MEMORANDUM

T0:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

FEBRUARY 14, 2019

BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
D/B/A BOSTON PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (BPDA)*
AND BRIAN P. GOLDEN, DIRECTOR

JONATHAN GREELEY, DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

MICHAEL CHRISTOPHER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW/GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

AISLING KERR, PROJECT MANAGER

50 STEDMAN STREET, JAMAICA PLAIN

SUMMARY: This Memorandum requests that the Boston Redevelopment Authority

(“BRA") d/b/a Boston Planning & Development Agency (“BPDA")
authorize the Director to: (1) issue a Certification of Approval for the
proposed development located at 50 Stedman Street in Jamaica Plain
(the “Proposed Project”), in accordance with Article 80E, Small Project
Review, of the Boston Zoning Code (the “Code”); (2) enter into an
Affordable Rental Housing Agreement and Restriction in connection
with the Proposed Project; and (3) enter into a Community Benefit
Contribution Agreement and take any other actions and execute any
other agreements and documents that the Director deems
appropriate and necessary in connection with the Proposed Project.

PROJECT SITE

The Proposed Project is located at 50 Stedman Street in Jamaica Plain, on
approximately 14,344 square feet of land, which is currently occupied by a single-
story commercial structure owned by the Proponent and leased to the operator of
Wentworth Service Station.

*Effective October 20, 2016, the BRA commenced doing business as the BPDA.
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DEVELOPMENT TEAM

Proponent: Helm Investment, LLC
Michael Forde
Sean Morrissey
Bryan Austin

Architect: Nunes Trabucco Architects
Lucio Trabucco

Permitting
Consultant: Jay Walsh

PROPOSED PROJECT

Helm Investment, LLC (the “Proponent”) proposes to construct a new three (3)-story
residential building totaling approximately 31,216 gross square feet. The building
will contain twenty-one (21) residential rental units, with below-grade parking for
approximately twenty-one (21) vehicles.

As proposed, the twenty-one (21) residential rental units will consist of seventeen
(17) market rate units and four (4) Inclusionary Development Policy Units. The
Proposed Project will be a mix of one and two-bedroom units, with six (6) one-
bedroom units and fifteen (15) two-bedroom units proposed.

ARTICLE 80 REVIEW PROCESS

On October 4, 2018, the Proponent filed a Small Project Review Application with the
BPDA for the Proposed Project, pursuant to Article 80E of the Code. The thirty (30)-
day public comment period in connection with the Proponent’s submission of the
SPRA was scheduled to conclude on November 7, 2018, and the BPDA hosted a
Public Meeting to discuss the Proposed Project on October 29, 2018 at Doyle’s Café
(3484 Washington Street, Jamaica Plain, 02130). This Public Meeting was advertised
in the relevant neighborhood newspaper (Jamaica Plain Gazette), posted to the
BPDA's website, and a calendar notification was sent to all subscribers of the
BPDA's Jamaica Plain neighborhood updates. Local City and State elected officials
and their staff also received notification of the Public Meeting via email.



On November 6, 2018, the Proponent submitted a request via email to the BPDA to
extend the public comment period to November 30, 2018.

ZONING

The Project Site is located within a Local Industrial subdistrict of the Jamaica Plain
Neighborhood district.

The Proposed Project will require zoning relief of the following:
1. Use
2. Insufficient off-street parking
3. Dimensional Regulations (Floor Area Ratio excessive and Front Yard
insufficient)

MITIGATION AND COMMUNITY BENEFITS

In connection with the Proposed Project, the Proponent has committed to
significant public realm improvements around the project site. The Proponent
intends to improve the current industrial landscape of the project site, and
Stedman Street as a whole, with new sidewalks along the property’s frontage on
Stedman Street, crosswalk striping at the intersection of Stedman Street and
Brookley Road, and with buildout of the Stedman Street road.

Mitigation measures outlined, subject to approval from the Public Improvement
Commission, shall be undertaken by the Proponent, with an estimated cost of
approximately $85,000.

INCLUSIONARY DEVELOPMENT COMMITMENT

The Proposed Project is subject to the Inclusionary Development Policy, dated
December 10, 2015 (“IDP”), and is located within Zone B, as defined by the IDP. In
addition, the Proposed Project is located within the PLAN: JP/ROX strategic planning
area, which requires a higher percentage of affordability than what is generally
required. In this case, four (4) units within the Proposed Project will be created as
IDP rental units (the “IDP Units"), one (1) of which will be made affordable to
households earning not more than 30% of the Area Median Income as based upon
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) (“AMI"),
one (1) of which will be made affordable to households earning not more than 50%



of AMI, and two (2) of which will be made affordable to households earning not
more than 70% of AMI.

The location of the IDP Units will be finalized in conjunction with BPDA staff and
outlined in the Affordable Rental Housing Agreement and Restriction (“ARHAR"),
and rentals amount and income limits will be adjusted according to BPDA
published maximum rents and income limits, as based on HUD AMls, available at
the time of the initial rental of the IDP Units. IDP Units must be comparable in size,
design, and quality to the market rate units in the Proposed Project, cannot be
stacked or concentrated on the same floors, and must be consistent in bedroom
count with the entire Proposed Project.

The ARHAR must be executed along with, or prior to, the issuance of the
Certification of Approval for the Proposed Project. The Proponent must also
register with the Boston Fair Housing Commission (“BFHC") at the time of the
building permit in order to assure a timely completion of the Affirmative Marketing
Plan (the “Plan”). Preference will be given to applicants who meet the following
criteria, weighted in the order below:

m Boston resident; and
(2) Household size (a minimum of one (1) person per bedroom)

Where a unit is built out for a specific disability (e.g., mobility or sensory), a
preference will also be available to households with a person whose need matches
the build out of the unit. The City of Boston Disabilities Commission may assist the
BPDA in determining eligibility for such a preference.

The IDP Units will not be marketed prior to the submission and approval of the Plan
by the BFHC and the BPDA. A restriction will be placed on the IDP Units to maintain
affordability for a total period of fifty (50) years (this includes thirty (30) years with a
BPDA option to extend for an additional period of twenty (20) years). The
household income of the renter and rents of any subsequent lease of the IDP Units
during this fifty (50) year period must fall within the applicable income and rent
limits for each IDP Unit. The BPDA or its successors or assigns will monitor the
ongoing affordability of the IDP Units.

The Proponent is also exploring other options to provide additional middle-income
housing, specifically through the MassHousing Workforce Housing Fund.



In addition, the Proponent is required to make a partial unit IDP contribution of
$54,000 to the IDP Special Revenue Fund ("IDP Fund"), held by the City of Boston
Treasury Department, and managed by the City of Boston Department of
Neighborhood Development. This payment will be made at the time of the building
permit. Combined, this contribution, together with the four (4) designated IDP
Units, satisfies fully the IDP requirements pursuant to the December 10, 2015 IDP.

The Proponent is also exploring other options to provide additional middle-income
housing, specifically through the MassHousing Workforce Housing Fund.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Proposed Project complies with the requirements set forth in Section 80E of
the Code for Small Project Review. Therefore, BPDA staff recommends that the
Director be authorized to: (1) issue a Certification of Approval for the proposed
development located at 50 Stedman Street in Jamaica Plain (the “Proposed Project”),
in accordance with Article 80E, Small Project Review, of the Boston Zoning Code (the
“Code”); (2) enter into an Affordable Rental Housing Agreement and Restriction in
connection with the Proposed Project; and (3) enter into a Community Benefit
Contribution Agreement and take any other actions and execute any other
agreements and documents that the Director deems appropriate and necessary in
connection with the Proposed Project.

Appropriate votes follow:

VOTED: That the Director be, and hereby is, authorized to issue a Certification
of Approval pursuant to Section 80E-6 of the Boston Zoning Code (the
"Code"), approving the development consisting of a three (3)-story
residential building containing twenty-one (21) residential rental units
and semi-interred parking for approximately twenty-one (21) vehicles
at 50 Stedman Street in Jamaica Plain (the “Proposed Project”) in
accordance with the requirements of Small Project Review, Article 80E,
of the Code, subject to continuing design review by the Boston
Redevelopment Authority (“BRA"); and

FURTHER

VOTED: That the Director be, and hereby is, authorized to execute an
Affordable Rental Housing Agreement and Restriction for the creation
of four (4) on-site Inclusionary Development Policy Units; and



FURTHER
VOTED: That the Director be, and hereby is, authorized to execute a
Community Benefit Contribution Agreement and execute any other

agreements and documents that the Director deems appropriate and
necessary in connection with the Proposed Project.
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Date

. |First Name

Last Name

Organization

Opinion

Comments

10/25/2018

Sandra

Jordan

Oppose

| oppose the project at 50 Stedman street until the
developers address all concerns by the SNA and
certainly from the abutting neighbors

10/25/2018

Josh

Hanye

Oppose

| am writing to request that the BPDA stop the review
process until the Stonybrook Neighborhood Association
and a direct abutter have had an opportunity to fully
consider the ramifications of this significant proposal
and to engage the developer in negotiations. This
request for review was filed prematurely as the abutter
and SNA had not yet reached a decision on whether to
support, oppose, or negotiate. In order to uphold the
critical value of neighborhood input, the review process
should be paused until the neighborhood has had a full
opportunity to weigh in.

10/29/2018

William

Decaneas

Neutral

| would like to see the project approval delayed until the
developer has met with an abutter. At the most recent
SNA mtg it was mentioned that the developer did not
contact a direct abutter despite having stated that they
had done so. | think it's important that the direct
abutter has a chance to provide feedback and input on
these plans.




10/29/2018

Michael

Babcock

Stonybrook Neighborhood Association

Neutral

I'm disappointed that this project has moved to this
stage prematurely. The individuals who co-chair the 50
Stedman SNA sub-committee both appear to have
conflicts of interest, and have acted in bad faith to push
this project through regardless of established SNA
procedures. Most troubling has been the opacity of
communications, the filtering of discussion by one of
the co-chairs, the deliberate lack of minutes being taken
at meetings for public review, and the majority of
communications taking place via email, rather than in-
person meetings. This malfeasance deserves closer
examination, particularly as one of the direct abutters
of this project was deliberately passed over when the co]
chairs made an incomplete canvas of the neighborhood
to inform concerned residents of the project, and public
meetings. | urge the BPDA to put the brakes on the
review process around this project. Michael Babcock
SNA resident Former co-chair of the SNA Steering
Committee

10/30/2018

Rosetta

Martini

Member SNA

Oppose

This is an Industrial site. Developer is planning a 21 unit
residential site. The plans shown last night at the
community meeting at Doyle's showed the plan using
the industrial code of 1.6---Yet, the building will be
residential building and calls for 1.0. The building is too,
too, dense and covered almost the complete iot. It
needs to be reduced following the residential code NOT
the INDUSTRIAL code. They are using this to circumvent
the law and only asking for a variance to remedy this.
This is wrong. | strongly oppose this project. On another
note: They are driving our long time Jamaica Plain
trusted mechanic from his site and not helping him to
find a new shop. This is wrong. Rosetta R. Martini




11/6/2018

Jonathan

McCurdy

Stonybrook Neighborhood Association

Oppose

T

that fair process is not being followed. Thyé“‘developers
prematurely filed with the BPDA, before getting to a
good point in their negotiations with the Stonybrook
Neighborhood Association. The SNA has not completed
discussions with the developer and has not voted on
this yet because the project still needs some significant
resolutions regarding neighbors concerns - including
setbacks roof/height issues, design, environmental
concerns, etc. It is not ready to go through the larger
city review process. In addition, the developers
neglected to inform a direct abutter about this project
and so she has missed out on these negotiations. The
developers separately negotiated larger setbacks to her
next door neighbor's property but not for hers. The
developers need to take the time to incorporate this
and other concerns into an updated plan and continue
to work with the full SNA on the project to come to an
agreement that all can live with. The BPDA project
manager Aisling Kerr who ran the meeting did not take
any notes; | find it extremely disturbing that a city public
meeting is not being documented by the BPDA which is
supposed to take public comment in order to make a
decision on the project. Kerr did say she would extend
this comment period until after the SNA votes; please
honor that promise. Kerr also said the BPDA would hold
off on voting on this project until after the SNA vote;
again please honor that promise. The local process




11/7/2018

Jennifer

Uhrhane

Stonybrock Neighborhood Association

Oppose

that fair process is not being followed. The developers
prematurely filed with the BPDA, before gettingto a
good point in their negotiations with the Stonybrook
Neighborhood Association. The SNA has not completed
discussions with the developer and has not voted on
this yet because the project still needs some significant
resolutions regarding neighbors concerns - including
setbacks roof/height issues, design, environmental
concerns, etc. It is not ready to go through the larger
city review process. In addition, the developers
neglected to inform a key abutter about this project and
so she has missed out on these negotiations. The
developers separately negotiated larger setbacks to her
next door neighbor's property but not for hers. The
developers need to take the time to incorporate this
and other concerns into an updated plan and continue
to work with the full SNA on the project to come to an
agreement that all can live with. The BPDA project
manager Aisling Kerr who ran the meeting did not take
any notes; | find it extremely disturbing that a city public
meeting is not being documented by the BPDA which is
supposed to take public comment in order to make a
decision on the project. | asked about the notes and
Kerr responded that she "had a good memory." She also
said that the BPDA was already comfortable with the
current plans, despite an abutter having serious
concerns about the building’s setbacks to her property. |

Stephanie

Lowitt

Oppose

| oppose the construction of such a large building in this
space. It will disrupt the area traffic and parking. It will
encourage air BnB-type rentals in such small units.
(While the developer insists the condo documents will
not allow this, we know condo documents can be
changed at any time.) And | am fully opposed to the
developer?s concession that the only way to make the
building smaller is to remove the accessible/affordable
units. That will only increase the gentrification and
economic inequality of the area.




11/7/2018

Mason

Weintraub

Oppose

At minimum, please do not continue evaluating this
proposal until all abutters have had a chance to review
and weigh in. | live around the corner from this address
and am concerned about the size of the proposed
building. 21 units will bring a considerable amount of
traffic and congestion to the neighborhood which is
already suffering from too much morning/evening
commute traffic for people traveling between
Washington street and Forest Hills Street. I'd like to see
a smaller footprint with fewer units. Thank you for your
consideration.

11/8/2018

Suman

Mukherjee

Neutral

I think for all of us who live very close to this complex
have been annoyed by the noise and industrial activities
in this area, as well as early morning truck traffic. So, at
some point it is nice to have a residential complex on 50
Stedman. But we have to think about our community.
We have to think about public opinion. We need to
listen to our leaders and committee people who are
dealing with this kind of projects for long. There is a
reason we have SNA meeting, there is a reason we have
SNA steering committee. So, we need to think about the
consequences of this project and how it effects our
neighborhood in the long run. Lets talk more. Lets think
about how green it would be after the project done.
How will be the parking situation when constantly
visitor come. All things considered, it is a good project
but for valid reason if the project is delayed, let it be.

11/9/2018

Craig

Panzer

Resident

Oppose

I cannot support this project as it displaces a Jamaica
Plain business (Wentworth Service Station) that thus far
has been given NO support on how or where to relocate
his business. Boston is building housing - what it's not
building is an inclusive economy.




11/13/2018

Myra

Michail

Support

I strongly support this project. A small but vocal group
of residents have opposed this project since its
inception based on an inaccurate assumption that some
last minute changes to the JP/Rox plan designating this
area as suggested rezoning to 3-family was somehow
binding. 3-family or smaller residential housing is
economically unfeasible in this area which is currently
burdened by environmental contamination, pollution,
and noise, and it is highly unlikely that the zoning board
would rezone this tiny patch of industrial land to 3-
family with all the relevant information in front of them.
The vast majority of the community members want this
area to be developed. After repeatedly attempting to
have their voices heard by the initial group of opposing
neighbors, a supermajority of the abutters pushed to
have the SNA reconstitute the working group addressing
the development such that their voices would be heard.
While the developers should have known to require a
formal vote from the SNA in support of their project
before submission of the small review process, they had
a clear indication of support from the subcommittee
addressing this development and had made the vast
majority of the changes requested by the
subcommittee.

11/16/2018

Stephanie

Kreutz

Support

| live on the corner of Brookley Road and Forest Hills
Street, and would be very happy for this project to
move forward. Right now, the area is just empty and
unattractive, and it would look so much nicer and feel
so much more neighborly for it to be used for housing.




11/18/2018

Zack

DeClerck

Support

I am in strong support of this project. | live down the
road and would love the industrial lots along the
Washington St corridor to provide much needed
housing stock to our communities. | rather see a less car
centric parking ratio, but | hope this project moves
forward and doesn?t get downsized (which tends to
result in pricier units) Best, Zack

11/19/2018

an

Pylvainen

Support

Hi, As a resident of the area, I'm in support of this
project - JP is a neighborhood that needs more housing
desperately. If any change needs to be made, ! think
reducing the parking from 21 parking spaces would be
good - Boston needs less cars in general and this
development is an easy walk to Forest Hills Station and
the Southwest Corridor for cyclists. Still, the
development in question will be a great addition to the
neighborhood. Thanks, lan Pylvainen

12/10/2018

Rosetta

Martini

SNA

Oppose

This project is too dense for that small area. Developers
are raping Jamaica Plain. They are squeezing us out of
every open space/lot in JP. | am opposed to this project.
I would support 3 Three-deckers in this location as it
would fit better into the community and not be as
dense. People could at least have a back yard or some
green space. JP is turning into one big housing project.
It's disgusting.

12/10/2018

Marc

Waterfali

Support

| favor this project this is exactly the type of housing P
should be bringing to this under utilized area.

12/10/2018

Max

Glikman

Support

| am very supportive of the 50 Stedman Street project. |
believe that it creates much-needed and demanded
apartments in Jamaica Plain. The fact that it has 19% (or
4 units) of affordable housing on site is tremendous. |
wish all developers were as helpful as the developers of
50 Stedman. As a homeowner in Jamaica Plain, |
welcome the types of projects that 50 Stedman are.
Thank you.




12/10/2018

Eric

Herot

Support

Please allow me to express my support for this
important project. Although | would have preferred less
parking and a less sprawling, suburban-style layout
(with taller buildings and smaller setbacks), this project
is a reasonably good compromise between the
aesthetic desires of the immediate abutters and the
needs of the broader community. | am eager to see it go

12/10/2018

Mary

Rigo

Abuttter

Oppose

forward.

Neighborhood Association has voted to oppose this
project with a very clear message that the project is not
in the best interest of the neighborhood in its current
form. Please help the neighborhood in getting the
developers to amend plans to make them acceptable.
As a direct abutter who has only recently become aware
of this project | strongly oppose this project. Only 5
residential parcels directly abutt this proposal, my
property is one and has been ignored until recently and
developer used the opportunity of my ignorance of the
project to build as close to the property line as they felt
they could get away with (8ft). This is where current
plans stand while neighboring property enjoys a 12ft set
back since they were involved early. Setback
requirements for Multi Family Construction are not met
on 3 out of 4 sides. Ignoring setbacks allows Helm
investments to build an overly dense apartment
building which exceeds FAR ratio by 60%. A 3 foot set
back on any new construction plans provides not
opportunity for yards and sets a terrible precedent.
There is no reason why Zoning set backs for Multi
Family cannot be met on this property other than
greed. Plans indicate area is mostly
commercial/industrial. This is very far from the truth. 3
sides of the proposed structure are bordered by
residential structures/property. Same developer has
been granted a variance to build multi family at 76




12/10/2018

Megan

McManaman

Support

I'am in full support of this project in that it 1. increases
the housing stock in a community with a desperate
need for housing and 2. is a constructive use of what is
now an under-utilized eyesore that benefits the larger
community not in the least.

12/10/2018

Marat

Ryndin

Support

As someone who lives directly next to the sight of the
proposed project, I'm very much in favor of it. | bought
the condo apartment about 5 years ago and while |
really like the location and the apartment itself, the
sights out of my windows aren't exactly inspiring.
Mostly industrial stuff that makes a lot of noise and
creates so much dust that it's hard to use the deck in
the warm months. The particular location of the
proposed project contains a parking for oil trucks and is
full of chemical waste. | have reviewed the project and
it's a very reasonable solution to turning that location
into a residential building. The developers have even
gone agreed to compromise greatly on the number of
units by agreeing to lower the height of the building so
that it doesn't rise above all the triple deckers
surrounding it. | see absolutely no reason to delay the
project further and do not understand the opposition to
it by people who will mostly not even be affected by it.
All of the direct abutters are wholeheartedly in support
of the project and | urge you to take our opinion into
consideration.

12/10/2018

Daniel

Verinder

Oppose

Sounds like the developers did not get agreement from
all abutters and then lied about it. They also have not
clarified what they will be doing for community
benefits. Until these issues are addressed, this project
should be denied and its Article 80 review process
should be suspended.

12/10/2018

Clayton

Martin

JPYIMBY

Support

Much needed housing.




12/10/2018

sarah

buermann

Oppose

Opposing for the moment. Article 80 process needs to
be suspended until adequate and appropriate info. has
been provided to abutters and neighbors, and adequate
and appropriate adjustments have been made and
agreed upon. Itis important for the health of our basic
neighborhoods that evolution be carefully and
considerately produced, that full information be
provided to all and that fairness prevail.

12/10/2018

Catharine

Seiler

Support

| fully support this project as a nearby resident.

12/10/2018

Carolyn

Kelley

Oppose

| can not support the 50 Stedman Street project moving
forward. Having followed the progress of negotiations
between the Stonybrook Neighborhood Association and
the developer of 50 Stedman Street, | am very
concerned that there has not been enough time to
adequately address the concerns of the abutter who
was notified of the project late in the stage, or to draw
up a detailed plan for relocating Wentworth Service
Station, which | believe the developer has agreed to
help with (though it is unclear in what capacity). Until
those issues are resolved | do not think it is fair to either
of those parties to proceed, and | feel it would
undermine the community review process to allow the
project to continue. | would hate to see this precedent
set in our neighborhood.




12/10/2018

Bill

Reyelt

SNA property owner & member

Support

As a Kenton Rd property owner, | strongly support this
project. Given the allowance for off-street parking, |
think the townhouse design with below-grade parking is
a far better design solution for this site than detached 3-
family structures or a line of townhouses with street-
level garage doors comprising the public realm. The
project will provide desperately needed housing,
including income-restricted units, proximate to
significant public transit investments / infrastructure. |
am disappointed that it has taken so long to move
forward and urge the BPDA to approve. My only design
suggestion is that perhaps some additional windows be
incorporated into the shorter facades / ends of the
building to add some visual interest to those portions of
the building. Also urge the city to leverage any
opportunities to put any adjacent telephone lines below
grade where feasible.

10/9/2018

Donna

Coyle

Gilman, MclLaughlin & Hanrahan

Neutral

| live at Arborway Gardens and would like to see this
area beautified a bit. The busway and other very old
industrial buildings which are part of the area where
this project is proposed to be are an eyesore. Hopefully
the developer won't have to go through long due
diligence and environmental testing and clean up of
hazardous waste/materials for too long before anything
gets built.




10/9/2018

Michael

Littman

Resident

Support

f think this is a fantastic location for new housing and
this fits so nicely into the context of the neighborhood.
4 units out of 21 designated as affordable will also serve
as a great addition to the neighborhood to keep provide
much needed affordable housing. The developer should
be sure to build at least 21 secure covered indoor bike
parking spaces. | think providing 21 parking spaces is a
bit too much but | understand that it will add value to
each unit. In return for allowing the developer to forgo
our precious zoning codes, are there any community
benefits being provided. | feel that infrastructure
upgrades along Washington Street? | feel this
neighborhood could benefit from a blue bikes station
being installed near Doyle's cafe, or as identified in the
blue bikes expansion project.

10/13/2018

Rosetta

Martini

SNA

Oppose

Too Close to the house and empty lot at Brookley Road.
Plus, | voted for 3 Three Deckers on that site not a Three
Story 21 Unit Building. Developers are suffocating us
here in JP. Pretty soon there won't be a tree or patch of
grass anywhere. Developers are fleecing our
land/neighborhood.

10/14/2018

Mike

Wasserman

Support

| have been trying to submit comments, but they
haven't been going through. So, my longer explanation
of our support was deleted. However, please know that,
as an abutter to the property, we are strongly in favor
of this proposal. We believe that a small number (as few
as 1 or 2) residents in the area make a
disproportionately large obstacle to almost all new
development, but they don't represent the views of the
neighborhood or the majority of abutters.




10/12/2018

Nate

Deshmukh Towery

Neighbor

Support

I live nearby and my kids have attended the preschool
around the corner for the past 3 years. | think this
project is an excellent addition to the neighborhood -
along with the other development nearby, it will
provide affordable housing as well as replace a parking
lot full of semi-broken vehicles. A win for all.

10/17/2018

Sarah

Sterritt

Support

As an abutter to this project, | support this moving
forward. Thanks

10/18/2018

Sean

Camp

Support

| am a direct abutter and would like to see this project
be built. The developers have done a good job of
engaging the community and | think the end product
will be very beneficial.

10/19/2018

Peter

Conti

Support

| support the current plan. Though | understand it
deviates from Plan JP/Rox, and the deviation is obvious,
I don't believe the deviation is negatively impactful.
Higher density has a real purpose in a city with a
housing problem, and having that higher density start
one street over from the Plan (and current ongoing
construction) is not a game-changer for me. | also
understand that not all abutters feel properly
considered in this process. | do not believe the process
has been unaccommodating. All abutters (and the rest
of the community) have had ample time involve
themselves in the multi-year-long discussions on this
project. If you have a stake in the outcome of a project,
the onus is on you to stay involved. It is a reasonable to
consider a lack of involvement as indicative of apathy or
indifference to the outcome, or as approval to it's
ongoing state. Nothing is perfect. This is acceptable.




10/20/2018

Christopher

Luongo-Zink

Support

| am one of the most direct abutters to this project and |
am in full support of it. The developers have been
extremely accommodating to our building and the
neighborhood as a whole. They have kept us notified of
changes along the way for the past 2 years. My husband
and I own the first unit of our triple decker and the
other two units are also in full support of the building (5
abutters alone in our building all supportive).

10/16/2018

Gerald

Dudley

Support

| am especially in support of this project if it includes
more than the required amount of affordable housing
units. What is currently occupying the space is an
eyesore and wasted space, a housing development with
affordable rental options would be a boon to the
community.

10/16/2018

Perry

Paolantonio

Support

Fully support this - it's a great addition to the
neighborhood and a huge improvement over what's
there now!

10/16/2018

Jason

Welcker

Support

| am a direct abutter of this property and | support
moving forward with this project as is. My opinion is
that the design from the builders has taken into account
all of the key asks from the abutters living around the
property to be developed. | would like to see this land
developed immediately as it will be an immediate
improvement in the neighborhood overall.

10/16/2018

Sarah

Feeney

Support

In Support.

10/16/2018

Scott

Schreiber

Support

I am in favor of the proposed project. | live two blocks
away and would like to see this project built. Further, |
am in favor of a variance being granted to retain the
currently proposed quantity of Off-Street Parking (21
parking spots), to promote alternative means of
transportation among community members.




10/16/2018

Jana

Ryndin

Jana Ryndin

Support

| absolutely love this project from the first time the
developers came to us. | have experienced living at the
end of Plainfield Street for over 4 years and the current
situation is absolutely a nightmare - one can not sit on
own porch for many industrial reasons. 3 story building
from modern materials is the common middle ground in
my opinion. Developers respect other buildings hights in
the closest area and this is what most of the neighbors
should only care about.




Boston Water and ‘

Sewer Commission o~

980 Harrison Avenue
Boston, MA 02119-2540
617-989-7000

November 13, 2018

Ms. Aisling Kerr

Assistant Project Manager

Boston Planning and Development Agency
One City Hall Square

Boston, MA 02201

Re: 50 Stedman Street, Jamaica Plain
Small Project Review Application

Dear Ms. Kerr:

The Boston Water and Sewer Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Small Project
Review Application (SPRA) for the proposed residential development located at 50 Stedman
Street in Jamaica Plain. This letter provides the Commission’s comments on the SPRA.

The proposed project site consists of an existing 14,344 square foot parcel containing a vacant
commercial structure. The project proponent, Helm Investment LLC, proposes to demolish the
existing structure and construct a three story, approximately 24,000 square foot building that
will include twenty-one residential rental units and twenty-one garage parking spaces.

The Commission water distribution system has an 8-inch Southern High PCI water main
installed in 1921 and lined in 1995 in Stedman Street.

For sanitary sewer and storm drain service, there is a 10-inch sanitary sewer and a 15-inch storm
drain in Brookley Road. There is no sanitary sewer or storm drain in Stedman Street.

Water usage and sewage generation estimates were not provided in the SPRA.

The Commission has the following comments regarding the SPRA:

General

1. Prior to the initial phase of the site plan development, Helm Investment LLC should
meet with the Commission’s Design and Engineering Customer Services to review water

main, sewer and storm drainage system availability and potential upgrades that could
impact the development.
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Prior to demolition of any buildings, all water, sewer and storm drain connections to the
buildings must be cut and capped at the main pipe in accordance with the Commission’s
requirements. The proponent must then complete a Termination Verification Approval
Form for a Demolition Permit, available from the Commission and submit the completed
form to the City of Boston’s Inspectional Services Department before a demolition
permit will be issued.

All new or relocated water mains, sewers and storm drains must be designed and
constructed at Helm Investment LLC’s expense. They must be designed and constructed
in conformance with the Commission’s design standards, Water Distribution System and
Sewer Use regulations, and Requirements for Site Plans. The site plan should include
the locations of new, relocated and existing water mains, sewers and drains which serve
the site, proposed service connections, water meter locations, as well as back flow
prevention devices in the facilities that will require inspection. A General Service
Application must also be submitted to the Commission with the site plan.

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), in cooperation with the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority and its member communities, is implementing
a coordinated approach to flow control in the MWRA regional wastewater system,
particularly the removal of extraneous clean water (e.g., infiltration/inflow (I/I)) in the
system. In April of 2014, the Massachusetts DEP promulgated new regulations regarding
wastewater. The Commission has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for its combined sewer overflows and is subject to these new
regulations [314 CMR 12.00, section 12.04(2)(d)]. This section requires all new sewer
connections with design flows exceeding 15,000 gpd to mitigate the impacts of the
development by removing four gallons of infiltration and inflow (I/I) for each new gallon
of wastewater flow. In this regard, any new connection or expansion of an existing
connection that exceeds 15,000 gallons per day of wastewater shall assist in the I/
reduction effort to ensure that the additional wastewater flows are offset by the removal
of /I. Currently, a minimum ratio of 4:1 for I/I removal to new wastewater flow added
is used. The Commission supports the policy, and will require proponent to develop a
consistent inflow reduction plan. The 4:1 requirement should be addressed at least 90
days prior to activation of water service and will be based on the estimated sewage
generation provided on the project site plan.

The design of the project should comply with the City of Boston’s Complete Streets
Initiative, which requires incorporation of “green infrastructure” into street designs.
Green infrastructure includes greenscapes, such as trees, shrubs, grasses and other
landscape plantings, as well as rain gardens and vegetative swales, infiltration basins,
and paving materials and permeable surfaces. The proponent must develop a
maintenance plan for the proposed green infrastructure. For more 1nformat1on on the
Complete Streets Initiative see the City’s website at lit(p

/bostoncompletestreets.orgs
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The water use and sewage generation estimates were not included in the SPRA. The
Commission requires that these values be calculated and submitted with the Site Plan.
Helm Investment LLC should provide separate estimates of peak and continuous
maximum water demand for residential, irrigation and air-conditioning make-up water
for the project. Estimates should be based on full-site build-out of the proposed project.
Helm Investment LLC should also provide the methodology used to estimate water
demand for the proposed project.

Helm Investment LLC should be aware that the US Environmental Protection Agency
issued the Remediation General Permit (RGP) for Groundwater Remediation,
Contaminated Construction Dewatering, and Miscellaneous Surface Water Discharges.
If groundwater contaminated with petroleum products, for example, is encountered,
Helm Investment LLC will be required to apply for a RGP to cover these discharges.

It is Helm Investment LLC’s responsibility to evaluate the capacity of the water, sewer
and storm drain systems serving the project site to determine if the systems are adequate
to meet future project demands. With the site plan, Helm Investment LLC must include
a detailed capacity analysis for the water, sewer and storm drain systems serving the
project site, as well as an analysis of the impacts the proposed project will have on the
Commission’s water, sewer and storm drainage systems.

Helm Investment LLC must provide separate estimates of peak and continuous
maximum water demand for residential, commercial, industrial, irrigation of landscaped
areas, and air-conditioning make-up water for the project with the site plan. Estimates
should be based on full-site build-out of the proposed project. Helm Investment LLC
should also provide the methodology used to estimate water demand for the proposed
project.

Helm Investment LLC should explore opportunities for implementing water conservation
measures in addition to those required by the State Plumbing Code. In particular, Helm
Investment LLC should consider outdoor landscaping which requires minimal use of
water to maintain. If Helm Investment LLC plans to install in-ground sprinkler systems,
the Commission recommends that timers, soil moisture indicators and rainfall sensors be
installed. The use of sensor-operated faucets and toilets in common areas of buildings
should be considered.

Helm Investment LLC is required to obtain a Hydrant Permit for use of any hydrant
during the construction phase of this project. The water used from the hydrant must be
metered. Helm Investment LLC should contact the Commission’s Meter Department for
information on and to obtain a Hydrant Permit.
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4. The Commission is utilizing a Fixed Radio Meter Reading System to obtain water meter
readings. For new water meters, the Commission will provide a Meter Transmitter Unit
(MTU) and connect the device to the meter. For information regarding the installation of
MTUs, Helm Investment LLC should contact the Commission’s Meter Department.

Sewage / Drainage

1. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Nutrients has been established for the Lower
Charles River Watershed by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP). In order to achieve the reductions in Phosphorus loading required by the
TMDL, phosphorus concentrations in the lower Charles River from Boston must be
reduced by 64%. To accomplish the necessary reductions in phosphorus, the
Commission is requiring developers in the lower Charles River watershed to infiltrate
stormwater discharging from impervious areas in compliance with MassDEP. Helm
Investment LLC will be required to submit with the site plan a phosphorus reduction
plan for the proposed development. Helm Investment LLC must fully investigate
methods for retaining stormwater on-site before the Commission will consider a request
to discharge stormwater to the Commission’s system. The site plan should indicate how
storm drainage from roof drains will be handled and the feasibility of retaining their
stormwater discharge on-site. Under no circumstances will stormwater be allowed to
discharge to a sanitary sewer.

In conjunction with the Site Plan and the General Service Application Helm Investment
LLC will be required to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must:

e Identify best management practices for controlling erosion and for preventing the
discharge of sediment and contaminated groundwater or stormwater runoff to the
Commission’s drainage system when the construction is underway.

e Include a site map which shows, at a minimum, existing drainage patterns and areas
used for storage or treatment of contaminated soils, groundwater or stormwater, and
the location of major control or treatment structures to be utilized during
construction.

e Provide a stormwater management plan in compliance with the DEP standards
mentioned above. The plan should include a description of the measures to control
pollutants after construction is completed.

2. Developers of projects involving disturbances of land of one acre or more will be
required to obtain an NPDES General Permit for Construction from the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection.
Helm Investment LLC is responsible for determining if such a permit is required and for































































