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Location: Virtual meeting via GoToWebinar 

Date: January 25, 2023 

Time: The Chair convened the meeting at 5:32pm. 

 

ATTENDANCE: 

SRA Members Present: Iwona Bonney (Secretary), Phillip Ercolini (Chair), William Gage, Patrick 
McCormick, Christine Stone, Ben Ewen-Campen (Councilor). 

SRA Members Absent: None, but Christine Stone and Ben Ewen-Campen had to leave early (noted 
       in the minutes). 

Staff Present: Cathy Salchert (Acting Special Counsel), Rachel Nadkarni (Acting Director of Economic 
Development), Ted Fields (Senior Planner), Ben Demers (Planner). 

 

AGENDA ITEMS: 

Staff presented virtual meeting house rules to the Board. Mr. Ercolini also noted that the Board 
planned to take the agenda out of sequence by moving up the discussion of 90 Washington Street 
before Winter Hill. 

 

1. Approval of minutes for the December 21, 2023 meeting: 

No amendment to the draft minutes were suggested. 

Mr. Gage moved approval. Seconded by Ms. Bonney. Approved 6-0-0 (Yes-No-Abstain) by 

roll call vote.  

 

2. Public comment period 

Kevin Foster (30 Walnut Street) called in about the proposed RFQ for 90 Washington Street. Mr. 

Foster commented that for over a year, residents have spoken out about this proposed project that 

would include a new police station. He had sat through many hours of community meetings and 

public comment during the public safety building committee meetings, and felt that page 12 of the 

RFQ that contains concerns from the community omits the opposition to a new police station being 

built on the site. He finds it disappointing that the RFQ currently presented has no mention of this or 

of concerns around increased police spending in Somerville in place of projects at the site that he 

thinks would improve public safety. 

Anthony Zannino (Fellsway West) commented that especially in light of the killing of Arif Faisal in 

Cambridge, Somerville should take the opportunity to think about mental health services being 

disconnected from a police station. To him it seems clear that if someone is experiencing a mental 

health issue, they are less likely to go to a center if there will be police there. The services at a center 

could save someone’s life, so a trauma center and police station should not be in the same location. 

In the Mayor’s recent state of the city, she spoke about reimagining public safety and policing, but he 
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does not feel like this RFQ reflects that. 

Elizabeth Jukovsky (29 Albion Street) spoke to echo the sentiment of the other speakers about their 

concern with the proposed public safety building at 90 Washington Street. She feels that this funding 

could be better used towards services that protect public safety like mental health, physical health, 

and community services for Somerville residents. 

Daniel Vernick (15 Road in Union Square, previously lived in Davis Square and previous to that in 

Winter Hill) also commented about the RFQ for 90 Washington. He commented that residents have 

spoken out for over a year about this $100 million project, and there have been hours of community 

meetings and public comment during Public Safety Building meetings during which people have 

repeatedly said that they do not want to spend more money on a police station and would prefer to 

pay for services that could have saved people like Arif Faisal, the Somerville High School graduate 

killed by Cambridge police earlier this month. These services include better health services and truly 

affordable housing. Page 12 of the RFQ includes concerns brought by the community, but he feels it 

omits those who have been speaking out about the police aspects of this project. 

Steve Huff (52 Elm Street) also commented about the 90 Washington Street RFQ. He has been 

disappointed about how the City has shaped the discourse in the feedback sessions. He observed 

that they have asked questions like “Do you want more green space or less green space?” But they 

have never asked “Do you want a police station?” He asked the Board to please vote down any RFQ 

that includes a police station. 

Anne Ryan asked to whom she could send corrections (such as listing “MGM Brigham” instead of 

“Partners Healthcare”) and omissions (such as mention of how many older people there are in the 

area) for the 90 Washington Street RFQ. Mr. Fields told Ms. Ryan that she could send them to him. 

Ms. Ryan also expressed that she is very concerned about the lack of recognition in the RFQ that 

there are three hundred people living next door to this proposed project. She is also concerned that 

there is no mention of Washington Street in the RFQ and the fact that 20,000 vehicles come down 

that area of Washington Street every day. Ms. Ryan also asked if the proposed meeting with the 

developers on February 6th with the developers is a public meeting. 

Dana Grotenstein (15 Kingman Road) also commented about the proposed RFQ for 90 Washington 

Street. Since Fall 2021, many Somerville residents have voiced concern about the plan, which 

includes a nearly 90,000 square foot public safety building that would house a police station. She is 

disappointed that page 12 does not include anything about these concerns, or about the countless 

hours that many residents have spent in these meetings. She also voiced her support for the 

residents of Cobble Hill Apartments for their countless hours of hard work. 

Maggie Fryerwood (594 Broadway) commented that she has been to many of these meetings since 

2021 regarding the public safety building proposal and has heard many concerns about the inclusion 

of a police station, and feels that it is deceptive to have these concerns omitted from the proposed 

RFQ. She echoed what others have said about wanting the concerns of Cobble Hill residents to be 

heard. She also feels it is important, as a public health professional, that the City defines what it 

means by “public safety.” 

Mr. Demers read a comment from Kristen Dabney that he had received through email. Ms. Dabney 

messaged that “I am unable to attend the Public Safety Building project this evening (1/25/2023) but 
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as a resident of Somerville (44 Fairmount Ave) I do want to make it clear that it is absolutely 

disheartening to see how consistently the Mayor has been ignoring feedback citizens have had 

regarding the inclusion of a police station in the public safety building at 90 Washington St. I've 

attended a number of sessions where that was a main concern voiced and that concern is completely 

ignored in the RFQ. I live down the street from a police station and it does not make me feel safer. 

Somerville crimes are consistently going down and the consistent increase in police funding is 

terrifying. Our community needs more proactive support for services for food, housing unhoused 

people among other supports. Adding a police station when there has been consistent vocal 

opposition to increasing funding and support for police is ignoring the concerns of constituents. 

Please vote down the RFQ which doesn't prioritize public safety in a building claiming to provide 

more support for our communities.” 

Kez Wang (6 Holyoke Road), a teacher at Cambridge Public Schools, commented that the murder of 

Sayed Faisal has negatively affected many people in the Cambridge and Somerville communities. Mr. 

Wang commented that, like Sayed, he is an Asian immigrant who has also suffered from mental 

health issues, and he does not think it is appropriate to have a police station in a public safety building. 

He feels there is already a lot of distrust in the community of the police, and the community is already 

dealing with issues like gentrification and homelessness that the City needs to be thinking about 

when it discusses public health. He urged the Board to reject the proposed RFQ. 

Meg Di Maggio (14 Bailey Street) also commented about the proposed RFQ for 90 Washington Street. 

She commented that many community members have made the time to be on calls and meetings 

like this voicing their concerns about a public safety building and about over $100 million going 

towards what many of them don’t consider to be safety if it includes a police station, and she feels 

that this is a large omission to not include this in the RFQ. She wants their voice to be heard in this 

process. 

 

3. 90 Washington Street update 

a. RFQ status 

Mr. Fields presented about the updated RFQ. Since the last review, there was additional internal 

review, with changes shown in red text in the version provided for this meeting. Text was added to 

the executive summary, to an additional section called “Redevelopment Context,” to “Zoning Context,” 

to “Community Engagement and Priorities,” to “Project Objectives,” and to “Sustainable Construction 

and Construction Costs.” Mr. Fields added that the dates included in the RFQ have been largely 

unchanged. The dates for when the questions for the RFQ are posted may shift a week with the 

revised release schedule. 

Councilor Ewen-Campen confirmed that once the SRA has acted on this, the City Council will be able 

to review. Mr. Fields and Ms. Nadkarni confirmed this, and said that if the SRA decides that this RFQ 

is ready to proceed, it will be sent to the City Council the next day to be reviewed at the City Council 

meeting. Mr. Ewen-Campen then left the meeting. 

Ms. Nadkarni gave additional context about the changes made since the RFQ last reviewed the 

document. Many of them capture the background of why the Public Safety Building is at this site, 
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which was the result of a process that happened before 2021. Otherwise they are mostly specific line 

changes to capture more of the content of the public process. 

Mr. Fields walked the Board through the changes in depth. In the Executive Summary, a third point 

was added that reads: “Provide an opportunity to meet additional community objectives, like the 

creation of more civic space, residential units, or commercial space for jobs.” A large section titled 

“Redevelopment Context” was added that restates the three goals of the Demonstration Project Plan 

(DPP) under which 90 Washington Street was acquired. The goals are to eliminate blight, create a 

public safety complex, and create a transformative development opportunity. It then quotes ten 

different goals from the plan. This provides the context of how the site was acquired through the 

DPP.  In “Zoning Context,” a section was added that clarifies that one of the project’s objectives is 

to leverage transit-oriented development to meet community goals like additional housing, 

additional jobs, and other community-oriented uses. In “Community Engagement and Priorities,” a 

section was added to show that support was expressed for mixed-use buildings with various uses 

listed. Text was also added to show that neighborhood residents want to see new retail space, 

particularly shops and ground floor restaurants. In “Sustainable construction and construction costs,” 

the word “required” was added to show that this is nonnegotiable for the project. 

Mr. Ercolini asked Mr. Fields if there is a way to include opposition voiced by the public, given the 

many public comments given, and asked if this information would be useful to a developer. Mr. Fields 

said that OSPCD focused on development and construction concerns and the longer-term impacts 

of all new development, not just the public safety building. The team felt that funding for a new public 

safety building was outside the scope for a new RFQ, but they will revisit this decision if that is the 

will of the Authority. 

Mr. McCormick noted that he attended many public meetings and heard from attendees about various 

kinds of opposition, and believes that one of the challenges is that there are many dimensions of the 

opposition. Mr. McCormick shares concerns around police reform and the allocation of funding, but 

feels that these are policy issues, and noted that these are already under discussion with the City 

Council. Another concern is around what sort of services could be provided and where those 

services should be located. And a final concern is just about the location itself. These concerns all 

get easily tangled. As a Redevelopment Authority, the Board is mostly concerned with how 

development occurs, but they are obviously tied up in public discussion of the project. He also 

commented that regardless the future of policing, the current public safety building is not 

sustainable and is not an appropriate place to work. The parcel where the current public safety 

building is located can also be better used in the revitalized Union Square. There are not easy 

answers, but the Board cannot wait for big policy decisions to be made to find a new space for police, 

fire, and other public safety workers. If the policy debate is resolved, that might be reflected in the 

architecture and development of the space, but short of that, they need to consider a flexible enough 

space to have changes over time to reflect changing community needs and policy decisions. For him, 

this is the elephant in the room, that the Board is on a timeline that does not allow for resolution of 

all of the issues before it. If they disentangle the question of where a new public safety building 

needs to go, a lot of the issues have been addressed. What has not been addressed is what the future 

of policing in Somerville looks like. Mr. Ercolini expressed appreciation for Mr. McCormick’s comment. 

Mr. Gage believes that the opposition should be included because developers are going to face 
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opposition in the development review process. Mr. McCormick commented that it is not typical to put 

this type of information in an RFQ, but he would support adding some context about the policy debate 

underway regarding policing, how different services are provided, and concerns about the location. 

Mr. Fields will add this context. Mr. Ercolini asked if the Board needs to see these changes before 

approving. Ms. Nadkarni said they could land on a general statement and do scrivener’s errors after 

the fact to show that there are multiple layers to this issue and there is a larger policy conversation 

ongoing, but that this location has been selected for the site of a public safety building. All present 

members of the Board agreed that this would suffice.  

Ms. Stone asked about the mention in the new text that new development would “remove blight by 

removing the existing decadent buildings,” since those buildings have already been removed. Mr. 

Fields will update this language to reference the fact that these buildings are no longer there. 

Ms. Nadkarni summarized the language being changed: 

• On page 4/5, context will be added to show that the blighted buildings have been removed; 

• On page 13, a description will be added about layers of debate around public safety that are 

occurring in the community; 

• On other pages: updates from public comment about Partners Healthcare and demographic 

information. 

The Board then heard additional comments from the public. 

Dana Grotenstein (15 Kingman Road) commented that under the “Transit Oriented Development” 

section, she is curious how much of the parking made available on the site will be for police vehicles 

and workers on the site versus public parking. Mr. Fields said this is the type of question that they 

are asking developers for help with in the RFQ. 

Alison Rice (10 Linden Circle) commented to add her voice to opposition against a public safety 

building that includes a police station. 

Steve Huff commented that he appreciated Mr. McCormick’s summary of the various objections, but 

that the City has conflated “police station” with “public safety building” even though these are different. 

He also felt that the claim that everyone agrees that the current public safety building isn’t 

sustainable is not true, and that it is not clear to many members of the public why the police need a 

new building instead of other departments also housed in dilapidated structures. 

Mr. McCormick moved to approve the proposed RFQ for 90 Washington Street as amended. Ms. 

Stone seconds. Approved by 5-0-0 roll call vote. (Mr. Ewen-Campen had to leave the meeting 

early so did not vote.) 

 

b. Advisory committee 

Mr. Fields updated the Board that the 90 Washington Street Civic Advisory Committee (CAC) has been 

appointed, with the assistance of the Ward Councilor. The Mayor has signed the appointment letters 

and they have been distributed. The first meeting will likely be in the first half of February. 
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4. Winter Hill Urban Renewal Plan Update 

Christine Stone had to leave the meeting. 

Ms. Nadkarni provided the Board with an update about the Winter Hill Urban Renewal Plan. Since 

the SRA approved the 299 Broadway team to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA), the team has 

been discussing details with the ZBA and the community in public hearings for the past couple 

months. They are making speedy progress through that review, and OSPCD expects that a final 

decision will be made about that comprehensive permit in the next couple months. There are still 

opportunities to follow and see the conditions considered, if any Board member is interested. The 

next ZBA meeting is scheduled for February 1st, and then again on February 15th, but those may 

change depending on quorum. 

The City of Somerville is also working with a project team on an UCH-TIF, which is an Urban Center 

Housing Tax Increment Financing under a program created by the Massachusetts Department of 

Housing and Community Development. This is a tool that helps to finance funding gaps in affordable 

housing projects like this one. This tool has only been around for about ten years and used a handful 

of times, so this would be one of the largest projects to go through that program and would cover a 

substantial amount of affordable housing. The City Council has reviewed the UCH-TIF plan initially, 

and will review again. The UCH-TIF plan will exactly match the area of the Winter Hill Urban Renewal 

Plan, so it could be used for 299 Broadway and could also be used for a project on the corner or for 

the site that the 299 Broadway project is going to section off for future affordable housing.  

Mr. Ercolini asked if this is still a Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) project. Ms. Nadkarni 

confirmed that it is. Mr. Ercolini asked if this UCH-TIF program is strictly for housing or for other 

uses also. Ms. Nadkarni explained that the project is still a mixed-use project, but the financing tool 

is for projects that produce at least 15% of affordable housing. The UCH-TIF would be approved before 

the project receives tax credits (from LIHTC), but this project will need both. The City will forego real 

estate taxes to finance this level of affordability. 

 

5. Union Square update 

Mr. Demers presented a progress report on the Union Square Neighborhood Plan (USNP), This 

progress report reviews how the City and development partners have worked towards meeting the 

plan’s goals since it was passed in 2016. The document reviews development updates, such as total 

square footage built out of the USNP’s goals; planning processes at work including the MLDA 

between the SRA and Union Square Station Associates; small business supports, such as several 

rounds of COVID-19-related funding; and improvement to transportation, infrastructure, and the 

public realm, such as the opening of the Green Line Station at Union Square.  

Mr. Ercolini expressed appreciation for the document. Mr. McCormick echoed appreciation for the 

amount of information conveyed in a fairly short report. He asked that in a future SRA meeting we 

talk more about what is included when we say “Civic Space.” It includes plazas and green space, but 

he would appreciate more detail. Mr. Gage asked the date when the development update data was 

formulated. Mr. Demers answered that it was as of December 5th, 2022. He will add this to the report. 
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6. Other items not reasonably anticipated by the Chair 

No other items were mentioned. 

 

7. Next meeting: Wednesday, February 15th, from 5:30-7pm ET 

The next meeting of the Redevelopment Authority will be Wednesday, February 15, 2023, at 5:30pm. 

 

Adjournment: 

The Chair requested a motion to adjourn. Mr. Gage moved to adjourn. Ms. Bonney seconded. 

The motion was unanimously approved 4-0-0 by roll call vote (Mr. Ewen-Campen and Ms. 

Stone had left the meeting early) and the meeting ended. 


