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Article 80 Modernization: Community Survey Analysis BPDA

1. Introduction

The Boston Planning and Development Agency (BPDA) contracted the Matrix Consulting
Group to perform an assessment focused on the modernization of the Article 80
development review process. Part of this study involved performing community outreach,
including a survey of members of the City’'s community.

The survey was developed and hosted using SurveyMonkey and was made available in
12 languages. Distribution of the survey was performed via targeted communications
from the BPDA (email, social media, etc.) that included a URL and QR code for participants
to access the survey. The survey was opened on November 3, 2023 and closed on
December 8, 2023. 982 individuals opened the survey and answered the first question,
though most questions received input from around 660 respondents in total.

As aresult of this analysis, this following key findings were identified:

. Responses Overall: Response rates leaned strongly towards disagreement overall
in the multiple-choice sections of the survey. For example, 59% of respondents felt
as though the development review process did not have positive impacts on
development outcomes. Similarly, narrative comments featured more negative
sentiment than positive.

Strengths: A narrative response question asked participants to identify the
strengths of the Article 80 process. Public participation was by far the most
commonly cited strength, with 163 comments referring to this aspect of the
process. Respondents also appreciated certain aspects of the process (such as
the quality of reviews that go through Article 80) as well as the fact that the
process accounts for mitigation and community benefits.

. Process Clarity and Information: 82% of respondents indicated that the BPDA
should adopt a more defined approach to mitigation and community benefits,
while 74% felt that specific measures should be established based on project types
and/or standard categories. This sentiment appears to extend to the overall Article
80 process. Respondents indicated wanting to see more training and better
sources of information to keep them informed of development in the City and how
best to interact with Article 80 as a citizen.
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. Desire for Involvement: 76% of respondents would like multiple options to share
their opinions on development and be involved in the process. Open responses
largely noted a desire for more meetings, alternative meeting platforms, and use
of technology to field opinions from members of the community.

. IAGs: Responses to statements related to IAGs were more negative than positive.
65% indicated the process was not transparent, while 56% felt that IAG
composition did not generally reflect the community.

In the open response section, participants indicated a desire to “democratize” the
membership process for IAGs and encourage new and more diverse individuals to
join these groups.

. Advertising and Communication: Similar to the point regarding information,
respondents would like much more advertising and communication associated
with development and the Article 80 process in general. Suggestions included
automatic text notifications to residents in a project-impacted area, more
aggressive sign posting and distribution of flyers, and a broader media campaign
associated with Article 80 to keep residents informed.

. Interactions with the Process: Responses were analyzed based on how the
participant interacted with the Article 80 process. Those that identified as project
proponents/consultants had higher agreement ratings compared to community
members and advisory group members. That being said, project proponents were
still more likely to disagree with most statements.

The survey asked a variety of demographic questions, split into two question banks. The
first set of demographic questions focused on each respondent’s interaction with the
Article 80 process:

Number of
What best describes your role? Respondents % of Total
Community Member 535 80%
Member of an advisory group (IAG, CAC, Task Force, other) 198 30%
Project proponent or consultant 57 9%
Other (please specify) 67 10%
Total Respondents 666
Total Responses 857
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80.3% of those who responded to this statement were community members, with
advisory group members being the second most common respondent group. Those who
selected “other” were asked to specify their role in the process. These roles have been
summarized below:

All of the Above (2); Architect (1); Attorney (1); City Staffer (2); Civic Association Member
(18); Community Member/Advisory Group Member (1); Consultant (1); External Agency
Staff (2); Former BPDA/City of Boston Employee (4); Member of Advisory Group (1); N/A
(1); Neighborhood Council/Organization (10); Non-Profit Employee (3); Planner (1);
Property Owner (3); Realtor (1); Reporter (1); Tenant (1); Union Member (1).

The next demographic question focused on the respondent’s most recent interaction with
the Article 80 process.

When was your last interaction with the Number of
Article 80 process? Respondents % of Total
Within the last 6 months 408 64%
6 months to a year ago 60 9%
More than a year ago 166 26%
Total 634

64% of respondents had interacted with the process within the last six months.

The next questions asked about the respondent’s frequency of engagement in the last
two years.

How many projects have you been Number of
involved with over the last two years? Respondents % of Total
Fewer than 5 491 74%
5t0 10 107 16%
More than 10 68 10%
Total 666

Most respondents had been involved in five projects or less over the last two years.
However, 10% of respondents had participated in over 10 projects.

The next question about the types of projects they have interacted with.

Which types of project(s) did you interact Number of

with most recently? Respondents % of Total
Large Project Review (80B) 389 63%
Small Project Review (80E) 224 36%
Planned Development Review (80C) 145 23%

Matrix Consulting Group 3



Article 80 Modernization: Community Survey Analysis BPDA

Which types of project(s) did you interact Number of
with most recently? Respondents % of Total
Institutional Master Plan (80D) 113 18%
Don't Know / Don’t Remember 161 26%
Total 622

Respondents were more likely to have been involved with 80B reviews (63%) or 80E
reviews (36%). 26% of respondents did not remember the type(s) of projects they
interacted with.

The final demographic question asked how the respondent was informed of projects in
their neighborhood.

How do you normally become aware of Number of

Article 80 projects in your neighborhood? Respondents % of Total
BPDA notification / email 322 50%
BPDA website 105 16%
City Councilor 70 11%
Word of mouth 236 37%
Community Organization 224 35%
Neighborhood or Civic Association 345 54%
Developer 91 14%
Other (please specify) 58 9%
Total Respondents 643

Total Responses 1,451

Participants were most likely to find out about projects in their neighborhood via
neighborhood/civic associations (54%) as well as communications from the BPDA (50%).
9% of respondents selected other and provided the following information sources:

Abutter notices (2); Advisory Groups (1); City Councilor (1); City Newsletter (3); Developer
(1); Email (3); Flyers (4); Individual Knowledge/Experience (2); Internet (1); Local
Newspaper (6); Neighborhood/Civic Association (5); News (2); Not Informed / N/A (8),
Office of Neighborhood Services (5), Social Media (10), Word of Mouth (4).

3. Demographics

The survey also featured a series of general demographic questions (age, zip code,
gender identity, etc.). These questions are standard to BPDA-issued surveys and are used
at certain points in this report for demographic analysis.
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How long have you lived, worked, or spent Number of

time in Boston? Respondents % of Total
0-3 Years 8 2%
3-5Years 16 4%
5-10 Years 23 5%
10-15 Years 36 8%
15-20 Years 34 8%
20+ Years 313 73%
Total 430

73% of respondents had lived, worked, or spent time in Boston for 20 or more years.

The next question was focused on the respondent’s living situation.

Number of
What is your housing situation? Respondents % of Total
Own my home 323 77%
Rent my home 80 19%
Living with family or friends 7 2%
Unhoused 0 0%
Prefer not to say 12 3%
Total 422

The majority of respondents (77%) owned their home, with renters being the second most
common demographic group (19%).

Respondents were also asked to provide their age:

Number of % of

Age Respondents Total
19-29 9 3%
30-39 35  10%
40-49 52 15%
50-59 73 21%
60-69 100 29%
70-79 64  19%
80-89 9 3%
Total 342

29% of respondents were between 60 and 69 years old. The average respondent age was
57 and the median age was 60.
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Number of
What is your gender identity? Respondents % of Total
Man 145 36%
Woman 218 54%
Non-Binary 6 1%
Prefer not to say 31 8%
Other (specify if you wish): 2 1%
Total 402

BPDA

54% of respondents identified as female, 36% identified as male, and 1% identified as non-
binary. The two respondents that selected “other” wrote N/A as their response.

The final demographic question asked about the respondent’s race/ethnicity.

Number of
What is your race/ethnicity? Respondents % of Total
Asian 13 3%
Black or African American 30 8%
White 301 79%
Hispanic or Latino/a 14 4%
Multiracial or Mixed Race (Specify below o
under "other") / 2%
Native American or Alaskan Native 1 0%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0%
Other (Specify) 37 10%
Total 383

79% of respondents identified as white, making it the single largest respondent group.
Those that selected “other” specified the following:

British/West Indian (1); Cape Verdean (2); Central Asian (1); Irish American (2);
ltalian/Hispanic (1); Jewish (5); Jewish/Italian (2); Mediterranean (1); Mixed Race (3);
Prefer not to say / N/A (18)
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2. Multiple Choice Questions

The survey included three multiple-choice question banks that asked respondents to
choose strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree for a series of
statements. Each of the three banks asked respondents about their most recent
interaction with the overall Article 80 process, their experience with Impact Advisory
Groups (IAGs), and their perception of community input during the process.

This section also allowed respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
Responses to each question bank can be found in Appendix A of this report.

1. Overall Process

The first question bank featured 13 statements that asked respondents about their most
recent interaction with the overall Article 80 process. Statements focused on subject such
as communications from the BPDA, project timelines, and consistency in the process.
Survey participants were first asked to respond to the following statement, which received
479 responses in total:

Statement SA A N D SD

The development review process overall has a 6% 20%
positive impact on development outcomes. ? °

49% of respondents felt as though the Article 80 review process had less than positive
impacts on development outcomes overall. 30% felt as though it did, while 20% were
neutral towards this statement.

After the first question focused on the overall development review process, the survey
then transitioned to a bank of more process-oriented questions, which received 492
responses in total:

#  Statement SA A N D SD
BPDA does a good job publicizing applications

1 and informing the public of public comment 5 25% 20% 27% 22%
periods.

The existing community benefit and mitigation

2 . . 1% 7% 13% | 40% 40%
process is easily understood.
Community benefit and mitigation requests are

3 established at the appropriate time in the 1% 10% 24% 31% 35%

process.
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# Statement SA

A

| think the BPDA should adopt a more defined o
4 e i . 31%
approach to mitigation and community benefits.

Measures should be determined based on

5 project types/standard categories to increase 34%
consistency across projects.
At the completion of the process, it was clear

6  what community benefit and mitigation 3%
measures were approved.
BPDA plays an important role in developing a

7 mitigation plan that balances competing 7%
requests from different entities.

The approach to mitigation is consistent from

8 project to project. 0%
Community benefits requests are consistent with o

9 o - . S 1%
citywide or neighborhood planning priorities.
Mitigation requested is roughly proportionate to o

10 ] . 1%
the impacts of the proposed project.

11 The mitigation measures adopted provided an 2%
efficient way to offset the impacts of my project. ’
The overall timeline from initiation to finalizing

12 community benefit and mitigation was 2%

reasonable.

1.1  Analysis of Overall Responses

37%

16%

22%

4%

8%

9%

9%

9%

11%

18%

19%

23%

19%

18%

23%

23%

26%

3%

5%

33%

22%

33%

35%

32%

32%

32%

BPDA

SD

3%

5%

29%

25%

43%

38%

35%

35%

31%

For the more process specific questions (#1 through #12), respondents provided more
than 50% disagreement for all but four statements. Statements #4 and #5 were the only
questions to receive agreement ratings of 50% or more. It is worth noting, however, that
agreement with #4 and #5 indicate that respondents would like changes to be made to
the mitigation and community benefits process in terms of added consistency and

standardization.

The responses to these statements indicate a need for a more consistent and easier to
understand process, which is further confirmed by responses to statement #2. 80% of
participants felt as though the existing community benefit and mitigation process is hard
to understand. Statements #8 and #9 had the second and third highest levels of

disagreement:
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. 77% indicated that the process of identifying mitigation is inconsistent from
project to project (#8)

. 73% of respondents felt that community benefits developed from a project do not
necessarily align with City/neighborhood priorities (#9).

The next set of statements received mostly negative responses, where disagreement
outweighed agreement by more than 20%. These statements all received significantly
higher disagreement than agreement and also dealt with similar themes - clarity (#2, #6),
consistency (#8), applicability (#9, #10, #11), and timeliness (#3, #12).

Statements #1 and #7 had higher disagreement than agreement but were slightly more
mixed — meaning that agreement/disagreement were within 20% of each other. 49%
indicated that BPDA does a good job of publicizing applications and communicating
public comment periods (#1) and 47% felt as though BPDA does a good job of developing
balanced mitigation plans that satisfy competing requests from different entities (#7).

Project proponents/consultants were notably more positive towards the process’ ability
to impact positive development outcomes. This statement received 59% agreement from
this group compared to 30% agreement overall. Community Members (the largest
respondent group) were the most likely to disagree, with 54% indicating that the perceived
poor outcomes as a result of the process. The following table summarizes the response
rates by group.

Group Agree Neutral Disagree
Community Member 26% 20% 54%
Advisory Group Member 38% 21% 41%
Project Proponent/Consultant 59% 16% 24%

Average response rates (by respondent group) for statements #1 through #12 are shown
below:
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For several statements within the larger question bank in this section (#1 through #12),
project proponents/consultants were less negative than the other two respondent
groups. These are summarized below:

The most notable disparity was towards statement #1. 72% of project
proponents/consultants felt as though the BPDA does a good job of publicizing
applications and informing the public of comment periods. Overall, 30% agreed
with this statement.

- Responses to this statement seem to show that those more involved in the
process (and on a regular basis) find communications regarding public
comment periods to be slightly better. 26% of community members agreed,
which increased to 37% for those involved with advisory groups.

47% of this specific group agreed that it was clear what benefit and mitigation
measures were approved (#6). 19% agreed overall.

49% indicated that the BPDA develops mitigation plans that balance competing
agency requests (#7). 29% agreed overall.

Conversely, this group had the highest disagreement rating for all statements
across all groups. 82% of project proponents/consultants felt as though the
mitigation process lacked consistency between projects (#8).

For other statements in this section, responses from the aforementioned group were
closely aligned with community members and advisory group members, albeit slightly
more positive.
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Community members also generally had the lowest agreement ratings for all statements,
usually within 5% of the other two respondent groups. Some slight variations included:

. Statement #1, as mentioned above. 26% of community members agreed
compared to 37% of advisory group members and 72% of project proponents.

. 14% of community members felt as though it was clear which benefit and
mitigation measures were approved (#6). 25% of advisory group members agreed
as did 47% of proponents/consultant.

Finally, all respondent groups had similarly high agreement ratings towards statements
#4 and #5. All participants were very likely to suggest the BPDA adopt more defined
approaches to mitigation and community benefits, and that said benefits should be
determined based upon defined categories.

2. Impact Advisory Groups (IAGs)

The second question bank dealt specifically with the role of IAGs in the Article 80 process.
This section received input from 422 respondents.

#  Statement SA A N D SD
IAG membership adequately reflects the

1 demographics of the neighborhood / project 3%  17% 24% 23%
area.

2  The lAG process is transparent and trusted. 2% 13%  21% -

The IAG membership is reflective of the
community.

4 IAG meetings are productive. 1% | 19% . 22%  25%

2.1 Analysis of Overall Responses

3% 18% 24% 29% 27%

All statements in this section received higher disagreement than agreement. 65% of
participants felt that the IAG process lacked transparency (#2), the highest disagreement
rating across all questions.

55% of respondents felt that IAG membership did not represent neighborhood
demographics (#1), nor did it adequately represent the larger community (#3). 47% felt
that IAG meetings were unproductive (#4).
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2.2  Analysis by Respondent Type — Role in the Process

Average response rates (by respondent group) are shown in the table below:

50% 47%
45% .
40% oo 36%
35%
30% 24% 24%
2o% 20% ° y 20%
20% 17%
15% 13%
10%

- i

0%

Community Member  Advisory Group Member Project

Proponent/Consultant

m Agree mNeutral Disagree
Advisory group members as well as project proponents/consultants had very similar
response rates towards this section. Community members were generally more negative.

. Advisory group members were the most positive towards statements #1 and #4.
34% indicated that IAGs reflect neighborhood demographics and 35% felt that IAG
meetings are productive.

- Overall, 20% of respondents agreed with statement #1 and 23% with
statement #4.

. 36% of project proponents/consultants found the IAG process to be transparent
and trusted (#2). This statement received 25% agreement overall.

- 10% of community members agreed with this statement as did 21% of
advisory group members.

3. Community Input

The final multiple-choice question bank featured statements focused on community
involvement as part of the Article 80 process. This section received 486 responses in
total:
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#  Statement SA A N D SD

1 I un_derstand how my input shapes development 5%  29% 18% 28% 27%
projects.

5 | clearly understood how to ;ubmlt public 149% 14%  17%  12%
comments as part of the Article 80 process.

BPDA project managers were helpful

O, [o) [o) (o) (o)
3 incorporating public feedback into the project. % 18% RZScN
The format and timing of public comment under
4  the current Article 80 process is effective and 2% 14% 21% 33% 31%
productive.
5 Public comment occurs at the right time during 2%  16%  27% 27% 28%

the Article 80 process.

Participants at public meetings adequately
6 reflect the demographics of the neighborhood / 2% 18% 21% 32% 27%
project area.

| feel heard and understood at in-person public

. 4% 21% 19% 23% 32%
meetings.

The public comment appropriately enables full
8 participation from all community members by 7% 23% 30% 17% 22%
facilitating input in multiple languages.

9 | would I|k.e multiple options to get involved and . 6%  16% 3% 4%
share my input.

3.1  Analysis of Overall Responses

Most statements in this section had higher disagreement, though statements #2 and #9
were more positively received. 57% of respondents understood how to submit public
comments (#2) and 77% indicated that they would like multiple methods of sharing their
input towards a project (#9). Responses to #9 at the very least shows that the community
is interested in making their voices heard, though this may be limited by process
inefficiencies and/or lack of clarity into the public comment mechanism.

Respondents were very mixed towards statement #8. 31% felt that the public comment
period effectively accommodated multiple languages, 30% were neutral, and 39%
disagreed. Similarly, 59% noted that those that participate in meetings may not accurately
reflect the demographics of the community where the project is occurring.

The remaining statements had higher disagreement ratings compared to agreement.
Statement #4 had the highest level of disagreement, with 64% indicating that the current
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format and timing of public comments is ineffective. 55% also felt that the public
comment period did not occur at the right time in the process (#5).

Responses to statement #1 highlights that community members may not effectively
comprehend the reasoning behind the public comment period. 55% did not understand
how their comments impacted the related project. Responses to statements #3 and #7
also point to a potential feeling of disconnect/lack of impact from those engaging in the
public comment period.

3.2  Analysis by Respondent Type — Role in the Process

Average response rates (by respondent group) are shown in the table below:

60%
50%

50%
3% 45%
40% 37%
30% 30%
30% 25%
20% 20%

20%
N I I

0%

Community Member  Advisory Group Member Project
Proponent/Consultant

m Agree M Neutral Disagree

On average, advisory group members and project proponents/consultants were more
positive. Community members had higher levels of disagreement on average.

. 60% of community members did not understand how their input shaped
development projects (#1). By comparison, 41% of advisory group members and
24% of project proponents disagreed with this statement.

. Community members were also less likely to understand how to submit public
comments as part of the A80 process (#2). 53% of community members agreed
with this statement, compared to 80% of advisory group members and 84% of
project proponents/consultants.

. 60% of community members indicated not feeling heard/understood at public
hearings (#7). Disagreement among advisory group members was 43% and 25%
among project proponents/consultants.
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- Similarly, community members had the lowest agreement rating towards
statement #8. 21% viewed public comment period as enabling varied (and
full) participation from multiple languages. 41% of advisory group members
and 42% of project proponents/consultants agreed by comparison.

. Project proponents/consultants were completely mixed on the format and timing
of public comment periods (#4). Agreement, neutrality, and disagreement all were
all at 33% for this statement.

- 46% of project proponents/consultants were also neutral towards
statement #5 (whether public comments occur are the right time in the
process), higher than both agreement and disagreement.
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3. Narrative Questions

The survey concluded with open-ended questions that required participants to highlight
the strengths of the Article 80 process, any general opportunities for improvement and
specific improvements that could be made to the community engagement aspect of the
process.

1. Strengths

Respondents were asked to identify up to three of the Article 80 process’ greatest
strengths. This section received a total of 604 comments from 265 participants. Each
comment was categorized into broad themes and presented in the chart below:
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Note that 119 comments were marked as “N/A”. Examples of these comments included
“None”, “N/A", “XX", etc. Comments that highlighted a weakness instead of a strength
were also categorized within this grouping.

Community engagement was the most commonly highlighted strength of the process.

With 163 comments in total, the most common strength identified respondents was that
Article 80 facilitates public engagement as part of its process. Example comments
included:

. “Allowing residents most affected by projects input on that project.”
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“Allows community members to give input, shape projects in their neighborhood.”
. And several comments that simply stated, “Community input.”

Similarly, 38 comments were positive towards how Article 80 allows residents to interact
with developers, the BPDA, City departments, and other entities involved in a project
(“Collaboration/Interactions”). These comments also noted that the meetings
themselves promote positive discussion and interactions with these groups as well as
other residents. Examples included:

. “Requires developers to engage with the community.”
“Creates a space where people can interact directly with the proponent.”
“Dialogue between community members and our city and developers.”

Several other aspects of the Article 80 process were positively received by respondents.

82 comments broadly referred to various aspects of the Article 80 process, such as how
the process functions, as well as the fact that such as process exists. Example comments
included:

“Article 80 allows a deep look into specific project impacts that are not productive
to delve into during the planning and zoning process.”

. “Review by a variety of professionals, like those on BCDC, helps to improve
projects.”
. “Article 80 allows input from experts inside and outside City Hall.”

Similarly, 11 comments highlighted the positive impacts Article 80 can have on City
planning and guiding development:

. “Positively controls growth.”
. “Helps facilitate city planning and needed development.”
. “Allows the City to have more control over land use.”

Lastly, 16 comments positively noted the clarity and/or consistency in the process:
. “It is a defined process that allows for the community to make comments.”
“Defined process with timelines.”

. “The process is clear.”

Matrix Consulting Group 17



Article 80 Modernization: Community Survey Analysis BPDA

Respondents appreciate the fact that Article 80 considers community benefits and
mitigation as part of its review.

60 comments mentioned various community benefits/mitigation outcomes developed as
a result of a project going through Article 80 review. These included affordable housing,
transportation/infrastructure improvements, environmental considerations, and more.
Examples included:

“Addresses environmental impacts.”

“Attempts to provide mitigation for problems caused by project and ensure that
the community receives some benefit.”

. “Environmental impact requirement.”
. “Affordable housing for residents of the area.”

Some respondents noted that the BPDA provides quality information and
communication related to projects and the process as a whole, resulting in a more
transparent process.

35 comments highlighted the amount of information, such as project information and
plans, as well as opportunities to become more educated on the development process.
Comments included:

“A lot of factual information is collected and presented in a digestible format.”

. “Allows the surrounding community to see the details of a proposed project
firsthand, and not rely on rumor or speculation about project design.”

. “It shares the ISD Zoning review process with the neighborhoods.”

The general transparency and open nature of the process — including the availability and
accessibility of the information noted above — was also mentioned in 14 comments:

. “Open process.”
. “It's accessibility.”
. “Open to the public.”

Finally, 11 comments noted experiencing quality communications during the process —
including advertising of nearby project hearings:

“Attempts to inform community of development.”
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“Advertising meetings.”
. “The ability to communicate freely and transparently.”

Participants appreciate the use of technology - specifically the utilization of virtual
meeting platforms.

23 comments commented on the availability of information/usability of the BPDA's
website as well as the use of Zoom meetings to increase the level of public engagement:

. “As it is now, conducting meetings over Zoom allows flexibility and more
participation from younger people, working parents, etc.”

. “Webpage that maintains all documents.”
. “Clear website + email notification to learn more about proposed projects.”
Staff are viewed as considerate, professional, and responsive.

The customer service, attitude, and experience of BPDA staff were highlighted in 19
comments:

“BPDA Employees are considerate.”

“Staff - BPDA staff are consistently thoughtful and careful throughout the Article
80 process.”

. “BPDA staff are responsive to calls, emails and questions.”
Some participants appreciate the use of IAGs as part of the Article 80 process.

Nine comments stated that the use of IAGs was a positive outcome of the Article 80
process as it currently stands:

. “IAG allows for meaningful, dedicated community contributions.”

“IAG's provide an avenue or engaged community stakeholders to provide ongoing
feedback.

. “Impact Advisory Groups are representative of the community.”

Similarly, four respondents commented that the process is inclusive and acknowledges
the need for diversity in conversations surrounding the development process.
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2. Opportunities for Improvement

Respondents were asked to identify the three most important changes they would like to
see made to the Article 80 process. This section received a total of 789 comments from
307 respondents. Each comment was categorized into broad themes and presented in
the chart below:
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17 comments were marked as “N/A” and were excluded from the chart above.

Respondents were split on increasing or decreasing community participation in the
process, though most were likely to agree with increasing the level of citizen
involvement.

A total of 116 comments referred to the community participation aspect of Article 80. A
small number of these comments indicated a desire for a reduction in community input,
though the majority felt as though the process would benefit from more accommodative
community input mechanism.

Suggestions included increasing the number of in-person meetings, broadening the
scope of community input (including having open meetings), having meetings outside of
regular working hours, and simply having more meetings (both in-person and virtual) in
general:

. “Open public in-person community meetings.”

Matrix Consulting Group 20



Article 80 Modernization: Community Survey Analysis BPDA

“Meetings held outside of business hours.”
. “Require developers to have more than one community meeting.”

40 comments indicated a desire for a change to the length and format of public
comments (“Public Comment Length”). The majority of respondents wanted longer
comment periods and to involve the public earlier in the process:

. “Comment period and number of public meetings should be extended.”

. “Opportunities for Public Feedback should be initiated when the Letter of Intent is
submitted to the BPDA.”

. “Allow adequate time for public comment - the proponent talks for too long and
doesn'’t leave time for residents to be heard.”

Ten comments discussed a need for more diversity and inclusivity as part of the process:
“Broader Representation from several communities.”
. “Diversifying public feedback.”

Finally, seven comments specifically requested that input from those abutting a property
with an Article 80 project be considered with more weight:

. “Give abutters/community a stronger voice when dealing with variances granted
to developers.”

“Take abutter input seriously and make it weigh stronger.”
Several comments referred to community benefits and/or mitigation efforts.

79 comments discussed improvements related to the community benefits/mitigation
process. The most common suggestion was to establish more consistent mitigation
standards and for the BPDA to ensure that they are followed during/after project
completion.

Comments also pointed to specific analyses and impacts they would like more attention
placed on, such as environmental impacts, creation/maintenance of green spaces, air
quality, transportation, and socioeconomic impacts.

. “Have consistent, rules-based standards that ensure consistent mitigation in line
with City transit, housing, and climate goals.”
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. “Mitigation across sectors more—-Arts, Human Services etc. not just green space
and transportation—-as important as those are.”

. “The developers should be REQUIRED to provide a list of STANDARD tangible
benefits, i.e., street trees, parks, buried power lines.”

A small number of comments also suggested that benefits and mitigation be considered
entirely separate processes, and that combining them as they are currently may be
confusing to the public and/or reduce the amount of attention placed on each aspect of
the review process.

Members of the public indicated not feeling heard at community engagement meetings.

The 70 comments under “Addressing Public Input” all indicated a sentiment that
concerns raised by community members during public hearings are generally not
addressed in the final project. A very common style of comment here was for the BPDA
to “Listen to the community” during this part of the process.

“The BPDA should listen, ask questions, respect the community input.”

. “Community objections should be incorporated and not ignored”
. “Community feedback that is listened to and acted upon by the BPDA and
Developers.”

In a similar vein, 50 comments dealt with accountability. The majority of these comments
indicated a desire for developers to be held accountable for their commitments. To a
lesser extent, these comments also applied to the BPDA: specifically a need for the
agency to adhere to established timelines and processes, or to act in a more authoritative
manner to ensure accountability for all stakeholders involved.

. “A feedback loop that includes BPDA and proponent accountability to respond to
public verbal and written comments and in cases when public feedback is not
incorporated justify why.”

“Require BPDA to meet deadlines set out in Article 80."

“Accountability and Consequences when Proponents work outside of Article 80
guidelines.”

Lastly, 42 comments noted a need for a more transparent process. These largely came
from the perspective of community members noting a need for more transparency from
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the BPDA as well as project proponents/developers. Some comments also noted a need
for more transparency surrounding the community engagement process.

. “Lack of transparency around the scope of each approving entity within the BPDA
(i.e. the BCDC).”

“Show where letters of support or opposition come from (ZIP).”
. “Transparency from developers and BPDA.”
Communication, Clarity, and Information

50 comments discussed the level of communication involved in the process as an area
for improvement. Respondents would like increased advertising and publicity associated
with projects undergoing Article 80 review as well as (frequent) direct notifications
regarding projects in their area:

. “BPDA could communicate about meeting and progress in more timely way.”

. “More thorough public notification via flyers, direct mail, signs, and other low-cost
tools that developers can fund.”

. “More varied ways of publicizing meetings / more options for submitting input.”

44 comments discussed a need for more clarity — whether that be defining roles of
stakeholders, creating standardized guidelines/deadlines associated with the process, or
simply making the process less complex overall:

. “Clear and defined phases of progress of the development plan.”

. “Navigating the process is confusing, time consuming, and therefore inherently
biased toward those with resources.”

. “Stick to the process in the code. That means strict deadlines, filing requirements,
and findings.”

Finally, 28 respondents discussed opportunities to improve the level of information and
education provided to stakeholders:

. “Broader education about the process generally.”

. “Present information from filings in digestible pieces for increase comprehension-
i.e. climate resilience, building design and public realm, transportation and
infrastructure impacts, etc.”
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. “If IAGs or some kind of community advisory group are maintained, provide
training, set expectations, encourage them to discuss together, so they can bring
up common concerns and it's not just a bunch of individuals stating their own
opinion.”

Improvement opportunities may exist surrounding IAGs, including how members are
selected.

A total of 49 comments specific referenced IAGs. 21 were specific to how members are
selected/assigned to IAGs, while 28 discussed IAGs’ role in the process.

Respondents varied extensively in their opinions on the existence of IAGs, with some
noting that the groups should be strengthened while others indicated a desire for them to
be eliminated or “reined in". Other suggestions include having more debate-focused
discussions, scaling the size of IAGs with the size of the project, and having experts/paid
consultants serve on each IAG. Finally, several comments noted that IAG members could
benefit from receiving additional training on their role and the process as a whole.

. “IAG input and opinions should be given some weight in development process.”
“Paid consultant to the IAG.”
. “Educate IAG members.”

The “IAG Membership” specific comments primarily discussed the perceived lack of
transparency surrounding appointment to an IAG. Comments also noted that I1AGs
sometimes lack diversity or do not adequately represent the neighborhood/community
they are serving:

. “Lack of transparency for IAG membership signup.”

. “IAG members should primarily include members of Neighborhood
Associations/Civic Groups in the neighborhood in which the project sits.”

. “Appointment to IAG should be transparent process.”
Several comments suggested various City planning improvements.

48 comments discussed broad City-planning related improvements, such as better
aligning Article 80 with City priorities, having master plans for each neighborhood, and
improving zoning for neighborhoods. Comments also suggested that having a more
cohesive approach to City planning would benefit the Article 80 process in terms of
consistency and clarity.

Matrix Consulting Group 24



Article 80 Modernization: Community Survey Analysis BPDA

. “Better underlying zoning for neighborhoods will help make the Article 80 process
smoother and hopefully more equitable to both communities and developers.”

“A master plan for development for each neighborhood.”

. “A clean and consistent city wide master plan and design guidelines could be
adopted, largely negating the need for the entire Article 80 process.”

Several comments fell under “Other” — including several that simply stated that Article
80/the BPDA should be eliminated or have its scope reduced.

The other category featured 29 broad comments that lack specificity such as “anything”,
comments discussing local taxes, and suggestions to compensate those who attend
public meetings. These comments did not specifically suggest improvements to the
process.

Also within this category were multiple comments that suggested that the BPDA and/or
the Article 80 process be eliminated entirely, though without offering insight as to why
and how:

. “Disband the BPDA and remove them from the Article 80 process.”

. “Get rid of it.”

“The BPDA needs to be abolished. It cannot be fixed.”

Respondents were asked to suggest specific changes they believe would broaden the
audience engaged in community input. This section received input from 283 respondents.
Each comment was categorized into broad themes and presented in the chart below:
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19 comments fell under “N/A” and were excluded from the chart.

Communication and advertising would have the largest impact on community
engagement.

99 comments referred to expansion of communication and advertising as a means of
promoting more (and varied) participation by residents in the Article 80 process. Some
suggestions included automatic notifications (via phone/email) for all residents in an
impacted neighborhood, more widespread advertising via social media, news media, and
flyers/signage, and generally being more proactive and comprehensive with
communications. Respondents believe that communications strategies should be
developed with the intent of capturing as much feedback as possible from members of
the community:

. “Use the Dorchester Reporter, DotNews website and other community media
platforms.”
. “1) Notifications to Neighborhood Association's 2) Posting signage at project

locations of the various stages in the Article 80 process.”

. “Better community outreach and more obvious notification to residents to enable
involvement. Mailings, emails, posters visible at frequented businesses and
community centers.”

Respondents indicated a desire for greater accessibility to meetings.
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58 comments fell under “Accessibility/Venue Options”. These comments focused on
improvements that could be made related to the number of meetings held, when
meetings are held, where they are held, and how they are held. Multiple respondents
highlighted that having more flexible meeting times (to allow those with 9-5 jobs to
attend), providing more hybrid meeting options, and simply increasing the number of in-
person meetings would all improve engagement.

. “Hybrid meetings (not seminar mode, true public meetings where people can see
each other online) in person and online, have multiple identical agendas for a
daytime meeting and a nighttime meeting. consider Saturdays not just weekdays.”

“Make sure community engagement opportunities are scheduled for a variety of
days and times to accommodate work schedules. Zoom is nice.”

. “Multiple methods of community engagement, zoom, in-person, surveys, etc.”
Participants suggested some adjustments to IAGs to improve engagement.

14 comments related to IAGs and their role in the process. Suggestions varied - including
having the IAG determine meeting agendas, promoting a more democratic membership
process, and offering more training and guidance to IAG members.

. “An IAG should determine when it meets and what the meeting agenda are. The
process is currently controlled by BPDA staff, which means the community isn’t
leading.”

. “The BPDA needs to initiate an independent and unbiased process of choosing IAG

Members. Involving Organizations empowers biased Community Benefits
requests/decisions.”

. “Change the name from IAG to "Community Engagement Forum." Merge the roles
of the IAG and CAC - difference not clear. Recruit more diverse committee
members. More widely publicize review meetings.”

Participants suggested improvements to the community engagement/Article 80
process and noted that more education and information would promote higher
engagement.

A variety of process adjustments were suggested by participants. These included having
fewer (but more focused) meetings, decreasing processing times, requiring BPDA to
discuss its support/opposition to a project at meetings, and hosting meetings on a
neighborhood-wide basis instead of at the project level:
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. “Fewer but more effective meetings. Recaps from prior meetings and inputs so
those that can't attend often can catch up and not repeat the same comments.
Maybe add minutes and action items.”

“It would be helpful to move things along more quickly without limiting the input of
valid constituencies.”

“Include a discussion of BPDA's support or opposition to project as it relates to
overall City priorities.”

Several comments also discussed information and education as means to improve
community engagement:

“Create an Online IAG Information Page where residents in Boston Neighborhoods
can learn the IAG process and submit an application to become IAG members in
their community If their application is refused, an explanation.”

. “Make clear through training/education how to get involved get involved in
community advocacy. Keep both in person and zoom meetings - participation has
increased dramatically when people can access meetings from home.”

. “Provide the public with education regarding what constitutes -civil/civic
engagement. Offer/promote attendance at civic coaching sessions so
participation in public sessions is less intimidating for some and more effective
for others.”

Some respondents agreed that the variety and diversity of participants should be
expanded.

A total of 17 comments noted that measures should be implemented to increase the
variety of individuals participating in community engagement. These comments
discussed the need for the process to facilitate multiple languages, avoid ‘repeat’
attendees at meetings, and include more varied demographic groups such as young
adults, renters, etc.

. “More needs to be done to involve younger people, renters, and working-class
people in the process. The BPDA also need to do more to reach out to residents of
public housing as a means to diversity TFs and IAGS.”

. “Encourage comments to be provided in an individual's primary language, with
translation to occur by BPDA staff or consultants.”
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. “Allow people to volunteer for engagement. The current Art. 80m reform process
is an example of a one-sided process, limited community input.”
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Appendix A: Multiple-Choice Narrative Responses

Appendix A contains all narrative responses to questions within each multiple-choice
question bank. Responses have been provided verbatim, with minor editing to remove
identifying information.

1. Overall Article 80 Process

# Comment

"| live in Jamaica Plain neighborhood and oppose any alteration of the Article 80 process
that could exclude community input. The community MUST be included in all large
developments and/or proposed renovations to existing buildings. | am concerned that this
"modernization” of the process could ultimately be used to exclude community input for
large developments such as the Shattuck Hospital campus. My community is watching and
we are highly concerned about this potential change."
- UNFAIR process to NOT inform neighbors impacted by "small projects”
-UNFAIR jam packing "small projects" that are 10-20 times larger than nearbuy 1-3 family
home
-BAD experiments to lower quality of life of FAMILIES with kids by jam packing tiny studios
2 and negatively impact older residents
- UNFAIRLY using internet Web meeting to DISPLACE older residents who do not have
computers. Meetings in person should be done for "small projects”
-unfair BPDA is NOT informing neighbors for small projects to get less opposition-DO NOT
change process that worked over the years!
1) The overall Article 80 process consistently becomes opaque for residents. There is often
only one required community meeting, and then nothing else.

2) Community Benefits: these need to be discussed upfront, and decided in a measured
manner. There needs to be equitable standards developed that actually take many things
into account. An example of what is NOT a community benefit - a light pole.
A review of the most recent 5 years of small Article 80 projects in Roslindale indicate that a
special interest group's requests determined the projects' mitigation/benefits.
Conversations with developers indicated that the special interest group and developer met
with the BPDA before the SPRA was filed.
A80 needs to be more community focused. Community benefits process is completely
opaque
Abutter community input is being ignored in favor of broader philosophies existing outside
6 of neighborhoods. People who have settled on a community and type of neighborhood have
lost input on their investment.
All community meetings need to be in person, not via zoom and w obsessively tight control
7 as is currently done “. E.g., who else is in attendance? Why are so few called upon to
comment? Why the overly brief comment period at every meeting?
All of the mitigation funds should remain in the neighborhood where the project is being

built.
Although I think the results in my neighborhood are overall slightly on the positive side, the
9 process is exhausting, time-consuming, and engenders a lot of frustration and anger. And

the results are not anywhere near what they could be with good planning. | think community
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Comment

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

members, developers and BPDA staff are all frustrated. It should be easier and more
straightforward so I'm happy to see a chance to reform the process.

Although the BPDA could play an important role in "balancing competing requests" in
developing mitigation plans/consistent community benefits, it is not viewed as an honest
broker by most community members. Any plans/processes created solely by the BPDA
without community input are suspect.

Apparently we are at the end of the project on which | served on the IAG. | am still unclear
what the developer has actually done in terms of giving back to the community and
mitigating the negative effects on the community. | saw nothing tangible come out of it.
While they did modify their designs somewhat, they did not offer the community any real
concessions that would improve the quality of life for residents - like planting more street
trees in the neighborhood, burying powerlines, re-imagining the traffic configuration. In the
end, the outcome was rather disappointing.

Article 80 process should apply to all projects. It should not be allowed to be bypassed for
any reason

Article 80 is a farce and is being used as a check the box offer for community input which is
subsequently ignored.

Article 80 is currently just window dressing or fig leaf. It lets the city check a box that it
"involved" the neighbors and residents in the process. In reality, the concerns of the
neighbors are not heard and | have yet to hear of an article 80 project that does not receive
BPDA support. The quality of the project managers for the BPDA has declined to such a
degree that | expect more professionalism from a cashier at MacDonalds than | do for a
BPDA project manager. The don't post comments in a timely manner (in some cases they
have to be prodded to do so through community complaint), they don't truly act as liaisons
for the community in the process (they are rubber stamps for the developers), they let
developers monologue for more than an hour and half of a 2-hour meeting and cut of
residents comment and testimony. Meetings are held fully remote, which disadvantages
neighbors and benefits developers and the representatives who can Zoom in from their
suburban home offices. Often times members of the public cannot tell who else is in the
meeting. All of this benefits developers who merely need to run out the clock on meetings
and get their buildings built with little to no compromise. It is clear that the Administration
and the Mayor want this outcome and simply don't care that people who live in Boston want
to see more affordable development: affordable home ownership and rental. Citizens are
concerned about appropriate density and impacts on traffic and quality of life. We have to
live with these negative impacts long after the Mayor's political ambitions take her
elsewhere (with developer campaign support).

Article 80 meetings should be in person, not zoomed. There must be live debate and
discussion, not presentations and limited, one-time comments.

Article 80 process is UNFAIR, rushed. Neighbors are NOT informed timely to get less
opposition. Older residents are EXCLUDED since no computers/Web internet knowledge
As a besieged Brighton resident this process is failing me. Often, there are multiple meetings
and they seem to be clustered at times when people are busy/not around to attend (e.g., end
of august, weeks of major religious holidays). The process does not adequately account for
community input or consider meaningful mitigation. In my block, | see what was significant
and has had a lasting beneficial impact on the community (condo development downsized
with appropriate setbacks, indoor trash, and duplexes made to be community park
maintained by condo association) to benefits being hiring workers to build the building and
every variance being given to build a concrete jungle that is threatening the limited existing
green space we have (most projects are all concrete and plant street trees with little hope
for survival). The system is very clearly directed towards approving development at the
expense of the neighborhood with very limited attempts to balance conflicting interests.
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Comment

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Ultimately those who live in the community and suffer from the development need to have
more say (and the city needs to sprout a spine and enforce existing zoning - it's there for a
reason) before it's too late.

As far as | can tell, 100% of projects in the works are unaffordable developments, driven by
developers, with the City doing everything it can to keep developers happy first and
foremost, with minuscule benefits (i.e., a tiny fraction of apartments designated affordable),
begrudgingly meted out as a sop to residents, neighbors. Developers can gripe all they want
about how long the process takes, but the fact is, they're making money hand over fist while
the middle and working class are being pushed out. Forcing them to make 5 two-bedroom
apartments in a building affordable at middle income levels, while keeping the other 45
unaffordable is not sufficient. In addition, aesthetically, 100% of buildings that have gone up
in Boston in the last 20 years are just plain mind-numbingly drab at best, offensively ugly at
worst. Effectively, with little to no oversight by the city - little to no enforcement of the law
(everybody gets a zoning waiver!) developers have turned Boston into a cash cow and are
squeezing it to death.

As someone on an active IAG, the process still remains very unclear to me. BPDA staff has
not been good at explaining, should be more clearly outlined to allow more people to
understand the commitment. Asking people to invest time in multiple meets narrows
participation to community members who are more well-resourced, wealthy, older, don't
have school-aged kids, etc. Compensation should be provided to allow more diverse people
to participate more fully.

At this time | think developers have more of a say, and how community is built that does not
always include community. | do recognize the city, trying to do a better job. But | think
accountability Hass to be taken that you gave this quasi governmental agency authority to
do with they want, and that's exactly what they're doing. Nepotism is real and prevalent in
the process

Because there is no template to follow in each project, folks try to negotiate for negotiations
sake. This is true of the developers and the community and even city departments. Everyone
is guilty in a crummy process that should be made more apples to apples across projects.
Also the processes need to be streamlined the community spends years informing a
planning process from the city and then has to go back into a process for each large project.
That is a huge waste of time. Large projects that fit under an approved new plan should just
move forward with set mitigations as part of the plan. Not require the community to do
double the work. If the mayor is serious about a more efficient process this change has to
be made across new plans. In general | would like to see the 80B and 80C parts become one
efficient process.

Benefit and mitigation packages are often a cost burden on the developer which depresses
building. The benefit of creating more housing in a housing crisis should be factored in to
the Article 80 process, and communities should not be able to request as much mitigation
from housing projects. Streetscape improvements should be included in mitigation for
biotech and office buildings. Also should consider housing contributions for non-housing
developments, since they are adding pressure on the housing market by adding new jobs.
Benefits should not be used to pay for improvements that would routinely be responsibility
of the City; should not be used to influence members of neighborhood associations or
groups or as "bribes" to organizations or churches for support of a project. "Mitigation"
should attempt to repair the negative impacts of the project. No more bike racks!

BPDA does a horrible job of publicizing applications and informing the public of public
comment periods. Without neighborhood community groups we would have no idea what is
happening

BPDA does not encourage the developers to respond to community feedback and does not
hold them accountable to do so. Too much time in calls is spent on repetitive developer
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Comment

presentations. Community feedback occurs but there is no response or back and forth with
the developer.

26

BPDA enters the process with a development bias. The Community organizations do the
exact opposite. BPDA should focus on leading developers toward affordable housing
solutions (as the most widely popular community benefit) and addressing the needs to the
direct project abutters. Too often the BPDA and ZBA approve projects without addressing
those needs and the developer ends up negotiating with the abutters only after they have
been taken to court by the abutters lawyers. This should never happen, it is unfair to the
developer and unfair to the abutters.

27

BPDA is rarely responsive to community input. Usually the developer is favored. Mitigation is
negotiated behind closed doors and presented as an accomplished fact. There is no or little
follow up on actual implementation and if it occurs it is not shared with the community,
especially wind and shadow impacts

28

Centralized communication networks must be built for anything to get accomplished in a
timely manner.

29

Certain neighborhood groups ( such as the North End) have way too much power and
influence in stopping all development.

30

Communities are not sufficiently involved. Seeking the input of Neighborhood Civic
Associations

31

Community benefits & mitigation appear to be whatever the developers choose to do — or
not. Inconsistent results

32

Community benefits and mitigation are useless tools that are rarely used and are ineffective
in offsetting the enormous projects that are being built with vehement community objection.
A good project needs no mitigation. The city has millions of mitigation that was never
distributed. It is a bad joke on the public and a laughing stock for developers. Stop
gaslighting the public.

33

Community benefits for almost all projects are insignificant. | can't think of a single one
that's significantly improved a neighborhood for current residents.

34

Community benefits in Greater Mattapan have not been a process where there has been
follow- through nor any accountability standards been visible.

35

Community comment via Zoom ineffective. Comment period too brief.

36

Community engagement should begin sooner in the Project review process. Prior to any
Pre-file meetings between BPDA and Developer. Neighborhood groups/ residents and small
business owners, et al.

Site Review should include existing Tree inventory and protection of Tree canopy to
maximum extent for climate benefits. Natural resource assessment also required for
possible wetland, wildlife habitat, flooding issues.

37

Community feedback is not sufficiently taken into account. Getting the project right should
take high priority over any mitigation. Process is not sufficiently transparent (e.g. at least ZIP
codes of people submitting feedback should be shown, BPDA votes are prematurely
scheduled). BPDA appears to have unpublished plans about how much excess over zoning
is adequate.

38

Community members should always have an opportunity to contribute feedback in a
meaningful way (i.e.: with actual potential to change the shape and scope of a project) since
they are the ones who have to live with the results of any new development.

39

Community needs are minimized while developer's wish lists are maximized. Boston
neighborhoods are being overdeveloped with little attention given to proper infrastructure to
support that development, which results in a traffic nightmares. Another concern that is
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Comment

never addressed is: just how much development can our water resources, aka Quabbin
Reservoir, comfortably handle?

40

Community requests for mitigation have been ignored by the developer and BPDA.

41

Community stakeholder nets need to cast wider do more of Hyde park has a voice in article
80 matters. With the creation of the Community Input board created in direct response to
this need it would seem that this outreach is improving

42

Construction mitigation and rodent mitigation are not part of the process and are done only
with city agencies. Therefore residents and local businesses that are impacted are left out
and not informed of outcomes. Outcomes of Construction Mitigation and road mitigation
always do not meet the needs or expectations of community residents or local businesses.
The city does a terrible job with this and we hold the BPDA and the Mayor’s office
responsible.

43

current mitigation process isn't perfect, but local orgs get compensation. I'm concerned a
new process will send dollars elsewhere in the city (or city will take it as they have in the
past)

44

Definitions of benefit listed things the City would normally be responsible for, therefore
focus was not on the impacted residents.

45

Design review has NOT resulted in excellent neighborhood projects. Recent neighborhood
construction is disappointing in quality of design.

BPDA may be okay downtown but is not effective in neighborhoods

46

Development projects are pushed through regardless of community feedback. IAG members
have little influence over projects that have major impacts on the community that IAG
members represent.

47

Disappointing lack of transparency. Huge impact on neighborhoods and nearby streets, local
needs, and little willingness to consider scale, livability, traffic, disruptions. City isn't building
for current residents and local 'essential workers'.

48

49

Do not see an overall planning process. Everything is piece by piece.

50

Doesn't always seem to be consistent from neighborhood to neighborhood. Even within the
same neighborhoods I'm not sure the process is consistent.

51

Driven by developers. Overrides community, especially those most directly impacted. Itis a
travesty.

52

Even after mitigation and community benefits are established, there are many examples
over the years of developers NOT upholding their agreements, without the BPDA holding
them accountable.

53

First- every project is different and so are its impacts. Some projects are themselves a
benefit, but many (like luxury housing or more office/lab buildings) are not improvements to
our communities and the odds and ends of mitigation they offer (which are pay-offs to
appease opposition) are mostly things the City should be doing anyway, like improving bike
lanes and adding street trees. We do not have meaningful discussions about how to actually
mitigate the negative impacts of a proposal, like lowering the height to reduce wind and
show impacts, or reducing paved surface to reduce flooding. Developers just right checks
and build the project that best benefits their bottom line. We all know this. They only bend
when they think they won't get their variances or approvals, which often requires elected
officials or other powerful people to intervene. The current method of determining mitigation
pits advocacy groups against each other, fighting for the same few dollars. We need better
planning so that each project starts with what's best for the community, not the developer,
and mitigation is not needed in the first place.
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54

First, some of these questions are leading and skewed. One question refers to a project as
"my project" rather than "a project” or "the project."

55

First, the mitigation process does little to ensure that the people who will be most effected
by a development will be the beneficiaries of mitigation. The mitigations implemented for
local projects seem to further the Mayor's agenda and not community specific needs.

56

First, this survey is written to confuse the average community member. | am confused by
most of these questions and wonder if this wasn't written this way to confuse the
community members.... Second, | strongly oppose any changes to the Article 80 process
that would limit, reduce, or exclude community input regardless if the development is for
affordable housing or not. The community MUST continue to have input, especially on large
developments and/or renovations of existing buildings. For example, the proposal to
redesign the Shattuck Hospital campus is an important project that would affect MANY
surrounding communities. If you try to use this "modernization"” of Article 80 to shut out
community engagement, we will not accept this. | am fearful that this change could be used
to remove community input from this development and if this happens, the communities
that live near the Shattuck will not remain silent. Housing is important, but so is the safety
and environmental and mental health of the neighborhoods that live near campus.

57

For affordable housing projects, the process has been especially difficult to adhere to and
the level of study & mitigation required is often not proportional to the size & scope of the
project.

58

From recent instances it seemed like the community benefit was plugging a shortfall in the
city of Boston's funding for projects rather than providing an additional benefit to the
community that had the project so it doesn’t always feel like the community benefit comes
with a component of additionality

59

Full disclosure of the mitigation money a d WHERE it is used

All mitigation money should be used in the area where the development is taking place is
that is the most impacted area

60

Have no visibility to community benefit. BPDA acted as an advocate for developer very much
at odds with community. BPDA ignored community input and objections.

61

Heavily weighted in favor of developer. Community is muted ( literally and figuratively).it's a
sham

62

| actually think community mitigation should be MORE individually tailored to projects size
location etc.--NOT made more formulaic. | am frustrated by lack of mitigation for cultural
and the arts—cultural orgs and arts-serving orgs.

63

| am not sure what publicity you give these Article 80 measures, but this is the first | am
hearing of them. Also, the language of the survey is very

governmental-ese" and if you are interested in public feedback, you need to use common
language.

64

| am strongly of the opinion that the handling of comment letters needs to change. Having
the developer answer the various issues raised in the letters is worthless. The BRA/BPDA
should answer them in a written report issued after the close of the comment period. The
report should classify the various issues raised, and say as to each one whether there is
agreement and that the issue will be addressed and implemented in the manner requested
in the comment letters received pertaining to that issue. If, on the other hand, the
BRA/BPDA disagrees and refuses to address and implement as the comment letters
request, the report should give a detailed explanation of why that position is taken. Without
this way of handling them, the public believes that comment letters simply go into a black
hole and that the effort to write them produces no worthwhile results.
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66

67

68

69

70

71

72

| believe that this process should stay in effect and that should be followed through by the
current laws that are in effect.

| do not believe that cash mitigations should be used to evaluate a project. If the project is
not appropriate, no amount of mitigation will make up for that.

I don't know much about Article 80. All | know is that they’re planning to put an enormous
drug treatment center with 850 units at the Shattuck Hospital near where | live and since
they put in 24 low threshold units there, my neighbors and | are seeing a huge increase in
drug use, dealing, theft, syringes, trash, and encampments in Franklin Park and the
surrounding area and we are demanding a better community process!

| don't think mitigation or community benefits that I've seen come out of Article 80 review
processes are specific enough to the immediate neighborhood that is affected by the
project. They tend to be more city-wide in benefit and they tend to be too standardized in
nature.

| don't think the BPDA listens to the community and the community needs.

| feel the BPDA does what they want. Our community speaks to deaf ears. Decisions
should not be based on a few peoples thought rather a vote or based on the communities
wishes.

| have been on many IAGs. Only once was | sent the Cooperation Agreement to review
before it was signed and approved. IAG members should be given training (IAG Boot Camp)
when they agree to participate. For a new member to interpret a PNF and know what to look
for in assessing a project is assuming way too much. Lack of knowledge causes poor IAG
input to a project.

| have NEVER frankly been a fan of the Article 80 process- | was on the BRA committee that
created Article 51 for Allston-Brighton, that created | thought a fair zoning code that
reflected widespread community and BRA input. But before the ink could even dry so to
speak on our zoning code, Article 80 was created it seemed out of nowhere- frankly
trumping Article 51 in most cases. Instead of just saying “no” to proposals that far
exceeded the zoning code, Article 80 seemed to say that the zoning code didn’t really
matter- EVERYTHING was negotiable. It has been very frustrating to see this play out over
the years. Projects would be proposed for example that were triple the zoning density and
scale, reduced through Article 80 to say double the density and scale, and BPDA would say
that was a success. Maybe true sometimes- but oftentimes no- the project was still too large
in the opinion of many of us in the neighborhood.

Change is inevitable, and reasonable growth is indeed needed, and there is always a need for
some variances. But many of us feel that our neighborhoods are being changed beyond
recognition- and that the BPDA NEVER says no to a development, no matter how far it
exceeds the base zoning code- Article 80 makes everything negotiable.

And the answer is not to “up zone” the neighborhood by changing the zoning code in the
guise of updating it- most of us fear that will be handing the neighborhood over to
developers, who just look at us as a cash cow. We do need appropriate growth, but not at
the expense of the fundamental character of our neighborhood, which is why we live here in
the first place.

I'm sorry about the length and intensity of these comments, but as you can tell, | feel
strongly about these points, and do not want to see my neighborhood changed beyond
recognition. Thank you!
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| have on idea what happens to the mitigation and community benefits requests, where the
73 money goes and if any of it is ever implemented. This always seems to be a very big black
hole.

| have participated in the Article 80 process more times than | can count. The focus should
be on creating good projects consistent with zoning and feedback from local residents. If
projects are good for the site, there shouldn’t be such a need for community benefits (which

74 the community gets in exchange for bad projects). Community benefits are a way for
developers to buy off the neighborhood rather than build a project the neighborhood wants.
The process is controlled by the BPDA and the community review is just a veneer rather than
a legitimate process leading to proposals supported by local residents.

75 | is necessary for transparency

| live in Jamaica Plain neighborhood and oppose any alteration of the Article 80 process
that could exclude community input. The community MUST be included in all large
developments and/or proposed renovations to existing buildings. | am concerned that this
"modernization"” of the process could ultimately be used to exclude community input for
large developments such as the Shattuck Hospital campus. My community is watching and
we are highly concerned about this potential change.

| met to gain a better understanding of the criteria that would determine why the
Independence proposal would not be approved. How is the approval or denial determined. .
| wanted to understand metric an around on the approval process for a project and neither
was able to offer any clarification. | also asked to receive information post comment period
on the number of people who oppose the project versus those were for the project, and |
was told only the comments will be summarized and stats on the # of approved vs opposer
will not be published. The BPDA nor the mayor is transparent. | believe there’s a mandate
set, and the BPDA is expected to carry it out and community in point input is just a formality.
The community best interest is not accounted for. The mayor has an objective, and does
not care of the impact to residents quality of life or safety. There’s a need to house the
homeless, and it doesn’t matter doesn’t where they see placed. As a long time resident of
the Navy Yard | don't feel heard and I'm very frustrated with the lack of transparency with the
Article 80 process. There's also a huge conflict of interest and the BPDA a board member
should not be the ones who vote.

| often find that 'angry' anti-development folks take over the process and demand irrelevant
mitigation, some of which goes against established and publicized goals that the City and
community at-large support. Things like parking count and unit numbers are somehow
dependent on the person who lives nextdoor ONLY.

| think mitigation/community benefits should be better laid out. One thought is to have a
review every few years that plans out neighborhood priorities/benefits and then developers
can use those options when submitting plans (with transparent costs that scale with
projects)

| think the process that the BPD used wasn't useful. | see the role of the staff is to help us
through this process of understanding the need for the development and without tearing the
community apart. My experience with 150 Center street was awful with a lot of bad feelings.
half the neighbors don't talk to each the role of staff is keep us informed and facilitate. This
process should be about building community. It seems like the developers run the process
Primarily because they have the staff to influence the cities staff.

| think the vast majority of people have no idea mitigation or community benefits are

81 something that projects do. If you don’t know how to find information, you would never
know. Those who do know often use the process to advance their individual agendas.

| was chosen from something | signed on for a different purpose. | was not notified of my
responsibilities or meetings.

76

77

78

79

80

82
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83

84

85

86

87

| was told to stop reaching out to this very platform with my BPDA concerns.

| quit for many reasons including the attempt to mute my concerns regarding BPDA in the
Roxbury neighborhood.

As shown at last night's meeting, each and every time; | voice the concern | raised yesterday
| am shut down, interrupted or provided empty promises of action(s).

For years | have spoken more times than | can count regarding the issues | brought up at
last night's meeting. To date | have singled handedly assisted over at least 80 Boston
constituents with BPDA housing from my living room.

| have made flyers, sent emails, texts and letters helping Boston constituents complete
BPDA housing application and attain occupancy.

The most imperative issue facing the affordable housing population is the housing
discrimination. These residents face and are left to fight against leasing and management
agencies of said BPDA affordable housing buildings.

BPDA has no system in place to help affordable housing tenants after lease signing.
Tenants are left to file law suits or endure discrimination including but not limited to denied
amenity rental, refund policy and rewards program simply because of affordable housing
tenants receipt of public assistance .

This is unfair, unfortunate, detrimental, life altering and simple illegal. But because BPDA
has no aid, legal assistance or programs to help affordable housing tenants fight housing
discrimination. The leasing agencies and management companies offer BPDA affordable
housing building continue to not only do it but get away with it.

Please don't mention city of Boston housing agencies as a place to go for help for all of
them from HuD, OHS, OFH&E, BHA, 311, VLP, GBLS, BFHC and MBHP to name a few. Advice
to BPDA tenants is to file a MCAD complaint and litigate my case against leasing and/or
management retained attorneys.

How BPDA tenants are expected without a legal degree, experience or finances to retain an
attorney or fight legal cases pro se is beyond the imagination and at the door of BPDA to
resolve.

| wish the BPDA would have listed to the community when they expressed concerns about
the process being rushed. | find that when changes are aligned with the City's goals the
process moves quickly and at times seems rushed.

IAG meetings should build on each meeting with notes, follow up recommendations to the
developer and comments from the public to keep track of status of each proposal.

IAGs are weaponized and terrible representatives of community. The mitigation is terrible
and misplaced. The BPDA needs to do a better job of explaining what the IAG does and what
they are supposed to do. Also the tone is really nasty. Also feels like homeowners are overly
represented.

If the development fits within a neighborhood no community money is needed. Please
investigate 566 Columbus or Harriet Tubman House as an example.
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88

If the primary goal of this project is to create a predictable and transparent Article 80 that
builds trust with internal stakeholders and communities alike. Why are you trying
amendment change to Article 80B-5.2, which allows the Agency to waive Article 80 of the
zoning code for Affordable Housing Waiver? Does that mean resident input is not needed to
force low income and PSH housing in Boston anywhere you can locate space to build or
take over an empty building without considering/ caring about the impact to your tax paying
constituents ?

89

IGA should be provided a budget to hire a consultant. The consultant should be involved in
every stage of the process and all meetings that involve the developer and BPDA.

90

Implementation of the approved mitigation does not necessarily take place and there is no
follow-up or notification.

91

Implementation of the Article 80 process has not been transparent and seems to benefit the
developer over the abutters.

92

In Mattapan it's like there are different standards of what gets offered. Developers come
with dumb things like painting murals as a community benefit, while the Seaport gets a
museum. It's a confusing process on top of it all.

93

In my case, Tavistock 763-791 Boylston, promised mitigation still hasn't materialized.
Mitigation should be in-kind — if you are ruining a historic block or building with an addition,
provide some much needed preservation or restoration to a historic building in need. PLUS
other types of mitigation.

94

in my experience, unless we specifically ask about mitigation or community benefits, the
BPDA establishes what they are with no involvement with the community, no conversation
about what the community needs. most of the time we never know what the benefits or
mitigations were until the project is approved.

95

It is confusing and does not engage community members effectively. The trend and
acronyms are confusing.

96

It is haphazard and the people in charge of the article 80 process are often insensitive to the
needs of the neighborhood.

97

It is not clear what the balancing mechanisms are in the process and how community inputs
are weighted and addressed.

98

It is not very clear what the article 80 process even involves...

99

It is really hard to metabolize these very large projects.
Also, things go on behind the scenes that make for

less transparency.

100

It is very sad what has happened in Charlestown. The community's voices are not heard.

101

It isn't clear to me what the mitigation and benefit measures are for a particular project. |
give my input during public meetings. However, unless | proactively seek follow up on the
project, | have no idea what the results of the community input are. It would be most helpful
if the BPDA meeting coordinator sent out an email informing meeting participants of the
next step / benefit and mitigation measures of a project.

102

It lacks process, discipline and consistency across projects.

103

It seems that certain clearly foreseeable issues are treated inconsistently. Groundwater
issues have a formal structure, whereas wind issues are not treated consistently, and there
is not real set of rules that anyone follows consistently.

104

It was challenging to answer these questions because the mitigation and community
benefits process has differed significantly across projects. That is an issue for the BPDA to
address | believe.
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105

It was clear from the beginning that the BPDA had already decided to support the developer.
Emails were not answered and IGA letters ignored. It was a "check the box" exercise with a
predetermined outcome. The BPDA worked with the developer and avoided the
neighborhood associations and abutters concerns,

Even responding to this survey is yet another BPDA "check the box" exercise, where they will
do what they want regardless of the feedback.

Mayor Wu said she would abolish the BPDA. She needs to be held to her pledge..

106

It would be helpful to get follow up messages until the process is completed.

107

It's archaic to say the least

108

It's complicated, difficult to understand and honestly preposterous! It's not going to work in
East Boston!

109

It's difficult, as a community member and not a special interest group, what the agreed to
benefit is let alone if it's in a reasonable timeline.

110

It's mere window dressing and the scope is extremely limiting. It's a hollow process where
the CAC/IAG gets to impact so little of the actual process the entire Article 80 process
should be scrapped. It's almost meaningless in actual community input to the total project.
The process only lets the CAC members touch tangential issues. Can't get economic details
of what the actual building costs and selling out prices are projected to be, etc.

111

It's not what the community wants or needs, it's which crumbs the masters brush off the
table.

112

It's opaque, seems like it's rigged, little communication and understanding of the process,
purpose.

113

It's really hard to tell what feedback the developer incorporated and what they did not. In
other regulatory projects proponents need to respond to written comments, which | think
would be helpful here. One other concern | see is that trade