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SUMMARY

The Board of Selectmen formed the Senior Center Siting Committee in May 2000 to
conduct a comprehensive assessment of all potentia sitesin Lexington on which to build
anew Senior Center. Propertiesto be considered could be either publicly or privately
owned and either open space or presently developed. The charge to the Committee from
the Selectmen directed that two or more locations were to be identified. Subsequently,
the technical feasibility of building a Senior Center on these sites will be determined
professionally by afirm chosen by the Selectmen to execute the direction provided by the
2000 Town Mesting.

This report documents the process followed and criteria used by the Committee in
reaching its recommendations. There follows a description of the 15 sites considered
most favorably by the Committee. Next, the Committee’s pro and con assessment of
each of these preferred sitesis presented. The report concludes with the Committee's
recommendations back to the Selectmen.

A critical part of the Selectmen’s charge to the Committee was that “the Siting
Committee shall also develop a series of public process steps...to hear from interested
parties as regards to the siting of a new Senior Center facility”. That public process
procedure was established early in the Committee’ s deliberations, presented to the
Selectmen in June 2000, was immediately endorsed and was conveyed to the public via
an op-ed piece in the Lexington Minuteman. Public participation in the Committee’s
activities was substantial. It played a significant role influencing the Committee’s
analysis and distillation of the information it considered in coming to its
recommendations,

In coming to its concluding phases, two factors emerged more strongly than others under
consideration. One was the consensus position of the Committee that a proposal for a
new Senior Center should include the use of the current Center in the Muzzey Condo
complex as afuture Adult Day Care facility. The other, which drew heavily on the
numerous, cogent inputs received from the public, was the decision to exclude from final
consideration any site deemed to be open space.

In summary, the recommendations of the Senior Center Siting Committee are:

1. Utilizethe existing Center at Muzzey as the future Adult Day Care facility

2. Thoroughly evaluate the technical and logistical issues related to the Town
owned parcel at 201 Bedford Street (the DPW site)

3. Thoroughly evaluate the technical and logistical issues related to the
Walgreen's site (if negotiations with the principal |easeholder are favorable)

4. Asasecond-tier, or backup site, thoroughly evaluate the option of developing
the Munroe Center for the Arts site to house both the new Senior Center and
the Center for the Artsin a substantially reconfigured (and expanded) building



COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

The Board of Selectmen formed the Senior Center Siting Committee in May 2000. The
objective of the Committee was to conduct a comprehensive assessment of all potential
sitesfor anew Senior Center in Lexington. Propertiesto be considered could be either
publicly or privately owned and either open space or presently developed. The purpose
was to identify two or more locations that could then be professionally assessed to
determine the technical feasibility of accommodating the proposed new Senior Center.

The Selectmen’ s charge to the Committee read as follows:
The Senior Center Sting Committee will review the programmatic and space
requirements of the Senior Center using the functional and programmatic
requirements developed by the Council on Aging. The Committee shall inventory
and assess all potential site options (both developed and undevel oped) and
identify at least two sites that might be acceptable to the community for further
pursuit. The Committee shall identify the costs and benefits of the various options
that they consider. The Sting Committee shall also develop a series of public
process steps that will be followed by the Committee and by the Board of
Selectmen to hear from interested parties as regards to the siting of a new Senior
Center facility. The Committee shall present itsinitial recommendations to the
Board of Selectmen regarding public process within four weeks of its creation.

The Committee comprised twelve members: five citizens representing different
neighborhoods, two members of the Council on Aging, and a member each from the
Board of Selectmen, the Planning Board, the School Committee, the Conservation
Commission, and the Recreation Committee. Members of the Committee and their
affiliations are:

Cathy Abbott
Cathy is the representative from the Board of Selectmen, and chairs the Senior Center
Siting Committee. Shelivesin Precinct 7.

Scott Burson
Scott is the representative from the School Committee. Heisaso a Town Meeting
member from Precinct 4.

Marilyn Campbell
Marilyn is one of the two Council on Aging representatives. Sheresidesin Precinct 7.

Don Chisholm
Don is the representative from the Recreation Committee. Heisalso a Town Meeting
member from Precinct 4.

Steve Colman
Steve is the representative from the Planning Board. Heis also a Town Meeting member
from Precinct 7.



Bebe Fallick
Bebe is the representative from the Conservation Commission. SheisalsoaTown
M eeting member from Precinct 6.

Don Graham
Don isone of the two representatives from the Council on Aging. Heresidesin Precinct
6.

David Harris
Dave is acitizen representative and a Town Meeting member from Precinct 4.

Ginna Johnson

Ginnais acitizen representative and a professional landscape architect and planner. She
livesin Precinct 6 and was recently appointed to the Town’s new Ad Hoc Tree Bylaw
Committee.

Lauren MacNell
Lauren is a citizen representative and a Town Meeting member from Precinct 2.

AnneRipley
Anneisacitizen representative. Sheisaso a Town Meeting member from Precinct 6.

Tom Ryan
Tom is acitizen representative and a professional |andscape architect and planner. He
residesin Precinct 4.

Liaisons
Both the Capital Expenditures and A ppropriations Committees provided liaisons to the
Committee. They were:

Shirley Stolz for the Capital Expenditures Committee.
Tom Griffithsfor the Capital Expenditures Committee
Sheldon Spector for the Appropriations Committee.
Alan Levinefor the Appropriations Committee.

Staff Support

The Town Manager’ s Office ably supported the Committee’s efforts. Staff involved
were:

Richard White, Town Manager
Patrick L eopold, Management Intern



PUBLI1C PROCESS

The Committee firmly believed that a thorough effort of public outreach was necessary
so that, asfar as possible, all the ideas and concerns of the community could be
incorporated into the site-selection process. AsaTown committee, the meeting schedule
was posted and all of our meetings were open to the public. In addition, the Committee
was charged by the Selectmen to develop a series of public process steps to ensure that
interested parties could provide input. In thisregard, at the beginning of our
deliberations, we prepared the “ Senior Center Siting Committee Public Participation
Policy Statement” (see Reference # 12) and presented it to the Selectmen on June 19"
This policy statement outlined a four-pronged strategy to insure that anyone who was
interested in thisissue or would potentially be affected by a new Senior Center had ample
opportunity to participate in the Committee’ s process. This strategy was implemented as
follows:

1. The Committee wrote an op-ed piece that was published in the Lexington
Minuteman on August 3, 2000 (seereference# 9). The article contained three
main sections. In thefirst section, the Committee’s origins and mandate were
described and its members listed. The second section reported on the
information-gathering activities of the Committee. The remaining section
invited input from the public, listed current Committee meeting dates,
described where to find future meeting dates and outlined the Committee’s
process for moving forward.

2. The Committee, through the Town Manager’s Office, e-mailed meeting
schedules, meeting agendas, meeting minutes and other related documentsto a
list of concerned citizens that attended the meetings.

3. The Committee held two public hearings in September 2000 to report on the
results of the itswork to date. Thefirst public hearing, attended by about 75
people, was held on the evening of September 14™ at the Clarke Middle
School. The second public hearing was held during the day on September 15™
at the Senior Center and was attended by over 50 people. 1n these meetings,
the Committee described the selection criteria used to categorize the potential
sitesinto three ranked classifications. Each potential site was listed in one of
the following groups:. sites for primary consideration, sites for secondary
consideration and sites viewed as significantly less appropriate for the siting
of a Senior Center. Mgjor portions of these meetings were utilized to solicit
feedback, as well as obtain new ideas for sites from the community at large.
The view graphs presented and the notes taken at the public hearings are on
file (see Reference # 10).

4. Asthe Committee identified a select group of sites for serious consideration,
residents who could be affected by a potential location for the center were
notified by mail of such a possibility and provided with adetailed list of
Committee meeting dates and locations. Committee meetings were held with



appropriate public notice, in which citizens at large, including neighborhood

groups, presented their position as to the suitability of specific sites under
consideration.

With the above procedures and with the support and assistance of excellent coverage of
the Committee’ s meetings by Eva Heney of the Lexington Minuteman, we are confident
that our outreach efforts were successful. Due to the large number of citizens who
regularly attended our meetings and public hearings, we believe that the goal of attaining
broad-based public input to the siting process was achieved.




SITEVISITSTO OTHER SENIOR CENTERS

The Committee determined that to carry out its assignment, it would be advisable to learn
from the experiences of other cities and towns in Massachusetts. The Committee went
about gaining this knowledge in two ways. First, we received and reviewed materials
from the Lexington Council on Aging summarizing the COA’s earlier investigation of
other Senior Centers (see Reference # 1). Second, the Committee members paid visits to
several centers. (See Reference# 11, that provides a summary description of each
neighboring center visited).

The siting materia received from the COA consisted primarily of the Town of
Needham’s analysis of 24 senior centers and summaries of the Lexington COA’s Long
Range Planning Committee's 1999 visit to six of them. The COA’s principa conclusion
was that the Peabody Community Life Center was the best model to follow.

Committee members visited five of the six centers the COA had toured in 1999:
Arlington, Newton, Winchester, Marblehead and Peabody. The Committee also visited
Danvers, which was under construction at the time of the COA visits. The Committee's
principal findings were:

1. Dining and exercising are two of the most popular and well-attended
activities. It isessential to have at least one large room with related kitchen
and storage facilities. The size of the room depends on the number of
participants anticipated at the largest events and on the nature of the events.
Accommodations for 250 seated people and the provision of a stage would be
areasonable estimate for Lexington.

2. A rangeof room sizesis needed. This could be accomplished by a
combination of small rooms committed to specific uses or functions, and
larger rooms with soundproof, movable partitions.

3. Significant storage space distributed throughout the building is essential.

4. A flexible design adaptable to changing program needs is more important than
aesthetics.

The Committee, as aresult of the site visits, debated some of the original requests of the
COA:

1. The COA expressed a preference for a one-story center. A characteristic of
the Peabody Center was long, apparently underutilized, hallways. A two story
facility may prove to be more efficient and would almost certainly require a
smaller site.



2. The COA requested a Center large enough to include the adult social day care
(ADC) program now housed in a separate facility in Lincoln. Thisinclusion
would require a separate entrance, separate sanitary facilities, and additional
security measures. The popular ADC programs at Peabody and Arlington
introduced site complications affecting other programs. The Committee
suggested that a separate ADC facility might be preferable. Aswill be
discussed later, there are specific reasons in Lexington’s case to plan for a
separate ADC facility.

3. The COA requested a parking lot large enough to accommodate 150 cars. Of
the other centers visited, only Peabody could accommodate that many cars.
The other centers, although expressing some frustration about parking
inadequaci es when holding certain large events, described a variety of
measures and techniques designed to alleviate the problem. The Committee
tended to feel that the parking situation in Lexington puts us into the latter
camp, calling for innovative parking and site access solutions.



OTHER PROGRAMMATIC CONSIDERATIONS

The Committee was aware that it was beyond its charge to recommend either the deletion
or addition of programs offered at the Senior Center. However, it recognized that it
needed to be familiar with the range of programs offered and to understand the facility
implications of each of the programs.

The current programs (see Reference # 2 for details) include nutritional services, large
group programs, participation in the Lexington Community Education Program, social
services, health services, adult social day care services, fitness and exercise activities,
board and card games, alibrary, a computer club and afix-it shop. The Senior Center
also sponsors off-site bus tours.

The Committee was also sensitive to the fact that an inadequate facility in a poor location
would discourage attendance and thus reduce the effectiveness of any programs offered.
Conversdly, an ample facility on an attractive site would encourage both attendance and
the vigor and range of programs offered. (See Reference # 3 for the COA’ s assessment
of future space needs).

The Long Range Planning Committee of the COA had indicated (Reference # 1) that it
felt that quality of programs offered and room for expansion were more important than
the specific location of the Senior Center within Lexington. There was a strong
sentiment on the Senior Center Siting Committee however, that the Senior Center be
located on avisible site near the center of Lexington. For this and various other reasons,
the Committee ultimately dropped outlying sites from final consideration.

Agreements between the COA’ s position and the SCSC'’ s position were more preval ent
than disagreements. Both believed that a new Senior Center should place more emphasis
on activities that would draw in more of the community. Both believed that the Center
should be appealing to both older seniorsin need, together with their caregivers, and to
younger, more vigorous and self-sufficient seniors.



SITE SELECTION CRITERIA

The selection criteria were established to give the Committee a basis to evaluate sites for
their suitability as possible locations for a new Senior Center for the Town. The criteria
were established after visiting and evaluating several senior centersin other Towns as
well as Lexington’s Senior Center. The program developed by the Council on Aging was
also evaluated prior to the establishment of the criteria.

After reviewing the list of potential sites against the list of selection criteria, the
Committee found that there are several sites that met most of the selection criteria but no
sites that met them all. Among the sites that met most of the criteria, the site selection
criterialist was used to focus the discussion on the shortcomings of each of the sites. As
an example, the criteria were used to weigh the cost of one site against the availability of
another. The Site Selection Criteriawere:

1. The property should be functionally accessible. Town residents should be
ableto get to anew facility on the site easily.

2. The property should have access to awell-traveled street. Thetraffic
generated by the Senior Center can be most easily accommodated by one of
the well-traveled streets in town, but the same traffic volume would be a
safety concern on aminor residential street.

3. The property should be sufficiently large to accommodate the projected
building size that might be up to 30,000 s.f. (including space for Adult Day
Care) plus parking. Sites with sufficient on-street parking spaces available or
adjacent parking lots available nearby should be a minimum of 1-1/2 acres.
Sites that are not near on street parking or available nearby parking lots should
be aminimum of 2-1/2 acres. These criteria were established based upon the
projected program for the building and the parking demands for the facility.

4. The site should be owned by the Town or available for acquisition. This
criterion was in keeping with the “willing buyer/willing seller” requirement
set by 2000 Town Meeting and the Selectmen.

5. The site should accommodate acquisition, construction, and project
completion in 4 years. This timetable was set to assure that the project could
be immediately implemented, once approved by Town Meeting and by the
voters.

6. The site should be visible and/or be located in a place of prominence. The
facility should be aresource for all the town’s residents and occupy a
prominent location in the fabric of thetown. A place of prominence would
emphasize the public nature of the building and encourage the use of the
facility during off-peak times, by al town residents.

7. There should be a bias towards adaptive reuse of a property as opposed to
development of open space. The Committee felt that the Senior Center should
not be built on open space if other adaptive reuse siteswere available. This
bias is consistent with the reaction of many town residents who spoke at the
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Committee meetings and is consistent with the long-range vision of the town
(see Reference # 13, Lexington 2020 Vision).

The scale of the facility (one or two floors with up to 30,000 s.f. of total floor
areaincluding Adult Day Care), the traffic created and the land use should be
consistent with its surroundings. The site should be in a neighborhood of
larger buildings near commercial or institutional land uses.

Development and purchase of the property should not make the project cost
prohibitive. Sites should not have alarge inherent site development cost due
to environmental mitigation, for example.

The traffic generated by the Senior Center should reinforce or encourage the
use of the present public transportation systems. Lexpress busses should be
ableto easily service the site, and preferably the site should be near an MBTA
route as well.

11



SITESIDENTIFIED FOR POSSIBLE USE

The Committeeinitially identified more than 30 sites in Lexington that could possibly be
used as the site for anew Senior Center. They included both public lands and private
property, some with existing structures on them and some comprising open space. We
used some initial screening criteriaregarding parcel size and development potential to
assign a priority to each site (A-High; B-Maybe; C- Low; X- Rejected). A mapin
Appendix A denotes the locations of the sites categorized A, B, or C. Appendix A also
includes an exhaustive list of al the sites that were considered by or suggested to the
Committee. In alphabetical order below is ashort description of the A and B sites. The
Committee did an on-site survey of each A and B site before undertaking its substantive
discussions and considerations.

Bedford Street (No. 201)

Thisisa9.6-acre parcel bounded on the west by Bedford Street, the Minuteman Bikeway
to the north, and amix of residences and commercial buildings to the south and east. Itis
presently the site of the Department of Public Works, which has one large, and two small
buildingson site. There’'salarge, paved parking area on the south side of the main
building. An open, flat parcel (about 2 acres) in front of the DPW main building on
Bedford Street has the potential to be developed as a Senior Center.

Concord Ave. (No. 430)

Thisisa5.0-acre privately owned, diamond-shaped parcel that is accessible from
Concord Ave. It isbounded by Hardy Pond Brook on the west, residential properties and
the Elks Club to the east, and the Swammin Swamp to the south. It has two buildings on
the property and a sizable section of wetlands in its back section.

Harrington School

The School Committee’ s future plans include the replacement of the present Harrington
School building with a new building elsewhere on the 12.1-acre property. After
completion of that and the rest of their proposed elementary school projects, the current
building could be made available for other purposes. Eight or more years from now,
depending on the outcome of future Town Meeting and town-wide votes, a new Senior
Center could be one possible use of the building.

Lowell Street

Thisisa3.1-acre heavily wooded Town-owned parcel at the intersection of Lowell Street
and North Street that has about 450 feet of frontage on Lowell Street and minimal
frontage on North Street. It islocated on the southeast corner of the intersection and is
bounded to the east by property in Waoburn.

Meriam Street Parking L ot

Thisisthe 2.7-acre municipal parking area behind Depot Square and the commercial
buildings along the north side of Mass Ave. It is bounded on the south by the Minuteman
Bikeway, by Meriam Street to the west and a mix of residential and commercial
properties to the north. There are presently no buildings on the site.

12



Metropolitan State Hospital

The Lexington portion of thisformer state mental hospital consists of 90 acres of land
including alarge complex of unoccupied buildings. The property is accessible from
Concord Avenue in Lexington, near the Belmont line. The rest of the property isin the
City of Waltham and the Town of Belmont. Lexington Town officials are presently
engaged in discussions with the state and the other communities to develop a plan for
reuse of the property by the communities and other parties. It is expected that it could be
a decade or more before the site would be available for purposes such as a new Senior
Center.

Militia Drive

Thisisaprivately-owned 7.25-acre complex of 7 office buildings off Worthen Road and
adjacent to Walgreen’s. The individual buildings are 2 stories with between 60,000 to
70,000 square feet of floor space. Limited parking is available around each of the
buildings. The possibility of building purchase or lease could be considered by the
Committee.

Munroe Center for the Arts

ThisisaTown-owned 1.5-acre property on Massachusetts Avenue across from
Bloomfield Street. It isbounded by a private residence to the east, the Munroe Cemetery
to the north and an access path to the cemetery to the west. The building, the former
Munroe School, now occupied by the Arts Center, comprises about 19,000 s.f. on two
floors. Therest of the property provides parking and a small recreation field in back.

Muzzey Play Field

ThisisaTown-owned 1.1-acre open field adjacent to the Muzzey condominium complex
on Massachusetts Avenue and across from Slocum Road and Rowland Avenue. Itis
presently used extensively as a youth soccer field. It isasoimmediately adjacent to the
current Senior Center located in the Muzzey complex.

North Street

ThisisaTown-owned 2.8 acre wooded parcel at the intersection of Lowell and North
Streets that has about 280 feet of frontage on Lowell Street and 800 feet along North
Street. It islocated at the southwest corner of the intersection and would be most
accessible via North Street from the Adams Street end. It isimmediately adjacent to the
Town's 21 acre parcel of recreation and parkland referred to as the North Street Sand
Pits.

Pelham Road (Highland Avenue)

ThisisaTown-owned 14-acre parcel of open land that is publicly accessible from the
end of Pelham Road. It isaso at the privately owned east end of Highland Avenue. It
abuts the Armenian Sisters School and Museum of Our National Heritage propertiesto
the north, residential propertiesto the east and west, and includes a portion of the Upper
Vine Brook wetlands area to its south. The northern half of the property is dry and
heavily wooded.
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Waldorf School

ThisisaTown-owned, 10-acre parcel of developed land that includes the privately
owned Waldorf School and the Adams School play fields used for soccer and other field
gports. The Waldorf School’ s arrangement with the Town for the building (the former
Adams Elementary School) is an arrangement such that every 20 years, the Town may
repurchase the building by giving notice not later than 3 years prior to the expiration of
the 20-year renewal period. That means that this year, the Town had the opportunity to
repurchase the building by notifying the Waldorf School of itsintention to do so no later
than August 31, 2000. Because of this timetable, the Committee focused its early
deliberations on the pros and cons of this site.

Walgreen's

Thisisaprivately owned 2.2-acre property at the northwest corner of the intersection of
Bedford Street and Worthen Road. The site consists of two buildings that presently
house Walgreen's and Starbucks Coffee. Therest of the generally flat site is paved for
parking. Ownership and leasing of the site is somewhat complex in that the owner
(Royal Ahold) has along-term lease with The Stop and Shop Companies which in turn
has shorter-term subleases with Walgreen’' s and Starbucks for their respective buildings.
Preliminary discussions with Stop and Shop have indicated a willingness to explore
possible public-private initiatives to redevel op the site to include a new Senior Center.

Wood Street

Thisisa Town-owned 9 acre triangular shaped parcel of open land only accessible from a
cul-de-sac at the end of Bates Road that is off Wood Street near the Lincoln Lab

entrance. The Town acquired it in 1989, as part of the Pine Meadows purchase. Itis
bounded on the east by | 95/Route 128, to the southwest by residential properties, and by
the Katahdin Woods conservation areato the northwest.

Worthen Road

ThisisaTown-owned 3.0-acre heavily wooded parcel on Worthen Road, under the
jurisdiction of the School Committee, across from the high school football field and field
house. Residences bound it to the rear (west) on Baskin Road and to the north by the
Fitness Path/Bikeway which extends from Worthen Road, through Lincoln Park, to
Middleby Road. The northern quarter of the siteis low and seasonally wet.
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COMMENTSON POTENTIAL SITES

Prelude: When the Committee began its deliberations in May 2000, a working
assumption was that the new Senior Center would include a co-located Adult Day Care
facility. Asour deliberations proceeded through the summer and fall months, and after
visiting the centersin several neighboring communities, changes to that assumption
started to emerge. Two factors played important rolesin our considerations. Thefirst
was that there was no compelling evidence that co-location was essentia or even
desirable. The second was the realization that the current Senior Center in the Muzzey
Condominium Complex could be suitably configured as an Adult Day Care facility. Such
ause isone of the few options available to the Town based on its current agreement with
the Condo Association regarding the use of the space. Thus, our final working
assumption is that the new Senior Center, regardless of where it slocated in Lexington,
will not include a co-located Adult Day Care facility. It isour recommendation that the
Muzzey complex be used for Adult Day Care. The anticipated floor space need for a
future Adult Day Carefacility is 3,600 s.f. Given the 9,000 s.f. of the current Senior
Center, there' s the possibility of using the remaining space by other Social Services
activities. Thisreduced requirements for floor space as we considered the sites discussed
below.

One of the dominant criteria established for this process (the 7" in the discussion above)
was a purposeful bias away from the use of existing open space, if at al possible. Thus,
in the discussions below you' |l find for sites deemed to be entirely open space, reference
to that fact istreated as a Con.

Bedford Street (No. 201)

Pro—Thisis an attractive site for anew Senior Center for several reasons. It'son a
major roadway (Route 4/225), is serviced by the MBTA (Route # 62) and Lexpress
(Route # 4) and it abuts the Minuteman Bikeway (aka Jack Eddison Bikeway). Placing a
Senior Center on the landscaped areain front of the DPW Barn would result in avisibly
prominent facility that would be consistent with and enhance the attractiveness of the
surrounding area. Sufficient parking would need to be provided on site to meet the needs
of both the Senior Center and the DPW. Availability of the land and site devel opment
costs should be expected to be among the most favorable of the site options we
considered.

Con — The traffic volume on Bedford Street, especially during peak usage hours of a
Senior Center, can be excessive and may require the installation/modification of traffic
control options at or near the site. In developing plans for the site, the future needs of
DPW and the Senior Center will need to be incorporated.

Concord Ave. (No. 430)

Pro — Some abutters have expressed support feeling a Senior Center at this location
would be consistent with and enhance the attractiveness of the neighborhood. The siteis
good-sized, flat and fairly clear of trees. It is accessible from amajor road (Concord
Ave) and is near the intersection of Route 2 and Waltham Street that are major

15



thoroughfares. It isserviced by Lexpress (Route # 2). It's ample size, with room for
expansion, may provide programmatic/usage opportunities not possible at many other
Sites.

Con —Thisisaprivately owned parcel some distance from the center of town.
Availability for acquisition by the town is uncertain and the property would be costly. A
substantial portion of it iswetlands that have a history of misuse and may require
remediation if the site were to be used as a Senior Center. Accessto the siteislimited to
a 50-60 foot entrance on Concord Ave.

Harrington School

Pro — This option is highly attractive because of its potential reuse of an existing town
building that is more than large enough to accommodate the needs of the Senior Center
(with internal renovation and upgrading). The space available in the building could
possibly serve the needs of other town-wide activities (indoor recreation programs,
Center for the Arts, etc). It’slocated near two major streets (Lowell and Maple) and is
serviced by Lexpress (Route # 3). Co-location with anew school at the Harrington site
could provide positive intergenerational program opportunities.

Con — Near-term availability is amajor detriment with this site in that the current School
Committee planning timetable indicates it will be 8 years or more before the building is
available for non-school uses. Thelocation isin the far reaches of town. The building
lacks prominence or visibility in that it’s sited behind residences on Lowell and Maple
Streets. Retaining the building after its replacement is constructed could cause the loss
of severa heavily-used recreation fields.

L owell Street

Pro — This town-owned parcel isimmediately available and could be devel oped within
the Committee’ s 4-year criterion. It'sin alight density, mixed commercia and
residential neighborhood. It isserviced by Lexpress (Route # 5) and islocated on a
major roadway (Lowell Street).

Con —Thisisaheavily treed open space parcel in aremote corner of Lexington. Traffic
density on Lowell Street (the only access to the site) raises safety and congestion issues
for Senior Center users. Much of the siteis low and resulting water/sewer discharge
requirements may add substantially to site development costs.

Meriam Street Parking L ot

Pro - Thissiteis centrally located close to the shops, restaurants and facilities in the
downtown area. This could provide conveniencesto Senior Center users. Itisoff a
major roadway (Mass Ave.) and is serviced fully by both the MBTA (Routes # 62 and
76) and by Lexpress (all Routes). A center built at this site could be made visually

prominent and consistent with its surroundings.

Con — Accommodating a Senior Center and its parking needs with the existing use of the
site asamunicipal parking lot will necessitate a multi-level building with one or more
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levels of parking underneath. The building would also have to be designed and built in
compliance with Historic Districts Commission and Design Advisory Board dictates.
Users of the Center would add to the already congested traffic flow in and around the
downtown area.

Metropolitan State Hospital
Pro— This parcel has plenty of potential to accommodate a Senior Center with spacious
parking. Thereis no neighborhood impact.

Con — The site remains under the control of the state until such time that an agreement
can be reached among the communities of Lexington, Belmont and Waltham as to how
the site shall be developed. The Senior Center would need to be incorporated into an
overall master plan for the site, and approval of the plan by the state legislature must
precede property transfer. The timetable for this process is uncertain but is expected to
be at least 10 years. In addition, the site is remote, well off a maor secondary road
(Concord Ave) and not presently convenient to public transportation. While there are
several existing buildings on site, their demolition (perhaps costly due to asbestos
problems) must precede building construction.

Militia Drive

Pro — The buildings in this complex are adequately sized to accommodate a Senior
Center (and some complementary Town functions). The siteis centrally located near the
intersection of Worthen Rd. and Bedford St., and isin close proximity to other senior
interests. Thereis nearby service of both the MBTA (Route # 62) and Lexpress (Route #
4). Buildingsin the front of the complex would result in avisually prominent Center that
would be consistent with its surroundings.

Con — There is no evidence of a“willing seller” of any of the buildings and their likely
market value, if available, is expected to be high. Though building reuse could be
expected, major renovation costs would need to be incurred.

Munroe Center for the Arts

Pro — Reconfiguration of the site to serve as a Senior Center and a Center for the Artsis
the biggest potential for this modestly sized site. It iscentrally located (on Mass Ave)
and is serviced by both the MBTA (Routes # 62 and 76) and Lexpress (Routes #1 and 3).
With the likely use of the Muzzey site as the future Adult Day Care facility, its close
proximity could be advantageous.

Con — The site may be too small (1.5 acres) to accommodate the proposed multi-purpose
facility that would require ample parking space. Its development would eliminate an
actively used T-ball field. Traffic volume on Mass Ave. raises safety and congestion
concerns that could be mitigated with areconfiguration of the existing traffic signal.
With residences on three sides, an expanded, multi-level complex with structured parking
may not be consistent with its neighborhood. (See Reference # 8 for expanded rationale)
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Muzzey Play Field

Pro— A Senior Center on the existing soccer field would provide the best co-location
advantages with an Adult Day Care facility in the current Muzzey Condo complex. This
siteiscentraly located (on Mass Ave.) and is serviced by both the MBTA (Routes # 62
and 76) and Lexpress (Route # 1 and 3). A visually prominent building can be designed
and built on this site to be consistent with its surroundings.

Con — Development of this site would deprive the community of a prominent piece of
open space and an actively used soccer field. There are agreements with the Muzzey
Condo Association regarding the rights to and use of this parcel that would have to be
altered. There are traffic and parking issues that may be challenging to resolve. A multi-
level complex with structured parking may not be consistent with the neighborhood.

North Street

Pro — This town-owned parcel isimmediately available and could be devel oped within
the Committee’ s 4-year criterion. Itisinalight density, mixed commercial and
residential neighborhood. It is serviced by Lexpress (Route # 5) and is located on a
major roadway (Lowell Street) with an advantage over the nearby Lowell Street site of
being on the south (Adams Street) side of the intersection of Lowell and North Streets.
This site abuts a spacious recreation and parks parcel (North St. Sand Pits) that could be
developed for passive recreation purposes appropriate for Senior Center user interests.

Con —Thisisapart of one of the town’s largest heavily wooded open space parcels, and
isin aremote corner of Lexington. Access from North Street, while less congested than
Lowell Street’ straffic, has safety issues due to a narrow, winding street surface that spans
the Vinebrook. Concern was raised in the public meeting that development at this site
might have an adverse effect on the Vinebrook and Burlington’s water supply. (See
Reference # 5 for expanded rationale)

Pelham Road

Pro — This town-owned parcel is centrally located, has ample usable space and can be
devel oped within the Committee’ s 4-year criterion. Development could proceed
immediately and construction costs should not be excessive.

Con —Thisisaheavily wooded parcel of open spacein ahighly residential area. Itis
accessible only from the end of Pelham Road and is not serviced by public transportation.
Entry into Pelham Road at Mass Ave. is a a heavily traveled, dangerous curve.

Waldorf School

Pro — Conversion of the existing structure (formerly the Adams Elementary School, now
privately operated as the Waldorf School) was an attractive alternative for the
Committee' s considerations. The building comprises about 30,000 square feet of floor
space on three floors. It isonamajor roadway (Mass Ave.) and is serviced by both the
MBTA (Routes # 62 and 76) and by Lexpress (Route# 1). While existing parking is
limited, available town-owned land exists for some expanded parking. The conditions of
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the current agreement with the Waldorf School could, if the Town exercised its option,
make the building available for renovation in 3 years.

Con — The Waldorf School has been an excellent addition to the Town in its nearly 20
years of operation at the Adams School building. They are an established and positive
presence. Substantial costs could be incurred in reacquiring and renovating the building
for a Senior Center. Expansion of parking could compromise one or more soccer fields
(already in short supply). Traffic congestion in the area of the Waldorf School isamajor
concern. The COA ison record in opposition to the use of this site.

On August 3, 2000 the Committee recommended (by a vote of 6 to 3) that the
Selectmen exercisethe Town’s option to proceed with thereacquisition of the
Waldorf School building for Town purposes. On August 14, 2000 the Selectmen
voted not to exer cise the Town’s option (2-yes, 2-no, 1-not present), foreclosing
further consideration asa Senior Center site.

Walgreen's

Pro — Redevelopment of this site, in partnership with the current land owner and tenants,
would result in avisually prominent enhancement to the area and would result in a
complex that is consistent with its surroundings. The siteisideally located (near the
Town Center), on mgor roadways (Worthen Road and Bedford Street), with numerous
nearby services and facilities. It is serviced by both the MBTA (Route # 62) and
Lexpress (Route # 4).

Con —While positive exploratory discussions have been held with the principal
leaseholder (Stop and Shop Co.), uncertainty remains whether a partnership can be
formed for the venture and at what cost to the Town. With retail space expected to
occupy asignificant portion of the new building, accessto close in, desirable parking
may be an issue for some Senior Center users.

Wood Street
Pro — This town-owned parcel isimmediately available and could be devel oped within
the Committee’ s 4-year criterion.

Con —Thisisaheavily treed open space in aremote section of Lexington. The only
access to the siteis via a secondary road (Bates Road) that presently has very low traffic
volume. It has nearby (on Wood Street) MBTA service (Route # 76) but is not serviced
by Lexpress. A Senior Center on this site would not be visually prominent and would be
incompatible with its residential/conservation land/Route 128 surroundings.

Worthen Road

Pro — Thistown-owned parcel, under the jurisdiction of the School Committee, is
centrally located on a major roadway (Worthen Road) near the high school complex,
Hayden Recreation Center, and the Fitness/Nature Path. This proximity can provide
numerous opportunities for intergenerational and recreation options for Senior Center
users (see Reference # 6). The site is serviced by both the MBTA (Route # 76) and by
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Lexpress (Route # 2). While the usable portion of the site may limit on-site parking, it is
expected that sufficient supplemental parking will be available on Worthen Road.
Development on this site would result in avisually prominent facility consistent with its
Worthen Road surroundings.

Con —Thisisavisually prominent, heavily treed open space parcel that isintegral to a
larger recreational and park setting including the playing fields complex adjacent to
Lexington High School. The parcel is under the jurisdiction of the School Committee. A
portion of the site islow and may be found to be vegetated wetlands. Substantial traffic
safety concerns exist for this option, especially during hours of high school usage. A
substantial residential neighborhood abuts the upland (west) side of the property. (see
Reference # 7 for expanded rationale)
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SITE SELECTION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee’ s assessment of the properties described above results in the four
recommendations listed below. An overriding consideration, particularly after receiving
in-person and written inputs from the public (see References#4, 5, 7, and 8), wasthe
preservation of existing open space. Inthefinal analysis, we opted to exclude all such
parcels from further consideration. It isthe Committee’ s recommendation that the Board
of Selectmen immediately proceed with the next step in the process, namely initiating a
technical feasibility study and schematic plan that considers the four recommendations
summarized below. Recommendations 2 and 3 below represent our co-equal primary site
selection recommendations. Recommendation 4 isincluded as a“ second tier” choicein
case either of the preferred choices does not pan out. The recommendations are:

1. Utilizing the existing Senior Center complex at Muzzey as the future Adult
Day Carefacility.

2. Thoroughly evaluate the technical and logistical issues related to the Town-
owned parcel at 201 Bedford Street (the DPW site).

3. Thoroughly evaluate the technical and logistical issues related to the
Walgreen's site (if negotiations with the owner and principal |easeholder
continue to be encouraging).

4. Asasecond-tier, or backup site, thoroughly evaluate the option of developing
the Munroe Center for the Arts site to house both the new Senior Center and
the Center for the Artsin a substantially reconfigured (and expanded)
building. Use of this site for this purpose would be contingent on approval by
both the COA and the Munroe Center for the Arts Board of Directors.

In a substantially developed town like Lexington, no site will clearly satisfy every siting
criterion. It isthe Committee' s considered judgement, based on extensive research,
public input, and analysis, that the DPW (Bedford St), Walgreen's, or aredeveloped
multiuse Munroe complex could best satisfy Town objectives while prospectively
accommodating a Senior Center well suited to Lexington’s needs.

21



REFERENCE DOCUMENTS COMPILED BY THE COMMITTEE
(These documents are on file in the Town Manager’ s Office, Town of Lexington)

December 6, 1999: Lexington Council on Aging Long Range Planning
Committee Proposal for a New Senior Center

September 13, 2000: What Is The Senior Center?; Lexington Council on Aging

August 3, 2000: Report to the Selectmen’s Senior Center Siting Committee from
the Socia Services Department Space Analysis Committee; Lexington Council on
Aging

Miscellaneous, 2000: Letters of Opposition to Various Specific Sites; Concerned
Citizens

November 9, 2000: Senior Center Siting Committee North & Lowell St. Site
Reasons to Reconsider; G. and J. Serebrani-Kesner

November 1, 2000: Review of Worthen Road Site for Consideration as a
Senior/Community Center for Lexington; P. Kelley

November 1, 2000: Worthen Road Woods-An Unsuitable Site for the Senior
Center: A. Dorner

September 7, 2000: Munroe Center for the Arts; M. Dietrich

Various Dates: Article(s) regarding the SCSC process that appeared in the
L exington Minuteman newspaper; E. Heney, reporter

September 14/15, 2000: Notes and V ugraphs Used by Committee Members
During the Public Hearings Held on These Dates

Various Dates: Summary Descriptions of Senior Centers in Neighboring
Communities

June 19, 2000: SCSC Public Participation Policy Statement

January, 2001: Lexington 2020 Vision — A Status Report of the Planning Process
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APPENDIX

Map of Sitesrated A, B, or C and listing of all sites considered
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