is evidence to suggest that preventing the construction of new housing accelerates rent 
increases and displacement.  At a regional level, a shortage of housing is what drives up rents, not 
additional supply. Even supply at the upper end helps by giving more affluent people an option other than 
displacing existing residents.  Impeding the growth of supply will have the unintended effect of increasing 
displacement.  
 
Additionally, within recent months in the City of Boston, initial data indicate that many neighborhoods that 
have completed more new housing construction have experienced less rent escalation than those where 
new projects have not yet come online.  The JP/Rox corridor is in the later category - relatively few new 
units have finished construction (despite the pipeline of proposed projects) and rents are continuing to 
increase significantly.   

d Compare income levels in 
plan to neighborhood 
demographics. 

X 

 

An analysis will be added comparing the income levels of units created under the estimated build-out 
scenario with the incomes of current residents.  

e Improve the count of 
households at risk of 
displacement. 

 X DND and BRA researchers have spent significant time and effort to clearly quantify the number of 
households at risk for displacement and document how we have reached these conclusions. The data 
available does not allow for every possible question on this topic to be answered, but we believe we have 
provided the best possible analysis on this very important question. 
 

9. Portrayal of Affordable Egleston Plan 
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a Portray the community plan 
accurately and analyze the 
solutions. 

X 

 

This chart in question has been removed from the draft planning document.  In addition, the draft Plan 
JP/Rox already includes a large number of ideas and solutions that have been generated or influenced by 
the Affordable Egleston group. This response also provides more detail on how the solutions provided by 
Affordable Egleston are being incorporated.  

10. Condos 

a Explain affordability 
guidelines for condos. 

X 
 

This will be available for the next draft of the plan.  However, we expect that the majority of new units will be 
rentals.   
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Density Bonus Financial Analysis 

REQUEST YES NO RESPONSE 

1. Make Assumptions more explicit 

a Provide excel spreadsheet 
with formulas X  The basic model for both condos and rentals will be provided, with the next version of the analysis. 

b Make assumptions explicit X  The assumptions highlighted as missing will be explained in the next version of the analysis. 

2. Additional research and analysis 

a Research actual pro 
formas and construction 
costs 

X 

 

The BRA and DND are  seeking additional data on construction costs, including costs seen in the immediate 
area. 

b Analyze feasibility for steel 
construction 

X 

 

Further analysis has been completed and at this time we believe steel construction in this corridor is 
infeasible, but this may change if market rents, land costs or other major cost assumptions change in the 
future. 

c Analyze finances at 
smaller NOI/Cost 

X 
 

The BRA will provide a feasibility analysis that shows the resulting NOI/Cost using a variety of assumptions, 
whether the resulting project is feasible or infeasible. 

d Analyze finances based 
on land costs of current 
zoning and value gained 
from change of use 

 

X Land and commercial property in this area has not been purchased based on what can be built as-of-right, 
but based on speculation as to what could be approved through the Article 80 and ZBA processes. As such, 
land prices already factor in a higher density than what is currently allowed. The BRA is looking more closely 
at recent sales so as to check the land cost assumptions however. Even with this data, the model cannot 
easily incorporate the unknown costs related to specific sites including demolition and environmental 
remediation.  

e Analyze feasibility at 
averages of 30%, 40% 
and 50% AMI 

X 

 

Additional analysis is being completed. 

3. Challenging assumptions 

a Use accurate calculations 
for operating expenses 
and fix discrepancy from 
old model  X 

 The old model used $5,500 per unit plus 10% of income to property taxes. The recent model used $7,500 
and 7% of income to taxes. In this respect, while the numbers are different, the total costs are not that 
different. These assumptions are being reviewed however, and either or both assumptions are likely to be 
updated in the new model. 

b Use lower construction 
costs in analysis  

X The BRA and DND are reviewing the construction cost assumption, which may result in either a higher or 
lower cost assumption.. 
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4. Developers choice about adopting density bonus versus base zoning 

a Compare feasibility of 
NOI/cost to current 
FAR/use, not 2.0 at 
13%/70% AMI 

X 

 

The BRA is reviewing alternative and new models including the base zoning as the starting point for the 
bonus. 

b Analyze what is possible 
beyond 13%/70% AMI for 
low FAR/ base zoning 

 

X Inclusionary Development Policy (13% @ 70%) is the City's baseline policy for all development in all 
neighborhoods, and no community is exempt. That is the principle here. Where add-ons are desired, such as 
the Density Bonus program here, those add-ons apply only to the incremental units over base zoning. That 
way, developers opting out of the Density Bonus have the same IDP responsibilities as developers anywhere 
else in the City.  

5. Incorporating subsidies into analysis 

a Analyze finances if 
projects use 4% LIHTC 

X  Analysis in progress 

b Analyze finances if 
projects get property tax 
breaks 

X 

 

Analysis in progress 
 
In addition, the Mayor's Workforce Housing Tax Incentive Program -- is likely to be signed into law this 
summer. It was incorporated into the Governor's Municipal Modernization Bill. It is primarily designed to 
facilitate cash-flow in the construction and lease-up phases where the developers need it most. It won't affect 
the end financials of a development, however.  

c Analyze finances if 
projects get additional 
subsidies at different 
amounts 

X  Analysis in progress 
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Overall Affordability Goal: Increase the Percentage
Increase the goal for new affordable housing from 30% to 70%.

WHY?
• 70% of the neighborhood makes less than $75,000 a year now.
• 38% of current units are deed­restricted, mostly at 60% AMI and below. (Note: The BRA 

incorrectly stated 30% multiple times during its “road show” even though their revised housing 
documents gave a figure of 38%.)

A goal of 30% deed­restricted, many at 70% AMI, does not match the current percentages – not 
even taking into account the market­rate units that low­ and moderate­income families are 
living in now (see below).

• With a 30% goal, the economic diversity in the neighborhood could drop from 70% 
making less than $75,000 a year, to 33­38%, and drop from 50% making less than 
$35,000 a year, to 15%.

This is due to the combination of 70% new high­end market­rate housing and displacement of 
households form current housing. Less than 2% of the new units are built for households making 
less than $35,000/yr (and even many of these are studios).

• With the current affordability goals, 67­84% of the new households will be white and 16­
33% will be people of color, a drop from the 67% households of color who are in the 
neighborhood now.

74% of the households in Boston who make more than $100,000 and can afford the market­rate 
units are white; 87% of the households in the Boston area who make that amount are white.

• To maintain current economic diversity, about 80­90% of new units would need to be 
affordable to households making less than $75,000 a year, and 60% to households 
making less than $35,000 a year.

A 70% goal is reasonable because we would need extra affordable units above 70% to fully 
make up for the displacement occurring from market­rate units. If 70% of new construction is 
affordable, about 50% of the final total housing in the neighborhood will be affordable.

Overall Affordability Goal: Shift Income Levels Downward
Change the average income levels for affordable housing from 60% AMI 
($60,000/yr, some less and some more) to 40% AMI ($40,000/yr, some less 
and some more). Prioritize households making 30% AMI.
Our plan's specific breakdown is 40% affordable housing at 30% AMI, 10% at 40% AMI, 10% at 
50% AMI, and 10% at 70% AMI, for an average of 40% AMI total.

WHY?
• About 40% of the neighborhood now makes less than 30% AMI, about $25,000/yr. 

About 50% now makes less than 40% AMI, about $35,000/yr. Most workers in Boston 
make less than $35,000/yr.

• Less than 2% of the new housing in the plan is at 30% AMI. None is at 40% AMI.
In our plan, out of 10 new units, 7 are affordable: 4 at 30% AMI, 1 at 40%, 1 at 50%, and 1 at 70%. The 
average of these 7 amounts (30%, 30%, 30%, 30%, 40%, 50%, and 70%) is 40% AMI.
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Misleading Points from the City:
1. The plan will double the affordable housing in the neighborhood.
2. The City “stand[s] firmly with the community and pledge[s] to make 
housing affordability and preventing displacement the central goal of this 
planning process going forward.”
3. The City is prioritizing “development without displacement.”

Responses

1. “Doubling” sounds positive but the plan falls extremely short of what the neighborhood 
needs. 98% of the new “affordable” housing is unaffordable to households making less than 
$35,000 a year. The plan doubles the market­rate housing in the neighborhood, the new 
market­rate housing is high­end ($2,500­$3,500 a month), and people will be displaced from 
the current market­rate housing. Under the plan, the economic and racial diversity in the 
neighborhood will suffer greatly.

2. City officials constantly say they care about displacement, using phrases such as, “We 
share the same goals,” “We all feel the deep pain of displacement,” “We share an 
aspiration of building more than 30% affordable housing,” and “We don't want you to think 
that we don't care about displacement.” These statements are empty without real, more 
substantial commitments. The City has said they will not set a goal higher than 30%, will not 
set a goal for land banking, and will not increase the City funding commitment. Even if they 
begin doing these things, the goals must be high enough to meet the neighborhood need.

3. City officials focus on 302­433 households in the area and are using the phrase 
“development without displacement.” The plan does not have a goal for converting existing
housing into affordable housing to protect these households, and there is no guarantee 
these households can move into the new housing. Also, “development without 
displacement” doesn't mean flooding a neighborhood with new residents as long as existing 
residents stay; it also means preserving the neighborhood's diversity, which the plan does not
do.

Furthermore, there will be more than 50,000 households across the City making less than 
$50,000 a year who will need affordable housing, not just a few hundred households in this 
neighborhood. New housing must reflect the economic and racial diversity of current city 
residents and new, low­income city residents. Building 70% high­end market­rate housing 
does not do this.
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Solution 1. Land Banking
Provide City funds (about $10,000­20,000 a unit) to non­profits like CDC's 
and land trusts to purchase land. Set a concrete commitment and goal 
for land acquisition and units build on this land.

The City's goal so far:
0 units

Potential goal:
Up to 1500 units (land for 100 units a year)

THE CITY'S RESPONSE SO FAR
The City will pilot citywide funding for land banking in the fall or in the future. However, 
they will not set a goal for this neighborhood.

But the plan must include an aggressive goal in order to include more affordable 
housing. Otherwise there is no real, measurable commitment behind the City's interest 
in land banking.

EXPLANATION
• With no new public land except for an uncertain possibility of Arborway Yard, we need

to save land for development where affordability is prioritized over profits.
• The City has virtually zero new non­profit affordable housing planned beyond the 

current pipeline, except for the uncertain possibility of Arborway Yard.
• This pace of construction is similar to non­profits' current capacity. Each non­profit can 

build about 40­50 units a year as State funding becomes available, so 2­3 developers 
could build about 100 units a year.

Solution 2. Stronger Private Requirements
Require a higher percentage of affordable units in private developments, 
at lower income levels.

The City's requirements so far:
About 17­18% at 50% AMI and 70% AMI.

Potential requirements:
Groups have proposed a range of 
possibilities including 25%, 50%, and 70%. 
Especially by setting aside units for voucher 
holders (see below), the average AMI could 
go down to 40%.

EXPLANATION
• Rezoning, not just “density bonuses,” creates land value that can be captured as 

affordable housing.
Because the neighborhood is being rezoned, there is a case to make for even stronger 
requirements than usual because of the value created by rezoning. An industrial lot's value will 
become much greater with rezoning, so the City can require that value to go back into 
affordable housing.
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• The City's financial models can decrease costs and profits to get stronger 
requirements.

Construction costs and ongoing costs in reality are lower than what the City's models use. Also, 
the 6% profit the City uses translates into a 12% return on investment (a more traditional measure 
of profit). The City of Cambridge uses an 8% return on investment. The City can decrease profits 
to cool the pace of development without stopping it.

• The plan is proposing extraordinary changes; given the need for real affordable 
housing, this means bold, creative solutions and funding.

Requiring a small amount of affordability from private developers will not protect affordability 
and diversity in the neighborhood or the City. New York recognized this challenge and required 
additional affordability with the understanding that some subsidies would be required. Boston 
can set strong requirements with this understanding as well.

Solution 3. Set Aside Units for Voucher­Holders

The City's policy so far:
Interest but no clear details.

Potential requirements:
Set aside a high percentage of affordable 
units for voucher­holders.

THE CITY'S RESPONSE SO FAR
The City says they may start a pilot program to give preference in units to voucher 
holders.

It has not given details or provided an analysis of how this will affect the distribution of 
income levels. A “preference” may be too weak compared to a requirement.

EXPLANATION
• Setting aside units for voucher holders makes developments more deeply affordable 

without affecting developer profits.

• Half of the affordable units in Cambridge are used by voucher­holders.

Solution 4. Set a Strong Budget for Guaranteed, Annual City Funding
Set a strong budget for average annual City funding for building 
affordable housing in Plan JP/Rox.

The City's commitment so far:
$35 million, about $2.3 million a year.

Potential funding sources:
There is at least $300 million a year the City 
could draw from.

THE CITY'S RESPONSE SO FAR
The City claims that they cannot guarantee funding for projects that are not already 
proposed. The City says the current commitment is strong enough.

But the plan must include a larger goal in order to include more affordable housing.



Originally included as an attachment to the Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council's Letter before the September draft.

The City is already committing funding for a project that is not yet proposed, at 
Arborway Yard. This means it can commit funding for additional projects as well. That is
the purpose of a plan, to set goals and commit the resources behind them. In 
addition, there are current projects at 125 Amory Street and Jackson Square that the 
City could commit additional funds to.

Also, $2.3 million a year is small compared to the amount of housing being built in the 
neighborhood, it is small compared to the amount needed for affordable housing, 
and it is small compared to potential funding sources.

EXPLANATION
• There is no way to achieve high enough affordability goals with a real increase in City 

funding and a substantial commitment.
• Guaranteeing a budget every year for the neighborhood ensures more “sequencing,”

making sure a flood of market­rate housing isn't built first without any affordable 
housing.

Almost 70% of the new publicly subsidized construction in the plan is from Arborway Yard, which 
is very uncertain. We need to make sure a high amount of affordable housing is being built every
year.

• There is about $300 million that annual funding could come from.
Property taxes and new developments: 53,000 new units of housing means about $200 million in 
property taxes a year for the City. Up to $13 million a year could come from the new housing in 
this neighborhood alone. There are multiple ways to use this funding; giving property tax breaks 
to developers to build affordable housing, using TIF (tax increment financing) to borrow funds at 
a low interest rate using the money from property taxes, or budgeting an equivalent amount of 
funds for affordable housing from the operating budget. Also, the sale Winthrop Square will 
generate $151 million.

PILOT: The City receives $44­50 million a year in PILOT (payment in lieu of taxes) funds from large 
non­profits every year, including about $700,000 million from the Faulkner and Showa Institute in 
Jamaica Plain.

Existing Funds and Community Preservation Act: The City funds about $40 million a year now, 
and CPA could provide up to $20 million for affordable housing a year.

• $2.3 million a year is low compared to the amount of new housing in the area, and 
overall City funding should increase beyond just this neighborhood.

Out of about 30,000 units remaining in the Mayor's Housing Plan, about 10% will be in this area. If 
City funding for affordable housing goes up to about $60 million next year, 10% would be $6 
million a year for this neighborhood

More importantly, the pie of City funding should get bigger, so that all neighborhoods get the 
funding they need. This will only happen if all neighborhoods, including ours, advocate for more 
neighborhood funding and more overall funding.





October 13, 2016 
 
Brian Golden, Director 
Boston Planning and Development Agency 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 
 
RE: Plan JP/Rox 
 
Dear Mr. Golden,  
 
On behalf of an Alliance of the Neighborhood Associations/Organizations along the Plan JP/Rox corridor, 
we respectfully request that you remove Plan JP/Rox from the Agenda of the October 20, 2016 BPDA 
Board meeting. The BPDA should not submit PLAN JP/ROX to their Board for approval until the following 
issues have been addressed, and the final version of the Plan is presented to the public for review. 
 
Although significant progress was made during the 3-month extension, and many neighborhoods had an 
opportunity to provide input, the 9/20/16 plan includes substantive changes to the previous draft, and 
the BPDA is continuing to make critical changes to RDA policy and design guidelines, many contrary to 
neighborhood requests. The BPDA (BRA) will not finish receiving comments from the Advisory Group 
and Neighborhood stakeholders until October 13, and cannot possibly review, discuss and incorporate 
community feedback in the one week preceding the October 20 BPDA (BRA) Board Meeting. We will 
work with you or BPDA staff to develop a process to address our concerns as expeditiously as possible. 

Ouri concerns fall within two categories: (1) requests for revisions to metrics that will directly guide 
revisions to the Zoning requirements and (2) requests for specific commitments from the BPDA and 
related agencies to continue to work with the community to develop and implement non-zoning 
strategies and policies that are critical to the success of the overall plan. Attached is a summary of our 
primary concerns. Individual organizations may submit additional comments to BPDA Plan JP/Rox staff. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Pranger and Carolyn Royce, on behalf of the following 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 
Parkside Neighborhood Association 
Stonybrook Neighborhood Association 
Union Avenue Neighborhood Association 
Westminster/Wardman Tenant Association 
Keep It 100 for Real Affordable Housing and Racial Justice 
 

Cc:  BPDA Board Members 
  Teresa Polhemus, Executive Director/Secretary, BPDA 

Marie Mercurio; John Dalzell/BPDA 
 Representative Liz Malia 

Senator Chang-Diaz 
Councilor Matt O’Malley    
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1. DESIGN GUIDELINES SHOULD PROTECT AND BUFFER THE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS  
a.  “Guidelines” must be mandatory requirements and enforceable by Zoning. 

b. SETBACKS (at grade):  
 Maintain 20-foot rear/10-foot side setbacks on new development that abut residential 

zones.  The draft guidelines are unclear, and appear to tie the setback requirements to the 
presence of first floor retail and to the character of the fronting street. 

c.  STEPBACKS (At 3rd or 4th floor):  
 The stepback should be sufficiently deep to allow upper floors to visually recede, to allow 

views and sunlight, and avoid tunnel effects. 
 Where new development abuts residential zones, step back the side and rear facade above 

the 3rd story (at the 3/4 line) to provide a transition to existing 1 to 3 story homes.  
 Increase the depth of required stepbacks on all sides.  Neighborhood groups have 

consistently requested 10 to 20 feet deep stepbacks.  The 7/15 draft required an 8' deep 
stepback above the 4th story along most of the perimeter of the new building.  The latest 
proposal (9/30ii) reduces the depth of the stepback to only 5 feet. 

 Clarify the requirements for the front stepbacks. 

d. SIDEWALKS: 
 Specify minimum sidewalk widths of 8’ to 12’, depending on the building use and the street 

character. The 9/20 draft requires a 7’ minimum in all locations, which is insufficient. 
Coordinate sidewalk requirements with Front yard setback requirementsiii.  

2. OVERALL BUILDING HEIGHT SHOULD RESPECT THE SCALE OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND STREETS 
a. Additional RDA height should be allowed ONLY where Design Guidelines are first met. iv 

b. Height limitations should reflect site-specific changes in grade between the project and 
abutting properties.v Stepbacks should relate to allowable heights on adjacent properties. 

c. The additional 5’ in allowable height (added to all RDA zones in the 9/20/16 draft) should be 
reduced to 3’ and allowed only where ground floor commercial is allowed.  

d. Green Street 
i. Change the height limit of the entire LC subdistrict along Green St/Glen Rd to 4 stories/45', 

with 5 stories/55' at the Washington St intersection, to avoid creating an undesirable 
canyon effect on this narrow corridor and to respect the abutting 3-story residential 
neighborhoods. 

ii. In the LI subdistrict on the western side of Washington St, south of Green St, change the 
four parcels shown as 5 stories/55', to 4 stories/45' to respect the 3-story residences on 
Union Ave. and to be consistent with the change to 4 stories/45', already made, for the 
parcels on the remainder of this Washington block. 

iii. On the eastern side of Washington, the LI and LC subdistricts north of Rockvale Rd, the 
height should be changed from 65' to 55', consistent with the 55' designation south of 
Rockvale.  
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e. Stonybrook/Forest Hills 

i. The height on the west side of Stedman Street, between Brookley and Rossmore Roads 
should be limited to 35’ to respect the adjacent residential property on Stedman and 
Brookley and due to the narrow width of Stedman Street. (While Stedman is a two-way 
street, cars cannot pass in opposite directions.) 

ii. We object to the development of 13-15 story buildings on the site of the bus yard as part of 
the BPDA’s proposed creation of 1250 new units of housing between Williams Street and 
the Forest Hills T station. The proposal adds to the nearly 1,000 units already planned/under 
review/under construction within a half mile of the Forest Hill/Stonybrook  neighborhoods. 
Washington Street is already in a perpetual state of traffic gridlock. The proposed density 
will overwhelm the neighborhood and significantly diminish the quality of life. Also, from an 
affordability perspective, a high-rise is not economically feasible in the JP Market, and 
actually makes it harder to get a high percentage of affordability. 

3. COMMIT TO BETTER TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIESvi TO SUPPORT THE INCREASE IN DENSITY  
a. The implementation of Mobility & Connectivity Improvements is the responsibility of the BTD 

and PWD.  BTD and PWD need to provide a schedule of budgeted short-term improvements 
that can be accomplished now, and a contact and process for continuing to work with the 
community on a steady plan for transportation improvements. 

4. AFFORDABILITY GOALS AND STRATEGIES SHOULD REFLECT THE ACTUAL NEED 
a. Negotiate with the community to increase the 30% goal for overall affordability to better 

reflect the actual need of 70%; shift the plan's affordable housing income levels downward to 
meet the growing needs of low-income households and the working poor, while also providing 
for moderate-income households. Emphasize households making less than $35,000 a year and 
include households making $35,000-50,000 and $50,000-70,000 a year.  

b. Use the tools in the Plan to make stronger commitments to increase and meet affordability 
goals. Include a detailed plan and commitments to land banking in the study area, set aside 
affordable units for voucher-holders, and increase commitments of City funding. 

c. Provide stronger affordability requirements in base zoning and RDA incentive programs 
(beyond the proposed 13%/70% AMI and 20-25%/50% AMI bonus). The base affordability in 
RDA developments should be 25% with higher percentages for the bonus density. 

5. NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION 
a. The plan must include commitments to immediate strategies to prevent displacement of 

existing residents and businesses: 
 Adopt a mission statement that commits the City to designing and maintaining a program 

solely devoted to the prevention of displacement and the growth of diversity. 
 Strengthen and better enforce ordinances and regulations to protect housing rights. 
 Include a concrete goal for converting market-rate properties into deed-restricted housing; 

work with neighborhood organizations to proactively identify properties suitable for 
acquisition. 
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 Include a commitment to immediately create an Office of Small Business Stability to assist 
small businesses, mediate disputes between small businesses and developers, and assist 
small businesses with funding. 

 Promote the existence of the new Office of Housing Stability 
 Include resident input as part of any displacement prevention endeavor. 

6. JOBS:  
a. Incorporate Good Job Requirements, based on the recommendations of the JP Job Coalitionvii  

 Require developer proposals to include a jobs plan for their contractors and subcontractors 
reflecting good pay standards and job access guidelines proposed by Jobs Coalition.  

 Begin discussion with appropriate City department about establishing one-stop job centers 
to link neighborhood residents with downtown jobs, expanding transit-oriented housing 
development to include transit-oriented job development. 

 Prevent displacement of nonprofits that provide employment in the area. 

 
ENDNOTES: (The fine print) 
                                                           
i This document was prepared by a subcommittee of the Neighborhood Alliance and approved by all organizations.  
ii ON 9/30, BPDA (BRA) staff met with neighborhood representatives to review potential changes to design 
guidelines. It is our understanding that these criteria are still in flux. 
iii The 9/20 Draft p 90 indicates a “preference” for 11’ 6” at residential and 16’ 6 at commercials streets but 
specifies the minimum as 7’. On 9/30, BPDA staff proposed minimum sidewalk widths but criteria is still in flux.  
iv Where potential sites are not deep, as is the case in many neighborhoods, a proposed project might not be able 
to both reach the allowable RDA height and provide the required front and rear sidewalks, setbacks and stepbacks. 
It is critical that the Guidelines are specific that (1) allowable RDA heights are only allowed where the sidewalk, 
setback and stepback requirements are first satisfied (and not vice versa). In many areas along Washington Street, 
developers would need to acquire and consolidate multiple properties in order to meet the minimum site area of 
10,000 sf, and/or to have sufficient depth to reach allowable heights while meeting the previously mentioned 
design guidelines.  RDA criteria should specifically emphasize that RDA sites cannot be expanded by acquiring and 
including parcels in existing 1-3 family residential zones that are not within the proposed eligible RDA zones.  

v For example, 3193 Washington Street meets the proposed 5 story limit, but sloping topography means that the 
proposed building is 6 stories above the abutting residential zone, and 3 stories taller than abutting 3 story homes. 
vi Even though the 9/20 draft projects less growth than was shown in the 7/20 draft, there is still concern that the 
proposed overall density (the number of additional units under construction and review combined with the BRA 
scenarios)  in the Plan JP/Rox area - is too high to be supported by the existing infrastructure. There is also 
concern regarding the height and density allowed in specific proposed RDA zones. These two issues are related; 
reducing the height and density of specific RDA sites will have the added benefit of reducing the overall density. 

vii Refer to draft Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council Good Jobs Standards dated 10/5/16 - Projects over 50,000 sq 
ft or over 10 units, whichever is smaller, all workers shall be paid prevailing/union rate (wages and benefits) 
whether the contractor is union or non-union; smaller projects, all workers shall be paid a  “community rate” 
based on a review of responsible community contracting; consideration of "community rate" in larger projects in 
return for higher number of affordable units; job access 51%  Boston residents, 51% people of color; 20% women. 









On Mon, Nov 7, 2016 at 2:20 PM, Leslie Bos <lbos@jpndc.org> wrote: 
 
Dear John, 
 
We understand that you have met with a group of local neighborhood associations.  I 
understand that the design guidelines and more specifically the step back requirements 
were discussed. 
 
As I had mentioned, we had concern that the step back requirement could potentially 
add cost or reduce the unit count, for affordable housing development projects. 
 
While it is always our intention and practice to comply with all local design guidelines, it 
would be unfortunate if the set back requirement had unintended negative 
consequences for affordable housing projects. 
 
While we would not want affordable housing generally to be exempt from this important 
design principal, it would be useful to ensure that the guidelines somehow acknowledge 
the specific additional design requirements and rigorous cost constraints applicable to 
affordable housing projects. 
 
As always, you consideration is appreciated. 
 
Best. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leslie Reid Bos 
Director of Real Estate 
JPNDC 
31 Germania Street 
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130 
617-522-2424 
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