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DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE MINUTES 

 

 

The City of Somerville Design Review Committee held a public meeting on Thursday, August 30, 2018, at 6:30 

p.m. in the Aldermanic Chambers, City Hall, 93 Highland Avenue, Somerville, MA  

 

 

The purpose of the meeting was to review and make recommendations on the following proposals: 

 

1. Approval of Minutes from the May 9, 2018 meeting 

 

The DRC requested that the minutes include more declarative statements of what the DRC recommends on 

various aspects of a project so that the applicant has clear instruction on how to move forward. This approach 

would differ from previous minutes that are more of a written dialogue of the meeting. This would help the 

special permit granting authority (SPGA) understand the DRC’s position about particular aspects of a project 

and ensure that their recommendations have been incorporated into future plan editions as the project moves 

through the permitting process. 

That Board also requested that the plans presented at the meeting be attached to the draft meeting minutes to aid 

in their review of the minutes.   

Deborah Fennick made a motion to continue this matter to the next meeting.  
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2. 290 Revolution Drive (Alta XMBLY): Applicant, CDNV Assembly, LLC, proposes to develop the first 

building in the XMBLY PUD (a.k.a Block 23) as an eight-story 329 residential unit building with retail at the 

ground floor and internal parking on the first two floors for 190 vehicles. 

 

a. The Project 

i. Project Description: Block 23 of the 5 Middlesex Avenue (XMBLY) planned unit development (PUD) 

consisting of right stories with 329 residential units with ground floor retail and internal parking on the 

first two floor.  

ii. Applicant: WP East Acquisitions, LLC 

iii. Project Team: Jim Lambert, Maura Cronin, Glenn Mutes, Phil Rensey, Dale Horsman, Patrick 

Dunford, Andrew Aubach were present for the applicant.   

iv. Project Highlights by the Project Team: 

1. 8 story, 426,000 g.s.f building, mixed-use. Three story podium, two story of mixed use, 3
rd 

story is primarily residential residential and five floors of residential. 84’-3” tall. 200 

vehicular parking space and 111 bicycle parking spaces. 

2. This will be Phase 1 of the PUD, which will also include open space, Road K, Road L, and 

utilities and infrastructure for future buildings as much as possible. 

3. Brick masonry on ground level with a mix of cementitious and metal panels on upper stories.  

4. Building also includes some townhouse style units.  

b. DRC Comments: 

i. Urban Realm and Pedestrian Experience: The DRC requested that applicant look at ways to 

enhance urban realm and pedestrian experience along Revolution Drive. The design team should 

look into more retail frontage to add vibrancy to the sidewalk. 

1. Mechanicals belong in the back of a building (not on the street) and they should occupy less 

street frontage.  

2. This building is large enough to have an internal service court accessed from Road L. 

3. The Applicant should re-assess ground floor programming and try to get more active uses 

along the street.  

4. A tower expression is not the only method to address the public realm at the corner.  

5. The Applicant should consider varying the building form to better break the mass of the 

block, rather than just varying materials.  

6. The Applicant needs to treat the mechanical screening differently. 

ii. Buildings: 

1. The Applicant needs to provide clarification about what material is being proposed on each 

part of the building.  

2. The building mass should be articulated differently to bring in more natural light into the 

courtyard.  

3. The townhouses need to separate themselves from the rest of the building and there should be 

more focus on that transition. 

In conclusion the DRC believes that the elevations and mechanical areas need significant improvement. 

The Applicant should submit a ground plane plan of the whole site to illustrate the pedestrian, service and 

vehicular entrances and provide more context as it relates to the public realm around the building. The 

applicants should evaluate how other lots around the site might develop in the future and consider 

providing an interior court for loading and mechanical equipment. The DRC requests that the applicant 

come back at a later date, after addressing the above concerns. 
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3. Union Square Parcel D2.1: Applicant, Union Square Station Associates, LLC (US2), is seeking pre-

application design review for a Commercial building type. Continuing committee discussion. 

 

4. Union Square Parcel D2.2: Applicant, Union Square Station Associates, LLC (US2), is seeking pre-

application design review for a General building type. Continuing committee discussion. 

 

5. Union Square Parcel D2.3: Applicant, Union Square Station Associates, LLC (US2), is seeking pre-

application design review for a Podium Tower building type. Continuing committee discussion. 

 

6. Union Square Civic Space: Applicant, Union Square Station Associates, LLC (US2), is seeking pre-

application design review for a Plaza civic space type. Continuing committee discussion. 

 

Deborah Fennick recused herself from the Union Square discussions. Frank Valdes is acting-chair. 

a. Union Square D Parcels: 

i. Project Description: Seeking pre-application review for three buildings (Commercial, 

General, and Podium) and a Plaza civic space type. 

ii. Applicant: Union Square Station Associates, LLC (US2) 

iii. Project Team: Justin Kunz 

iv. Project Highlights by the Project Team:   

1. The project team did not make a presentation.  

 

b. DRC Comments: As it relates to the Civic Space, the DRC feels that aspects of plaza design are 

under-developed. 

i. Circulation:  There is a lack of attention to circulation as it relates to the T station; it does not 

come together for the site. 

1. The DRC requests that the Applicant provide justification for or illustrate why 

a linear space is the right civic space for this project.  

2. The Applicant should reconsider the civic space terminus points as they are 

currently awkward, do not consider the scale of the surroundings, and will impact the 

pedestrian experience.  

ii. Surroundings:  

1. The DRC recommends treating the design of the alley more like a thoroughfare 

because it is an important desire line to the T station and will see a lot of activity 

from pedestrians, bicyclists, cars entering parking, and trucks for loading.  

2. The DRC challenges the developer to look at different ways to minimize the 

footprint of parking. 

 

There was a discussion on how the Committee will review each component of the project. It was decided that the 

DRC will review the civic space and individually provide comments to staff about the civic space for a meeting on 

September 13
th

.  Each Committee member will take the lead on each of the three buildings and discuss those on 

September 27
th

. Sarah Radding will review D2.1, Jordan Smith will review D2.2, and Frank Valdes will review 

D2.3.  

NOTICE: While reasonable efforts have been made to assure the accuracy of the data provided in these minutes, do not rely on 

this information as the complete and accurate portrayal of the events in the meeting without first checking with the Planning 

Division staff.  If any discrepancies exist, the decisions filed by the Board serve as the relevant record for each case.  The 

Planning Division also maintains audio recordings of most Board meetings that are available upon request. 


