ALLSTON-BRIGHTON BOSTON COLLEGE

COMMUNITY TASK FORCE
September 5, 2008

Mr. John Fitzgerald

Project Manager

Boston Redevelopment Authority

One City Hall Plaza

Boston, Massachusetts 02201


Re:
Comments on BC Institutional Master Plan
Mr. Fitzgerald:


The Allston-Brighton Boston College Community Task Force (the “Task Force”), which is an Advisory Group appointed to represent the interests of the people of Allston-Brighton, hereby submits its comments and concerns regarding the Institutional Master Plan (IMP) filed by Boston College in June 2008.  


As you know, Boston College’s master plan will have major long-term impacts on our community.  Accordingly, we respectfully request that you give these comments and concerns serious consideration. 


The Task Force stresses that many of the issues outlined in this letter were raised in its February 5, 2008 letter on Boston College’s Institutional Master Plan Notification Form. Indeed, some of the concerns developed in this letter were advanced in a 2004 Task Force letter to Boston College. We find it unfortunate that Boston College’s master planning process has not been fully responsive to Task Force and community concerns.  


Despite this history, we advance these comments in an effort to shape a master plan that serves the interests of both the Allston-Brighton community and Boston College.  We underscore the significance of this master plan for the future of Allston-Brighton given the fragile nature of our community.  Over the last decade, Allston-Brighton has witnessed a decline in owner-occupancy of housing, an increase in poverty, a decline in the number of families, and the closing of multiple public and Roman Catholic schools.  Simply put, the stakes are very high.    

INTRODUCTION

In the weeks since Boston College filed its master plan, the Task Force has held a series of public meetings concerning the various aspects of the unprecedented expansion proposed by Boston College.  During these public meetings, which were attended by hundreds of concerned residents, we listened carefully to the many concerns expressed by our friends and neighbors. Earlier, the Task Force conducted a number of public meetings 
following Boston College’s submission of its IMPNF. Furthermore, in the year prior to the filing of the IMPNF, we held numerous public meetings, which were also attended by hundreds of residents, to understand and influence the development of the College’s master plan and its proposed expansion.


This letter points to areas where widespread community agreement exists regarding specific aspects of Boston College’s master plan. It also points to areas where residents have expressed multiple and conflicting views. The Task Force has made every attempt to present these views in a fair manner.  Finally, the Task Force has advanced its recommendations and sought to provide a rationale for them. 

In the vast majority of cases, the Task Force holds and advances a unanimous position in regard to specific aspects of Boston College’s master plan. This document reflects this fact by advancing a specific position endorsed by the full Task Force. Not surprisingly, given the complexity of the issues and the contradictory views expressed by members of the community to specific elements of the master plan, diverse views exist on the Task Force regarding particular aspects of the master plan. This document reflects this fact by pointing to specific issues where the majority of the Task Force advances a particular position on an aspect of Boston College’s master plan.


The Task Force underscores its view that Boston College should house all of its undergraduate students by 2018.  We see this as an essential feature of a master plan that corresponds to the needs and challenges confronting the Allston-Brighton community.

Taken as a whole, the Task Force urges the BRA to seek substantial modifications in Boston College’s master plan. On a range of issues, Boston College needs to be more responsive to the concerns expressed by both the Task Force and the community. 

I.
ATHLETIC FACILITIES

As a general matter, the community and the Task Force remain concerned that the proposed expansion of athletic fields and facilities on the so-called Brighton Campus will negatively impact the quality-of-life in the surrounding community.  The Task Force raised many specific concerns about the proposed expansion in response to the IMPNF and we were disappointed that many of the concerns were not addressed in the IMP.

Proposed Baseball Stadium


There is still widespread community concern as to the size (1,500 permanent seats) of the proposed baseball stadium and even greater concern as to the proposed uses of the stadium and other proposed athletic fields.  Specifically, many in the community feel that they were misled as to the extent that the baseball stadium would be used for non-varsity baseball team purposes.  


Many in the community are pleased that Boston College repositioned the stadium, but believe that the way to truly lessen the impact is by strictly regulating the use of the stadium and the conduct of spectators.
There is still widespread community concern as to noise and light pollution from the proposed baseball stadium and from increased automobile and pedestrian traffic (including rowdy and possibly drunk spectators) caused by such a stadium.
Accordingly, the Task Force requests that the stadium be reduced to 1,000 seats.  The Task Force also believes that Boston College should be required to strictly limit the use of the baseball stadium.  Specifically, BC should be required to execute a binding agreement with the community which specifically regulates scheduling of use of the stadium, lighting, parking, traffic, pedestrians, and security and possible mitigation options such as soundproofing or central air conditioning for nearby homes.  Also, the stadium should be buffered from the community by trees and other natural materials.     

Other Athletic Fields

The Task Force, like many in the community, are pleased that Boston College has reduced the size of the support building for the various athletic fields and has eliminated the fourth field that was to be built on the roof of the support building. 


There is still, however, widespread concern regarding the lighting of the proposed fields including, but not limited to, the lighting of the baseball and softball fields for intramural uses.  Furthermore, Boston College has not explained or justified the need to light the multi-purpose field located on Lake Street.  


There is also widespread opposition to the nearly unlimited schedule of use for the athletic fields.  In the IMP, Boston College indicates that it may use the fields (for undefined purposes) from 8:00am – 10:00pm at any time in the year, weather permitting.  Boston College should not be permitted to use these fields every day, all day.  The use limitations must be included in a written agreement with the community.  On a related note, Boston College should be required to schedule use of all of its fields on the main campus before it is permitted to schedule use of the so-called Brighton Campus.  This too should be included in the written agreement with the community.   


Boston College should be prohibited from lighting the baseball and softball fields for intramural uses and should not be permitted to install any lights whatsoever on the multi-purpose field on Lake Street.  The fact is that Boston College has at least two lighted fields on its main camps which are and can be used for intramural purposes.  It is not necessary or appropriate, therefore, for the field on Lake Street, which directly abuts several houses, to be used at night. 


As with the baseball stadium, there remains widespread concern regarding the use of the proposed athletic fields and the likely negative impacts on the surrounding community.  Specifically, there are concerns regarding excessive and simultaneous use of the fields and corresponding increases in noise and automotive and pedestrian traffic.  

Again, the Task Force believes that Boston College should be required to strictly limit the use of the fields.  Specifically, Boston College should be required to execute a binding agreement with the community which specifically regulates scheduling of use of the fields, lighting, parking, traffic, pedestrians, and security and possible mitigation options such as soundproofing or central air conditioning for nearby homes. 

Artificial Turf

There is still overwhelming opposition to the use of artificial turf on any of the proposed athletic fields.  Furthermore, the Task Force and many in the community are upset that Boston College gave scant attention to this important issue in the IMP.  BC cited one report in favor of its use of the turf while ignoring the growing mountain of evidence that such turf is bad for the users of the fields and bad for the environment.


The Task Force feels very strongly that Boston College should be prohibited from using artificial turf anywhere on the so-called Brighton Campus.


Logistical Issues Relating to Athletic Facilities

The Task Force and many in the community are concerned as to the impact of operating the athletic facilities.  Specifically, many are concerned that deliveries of food and other supplies to the facilities and the removal of garbage and other waste from the facilities will negatively impact abutters and other neighbors.  The Task Force believes that Boston College should be required to execute a binding agreement with the community stating how and when these services are to be provided.  These issues should also be under the jurisdiction of the permanent oversight committee described below.


Permanent Oversight Committee

As it agreed to in the public meetings, Boston College should be required to establish a permanent committee to monitor and evaluate the impact of the athletic facilities on the surrounding residential community and to help coordinate the use of the athletic facilities. This committee should include representatives of Boston College, representatives of the City of Boston (including a Boston Police officer), representatives of the surrounding residential community, and a member of the Task Force.  A regular public reporting system should be established to identify problems and to swiftly respond to them.

II.
TRANSPORTATION & PARKING


As a general matter, the community and the Task Force are concerned that the proposed expansion of Boston College will exacerbate the significant traffic and parking problems in the community.  There is also widespread concern that we have not been provided with adequate information to properly evaluate such impacts.


The Task Force underscores the need for further analysis of the influence of Boston College’s expansion on broad traffic patterns in Allston-Brighton. This analysis needs to consider the influence of Boston College’s proposals on Allston-Brighton as a whole and avoid simply considering the impact of the College’s plans on the streets surrounding the College. Thus, this analysis needs to include the influence of the College’s proposals on traffic patterns on multiple streets, including Commonwealth Avenue, Lake Street, Beacon Street, St. Thomas More Road, Foster Street, Market Street, Washington Street, and Chestnut Hill Avenue. The Task Force points out that these streets are already heavily congested with traffic. A piecemeal approach to the transportation implications of Boston College’s master plan will fail to protect the Allston-Brighton from severe negative consequences resulting from the College’s proposals.


The Task Force also underscores that the College’s IMP fails to seriously consider or promote alternative modes of transportation, resulting in a plan that will only exacerbate the current tendency of Boston College’s staff and faculty to rely on the car as their means of transportation. The Task Force highlights the need for Boston College to develop a transportation plan that will significantly reduce the current 80% automobile mode share for faculty and staff.


Specifically, there are widespread concerns as to the following:
Re-Alignment of St. Thomas More Road 

There is widespread opposition to the proposed radical re-alignment of St. Thomas More Road (alternative 5 in the master plan).  Such a re-alignment will create an additional intersection and traffic lights on an already congested Commonwealth Avenue.  Boston College claims, without analytical support and contrary to common sense, that such realignment will improve traffic flow on Commonwealth Avenue. There is also widespread concern that the re-alignment will make it much more difficult to access Lake Street which will negatively impact residents who live on and off of Lake Street and will force more traffic on to an already overcrowded Chestnut Hill Avenue.  


Based on these concerns, the Task Force strongly recommends the following:


a. that the existing connection between St. Thomas More Road and Lake



Street is preserved; 

b. that improvements be made in the timing of the existing traffic signal at Commonwealth Avenue and Lake Street/St, Thomas More Road; 

c. that improvements be made to ease the pedestrian crossing from Lake Street/the MBTA station and the Boston College campus. At present, this is a hostile intersection for pedestrians;

d. that an extension of St. Thomas More Road be constructed behind the proposed new More Hall dormitories, allowing cars to directly access the former Archdiocesan grounds by its spine road after crossing Commonwealth Ave (alternative 3 in the master plan). Boston College should take steps to shield Evergreen Cemetery from this new road by the planting of trees and by reducing the width of the road.

Independent Analysis


The community and the Task Force are very concerned that Boston College has not provided sufficient detail and analysis regarding the traffic impacts of its proposed expansion and that, even if they did, the community and the Task Force lack the technical skills and expertise to properly evaluate such analysis.  


Accordingly, the Task Force renews its request that Boston College should be required to pay for an independent analysis of its proposed traffic, transportation, and parking plans.  Such a requirement is permissible under Massachusetts law (See G.L. c. 44, § 53G) and is also within the inherent authority of the Boston Redevelopment Authority.  The independent consultants retained to perform the analysis should be selected by the Task Force and the BRA and should report directly to the Task Force and the BRA.  The independent analysis should separately review each aspect of the proposed plans (i.e., the re-alignment of More Road, moving of the MBTA station, the effect of “spine road” through Brighton Campus).  


Entrances & Exits to Brighton Campus

There is broad support for the proposed creation of a new entrance to the so-called Brighton Campus on Commonwealth Avenue. There are, however, concerns that the proposed spine road will be used as a cut-through between Commonwealth Avenue and Foster Street.  There are also concerns regarding traffic in and around the Brighton Campus if there are multiple events occurring at the same time.


Therefore, the Task Force requests that Boston College be required to strictly regulate (through the use of gates, guards, and parking stickers) the use of the spine road and the entrances and exits to the so-called Brighton Campus.  The gates and guard towers should be set-back so as to not create back-ups on the feeder roads.
Parking

 There are concerns with respect to the number, location, and adequacy of the parking spaces proposed in the IMP.  There are also concerns that Boston College has not provided sufficient information for the community and the Task Force to assess the need for parking. There is concern that the bulk of the proposed new parking spaces are being created in a new 500-car parking garage located on the so-called Brighton Campus.  Many people are also concerned about the impact of these parking issues on the streets surrounding Boston College as more students, staff, and faculty utilize street parking.  


Boston College should be required to provide detailed information regarding the number of its students (undergraduate and graduate), faculty, and staff who commute by car so that the true parking impacts can be assessed as part of the independent analysis. Given the proximity of the so-called Brighton campus to residential housing, the independent analysis needs to consider the influence of trucks and delivery vans that would routinely travel in this part of the campus.


Based on these considerations, Boston College should significantly decrease the number of parking spaces in its proposed garage on the Brighton campus. The Task Force points to the following sites for potential parking that would substantially reduce the need for a 500 car-parking garage on the so-called Brighton campus:

a. the parking spaces available in the underground garage at 2000 Commonwealth Avenue; 

b.  underground parking at the proposed More Hall dormitories. The number of spaces should be increased here given that proximity of this garage to the main academic buildings on Boston College’s traditional campus;

c. underground parking at the proposed academic building on Beacon Street. The number of spaces should be increased here given the proximity of this garage to the main academic buildings on Boston College’s traditional campus;

d. underground parking at the proposed auditorium and museum buildings that are located much closer to Commonwealth Avenue on the so-called Brighton campus. Underground parking at this location, closer to Commonwealth Avenue, is preferable to the proposed location of the 500-car garage on the so-called Brighton campus. 

e. parking on the Newton Campus. The number of spaces should be increased here given that this campus is now served by the College’s shuttle service.

The range of these alternatives indicates the ability of Boston College to significantly decrease the number of parking spaces in the proposed garage on the so-called Brighton campus. By shifting the parking burden, Boston College will reduce both the traffic problems caused by its expansion on the so-called Brighton campus, and the negative environmental consequences for the surrounding community.    

Alternative Transportation
Unfortunately, the master plan provides no systematic approach for alternative modes of transportation.  In a time when the environment is of paramount concern, Boston College has no serious plans for the use of bikes, for an increase in car pooling or for the expanded use of public transportation in the next ten years (a careful review of the master plan reveals that these issues are given cursory attention and that there are no real plans proposed).


Boston College should be required to provide a detailed plan for the development of bike lanes to, from, and between its campuses.  Boston College also should be required to subsidize the use of public transportation by all of its students, faculty, and staff (for example, MIT subsidizes the cost of a monthly transit pass by 50%). Finally, Boston College should be required to provide a detailed plan that would increase car-pooling to campus through the use of incentives, including a reduction in the cost of on-campus parking.

The Task Force advanced these views in its earlier review of Boston College’s IMPNF. The Task Force regrets that Boston College failed to respond to these concerns when revising its plan.  At a time of increasing concern about the environment and rising gasoline prices, the Task Force finds Boston College’s failure to embrace alternative means of transportation to its campus both problematic and puzzling.


Shuttle Van Service and the Brighton Campus


The Task Force is concerned about both the frequency (60 trips per day) and routes of the proposed shuttle van service to and from the so-called Brighton campus. The Task Force opposes the use of Foster Street as a route for these shuttle van given the increased traffic burden this would place on Foster Street. The Task Force proposes that shuttle vans to the so-called Brighton campus should enter and depart from this campus by the use of the spine road and Commonwealth Avenue. The Task Force also recommends that the frequency of shuttle van service to this campus be reduced given the proximity of the proposed new buildings to Boston College’s traditional campus. The College should encourage students to walk to the new buildings and facilities on the so-called Brighton campus. The Task Force urges the BRA to seek additional information concerning the placement of bus stops on the so-called Brighton campus; these stops should be distant from surrounding homes.


Given its dependence on a system of shuttle buses, Boston College should over time replace its current vans with more energy efficient vehicles, including hybrids.


Proposed Move of the MBTA Station

Although it is not technically part of the IMP, there is widespread opposition to the moving of the MBTA station.  Among the concerns expressed were pedestrian safety, the removal of the stonewalls on either side of Commonwealth Avenue, and the loss of public parking which would be required to accommodate the proposed center platform station. 

III.
HOUSING


As a general matter, the Task Force notes the vital importance of housing issues related to the current IMP.  Many of the community concerns raised by the master plan and facing the community as a whole are directly related to housing issues.  Specifically, high housing costs in Brighton and Allston make it difficult for working and middle-class people and families to afford housing in our community.  These costs are driven, in part, by the presence of large numbers of Boston College students (approximately 1,200) in our neighborhood, which creates numerous negative consequences, including escalating home prices and rents, lower owner-occupancy rates given the purchasing of homes by absentee landlords, and significant quality-of-life issues.


Given this context, the Task Force highlights the fundamental need for Boston College to house all of its undergraduate students on-campus or in university controlled housing by 2018, excluding those students who are studying at other institutions or who are commuting from family homes in the greater Boston area. 


We focus our discussion on a number of issues, beginning with the most controversial aspects of the master plan.

The College’s Purchase of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue

There are conflicting community views on Boston College’s purchase of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue and its plan to convert this apartment building into a dormitory housing 560 students in a 17-story building.


Opponents of this plan view the purchase as continued institutional expansion by Boston College. They point to the loss of residential housing stock, to the loss of considerable property tax revenue (more than $400,000 a year) and to the displacement of current residents of this building. Advocates of this position, who include residents of buildings near 2000 Commonwealth Avenue, also fear that a dormitory at this location will have severe negative consequences for the surrounding residential community, including a reduction in property values. Opponents also fear that this purchase will set a precedent for further Boston College acquisitions of residential housing in Brighton. Some opponents of the purchase have called on the City of Boston to deny a dormitory license to Boston College for this building. Finally, opponents contend that Boston College can house all of its students on its own campus, making the acquisition of this building unnecessary.

Other residents accept the purchase, albeit with some reservations. They view it as an accomplished fact, with little or no possibility that the BRA or the City of Boston can or will force Boston College to sell the building. These residents argue that the acquisition of the building will help Boston College house 100 percent of its students in either on-campus housing or in college-controlled housing. They point to the fact that more than 100 students already live in the building, and that the College, with adequate supervision and control, can prevent negative consequences for the surrounding residential community.


A majority of the Task Force reluctantly accepts the transformation of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue into a dormitory. The entire Task Force endorses a number of stipulations regarding its use as a dormitory and regarding the further institutional expansion of Boston College. The Task Force as a whole strongly criticizes Boston College for its failure to consult with the Task Force and the community on this action prior to the purchase of the building. Boston College routinely cites it commitment to community dialogue and involvement, but its actions in this case directly contradict this commitment. 

Given this lack of consultation, the Task Force is confronted with a fait accompli regarding 2000 Commonwealth Avenue. Given the College’s ownership of the building, the majority of the Task Force contends that the use of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue as a dormitory can be part of an overall plan for Boston College to house 100 percent of its students either on-campus or in college-controlled housing. The use of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue as a dormitory is preferable to the status quo where 1,200 Boston College students live off-campus in unsupervised residential housing. 


The Task Force is acutely aware of the potential negative consequences of the use of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue as a dormitory, especially for Brighton residents who live near this building. Therefore, the Task Force demands that a comprehensive written plan be developed that would protect the residential community surrounding 2000 Commonwealth Avenue. At the very least, this enforceable plan would include the following:

a. restrictions should be placed on the use of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue as a dormitory. It should NOT house students or others when Boston College is closed during ALL vacation periods. The Task Force needs and wants to be very explicit here. This building should not be used during the winter break following the fall semester and it should not be used during the college’s spring break or during the months that follow the spring semester (this would include part of May, and all of June, July and August). The building should not be used by the College to house others (for example, conference attendees or participants in summer camps). during these periods.

b. an unprecedented level of College supervision needs to exist to prevent negative consequences for the surrounding community. The ratio of supervisory staff to students living in the building needs to be far higher than
other Boston College dormitories given the building’s proximity to residential housing;

c. a full-time presence of Boston College police needs to be established in the building to allow an immediate response to irresponsible actions on the part of students;

d. a plan needs to be established to curtail or eliminate problems associated with the movement of students from the campus to this location. Particular attention needs to be given to excessive noise at night and other potential 
disturbances that would harm the quality of life in the surrounding community. This plan will need to include roles for the Boston Police Department and the Boston College Police Department in preventing illegal or irresponsible actions by students;

e. a committee needs to be established to monitor and evaluate the impact of this dormitory on the surrounding residential community. This committee should include representatives of the College, representatives of the City of Boston (including a Boston Police officer), representatives of the surrounding residential community, a student resident of the building, and a member of the Task Force. A regular public reporting system needs to be established to identify problems and to swiftly respond to these problems.

The granting of a dormitory license should be linked to the establishment of a very careful monitoring system (as outlined above), one that is rigorous and enforceable.

The Task Force shares some of the view of the opponents of the acquisition of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue. As a result, the Task Force endorses the following:

a. Boston College should commit to the full payment of property taxes on the

building over the 10-year course of the master plan;

b. Boston College should enter a voluntary agreement with the Task Force and

     with the BRA to halt further institutional expansion over the 10-year

     master plan. Further institutional expansion and particularly the loss of

     additional residential housing stock directly threatens Allston-Brighton.

c. The granting of a dormitory license for 2000 Commonwealth Avenue should 

linked to the College’s acceptance of these stipulations. 

Boston College’s purchase of 2000 Commonwealth Ave represents a significant form of institutional expansion.  In recent years, the College also has purchased homes on Wade and Forster Streets. The Task Force seeks a 10-year moratorium on further institutional expansion as a means to safeguard Allston-Brighton’s residential character; this character is threatened by further institutional expansion by Boston College (the Task Force stresses that the recent institutional expansion by Boston College needs to be placed in the broader context of unprecedented expansion by Harvard University). Additional institutional expansion by Boston College will further erode the ability of working people and families to afford apartments and homes in Allston-Brighton.

We hope that Boston College will welcome this proposed moratorium. Over the next ten years, the College will be confronted with the challenge of integrating the so-called Brighton campus within its overall campus, while also managing the construction of buildings and facilities valued at more than $1 billion. For these reasons, Boston College would be well served by this moratorium. 

We also recommend that Boston College enter into discussions with the Task Force to explicitly define areas of Brighton that will constitute a “non-expansion zone” following the 10-year moratorium on expansion. The Task Force notes that the Beacon Hill Civic Association and Suffolk University recently reached an agreement concerning a nonexpansion zone on Beacon Hill as part of Suffolk’s master planning process, thereby relieving tension between the university and the Beacon Hill community. A similar nonexpansion zone should be defined in Brighton.

The College’s Proposal to Build Housing on the Former Archdiocesan Grounds


There is widespread community opposition to Boston College’s proposal to build dormitories for 500 students on so-called Brighton campus. This opposition has a long history and many residents in the many public meetings focused on Boston College’s master plan have advanced it. Critics of this proposal highlight the ability of the College to house students on its traditional campus and point to the potential negative consequences of dormitories on the so-called Brighton campus for the surrounding residential community. Opponents of housing on the former Archdiocesan grounds also point to a Boston College commitment not to build undergraduate dorms on this location when the College purchased this property.


Some in the community have supported, sometimes reluctantly, dormitories on the former Archdiocesan grounds. This support is linked to the desire of residents for Boston College to house 100 percent of its students on-campus by 2018. Some residents have expressed confidence that Boston College will supervise students in these buildings in ways that will prevent negative consequences for the surrounding residential community. Others contend that the master plan as a whole should equitably distribute dormitories in an effort to minimize potential negative consequences for any single part of the community.


The majority of the Task Force believes that no undergraduate dormitories should be built on the former seminary grounds given widespread community opposition to siting residence halls on this part of the campus and because of the College’s ability to house an additional 500 students of its traditional campus. This position is consistent with the views expressed in our 2004 letter to Boston College and in our February response to the College’s IMPNF.


The majority of the Task Force notes that the purchase of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue, by providing housing for 560 students, provides another reason why dormitories on the so-called Brighton campus are not necessary.

The majority of the Task Force is fully confident that Boston College can provide housing for 500 more students on its traditional campus and, thereby, eliminate the need for housing students on the so-called Brighton campus.


The Task Force once again points to multiple sites for additional housing on the College’s traditional campus. These sites include:
a. the current site of modular housing on the Chestnut Hill campus should be the location for considerable undergraduate housing. The Task Force notes once again that 12 of these temporary structures built in 1970 will remain in place in 2018;

b. the College should increase the height of the proposed dormitories at the More Hall site in order to house additional students;

c. the College should re-consider its plans to demolish Edmonds Hall, a dormitory housing 790 students, by locating the proposed Recreation Center at another site. Representatives the College have repeatedly stated at public meetings that Edmonds Hall cannot be renovated. But the conclusions of an architectural study contained in the IMPNF indicate that this is not the case and outlined ways that Edmonds Hall can be successfully renovated.

d. the College should consider additional residence halls in the City of Newton. For example, the College should consider constructing a dormitory near the intersection of Beacon Street and College Road by moving one on its three proposed academic building to another location.

e. The College should consider a residence halls directly linked to its proposed Recreation Center and Campus Center. This would produce multi-use buildings, which would be attractive housing options for students.

The Task Force stresses that Boston College provided an inadequate and superficial response to the BRA’s scoping determination concerning some of the above housing alternatives.

The Task Force highlights a significant contradiction in Boston College’s housing proposal. In meeting after meeting, College representatives have steadfastly rejected community and Task Force recommendations for dormitories of increased height and density on its traditional campus, citing concerns about student behavior and the ability of the College to adequately supervise these buildings. At the same time, the College has purchased a 17-story building removed from its campus and confidently claims that it will be able to supervise students in a way that protects the surrounding residential community.  Simply put, the College cannot have it both ways. 

Finally, the Task Force highlights that the current master plan asks the community to accept the following four positions: the transformation of 2000 Commonwealth Avenue into a dormitory; the presence of 500 students in dormitories on the so-called Brighton campus despite widespread community opposition to this proposal; the continued existence of 12 two-story modular housing units built as temporary housing in 1970; and a contradictory College position regarding the height of dormitories. While the 
community and the Task Force have demonstrated a willingness to compromise for the good of both the community and the College, the College’s commitment to all four positions indicates a lack of responsiveness to community and Task Force concerns.
Shea Field as a Housing Site


There is diversity in the community’s views on the location of dormitories on Shea Field.  Some in the community strongly oppose locating residence halls at the site, fearing the consequences of student behavior on the Chestnut Hill Reservoir, a significant natural resource in Brighton.  Opponents of housing on this site also point to the possibility of undergraduate housing at other locations on the Chestnut Hill campus, including the site of the Modular Housing.  In this view, academic buildings and/or administrative buildings would be better uses of the Shea Field site.

Other residents view Shea Field as a good site for housing, noting its distance from community residential housing. Advocates of housing at this site believe that it can play an important role in achieving the goal of housing 100 percent of Boston College students living on-campus or in College-controlled housing. Over time, this view has been accepted by an increasing number of Allston-Brighton residents.

The Task Force endorses Boston College’s current proposal for undergraduate housing on Shea Field. The Task Force appreciates that Boston College responded to community concerns by providing a green belt to separate the dormitories from the Chestnut Hill Reservoir.


Finally, the Task Force highlights the significance of the Chestnut Hill Reservoir as a natural resource. Boston College and the City of Boston will need to work with existing community groups to ensure that residence halls at Shea Field do not compromise the beauty and tranquility of the Reservoir. The Task Force, therefore, proposes that a committee be established to monitor the consequences of dormitories on Shea Field to the Chestnut Hill Reservoir. This committee should include representatives of the College, representatives of the City of Boston (including a Boston Police Officer), representatives from existing community groups, a student representative who lives in this residential complex, and a member of the Task Force. A regular public reporting system needs to be established to identify problems and to swiftly respond to these problems.

 More Hall as a Housing Site

There is widespread community support for locating residence halls on the More Hall site. The Task Force endorses housing at this site and urges the college to increase the height of dormitories on this site.  The proposed dormitories on this location should be setback to preserve both green space and the historic stonewall at this site.
Jesuit Faculty and Graduate Student Housing on Foster Street

In the public meetings following the filing of the master plan, residents generally supported Boston College’s proposal for housing on this site. Some residents praised the design of the proposed housing.

Critics of the proposed housing fear negative consequences for the surrounding residential community. Other residents opposed the demolition of three homes on Foster Street, citing the historic value of the homes. Other residents saw little historic or aesthetic value in these homes.

The Task Force endorses Boston College’s proposal for housing at this site, with a number of stipulations. Housing at this location should be contingent upon the execution of a legally binding agreement between the BRA and Boston College that would ensure that this housing would not be converted in the future to undergraduate housing. In addition, the Task Force highlights the need to provide the maximum green buffer between the proposed housing and the surrounding residential community.
Other Housing Issues


There is very strong community support for Boston College’s proposal to fund a mortgage assistance program designed to assist faculty and staff in purchasing homes in Allston-Brighton.  The Task Force fully supports this proposal.  Boston College should 
be required to transform this idea into a formal written proposal that could be discussed and evaluated by the community and the BRA and included in the IMP. The Task Force encourages the College to establish this as a broad program because of its potential to increase the low and declining owner-occupancy rate in Allston-Brighton.


There is some division in the community concerning Boston College’s proposal to restrict undergraduates from renting apartments in one and two family homes in Allston-Brighton.  Some support this proposal as a means to protect this form of housing from the negative consequences associated with absentee landlords and student rentals.  Others criticize the proposal, arguing that it would simply displace students from this housing to the Commonwealth Avenue corridor and Cleveland Circle area.  Questions also have been raised about its enforceability.  Critics of the proposal and even supporters of it prefer that Boston College house all of its students by 2018.

 The Task Force notes that this proposal is not contained in the IMP and that it has not been presented in written form.  Accordingly, Boston College should be required to present a written proposal that defines this policy in detail. The Task Force recommends that the College extend the restriction to three family homes. The Task Force stresses that it views this restriction as a temporary measure and emphasizes the need of Boston College to house all of its students on-campus or in College-controlled housing by 2018.

Community Assistance Program

On an issue that is closely tied to student housing, we insist that Boston College commit, in writing, to making the CAP program full-time.  Boston College has stated for many months that it is going to convert the part-time position of Steve Montgomery to a full-time position, but that has yet to occur.  The program, and Mr. Montgomery in particular, has been very successful in helping to address student conduct issues in the community and we want this commitment to be formalized as part of the IMP.

IV.
OPEN SPACE

Conservation Easements

There is still overwhelming support for the use of permanent conservation easements to protect green and open space.  Boston College has repeatedly stated that it will maintain certain open and green spaces on the so-called Brighton Campus including the tree-line along Lake Street and the Orchard.  If true, then Boston College should be willing, and should be required by the BRA, to protect these spaces permanently by executing and recording conservation easements for these and potentially other parcels.

Other Open Space Issues


There is also widespread community support for the following:

1. The requirement of setbacks for the proposed buildings on Commonwealth Avenue to preserve green space and the historic stone walls;

2. The clustering of new buildings on the so-called Brighton Campus to protect and preserve green and open space;

3. The creation of a permanent green buffer zone around the so-called Brighton Campus (secured by conservation easements) that would protect neighborhood homes from the negative consequences linked to Boston College’s expansion;

4. The existing zoning code and regulations, especially in regard to the protection and conservation of open space, should guide both the BRA’s scoping of the IMPNF and Boston College’s proposals for the so-called Brighton Campus. These codes and regulations include Articles 51 and 29.


The Task Force highlighted conservation easements and items two and three above in its 2004 letter to Boston College.

CONCLUSION

The Task Force is pleased that we as a community are now discussing how, and not whether, Boston College will house all of its students by the end of this IMP.  As is well known, this has long been a goal of the Task Force and the community. That said, we remain concerned that Boston College has not taken full advantage of the space 
available to it on its main campus (i.e., the mod site) and has not acted with the openness necessary for a cooperative and successful relationship.  

The Task Force and the community have clearly demonstrated their willingness to work with Boston College in achieving this important goal.  We now ask that Boston College meet us half way by finding space for 500 students on its main campus so that we can achieve this goal in a way that responsive to the needs of BC and the community.    

We also implore the BRA to require Boston College to specifically address the concerns expressed in this letter and the many letters submitted by members of the community.  We have all dedicated much time and effort to articulating legitimate concerns and we ask that the BRA respect those concerns by holding BC accountable. 





Sincerely,





Jean Woods, Chair




Allston-Brighton Boston College Community Task Force
cc:
Mayor Thomas M. Menino


John F. Palmieri, Director, Boston Redevelopment Authority


State Senator Steven Tolman


State Representative Kevin Honan


State Representative Michael Moran


City Councilor Mark Ciommo


City Councilor John R. Connolly


City Councilor Michael Flaherty


City Councilor Stephen Murphy


City Councilor Sam Yoon


Thomas Keady, Vice President, Boston College
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