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MassDOT Parcel 25/26 Community Questions and Comments sorted by major theme:

1. Overall Community Process//Selection Criteria//CAC vs. IAG; Disposition
Process/Objectives

Question/Concern: What is the community process? What is the disposition process? What are the
objectives of MassDOT and the BRA for the development of this site? Community expressed major
concerns about the timeline and the import of community involvement. Community also noted the
desire to have a Citizen’s Advisory Committee. Will there be design visions prior to the selection of a
developer?

Response: We appreciate the concern expressed by the community and the desire to
have a multistep process with community participation in the planning and selection
process.

The great advantage we have this time compared to past solicitations for the site is that
we have Veolia, a private company, pooling their property with that of MassDOT. This
allows for much better development potential than that of past solicitations. The
developer will be able to plan and develop all of Parcel 26, including the Kneeland
Street frontage, and will not be required to build around the plant with its impacts on
development attractiveness and potential.

Because of the joint offering of public and private parcels and the need to obtain land
payments upfront, the offering will be for a sale transaction as opposed to a typical
State ground lease. Veolia needs to sell its property and obtain payment up front to
cover the cost of building a replacement plant and demolition and cleanup of their
existing site. It is not feasible to sell the Veolia parcel and lease the State

parcel. Further, the State needs proceeds upfront from the sale to relocate the current
MassDOT District 6 headquarters. With a sale transaction, MassDOT is restricted in its
process for offering the property. They will accept bids from responsible developers
and are required by statute to select the highest responsible bid.

Therefore, we see the community involvement in two parts: 1. Helping to inform
guidelines that will put potential developers on notice as to community/MassDOT/BRA
objectives and expectations. The ITB (Invitation to Bid) process will set guidelines for the
site with community input. 2. Once selected, the developer will go through robust
Article 80 and PDA processes conducted with a community IAG (Impact Advisory
Group), as done with other large projects in the area, i.e. Parcel 24.

The 2004 South Bay Planning process contemplated a two-phase process. The first
phase was completed in 2004. The second phase was expected to be completed by
the selected developer. The selected developer will be required to complete phase
two of the planning process. This will be in conjunction with the BRA Article 80 and PDA
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processes. As noted above, the guidelines will be instrumental in informing the selected
developer of objectives for the site that they will be responsible for addressing in order
to successfully complete the Phase Il plan and the Article 80 and PDA processes. There
will be numerous opportunities for community input during Phase 2 of the South Bay
Planning process and the Article 80 and PDA processes, which will be run by the BRA, as
well as the MEPA process, which will be run by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs.

2. Public land

Question/Comment: Community member expressed that as public land, this site should remain for
public use and benefit.

Response: A major portion of the property is owned by MassDOT, and a significant
portion is owned by Veolia. The costs of replacing the Veolia plant, relocating the
District 6 Headquarters, and covering the highway ramp on Parcel 25 are very
significant costs that must be covered by funds from the sale of the properties. If all
MassDOT received at the end of the process was replacement facilities, why go to the
enormous effort involved? MassDOT would not be a very good steward of land and
resources. Hopefully the result, in addition to economic development, new housing, a
better environment and expanded neighborhood, provides new tax revenue to the
City and revenue from the sale to the Commonwealth to help support a range of
objectives, including funding transportation and affordable housing programs.

3. Past Studies
0 Incorporating/understanding ideas
o Parcels 24/25/26

Question/Comment: What past studies have been done? What were the outcomes of past studies?
What elements of past studies will be incorporated into the current process?

Response: Since 2004 there have been three studies:

¢ South Bay Planning Study Phase | (2004)
e Chinatown Master Plan (2010)
e ULl Governors Advisory Panel Report (2012)

Links to these studies are provided here.

These are commendable works and we, the BRA, and future developers do not intend
to ignore their results. The key findings of these studies will form the basis for the Phase ||
study and the Article 80 and PDA processes. However, we must recognize that there
were differences between the studies, particularly the 2004 study and the ULl report. We
have learned from previous attempts to offer the properties. We are proposing to
follow the Parcel 24 lead and continue development along Kneeland Street. The key
driver is that we now have Veolia as part of the offering. We have learned that it is not
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economically feasible to create an island of development on expensive air rights
first. With the development of Parcels 25, 26a & b, and the Veolia property we can
provide a link to the neighborhoods and South Station.

The mission statement of the 2004 South Bay Planning Study remains a worthy objective,
“South Bay is this generation’s opportunity to add to Boston’s rich history of creating
new land through the artful combination of land and air-right parcels at the crossroads
of the region’s transportation network. Working with the City of Boston and MassDOT,
the communities surrounding South Bay have drawn on the diversity of their people and
activities to envision South Bay as a vibrant, new, mixed-use district...” We do not plan
to overlook the efforts that have already been put into planning for this site, but we
must work within the parameters of the current market, and use what we have learned
in the years since the study to understand the economic feasibility of past plans. The
past studies will serve as useful jumping off points for this new development effort.

4. Design issues
a. Zoning, height and shadow

Question/Concern: What is the current zoning, including height, setback, and FAR for the site? Will
heights and density along Kneeland street be lower, with increasing heights and density as one goes
South on the site? Will a shadow study be conducted?

Response: The site includes multiple zoning districts. It is both within the Chinatown
District and the South Station EDA (Economic Development Area).

Parcels 25 and 26a are within the Chinatown District’s “Chinatown Gateway Special
Study Area/Chinatown Gateway PDA Area”. A portion of parcel 26a is also zoned OS-
RC within the Chinatown District. Parcel 26b is within the South Station EDA*s “New
Economy Development Area”.

Within the Chinatown Gateway Special Study Area, if a proposed project undergoes
Article 80/Large Project Review, a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 6.0 and a maximum height
of 100 feet are permitted as of right (see Article 43 of the Zoning Code and Table E for a
complete listing of allowed, conditional, and forbidden uses). The maximum height
and FAR can be increased up to 300 feet and 10.0 if the development is designated an
approved PDA.*

*Note: Zoning requires that the South Bay Planning Study, commissioned by the BRA
in Fall 2003, must be completed before any PDA can be approved. Phase | of the
South Bay Planning Study was completed in September 2004. Proposed projects are
expected to conform to the design guidelines resulting from the South Bay Planning
Study in place at the time of the Article 80 Submission.
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Within the New Economy Development Area, a proposed project is allowed an as-of-
right building height of 300 feet and an as-of-right FAR of 12; and any other Proposed
Project shall have an as-of-right building height of 400 feet and FAR of 14 as determined
under Section 40-8(2) if a Development Plan for such Proposed Project has been
approved pursuant to Section 3-1A.a and Planned Development Area Review.

Shadow studies can be required as part of the PDA and Article 80 processes. Heights
will, at a minimum, be limited to 125’ for a depth of 50’ along Kneeland Street.
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b. Public realm

Question/Concern: What public realm elements are being considered for the site and neighborhood?
Concerns have been expressed regarding: traffic, sidewalks, homeless presence, and cultural
experience.
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Response: There will be guideline objectives as part of the ITB so that potential
developers understand what will be expected of them as they complete the South
Bay Planning Study Phase 2 and the Article 80 and PDA processes. As part of the
guideline objectives the South Bay Planning Study Phase | community vision will be
included: “establish a vibrant new mixed-use district”. In addition, specific goals of
the Phase | study will be restated, for example:

e Create a dramatic gateway to city from the south

e Form attractive and diverse new residential neighborhood

¢ Provide a framework for public realm that can expand over time to integrate
with development of adjacent areas

e Create significant new open space for district and adjacent communities

c. Character/iconic

Question/Concern: Community would like the design of the site to have an iconic character. They do
not want to recreate the “blandness” of the Seaport.

Response: Design guidelines will help set expectations for high quality design and strong
architectural identity for the development. Furthermore, any future development will
work closely with BRA Design Review during the Article 80 and PDA processes to ensure
that development on this site acknowledges its unique and highly visible position as the
southern gateway to the city.

5. Air quality/pollution

Question/Concern: Air quality and pollution are of major concern to the community. What will be
done to ensure the development mitigates these issues to the benefit and health safety of neighbors
and users of Reggie Wong Park?

Response: MassDOT appreciates the concerns regarding air pollution and are assisting
the Tufts professor studying the area to install air monitors at the tunnel and park. Air
guality and air pollution will be considered as part of the MEPA and BRA/city Article 80
review.

6. Construction mitigation/management

Question/Concern: What construction mitigation and management policies will be required of the
selected developer? Can funds be used for benefits to the district, such as Lincoln Plaza
improvements? What will be the process and impacts of demolition and construction?

Response: All major projects are required to file and implement a construction
management plan that will limit daily hours of operation during construction, truck
routes, project staging, etc. to limit disruption of neighbors. Detailed construction
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management plans will be signed between the developer and the Boston
Transportation Department.

7. Open Space/Streetscape

Question/Concern: Will there be significant public open space on terra firma to support large trees?
There should be a rich streetscape and pedestrian-scale development on street fronts. We should
ensure adequate pedestrian access and engagement to the site. There should be new open space,
particularly along Kneeland Street. We should consider children and families, and include a small
playground.

Response: We will be including Guideline objectives as part of the ITB so that potential
developers understand what will be expected of them as they complete the Phase 2
study and the Article 80 and PDA processes. It is important that the new development
feel like part of the adjoining neighborhoods and walkable with active uses such as
retail, restaurants and possibly activated open spaces along Kneeland Street and
connecting to the interior of the site.

8. Reggie Wong Park

Question/Concern: What will happen with Reggie Wong Park? The Community has expressed an
interest in retaining its function and expanding its capacity and programming, if possible.

Response: The bid package will require either the retention or acceptable relocation of
the park on site.

9. Traffic and parking/pedestrian and bicycle access / Connectivity to other areas

Question/Comment: How will traffic and access (vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle) be addressed?
Connectivity to other Boston neighborhoods and to future development on the ramp parcels should
be considered. Will the South Station Connector road be incorporated and be actively used for the
site? Will there be planning to think about connections to the southern parcels beyond what a
developer can be responsible for?

Response: These issues will be explored as part of the South Bay Planning Study Phase I
study and Article 80 and PDA processes.

10. Economic Development

Question/Comment: How will this project promote economic development? There should be
ambitious local hiring goals for the development. Workforce development with enforceable goals for
jobs and small businesses should be a requirement.

Response: The selected developer will be required to undertake Phase Il of the planning
process in order to establish a PDA for the site. This process outlines the types of
economic development goals mentioned above.
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As part of the South Bay Planning Study Phase | report, these goals were outlined:

e Enhance Boston’s place in the regional economy
e Contribute to prosperity of Chinatown and Leather District
¢ Promote stability of Chinatown as a social, cultural and economic hub for
city and region’s Asian community
e Provide new job opportunities for city residents, particularly adjacent
neighborhoods
11. Affordable housing

Question/Comment: How much of any new housing development (what percentage) will be
affordable and to what percentage of AMI? Community has expressed a desire to require more than
the minimum percentage of affordable units, and has noted a need for middle-income housing
options. What will be the requirement for the inclusion of middle class housing? What is the
percentage or total number of affordable units that will be required, and what is the mix of income
level?

Response: MassDOT recognizes the objective of a mixed use development that is
compatible with the two adjoining neighborhoods of which it is part. Parcel 24 was the
first of the three parcels along Kneeland Street to be developed. MassDOT was willing
to lease the parcel at a significantly reduced price so that the joint venture of a
community-based developer and a for-profit developer could deliver 40% affordability.

For the South Bay Kneeland Street Parcel 25 and 26, MassDOT and the City understand
that meeting a 40% affordability level would be challenge given site conditions and
other requirements of sale. The Invitation to Bid (ITB) Guidelines, to be reviewed by the
community prior to issuance, will include specific percentage ranges anticipated for
affordable units and Area Median Income levels. It will also be stated in the ITB
guidelines that any development in the city of this scale is anticipated to exceed the
City of Boston’s Inclusionary Development Policy (IDP) requirement of 13%. A higher
percentage will be outlined in the ITB guidelines. The final percentage of housing
affordability will be determined with the community, State and City agencies, as well as
the developer as part of the Article 80 and PDA processes.

12. 185 Kneeland

Question/Comment: What will happen with 185 Kneeland building and staff?

Response: It is likely that the District 6 headquarters and all employees located in 185
Kneeland will be relocated. At this stage in the process we don’t know where the
headquarters will be located. A needs assessment is being conducted currently to
identify potential options.
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The developer may choose to keep building initially and remove it in a later phase. The
expectation is that employees will be moved eventually. Any relocation will have to be
within District 6. We expect maintenance, engineering, construction employees will stay
together, with the possibility of other departments being located separately. No
definitive determination has yet been made.

We wanted to be clear that the 185 Kneeland building site and its parking field are
intended to be part of the offering and an alternative location within District 6 will be
found for the functions in the building.

13. Miscellaneous factual clarifications
Question: Do we already know who the developer will be?

Response: There is no developer currently. Any reference to a “developer” is to a
potential future developer to be selected by competitive bid response to the ITB.

Question: How does federal highway interact with this process? What are central artery commitments
to this project?

Response: The Federal Highway Administration would have to review and approve any
project that spans the highway. For this site, the key central artery commitment is to
cover ramp on Parcel 25, which would be required of any developer who comes in.
Specific plans for ramp access will be addressed with potential developer.

Question: In the current ITB structure, who is owner’s advisor from urban design perspective?
Response: Stantec has been retained as the owner’s advisor.
Question: Has there been any thought of city buying land and putting another school on this parcel?

Response: There were discussions about locating a school on this site a while back. It
was determined that it would be a very expensive project to build over the ramp
parcels. The Massachusetts School Building Authority was not supportive of a project on
this parcel and were asked to go back out and look for other parcels. This was done
2014.

Question: Will Parcel 26¢ be included in the offering?

Response: Parcel 26¢ will not be included in the offering. Covering the Tunnel would
require either an easement or a lease with approval from the Federal Highway
Administration. We believe this will complicate the offering given that the rest of the
property will be on a Fee Simple basis. Also the very great cost of building over the
tunnel, limits potential for Parcel 26c.



