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Specific Comments 
 
I reviewed the 325 Main Street, Commercial Building B Concept Design by Pickard Chilton 
and their consultants for Boston Properties. It was dated September 6, 2018. 
 
In general, I found these documents to be very professional and complete. However, I have 
the following comments on them: 
 
2. 325 Main Street Commercial Building B: 

• 1. Core and Shell, this section describes various features of the overall design. The 
South Elevation on page 11 and the North Elevation of page 12 illustrate 325’s 
problematic relationship to 355 Main Street to the west, as it ungracefully crashes in to 
it. I believe 325 should be set back from 355 by at least 30 feet.  
 
The two building sections on page 13 illustrate that the floor to floor heights do not 
align with those of 355; also they seem to be exceptionally high as compared with 
other office buildings. Thus, if one were to reduce the typical floor, 14’-9” height to 13’-
3” (1’-6”) and the taller floors, 20’-0” to 16’-0” (4’-0”) for example, one could reduce the 
overall height of 325 by approximately 27 feet. This would allow for two more typical 
floors to be added, still within the 250’ height, thus adding about 50,00SF. Now if this 
area were deleted from the west ends of the 16 floors above the fourth floor, one could 
achieve set backs of these floors to about 30 feet from 355 Main Street. Therefore, a 
view corridor from the roof garden toward Main Street would be opened up and more 
daylight would be afforded these floors in both 355 and 325. 
 
When looking at the lower four floors, pages 15-18, I believe the two pedestrian 
pathways through the site: the EW extension of Pioneer Way to the Plaza, and NS 
Google lobby atrium from Main Street to the Garage, should be reinforced with more 
daylight to both enhance these pathways and promote better orientation and way-
finding. I would suggest that two skylight zones be studied: one, between column lines 
A and B, EW, and two, between column lines 1 and 2, NS. In addition the location and 
prominence of the new elevator to the Roof Garden should be further studied to make 
its location easily found by the public passing through the site. 
 
The Main Street Entry illustrated on page 36 should be made more bold and articulated 
more like the Entry at the Plaza shown on page 37, such as, using a double height 
opening facing Main Street framed by free standing columns.  

 

• 5. Design Guidelines, Building Form, this section of the 325 Main Street submission 
seems to try to rationalize the proposed building massing and built form: Creating 
identity, Maintaining and breaking the street wall, Promoting innovation, Massing with 
base, middle and top, Vertical breaks in massing, and Visual interest and articulation of 
tall buildings, etc. These weakly attempt to justify the design’s complicated massing 
and bulky building form. 
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The Ground Floor set backs and lower level façade treatments positively illustrate key 
entrance locations and pedestrian circulation as well as strongly differentiate the 
Ground Level activities and functions from the upper tower floors. 

 

• 6. Design and Planning Evolution, provides for descriptions of the massing refinements 
from the Master Plan to support the Proposed Design. However, there are plan and 
section comparisons that don’t seem to add up, pages 99-101. I cannot resolve the 
difference between the horizontal dimension of 278 ft. of the South Elevation of the 
Master Plan to the similar horizontal dimension of the 226 ft., of the Proposed Design, 
as they graphically look the same and as there is no dimensioned site plan as a 
reference.  
 
Secondly, the Upper Level Plan comparison is also skewed. Where did the 31,000 SF 
floor plate come from? And the building concept 24,600 SF floor plate occurs only at 
floors with exterior balconies; thus, the typical floors above and below these would be 
much larger by the area of the balcony. Again this is a false comparison. What is an 
ideal floor plan area? Also very few of the floors in 325 align vertically with the existing 
upper floors of 355, making communication between them awkward. 

 

• 7. Connecting Public Spaces, this by far is the most interesting section, as it presents 
numerous views of public exterior spaces over looking the Plaza and connecting to the 
Roof Garden. However, 7.1.2, the ground and second level plans fail to illustrate the 
potential for pedestrian circulation to permeate across the site from the Plaza to 
Pioneer Way and from Main Street to the Garage and the Roof Garden. Key to 
developing clear and easy ways to navigate these EW and NS pathways will be to 
position the elevator to the Roof Garden in a prominent and easily visible location at 
both ground and second floors. Also bringing daylight down to the ground level, 
between 325 and the garage, along the imagined extension of Pioneer Way to the 
Plaza and through the Google Lobby will be important to articulating these two 
important circulation paths. 

 
In addition, clearly designating a enhanced or new public passage from Broadway to 
Main Street through the Garage should be investigated. Also the final positioning of 
both MBTA head house entrances, with appropriate shelter, should be presented as 
part of an integrated street level plan.  
  

 
Overall, I was disappointed with the 325 Main Street, Commercial Building B Concept 
Design documents as presented. I recommend that the Design Concept of 325 be 
rejected and be revised and resubmitted to address the issues outlined above. 
 
 
l look forward to further discussions and review of a revised 325 Concept Design submission. 
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