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Deran's, Vellucci take East; Johnson's teams defeat ¢!'ll
!'[||'|i'||hijl(!""

,

i||l';
m.

' "·1',ii i

i .i |¢,,t

battle for Mayor's Cup
,

"
, Walsh's in East all-stars ,",

0
,'

For thefirst time in East Division Dawn Zagarella, jomer Benzan, - In this year's East Division Little allowingonlysevenhits.Pitchingfor
.! k

" i "' ' I 'I'j '

Little Leaguehistory, the sametwo LennyBenzan,JosephBraga, Paul League All-Star games, Johnson's WalshwereGaryWitham,TevisCol- i.=i 2 :

'_!_1 "}|¶it'
teams have won the Majors and Cacciola, Stephen Gardner, jose teamsin boththeMajorsandMinors onandMark Perdomenico. "S : i

_ _
" F! lg

,1,@

Minorsfor the third year in row. Gonzalez, Sean Hope, Stella b posted big victories over Walsh's, In the minors, Johnsondefeated {
4

±
'

- ":Axi.|,
Deran'scapturedthe Majors, and Madison,Paul Martins, PauloMelo, i thusavengingthe losses toWalshlast Walsh,9-6. Johnsonovercamea two- 'i¶ ii

i
,

',
,

VellucciInsurancethe Minors. Brian Ownens,GuidoReyes,Kevin ,.@4 year. run Walshleadby scoringfive run' # ' ;¢,
" "

"!
ij'|

d

'I

Members of Deran's team are: Seneion,Kevin Soaresand Amanda ' :n the Majors, Johnsonscoredin in the third inning, highlightedby ii
2 :

! :

=
||1

,,jt
, ,

managerWarren McManus,coach Swartz. " ,9'

.. cv 'ry inning to defeat Walsh, 14-L Paul Martins' inside-the-park 'g i i
t = - L.,t'||q.|

Ken McManus,HelloCabral,Willie Both Deran's and Vellucci will ' t ' ',
After Walshforgedahead3 2 in the homerunand hits by EddieParker, LI

' 'i j:' i i '
'

Carter, Steve Coutinho, Jason representthe East Division in this · second inning, the Johnson nine JosephBraga, Jomar and Lenny ii ,1
^i|.i|| .i'

!1'
'I.

DaSilva, Ken DeAngelo, Jamie weekend'sannualcity championship z. ' k & brokeloosewith five runsin thethird BenzanandTonyPuzyn. IS ' ..t
,M!,,

Harvey, Ian Lavalle, Kevin for the Mayor'sCup Al ' to lead7 3 on a Brian Husseywalk, a Walshrallied andtiedthe scoreat
i?

·

'

McManus, Fernendo Ortiz, Rui On Saturdayat 10 am,Vellucciwill

\,
"" "" " ' " ' '

. . .

g
1141 Ql N ' I

, . . , i , ., , ,
,.ML

% Kevin McManus double, a javier five all in the fourth on hits by Curt " '
' 10j

F'ereira, Bobby Scott and Hector facethe winnerof the WestDivmon
, ,

Benzanwalk, a HelloCabraldouble, Swartz, Reynolds Griffith, Mike ,1
Torres. MinorLeague,andat 2 pm, Deran's

*
'

,
a joey Cabralwalk anda timely hit Tauroandjason McManus. if

, ,

, ,

'|K¢F,
Membersof Vellucci's team are will meetthewinnerof theWestDivi-

,

.

'
,

% by Alfred Baldasaro. Johnson'ssixth run wasscoredon t : '|1 'lj I" ,E 'i
' ':

managers john, Georgianneand sion Major League. " ' ·. ,5 " · Lenny Benzan'swalk and an error, ' ii i 'i' " "i'S·

, . . . Johnson followed up with three . . , ,, ,

0 ,.'"¥. ' S '
:

wi
. ..

,:,. ' moreruns in the fourth on walks to and the team wrapped It up with 4
;1 i ,, .i'Dodger's take Major% -j '. Husseyand McManusand hits by three runs in the sixth on walks to -

@= = J 'ji!!ili

,
'

.
", ' Benzanand Ken DeAngelo.Another Phung Lee and Jomar Benzan,

.

"

a
ag

: !!¶ lo¢

Cardinals Minors in West ' '? ' Z

,' tP'ee 'uns crossedthe plate,in th, followedby hits by Braga, Martins
, E¥' - ,i ¶! ¶||i

,
4j ' "' '

' " ? fifth on Hussey's walk, hits by andScottMcGovern. - ,'
, .'

· · -' 'i: 'jl
·, ·' ,:

The West Divism of the Cam" Hartnett, Sean McLaughlin, Niki 7'" i'
" ' McManusandBenzan,and a Walsh For thewinners,PaulMartins,Ed- i l'j

'
1 iii'

bridgeLittle Leaguefinishedits 1988
Haigh, George Hutchinson, Gary ' -

% e

°" ':'" "' error. dieParkerandJomarBenzandidthe " " '

th k d th . .
. hurling,whileMikeTauro,Reynolds , ,!,' ', g m Ik itiuseason over e wee en as e Nuns, Danny Schablein, julia

_
. . . Hussey,BenzanandMcManuspit" Griffith andJasonMcManuspitchedDodgerswon the Majorswith a 10-S

Pafumi, Alan Miller, Mandy Ward, SPECIAL AWARD Environmental Protection Agency regional ched effectively for the winnersg for the losers.record and the Cardinals won- the Ezra Feinberg,managerBobOrlan- administrator Paul Keough, left, and US Sen. Edward Kennedy
Minorswith a 14-l "ecord. do, and coachesJack Hartnett and present Morse School kindergatten students Alexander Valdivia Margaret Fuller track club trialsTheCardinalslost their last game GeorgeHutchinson. and Darcie Toland with a gold plaque for an ecological poem writ-of theseasonto the RedSox,16-15.

.

In the Minor Lee.gue playoffs,the In Major League action, the ten by their class. The poem was considered among the best in The Margaret Fuller HouseCam- july 7.)
Cardinalswill play theReds,andthe Dodgersdefeatedthe Pirates, 12-6, New England in an EPA contest. bridgeEagleTrackClubwill sponsor Eventsare opento boysandgirls
Rangers,whofinishedsecondwith a with DonaldFowler striking out 12 trials for the 1988 Hershey'sNational whowill be betweentheages of 9 and
10-4 record,will playthePadres.The andallowingonly one hit. Track and Field YouthProgram on 14 in 1988.

winnersof thistwo jut of threeseries But the Dodgerslost a real tough
"

July 5, beginningat 9 am, at the For more information,contactthe
will face off on Monday,June 27, gameto the Yankees,2-l. JoshCox Red Cross to hold blood drive Ma ssa ch usetts Institute of MargaretFuller Houseat 547-4680.

after theMayor'sCup on Saturdayat wasthewinningpitcher,striking out Technology.(The rain date will be

LindstromField. nine,with the savegoing to Caben
. .

.

.

,

.

.

.
IThe Cardinals,who defeatedthe Chester.SasaCook pitchedwell for TheCambridgeRedCrosswill hold particularly difficult time to main-

Rangers,14-13, in a nine-inninggame theDodgers,strikingout 10, its annualcommunityblooddrive on tain an adequatebloodsupply,so the ,

lastWednesday,alsoqualifiedfor the TheDodgerswill face the second. Tuesday,June 28, from 10 am to 2 Red Crossencouragesthe public to
Mayor'sCup. placeYankeesthis week in the two pm, at the SheratonCommander makedonationsnow.

Membersof thec iampionshipCar- out of three playoff series for the Hotel,16 GardenSt. To make an appointment, call
dinalsare GrantGarrison,Jonathan EastDivisionChampionship, TheJuly 4th holidayweekendis a 354-7800.

. OAmerican Heart . ,

,. Association
MemberFDIC/DIFM

7 REAL ESTATE
'
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WEEKLY "' LONG

*

"r%

.·,//9
By Dan and Joella Silva

% Cen'ury21 Silva Realty Associates
- Lo
SHOPPINGFOR A MORTGAGELOAN

B,.,.B,,,
Staffwrite

The most important thing to look for when you're shopping forthe best mortgage is

the interest rate, right? Not necessarily. There are many other factors to consider, in-
On any '

small c' Cvcluding the lender's charges for making the loan, the terms under which the loan will

be approved, and the lender's reputation for completing its processing of loan applica- plumbC
lions in time for settlement deadlines set forth in customers' purchase agreements." -

seen at :

When Realtors are involved in sales transactions, we don't tell buyers which moil- board b

gage companies to use. We can, however, provide names and telephone numbers of next to S

. . .
established lenders that have provided good service to past customers. Vv'e cajj also --

" Inside,
N' nwere ike inyere gi explain the options that are available and the differences in the various mortgages be-

"
"' phonefrc',

.

i k °7 mg offered Us rig a ow interest rate as the ma n enter a for choos rig a mortgage can flee, occii'sioi,
a a .

. thebuildingtocost you money, and maybe the home you want to buy, if the company can't deliver
° the promised great deal. checkon dry:

- Perrnettez-moi de yous
'

. . . . thefront pore
' °7 May

I

helpyoiP For solid advice on buying or selling real estate, consultthe prdessionals at Centu'y
Today,half

L
aider .

jr
'

d

21 - Silva Realty Associates. justCall 661-2525 in Cambridge.
boardknown'

QuY vi cdn gitip d" OutreachCei

/ /r'1 . " I) parishsocials

" > , khong . By next we"\!i ' _A4) L? µ
¢j cS " , two homeless'

. DiscoverBoston's . b'"ge, 'am'b
Posso AiL|tarvi? Mnoµu va cjarr · . welfarehotels·

. L'E)dL¥L'*€ Bibi ExhibitBon%(ju) e city. By this fa
, ambitiousprojt

You can spendminutes (or hours) in this nondenominational city's diplaced.J//
,

exhibit on the Bible, and take newthoughts and feelings away Througha joi
with you. AMEChurch,th
You might begin at the Time-Line. It carries you through the agenciesand ind
Bible, from Genesisto Revelation, in twenty minutes —with unit transitional
recordednarration and beautiful art. Cambridge hom

Then there's the sculpted acrylic map that fills a wall, telling openonSt. Paulr
,

_
of twelve "Journeys of Light" by great Bible characters. ..the The six new u

Bible storybooks and recordings on headsetsthat children ongoingeffortby (·
love. . .Bible questions for all ages...the Bible Exploring viceofficialstoget'·CAM3

_

" AL T)O
_

Center, with over 200 helpful volumes and cassettes...and back to Cambridj
' more. And, in the theater, the half-hour film and multi-image poraryquartersto

F

slide program which peoplehave found so moving. permanenthousing
Peoplefrom all over the world have enjoyedthe Bible exhibit. Thefamilies areexp,B A N K _

.

Somehave called it a gift—a gift of hope,and of new longerthan 18 montt,
understanding.. .a gift you may want to share, too. Alongwith fiveunit

the Cambridge
27sj ·' "aLightUnto MyPath" December,andfive n

1¥ EXPLORINGthebible opened at 5 Bigelo
·"' IN SIGHTANDSOUND February,thenewprojeiq' free public exhibit at the" CHRISTIAN SCIENCE CENTER, BOSTON

. .. SUNDAYS, 11:15-5;OTHER DAYS, 10-S
(CLOSED TUESDAYS)

ry \\ ·" . Filmshowingsonthehourthrough4 Studei'" Formoreinformation,please call450-2000

#¶Lli,1&h i\A5?
, ,on UlSlt

jPuedo
Ayudarle? AtCambridgeport Bank Sale Ends June 26th JohnPh,,,

we can say'Maylhelp you?" Pre"lnventorySale! '"'"' '° "" '"°"""
in ten langucges.lt's not " For many children, s,

important uriessyou happen to
,

,
poetry is a task theyWould

,
Buy 2 GET 2 FREE* W"' on '""wo""n"m"speak one okhem.And then, youngstershavea hardenc

· it's proba blyvery important.
,

time relating tosimpleprosEverything in Store done thepoetr, of a differe
and era.

' " All Cosmetic & Jewelry But it is at theLongfellow,
e in Cambridgewherethe insj

-,
;'....

,
',. i '

" Handbags & Wallets tion for readingandwriting
}

..
s':,"-,

.I

,

' I - " Hosiery comesalive.
-,,,.'":"8- '"-·

'

- i- " All Other Accessories And it is herethat a lot of
2 "'·.

.

, bridgeelementaryschoolki
b,,"

:

Lowest 2 retails of 4 items free haveenjoyedsomeof theiF\
' rewardinglessonsthisyear.j

" h u . . .

.l-m": %1..

a
with providingtoursof the '

'FI ' - ' renownedpoet'shistorichot
¶

K Brattle Street,theNational
w "' ¶ Serviceofferslecturesandgu

·' -^& j, · workshopson Henry Wadsvw

Longfellow'spoetryto local
elementaryschooO students.'EL '

Park rangerJatuiceKilla':k
itiatedthe programthree f.'ea

agoandsaysit hashada ?OSl;

·
' Assembly Square Mall effecton manyof the chiluren'HarvardSquare CentralSquare LexingtonCenter Winchester is openingthed for the ki,1290Mass.Ave. 689 Mass.Ave. 1751Mass.Ave. 522 Main Street and Lafayette Place Writingcangive thema chanc

868-4900 661-4900 861-6550 729-1242 expressthemselves,"she said
Continuedon paqe,

'%

r
4

.
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What'shisname is here!
,.

,:,>'

'
"'"""'

$99: a yearBy David Wiegand General Hospital for the run of the Perhaps the most tmpressive o
show. the artifacts from various royal

Who is Ramesses?What is he? The artifacts themselves run the householdsand temples are the
,,,, g

The answer to the "who"question gamut from the awesometo the carved stone piecesand of these,
is that RamessesII, or Ramesses mundane, but even the most com- the most impressive of all is the i ,

' '"
.., X

the Great, lived 3,000 years ago, rul mon items, such as a scythe like sevenand a half-foot tall, granite ,E' '- 'j lmysed Egypt for 67 years and was razor and a polished metal hand and limestone carving of a crouched "h:: -" .k{'p;
'

, '
responsible for thC creation of about mirror, are fascinating not only Ramessesas a child. With a finger ' ,M..," ,,,,.e,.

..
', E.@

.

'

one ten'h of the great Egyptian becausethey have survived all stuck in its mouth (a common way .'
E ',€ "

monuments of antiquit,. these years, but becausethe, re,re- for a sculptor to de,ict childhood), ,-'_ "' $ioo9
OO(LThe answer to the "what" ques- sent day to day life outside the court Ramessescrouches beneatha sun

tion cart be found through Aug. 30 at of the Pharoah. disk and the protective figure of the ..M A: '

the BostonMuseum of Science, Among the most stunning of the bird god, Hauron. A smaller but
which is hosting one of the most royal artifacts is a 19-pound, solid equally impressive carving shows
ballyhooed exhibits to hit Boston gold necklace belonging to Pausen- Ramessesmaking an offering to the - OF SAVINGS BANK
since Renoir hunkered down at the nes I. It was one of several found on gods, with his left leg bent in front
Museum of Fine Arts a while back. the pharoah's mummy, we are told, of him and the right extending ' i , LIFE INSURANCE

Whik the old gentleman himself but if he wore even one in life, it's gracefully behind. ,'
'"'

' ·)'1
remains at the Egyptian Miiseum in amazing he was able to walk erect. The sun sanctuary from Abu
Cairo, the museum has a choice Equally impressive is the pair of as- Simbel, discovered in 1909, is set up

.'.

i, 'I' ""'
¥'

. '$,,
For more informationcall: '

selection of his householditems on tounding gold earrings which as an exhibit within the exhibit.
· ' p

'.2?' '.

display, as well as other artifacts belongedto King Sety. Each Representing the sanctuary are four ' " E?!n "

which give the modern-day ,nu,eum features a large gold lube with carved baboons.Why baboons?The - Iw8OOm255mSBLI
visitor a fascinating glimpse of life sevengold cornflowers dangling. Egyptians held the baboonsin high
in ancimt Egypt. Since the exhibit The guy must have looked like regard becausethey (the baboons) - ,,,,,,, ,,,,wouldr't be complete without a Farfel. habitually faced and screamed at

,

'

mumrr y, the first thing you'll see on Continuedon page 5A "STALK LIKE AN EGYPTIAN —the tour are the leathery remains of
0 ,

The Colossus of Memphis, the
,,,, ,N,,,,N,,Padihershef of Thebes,a veritable ·

spring chicken compared to International animation huge statue of Ramesses the
. ServingMassachusetts for over 75 years

Ramesses,since he lived a scant Great, is the highlight of the
2,500 y ?ars ago. Padihershef has

0
Boston Museum of Science sbli is now availablein amountsup to $250,000thankstothe Massachusetts Leg)$jature.

0
"Based on currentannualpremiumfor yearlyrenewable term,non-smokers18-30.

temporarily cheekedout of M"'" hits Somerville screen exhibit. "m"·rv·lu·s·vaihble lothosewer30. Offeravailabkonl,tothosewhoworko J' ' M h tt

Be a cargo Animated films from around the 1983 that catipulted director ,.specialist ""Id will be shown at The Sorrier- Zbigniew Rybcynski to fame.
,

"y 4,
cAgi7

_ 0ville Theatre, 55 Davis Square,West Another film "Traveling Light," \
., ,onweekends Somerville, from Frida,, Ma, 6 made in the US F, Jane Aaron, ' " J

,,.,
',

.

$ \ Comingthrough Friday, May 13. reveals live-stop action through the · "
Be a memberOf our The 16-film collection, called The use of shadowsmoving about a room. ·e' -Aerial port team and Festival of Animation, includes new "Crushed World," a 7-minute " '

'
'

train as a loadmasrer, . . . , .forklift operatoror a releases from Russia, Europe, Bulgarian film, uses paper puppets
,

· ' 'i -cargospeciahst in the Air Canada, Bulgaria, and the USA. to study the foibles of life for a man ·
.' '

.. .... AroundForce Reserve Earn good Some productions in the 1988 film and boy. It won a grand prize at the

=-", i
.j'

ii \ -
'" Sm ·'1

pay, makenew friend" package show the latest in computer Annecy, France Film Festival, and 'I [ y I 0snips and qualify for spe- . . . . .
ONCEAGAIN,NURSng S OURMOSTREWARDNG CAREER!

cial benefits.a part-time antmatton, like the Disiiey release, an Academy Award equivalent for
y,,,nu,ses have "come around again" as highly respected professionals with the AgamjOb-with a futwei "Oilspot and Lipstick." This film animated films. highest earning potential. And todaYs nurse receives special rewards and challenges

ask about the depicts a pair of dogs made of used
like no other job opportunity.

,

reserve (li, bill! car parts who have an unexpected Each of the 16 films are one to 10
run-in with a junk-pile-turned- minutes each, presented in sequence PEOPLEARE CLL4/YGING CAREERSAND TURNINGTO/YURSING/
monster. Another film, "That's Not for a total of two hours. Admission is Men and women who are unfulfilled in theirpresent job are turningto nursing because it is the career of the future

ask yourair force The Same at All," is the first $5.50 in advance, $6, and $3 for and it fits their lifestyle. And they are choosing the Somerville Hospital School ofNursing because we too have

reserve recruiter animated film from Russia in more children. Tickets are available at all "come around again" in both ouracademic philosophy and curriculum requirements.

________Call: (517) 862-5708 than ID years to be shown in such a Ticketmaster locations (787-8000) WEVEPL4DE IT EASIERTO BECOMEA /YURSE/
Or Fill OLlt Coupon arid Mail Today!
To: Air Force Resorve Recruiting Office touring package. The Polish film, and at The Somerville Theatre Box 0 Algebra and chemistry are no longer required
1609 Eglin St. "Tango," won an Academy Award ifi Office. r dit forworkHanscom AFB, MA 01731 0 Present LPNSget cour* exemptions and c e

mm, , ,x,e,.n«
' OPEN HOUSE

""" " " " """""""""' """"""' May 11 from 7 pm -
9 pm

,,,, CAA auction begins May 8 · 'u'Uon 'ay-gaa p'og'am ha"anpay a" you'""on "
stare Zip

' you work at Somerville Hospital upon Graduation 125 Lowell Street Somerville, PIA

pnone The Cambridge Art Association an- 25R Lowell Street, Cambridge. 0 2 Year Academic Program (summers off)
If you can't attend our Open House and want further

information, call Patricia Dineen,Admissions Counselor,

Prior Service_ (yc9 (no) nouncesthe return of its Art Auction Well known artists Albert Alcalay, " Part Time program available 125 Lowell 3treel Somerville, MA 02143; 66&4400.

oateof Birth
_

as its main fundraising event, on Sun- Gyorgy Kepes, Maud Morgan and ." Financial Aid CxL 246.
# day, May 8, from 3-7 pm. Silent bids Kay Brown, as well as works from " Dormitory Faciiiti"'

, I
"7%

AIR FORCE I will be accepted during the the collection of the Society of Arts )
t!d¥/j' Somerville Hospital School of NursingRESERVE F

preview—now through May 7 at The and Crafts, will be repreented. En- ' "yu F' is committedto equal opportunityin education.'> Cambridge Art Association Gallery, try is free and open to the public; '· ai
A GR6¶WY KJ SERVE refreshments will be served.

!

'======a$
'

^g»__? How to look
'"y'y '"""'o!g' "a""g'on"""omman'o'"' ""o'u"on- j:

"

\'t' _i
' like a superstarary Amy at the site where the Sheraton Commander stands today

/ i "
%

-""-'
..

1926: a Wedding Reception is held in the G "orge Washington , ,Ballroomand 50 years later in 1976 a 50th anniversary for the same ,' · /
' 'S"""""""'";';°°"':"""""' 'g;"' """"" i' ",/,

1

on, Mother)s Dayhis candidacy for Congres.' of' th " United State,'... I' 86: Joseph '
,

i d -L—-
,

Kennedy Jr. makes his ."ame announcement in the same Ball- / '!'

_i
i room...1938:a young couple hosts a Christening party for their / '

, , . ., , , .infantdaughter... 1961: the same young lady returns to the George ' '
, .

All Moms have certain things in common.Washington Balhqomto celebrate her Wedding...Thisis hoW '

,

.

., , ,L\ And no matter how old you are . . . no"History is made" at the Commander.
. .

'...
, \

,
'I!

Over six decades of Traditioncelcbratmg bpe(. al OLCds ons
" "" '" m lj ,

matter who your Mom is there

· f ' '
" '

' ,
·

Y.
' ': I- W' :'- i ,'

- are somesure and simple ways to·Come "make Hi.'tory with u.'.
,. - r '

FUr further in ormation call the Sale: Office at (617) 547-4800.
.

-x-='<:"
1

.
j\.- - makeher happy on Mother's

W
' ' ' "tl """ —J -

' "

Day All it takes is a little imagina
, '·<=-- " "

"""y
""J,

tion and a little help firom

,"Li ' ··'
,

, . . Meadow Glen Mall. ----"aN
V

' "'" " 'i
"

·

'
" \Nnn' '"9\

' '%' E
.,

"- ^ "n "' ' I ' ·
, \ '.

\ . A \

A' '
.

' '.2 '

,
' 4. ,

\\i
,

""
m

"

First, clean your room. Come on! It won't Bring them to Stride

,

!
7 "

, ,
£- ' take all tbat long and it almost guarantees a Rite forZips® Sneakers

jj
i

· G,j "' hug. (Doing the dishes is mother surefire and Stride Rite Sandals®

r-, "- smile! ) Next, promise to do yourhomework, · — with a stop at Papa
.

1\ "
1

every night 'til school's out. She probably Gino's for a Creamy Combo
b ' ? won't believe you —butshe'll definitelylove or IncredibleCone with mix-

,
' the idea. ins, small $1.25, large $1.75.

i ' Or take Mom out to eat! Howabout fesh-
q Another thingall Moms love is clothes. tossed salads, $1.30 to $2.85 at McDonald's.

So make her day with wonderfulgifts 6rom Or go toYorks' Bounty Buffet, $4.49g
Casual Comer. Visit Tello'sfor great (lunch only).

.g'
'

,

h ' destgner looks for a lot less. Pick up fashion Now, a Mother's Day card is a must, so stop
" T's Eom Mr. Tops, just $9.00.

..
assorted by Lovables.Check out theirplush gifts and

^ "
'

sweater tank tops, $9.99 at Ormond. . . or, mugs. Finally, go home and tell yourMom you
Rom Foxmoor, the one-pocket "T' shin: at love her. That puts you over the top. Now

g $9 99 And we bet she'll love women's fi >, you're a superstut

leather huaraches, only $12.99 (thru v
,

y&% May 15) at Upstage Shoes! '

'" c- gift
--' AP

Now, those are gr "at s. But ifyou
..

.

"4 a' ' : ? 1L want to be a superstar, you should do ' 1V MEADOW

,m _ . .
'·

f :,
4glen mall

even more. Like what? If you have
0 ' ' " ' ' S' ,

Over (X) fine storesand restaurantsincluding Bradleesand

, , : ,
U

,

@ ' ' : I : :k litti¢ brothers or ,'isters, take them ' '

q , ,

'

..
Marshalls. Opendaily 9 30 a.m. to 9,30pm., Sundays noon to

Z&% - * Mkl ' off Mom's hands .or an afternoon. 6:(x) pm. Convt·niently locatedon Route 16, MysticValley
,; c '"»m. g ".:%7 "· f-$z :'@ .-i · . : 'u #

.
k : ¢7

Pukway,Mc"dford, justotf Route9 3. (617 ) 395-6710
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PUBLIC NOTICE
\' "

' RELATIVE TO ZONING ',

' CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
1

.
MASSACHUSETTS '

,

i Office of the City Clerk. i

L Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
4

the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the "

General Laws, Tercentenaty Edition and amend- '

1 ment therCto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
) comprised of the entire membership of the City

j Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,

-J May 19, 1988 at 5:30 p.m. in the Sullivan
i Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
I:.
?

a petition of the Planning Board to extend the ef-
? fective date of the existing section 3.13 - Central
i

Square Temporary Moratorium on Fast Order
1

Food and Automobile Oriented Fast Order Food
' Establishments until September 30, 1988. 'i

jm Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
i the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, '

I;

Massachusetts. · 1

!'
All persons interested in this matter may appear'

t

i at this time and be heard.
: Forthe Committee, t

: ' Councillor William H. Walsh,.
)

Chairman.
) (C)May5,12

i?
-.

,
<,: .-
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk.
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with

the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenafy Edition and amend-
ment thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,
May 19, 1988 at 5:30 p.m. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on

a petition of the Planning Board to extend the ef-
fective date of the existing section 3.13 - Central
Square Temporary Moratorium on Fast Order
Food and Automobile Oriented Fast Order Food
Establishments until September 30, 1988.

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
.the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge,

Massachusetts.
Ali persons interested in this matter may appear

at this time and be heard.
Forthe Committee,

Cotmcillor William H. Walsh,.
Chairman.

(C)May5,12
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

MASSACHUSETTS
Office of the City Clerk.

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ment there"to, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,

-
May 19, 1988 at 5:30 p.ni. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on

a petition of the Planning Board to extend the ef-
fective date of the existing section 3.13 - Central
Square Temporary Moratorium on Fast Order
Food and Automobile Oriented Fast Order Food
Establishments until September 30, 1988.

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be heard.

Forthe Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,

Chairman.
(C)May5,12

A
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

MASSACHUSETTS
Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with,
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenmy Edition and amend-

ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances
comprised of the entire membership of the City

Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,
May 19, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hail, Cambridge, Massachusetts on

a petition by Mary Conlon, et al to amend the text
of the Zoning Ordinance, Article 11.50 - Harvard
Square Overlay District. The amendment would
decrease the maximum as-of-right Floor Area
Ratio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit a Floor
Area Ratio of 3.0 under the followingconditions:
the increasedbulk allowed is not in conflict with the
criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and is com-
patible with the objectives of the Harvard Square
DevelopmentGuidelinesand 65% of the total gross
floor area is devoted to residential use as permitted
in Sections 4.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is af-
fordable as defined in Section 11.202. The amend-
ment would also decrease the as-of-right height
from 60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit

-
height from 80 feet to 60 feet. Additionally the'
amendment would add the following restriction to.
the Parking and Loading Requirements, Section
11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses failing to
meet requirements and provisions listed above
shall be ineligible for reductions of required parking
by special permit pursuant to subsection 6.35."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be.heard.

Forthe Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,

Chairman.
{C)May5,12
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVETO ZONING

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with,

the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-

ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances
comprised of the entire membership of the City

Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,
May 19, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
a petition by Mary Conion, et al to amend the text
of the Zoning Ordinance, Article 11.50 - Harvard
Square Overlay District. The amendment would
decrease the maximum as-of-right Floor Area
Ratio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit a Floor
Area Ratio of 3.0 under the following conditions:
the increasedbulk allowed is not in conflict with the '

criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and is com-
patible with the objectives of the Harvard Square
DevelopmentGuidelinesand 65% of the total gross
floor area is devoted to residential use as permitted
in Sections 4.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is af-
fordable as defined in Section 11.202. The amend-
ment would also decrease the as-of-right height
from 60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit
height from 80 feet to 60 feet. Additionally the
amendment would add the following restriction to
the Parking and Loading Requirements, Section
11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses failing to
meet requirements and provisions listed above
shall be ineligible for reductions of required parking
by special permit pursuant to subsection 6.35.:'

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hail, Cambridge Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be.heard.

Forthe Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,

Chairman.
(C)May5,12
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVETO ZONING

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with.

the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances
comprised of the entire membership of the City

Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday,
May 19, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
a petition by Mary Cordon, et al to amend the text
of the Zoning Ordinance, Article 11.50 - Harvard
Square Overlay District. The amendment would
decrease the maximum as-of-right Floor Area
Ratio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit a Floor
Area Ratio of 3.0 under the following conditions:
the increasedbulk allowed is not in conflict with the
criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and is com-
patible with the objectives of the Harvard Square
DevelopmentGuidelinesand 65% of the total gross
floor area is devoted to residential use as permitted
in Sections 4.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is af-

fordable as defined in Section 11.202. The amend-
ment would also decrease the as-of-right height
from 60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit
height from 80 feet to 60 feet. Additionally the
amendment would add the foliowing restriction to
the Parking and Loading Requirements, Section
11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses failing to
meet requirements and provisions listed above

shall be ineligible for reductions of required parking
by special permit pursuant to subsection 6.35."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, CambridgeMassachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be.heard.

Forthe Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,

Chairman.
(C)May5,12
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

(617) 498-9017
JOSEPH E. CONNARTON
CITY CLERK

JOHN E. FLYNN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

ihne 14, 1988

m Russell B. Higley
City Solicitor
City Hall
Carbridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Higley:-
Enclosed you will find a copy of a proposed amenchient to the Zoning Ordinances

of the City of Canibridge m the petition of Mary Conlan, et al which was passed to a

second reading at the City Council rieeting held on june 6, 1988.

Enclosed also you will find copies of proposed arenchaits as follwis:

I. Proposed am2ndrent to the General Ordinance providing for
a salary increase for the Mayor and the City Council which

was passed to be ordained at the City Council meeting held

on June 6, 1988.

2. Proposed aTerKjTE!nt to the Zoning Ordinances to extend

the fast food noratoritrn for the Central Square area which

was passed to be ordained at the City Council rreeting held
on june 6, 19&L

3. Proposed arMcherrt to the Zoning Ordinances to regulate
helipads which was passed to be ordained at the City
Council neeting held on june 6, 1988.

lbuld you kindly review these amendnents and indicate your approval or dis-
approval on the bottcm and return to this office.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Ri"i!'!==
joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk.

jEC/dl

Encs. (4) First publication nunber 2410, ordinance nwbers 1070, 1071 & 1069.

c.c. Councillor William Walsh, Chairman of the Ordinance Comittee

m Cellucci, Inspectional Services Ccmiissioner.



' " FIRST PUBLICATION NU'BER 2410.
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j €itp gf Camijribge

<'±"~",::' In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eight

AN ORDINANCE
In anencjTEmu to an crdinance entitled "The Zonkg Ordinances of the City of Carbridg2",-

Be it ordained by the City Council of the CitY of CambridCe as follows:

The Zone Map accaapanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septeirter 26, 1979 entitled
"The Zoning Crdinances of the City of CMibridge" is hereby amended as follows

A Crede 8 new subsection 1 1.542 (renumbering existing Sectiom 1 1.542

through 1 l.S4S accordingly) which shd1 reed:

"11.542 / Floor Arei Rztio Limitations. The maximum fjocr

area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements d this sub:ixiion

1 1.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

lishes a more restrictive FAR limitation, 1jjc tnore restrictive shall

apply.

a. A3-of-Right Limitztionz The r,axitnum FAR applicable

In any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Specix! Permit for Additionil FAR. The maUnum

allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.6 upon issuance of a special permit from the

Planning Board, provided ihat the following conditions are

incl:

I. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict with the ,

criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the ob jectives or the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOP=

Guidelines.



- L -

- -
3. Sixty-five percem (65%) of the

tc:

:d
E:

oss fko: &tc8 to

· " be built is devoted to rtmidentid u3c3 permitted ir. 3ujj-

sections 4.3 1, a-k.

't .

4. At least thirty percent (30x) d the dwelling units "

consiructed, but in any case 110 less than one unit, shall

be made available iq, and affordable by, families rs

defined in subsection 11.202, and shdl further rneet the

requirementsof subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limfts establfshed by the prmnt subsection
1 1.542

(renumbered to \ 1.543 pursusnt to abuve), Bnd clarify the conditions for

granting extm height by specid permit, by mUing chmges 8s foljcrm:

1. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read: ..

"C. Conditiom for Issue of Special Permit. A 3pecid permit for &ci·
.

ditional height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height oUtwEighs

any iiegaUve envircinmeMa! impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",

' subst itute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Ckrify the Bpp]icability of the present 3ub=tion
1 1.514 (renumbered to

'
1 !.545 pursucmt to 8boYe), by txjding to the end of this subsection the

p5rtjgroph folluwfng:

"Uses failing to ineet requirements and provisions listeC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subsection 6.35."

Passed to a second readim at the City Council neeting held on June 6, 1938

and on or after june 20, 19EB the question caies on passiW to be ordained.

ATTEST:

-
john E. Flynn

'
Deputy City Clerk

,
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-Ught

AN ORDINANCE
:

In amendment to an ordinance formerly entitled "The General Ordinances of
the City of Cambridge" as revised in 1972 and now designated as "The Code of
the City of Cambridge". 1

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

That Chapter Two entitled "Administration", Article XXII entitled "Officers
' Generally", Section 2-191 entitled "List of Salaries in General", is hereby

amended by striking out the provisions of Ordinance Number 1033 ordained by
the City Council on June 2, 1986 providing for the salaries of the Mayor and
the City Council Members aad substituting in place thereof a new salary
schedule which reads as follows:

--
I Each member shall receive the following salaries and

are to be paid monthly or weekly, unless otherwise
stated:

Mayor S31,500 (f lat rate)

Chair Ex Of f ic.io , School Committee $10, 000 (flat rate)

City Council Member $31,500 (f lat rat e)

The effective date of this rate shall be July 1, 1988.

Effective July 1, 1989 the above positions shall receive
an additional increase of five arid one-half percent (5_1/2)
of the salary of July 1, 1988.

P

In City Council June 6, 1988.

Passed to be ordained by a yea and nay vote:- Yeas 8; Nays 0; Absent 0;
Present 1.

Robert hL Healy, City Manager.

Alibi:- John E. Flynn
.

Ceputy City Clerk
.
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:

' €itp of €ambribge

In the Year One Thotwand, kine Hundred Eighty-Eight
/t

. . . .

t

AN ORDINANCE
In n:hent tD an ordained entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City
of Cambridge".

Be a occ/.inec/ Ejy the CM Councd of the CitY of CbmE!n"d9e ·s kj/owµ'
'

The »cne Map aeearpanying ordinance passed txj be ordained Septmber 26,
1979 entitled rrhe Zoning OrdLnanoes OF the City cf Cambridge is hereby
amended as foll~s:

i

.
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Cregt0 8 r0v Sub80ctj¢.n 3N3 - CpDtr&l Squ&re Hor&tcjriuw Ob r^3t
", 'Ordor Food Egt&t)llBbm0Dt» &tjd Automobile 0r£etCmd F&bt Ordor Food

E3t&bliBbmeDt8 &8 rollov8 amd rBDumb0r exlbulj6 SUb3ectiot) 3.i3
as 3.1u.0

3.13 Central Square
:

e=por&ry Moratorium Olj F&3t Order Food

&Dd kutomoblle OrieRted F&3t Order Food E3tabl23tjment3.

b/!jer0&8 the City or C&mbr£d6e, ujrou6h 1t3 Centr&:
Squ&r0 EcoboaZc Development Subcommittee Bljd the
CommunSty D0velopmeRt Dep&rlmeDt, 13 e?686ed in & '

comprebenMr'e p1&Drjitj6 proc'e33 for
Ce:

jtral Square; arid

Yhere&3 ttmt proce83 3tj811 prod:ico a plan which bt)all
eoot&lu detaZled recommeodatloo3 tor e3tat)li3kmeDt
Knd/or modiric&tloEl3 to public imjC U3e pQlic1e3 La

CcDtr&l Squ&re; and

Where&3 there 13 gromdlljg cDoccrn that cbaDge3 1a la}jd
lj3c. &etlv£tie3 Iii ttje Square vhlie the plaljr41Eg errort3
are underway may b© 1DcoB3LBteot

vI:

h:ttle
'

recommoljcS&tiDDB to be mmde; aM

Yljere&3 the matntenamce of. & Mde dZverUty ot retail
activ£ty 13 deMred tor Ceotr&l Squm:

e, a Eoel vhlch may

\
/

be eM&oEered 3hould aij £oeppropr1ate coReeEtretioR or

'. Fa8t Order Food u3c3 become e3tabli3bed '

%

"

·X TheMore, tbere £3 hereby e3tabllsbed a temporary
mor&to7Zu= dr the e3tat)Zi3h=eAt of nev F&3t Order Food

E3tat)lZ8l=eljt8 (SectioR M35o) end Automobile C)rZe3ted
F&3t Order Foot Service E3t8blt3b=ect (SectZoa M36b) In
CeRtr&l Square Until Sept. 30, 1988 no buFldM6 or
occupancy per=lt shall be i33ued for xjev construction or
reoovzNLon of' &tj exF3tZF6

£:

Tucture ror oeccpancy by

u3e3 lZ3ted
:

Ln Sectfolj8 4.35o Emd 4.36!j vitt£ri &r E7e8
de31ER&ted or the =ap'entZtled "CeFtral Squzre F&3t
Order Food Te=poTtry Horatorium !j13trZct" vtlch =&p 13

hereby attacbed to and =ade pBrt or ttli3 SUt)3ection
3.13. SutmectSon 3.U.

.
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P 0 b CectrU Squ&r0 Fmt Order Food CBt&t))l3hme"jt Te=pc)r&ry

t j xor8torZUE Di8tr£ct
('

_

/
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:

be CeotrU Square Kor&torluw D>trict 13 de3crl"t)ed tj) & line
, " t)euDDIA6 at & poLot, 881d poInt t)eing the iljter3ectZotj

or the Ceo 3rjARe cr BSmbop Alleri Drive &Ijd Inm&lj Street;

'1.0 Tbeoce proceeding Lij a Boutljve3tdr]y directioc Uorig tbe

centerl£R0 of Iijmkij Street to 1t3 1ritemection vittj the

ceoterjAme of' H&8»8cbu3ett3 Aveoue, Il cjLstaFcB or

&pproxZw&tely 3LlO reet;
·

1.'1 TtleDc0 turn1ng 8Dd proceeding itj a 3outtjeB3terly
direction &1oF|g the oeDterlilje or Ha33acbuEjott3 Aveljue

to lt3 Lnt0r8ectlon vlth tbe DortheEl3terly projectioR ot
tbe centerlLoe of Ple&bBRt Street, a dlmtance clr

&pprox£m&tely 85 reet;
1.2 Tbenfe turnZng &nd prooeedirl6 Em a 8outhve3ter!y

GLroctioa &loljg the ceDterllDe of Plea3amt Street to 1t3

inter30ct£on vlth the ceDterli2e"'or FraDktirj Street, a

d18tBBce or &pprox1=ately 500
fee:

t;1.3 Thence turDEn6 and proceedin6 Zij 8 3outbea3terly
direotlon Uortg tbo ceUerllme or Frankl:LR Stre6t to

:

Lt3
Zntemecticm vith the centerline o; Brookllte Street, a'

'- dXtemce of epproxlmately.N50 reet;
%

( " 1.u 7hence turMmg &jjd proceediR6 Zr a Rortbea3terly
direction along the centerjNme O: BrDokllne

St:

"eet to

1t3 intemection with tbe centerline or Green Street, a

di3t8Rce ot approx£'=&tely 235 feet;

1.5 Thence turMmg &nd proceedZmg Lei a 3Dutbea3terly
directZoa &1OAF the ceDterline or Greea Street to it3

. lmtemectZoo Yittt tb8 ce3terllne CS Lanc!Movne Street, &

di3t&2ce or &pproxlmk"te!y 1215 Sect;
.

1.6 Tbeoce turMng &Rd proceeding irt a rlorttez3terly
Girection &IorB ttje ceoterlZoe or LaodMovne Street encl

£t8 RortljleF3ter!y projecuoD tD £C3 1Dte73ecuDn vFth
the ce3terlZoe or l'!!e33actu3ett3 Ave., a

d:

3taace oI
, approx1mate?.y 290 feet;

1.7 Thence turMmg and proceeding Zq a 3Dutberly dlrectZcm
&lo28 the ceDterl=e of lqa388cbu3ett3 Ave. to Zt3

lmtemectZoo vltb the »outberly projectiom of" ccmterlMe
. of RZ3dgor Street, & di3t&Ace or &pp7ox1=&tely 210 rcot;

. .
.

C
.
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b0nc0 turMnC &Rd prDo00¢LDK Ib & Dortb6rl: d£rocttcm ""

&joak Uj0 o0RterlLh0 &hd proj0Qtioo or F:bdBor 3troet to
£tB Sgtor»ectioD wltb KUA 3tr00t, & d£8umo0 ot

. mpproximtUY 650 r00tj " "

W "

.
1

. 9 Tb0nc0 turRZAg &Dd proo00c!ing. Iq °8 nortbve8terly
dZr0cltioo &jokje tbe oeot0rlia0 of' K&IR Street &Dd Zt8 '

. ZDter80ot£on with tbe proj0etioo or tb0 00Qterlin0 or
Au8t£n StreU, & djmt&oc0 of &pproxZm&tely 410 re0t;

.

1

.
¶ 0 TADDet_t.ujjMmc &Dd proo00ditj6 Lr" l" bDrtbVebt'|brly

a'ir0ot&;o &1org tbe ceDt0rlilje8 or AuguR Stroet &Ad
BZbbop A,ll0n DrZv6 to tbofr LntorB0ct£oR"vZth the
Q0nterl£o0 or Inm&R Streot, & dZBt&Do0 of &pproxZr%tely

"""' 2350 r00t, tbo point OS t)0unljFQg .

V

jn City Council June 6, 1988. .a

Passed to be ordained by a yea and nay vote:

-
Yeas 9; Nays 0; l'bsent 0.

Robert KL Healy, City Manager.

Q

. .
. .

"
.

ATTEST:

- john E. Flynn

" Deputy City Clerk
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ORDINANCE NO. !069.
Final publication number 2407. First publication in the Chronicle m April 14, 1988.
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-Eight

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an ordinance entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the

City of Cambridge."

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

1. Article 2.000 (Oefinitions) of the Zoning Ordinance is hereby amended
by adding thereto the following new definition of "helipad":

HA jpacj. Any area of land or water, or building, other than an airport which is
used or made available for the landing and takeoff of helicopters or other aircraft.

2
. Article 4.21 is hereby amended by adding thereto the following new

Article 4.21 n:

n. A helipad or airport shall not be considered as an accessory use.

3. Article 4.30 (Table of Use Regulations) is hereby amended by adding
to Article 4.32 (Transportation, Communications and Utility Uses) the follow-
ing new line 4.32 h:

h. Helipad No No No No No No No No No No No No No No

or i\irport.

In City Council june 6, 1988.

Passed to be ordained as anended by a yea and nay vote:- Yeas 9; Nays 0;
Absent 0.

Robert KL Healy, City Manager.

ATTEST:- john E. Flynn

Ikputy City Clerk.
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In City Council June 6, 1988

The Corrunittee on Ordinances conducted a public hearing on May 19, 1988

beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall. !Ihe purpose of
the hearing was to review the petition of Mary Conlan, et al to amend the
Harvard Square Overlay District. Councillor William WEilsh, Chairman of the
Corrmittee requested the petitioner to cane forward.

At this time, Mr. Ehilip Dowds of 48 Banks Street and one of the

petitioners outlined the reasons for filing the petition and stated that an
amendment to the Overlay District was needed due to the intense development

currently underway through out the Harvard Square Area.

He further stated the Advisory Comnittee which was put inplace by the
original overlay district was not totally effective, and that sane 300,000

square feet are under development. He also urged the council to appoint a
Blue Ribbon Corrmittee to study the econcxnetrics of their proposal.

At this time the Comnittee heard from Mr. Webb Nichol's of 201 Huron

Avenue, one of the petitioners wF.O outlined in detail the technical aspects

of the petition including height and density requirements. He further
stated to the Cannittee that uncontrolled development will threaten the

quality of life in Harvard Square. Furthermore, he stated that the petition
called for a Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 2.0 and could only be changed by

Special permit to an F.A.R. of 3.0 and finally that no building be higher
than 60 feet. Mr. Nichol's further stated that any developer seeking to



9 -

V

V

3

»

-2-

construct a building in this area should not be allowed to go forward unless

they are prepared to present all their financial data and projected rate of

return to prove to the neighborhood that their businesses would be adversely

impacted if not granted the necessary permits.

Also speaking in favor of the petition was Gladys Gifford of 85 Sparks

Street who stated this proposal was also an attempt to stop the acquisitiori

of property by Harvard University. She further stated that 28% of the total
land area within the overlay district was owned by Harvard University.

Furthermore, she stated Harvard University has relocated or closed several

businesses due to this expansion in the Community. !Ihe City and

neighhorhood must maintain a dialogue with Harvard University in order to

control their future expansion and development plan.

Also speaking in favor Of the petition was Mr. Charles Sage of 221 Mt.

Auburn Street who outlined his position on the petition as a Harvard Square

merchant. He stated that buildings are too high, real estates values are

doubling because of this kind of development and that the merchants are

loosing parking spaces throughout the Harvard Square area.

Also speaking in favor of the petition was Mr. Brad Ebol who supported

the construction of affordable housing within the area and drew an analogy

between boarding house construction in San Francisco and similar

construction which he believes could be built within the Overlay District.
Councillor Nilsh questioned the concept of developing "rooming houses"

without bathrooms or kitchens.

:
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At this tine the Committee heard from Mr. joseph Nigro representing the

Building Trades Association Uio spoke in opposition of the petition.
Building construction puts many Cambridge people to work, he stated, and the

trades people within his organization have built many buildings and homes in
Cambridge.

,
Also speaking in opposition to the petition was Ms. Kathy Spiegleman,

Director of Planning for the Zlarvard Uiversity Planning Group who submitted

a prepared statement outlining the University's position. She also

submitted a written statement from Prof. william j. Poorvu. Furthermore,

she stated the university disagrees with the substance of the proposal

before the Comnittee. Ms. Spiegleman further stated Harvard has moved away

fran the large scale acquisition and development plans in the City's ,

residential neighborhoods and is only involved in small scale projects

canpatible with neighborhood character.

Councillor Francis H. tuehay questioned whether or not Ms. Spiegleman

had chnged her position regarding the allowable height limitation now that
she is no longer the Assistant City Manager for Comunity 1jevelcµnent. Ms.

Spiegleman responded in the negative and stated the university has not

altered its position since hearing the petitioners presentation before the

Planning Board on May, 17, 19E'8.

Finally Ms. Spiegelman stated Harvard University has no plans to
convert the Harvard Square area into a campus.

At this time the Conunittee heard from Mr. Hugh Russell, One Corliss
Place who submitted a prepared statement opposing the petition and stated

,
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it would be a mistake to reduce the F.A.R. and supported the development

review process currently in effect by way of the Harvard Square Design

Advisory Cormiittee.

Also speaking in opposition to the petition was Ms. Sally Alcorn,

Executive Director of the Harvard Square Business Association, who read a

prepgreCi statement and stated the petitioners have refused to accept a

canpranise on the petition and consequently the association has to oppose

the proposal.

Also speaking in opposition was Mr. Louis DiGiovanni of 36 john F.

Kennedy Street who stated there was no need to adopt the petition before the

Committee since there were already sufficient mechanisms in place to check

large scale development. He further stated he strongly supported the

concept of affordable housing in the Harvard Square area and suggested the

City Council file "Heme Rule" legislation to acquire "Windmill Park" which

would provide for a minimum of 200 units and presented the Committee with an

architectural drawing of the site.

Councillor lkiehay questioned whether or not Mr. DiGiovanni supporteC a

maximum 3.0 F.A.R.

Mr. DiGiovanni responded by stating that per se 3.0 was not bad.

Councillor Duehay further questioned whether Mr. DiGiovanni could

support the petition if "Wind Mill Park" were to become a reality.

Mr. DiGiovanni responded by stating "Windmill park" should stand alone.

Also speaking in opposition was Mr. David Vickery.of 88 Grozier Road

who provided the Comnittee with a brief overview of the history of develo;m
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ment within the Harvard Square area. He further stated that should the City

Council adopt the proposal currently before it, they would be stepping back

fran what they approved and developed with the Planning Board over the past
V

15 years.

Councillor Ijuehay questioned whether or not Mr. Vickery supported an

F.A.R. of 4.0.

Mr. Vickery responded by stating he did not believe 4.0 was excessive.

At this tine Mayor Alfred Vellucci stated he would submit for the

upcoming City Council meeting a proposal to establish a one year moratorium

on all danolition and construction in the Harvard Square area.

At this time the Chair ruled that the hearing has lasted slightly over

the two hour limit but due to additional speakers wanting to be heard, an

additional one half hour will be provided with individuqls from both sides

being given an opportunity to speak.

At this time speaking in favor of the petition were jonathan Meyers of
5 Hollis Street, Robert LaTremouille of 348 Franklin Street, Mary Conlan, 26

Chauncy Street, john Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street and Howard Medwed. Speakingin

opposition to the petition were: Sheldon Cohen, President of cut of Town

News, Richard Sargin of Huron Avenue and Brett Donham of 296 Upland Road.

.
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Councillor David Sullivan moved the petition be referred to the full
City Council without reccmmendation.

The hearing was adjourned at 9:52 p.m.

For the Comnittee

William H. mlsh
City Councillor

enclosures
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, DONNICMN 'L'iRV!\,RD SQUARE: ar'. article by Charles E. Sage, Harvard Square business
1

ormer .

A!erch,;ints in Harvard Square who managed to survive the reconstruction of the tlBTt\
,

are 11olj under a new and even g:"eatQr threat.. . the skyrockctijig retail rents brought
on by higher pro?erty ta:·:es ?.nc! the pressure of new development. The Commonwealth
mandates that al! land be assessed at the "Highest and Best Use" valuatioti iiiiich
means that rega:ALess of the height, age or historical value of a building, if the
neighboring building is huge and modern, the land under each property is assessed
as though a huge and modern building existed upon it. . . and there is no
abatement procedure that can resolve this discrepancy.

Now that the standard height of new construction in Harvard Square is 70-80
feet the land value around these properties has risen drastically, in some cases

:

the assessed value for land has doubled in three years, regardless of whether
the impacted property is one scory high or eight stories high.

d

Another factor that particularly impacts Harvard Square rents is the financial
ability of the University to pay any price to purchase real estate i?L the Square..
Most recently "darvard has purchased the physicians building at 51 Brattle Stref.:·'

. for the division of Continuing Education and the building at 6 Story Street that
presently houses the Architects Collaborative. As these buildings are converted to
institutional usethey will come off the City's tax rolls but the neighboring property
which has to be reappraised by the assessOrs will pay higher taxes.

The final blow to current retailers in Harvard Square may well be the lack
of affordable short-term. parking for customers. Due to the federal C1earr"Air .'Act

there is a parking moratorium in Cambridge. Although there are new parki?g
garages in the Squzre, these were built by reducing the .available on-streCt 0

0

parking spaces. Increasingly these garage spaces are being reserved for monthly
parkers 'who pay rates ranging up to tw"o hundred dollars per month. This means
that people who wish to drive to Harvard Square to shop for purchases must fight
for the few remaining parking spaces. The City management views this as a good
thing since it rais2s more than half of the parking fines in the City frim the
Harvard Square area. The" five dollar parking fine will soon be history and the ?

parking garage owners will once again raise there rates as desperate drivers
seek shelter from the ever-vigilant parking control officers. The building
developers rnake promises of FIBTA passes for all employees, but the fact is that
parking lots through-out the T system are full to overflowinga'hready, BefOre the
new buildings constructed, the developers routinely receive parking waivers .+
for the amount of new parking required to be constructed by the zoning laws. Example:
the Cherry, Webb and Touraine project provides only half the required parking.. and
the proposed new TAC office building 'aill meet' only two Uiircis of its parliing needs.
tjntii the Eity enforces the zoning code, the new develo'pments will feed off r,the
diminished parking now available in Harvard Square

.
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May 19, 1988 "

Councillor William El. Walsh
I

Chair
City Council Ordinance Committee
Cl ty Hall ,

Cambridge, MA 02139

tzar Councillor Walstx
P

As one of the major property owners in Harvard Square, aarvard University is
opposed to the Harvard Square zoning amendments proposed in the petition by
Mary Conlon, et.al.

In recent years the University has tried to move away from simply opposing
additior.al regulation. Instead we have tried to identify mutual areas of
concern and agreement as a bas"is for establishing regulatory changes in
Harvard Square. Two such efforts were the nomination to the National Register
of the Harvard Square National Register District and the revision of the
Harvard Square Overlay ijistrict. Both of these regulatory packages involved
considerable work by the Cambridge Historical Commission, the Communi ty ,

' Development Department and the residents and businesses in the area.

The Overlay District zoning amendments in 1986 established new ground rules
for Harvard Square development. The subsequent flurry of development activity
consists of proj ects which were anticipated, but the timing was by n.6 means ·

clear when the regulations were adopted. It is pexhaps the timing of these
' promsals which has generated the mos t concern among neighbors . The sites

which have been proposed for development were all identified in the analysis
that preceded the 1986 Harvard Square rezoning. The process of review through
an advisory committee made up of different interest groups and the creation of
design guidelines for each site were also put in place through that rezoning
and the resulting project proposals have been altered and imhroved as a result.

F

P

Commercial and institutional growth and change in Harvard Square is ccrrently
thriving. In the case of Harvard, our sites in the Harvard Square commercial

district are getting heightened attention because of the direction which the
regulatory initiatives of the city have presented to us . Harvard has moved

'4

awav f rom large-scale acquisition and development plans in the city's
'

'J

residential neighborhoods , and is only involved in small scale projects which

are compatible with neighborhood character . Development on the core 'campus

has been discouraged by historic preservation restrictions which reflect the
community' s and institution' s shared respect for the 'historic Harvard
buildings and the important open spaces . This makes the few development sites
which the University owns in Harvard Square very ijnportant for the growth

.
" which the University has historicall',' demanded and for which some ?rovision

must be made in the future.
t

*
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We believe that the process. in which we participated two ,yecits ' aga" Ga9
a

positive s tep towards j oinin¢j int? rests to shape Harvard" Square development.
We disagree with the current oetttion' s rej ection of that process dnd itsV .6

results . Furthermore , althcugh like the petitioners we are also concerned
with the environmental quality and impacts in our own "neighborhood" , we need
to protect reasonable options for using the sites we own in Harvard Square
which are not Zully or appropriately developed for our needs. .

The peti tion a L3o includes language directed towards af fordable housin;. Our .

opposi tion to this down zoning does not represent opposition to goals of
providing affordable housing. We have participated in the city's efforts todevise a cl tywide strategy linking development and affordable housing. Trying
to achieve this by creating; development disincentives as' proposed in the
petition may discourage development as desired by the petitioners , but is not

" likely to create affordable housing.

We recognize that many of our residential neighbors feel very strongly about
this down zoning proposal and we regret that we are not able to support its
process or substance .

We hope that we will be able to maintain a dialogue
about their concerns for Harvar'i Square without adoption of restrictions that
reduce growth potential in a part of the city well-served by transit and
well-served by an organized process for project review. 7

Sincerely,

A/4muhuum
Kathy . . Spiegel n
Director for Planning

cc: Cambridge CitY Council
" e

.

KAS :CS
19:59
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William J. Poorvu
44brattle street, fifth floor, cambridge, massachusetts 02138t

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

.
telephc)NE: (617) 576-1010.

. ..

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a propercyowner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Streetand as someone who has taught and lectured on real estateeconomics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20
years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square OverlayDistrict Amendment Peticion as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, bat to stopit. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1' FAR
or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if onecoulci nor add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation orrestoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAP currently in excess of2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase inFAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordablehousing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor ofretail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To
qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event giventhat 70'% of the additional floor would have to be affordablehousing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, evenwhen land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at allwould be created under this plan. The incentive just is not ttere.
All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District isinappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of theOverlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I on·ly wish many of thepetitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in theirown residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the coreof commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed cut several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponer.ts slide show makes my point. Most buildfngs cmCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on sevci,.....corners that improve and accent the la:.dscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutionai/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles S;uare to 60 feez, let alone 40 feet would have bezm a mostinappropriate urban design decision.

As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail whicji onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers haveno trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relatiOnshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, if P

considered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.
The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial cote issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlyimj land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business Bzoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in '·
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to landin Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable notactual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zonedfor a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a pricereflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill wouldcreate havoc and require a total change in assessment practices inthe City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a-

petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to sjlow t.r!a:a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had aconsiderable chance for passage. Although most of us would notmind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that is '

what you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues andallocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings inCambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become thenorm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is ahigh priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that ChePlar.ning Board gave approval for us to build behind the BrattleTheatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoningpetition) is a minor project but very important to BenjaminThompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate theirpresent premises. Also, as an owner of several other developedproperties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwestcorridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do notrecommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn asour legacies to the future. The overlay district is really acollection of sub-districts each of which should be treatedindividually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Boardis that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feetversus. 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to WaverlyHall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, weagreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our newbuilding from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amountof space which could have been built by right without a specialpermit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing existstoday, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on BrattleStreet, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT's height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatresides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any addedheight over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT builtas of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with anabove ground garage in the rear.
At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentlemanfrom San Francisco cautioned that added development in HarvardSquare would result in added use of and put pressure on our masstransit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds otmillions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Franciscohad an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operatingeffectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.My only hope is t'::at our Advisory and Planning Boards continue toenforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating futureprojects as they did in ours. That'is what will protect both ourproperties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set ofarbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners thattheir proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, willincrease taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for anatmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

tuA£4N7~
William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano

.
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MEMORANDljn

lo: Cambridqe City Council, Committee on Ordinances
' Cambridge Planning Board

From: Hugh Russell, i Corliss Place, Cambridge
. '· :i:

' '

Date: 5/15/8El

Re: THE HARVARD SQUARE OVERLAY PETITION

By way of introduction to those who may not know me, i came to Cambridge
27 years ago as a Harvard Student. I have worked in Harvard Square for"

'

19 years as an architect. During this same time I have been a resident
of Mid—Cambridge, and was one crf the founders o-F the Mid—Cambridge
Neighborhood Assn. For 10 years I was a member of the Board of Zoning
Appeal, and am currently a member of the Harvard Square Design Advisory
Committee, having previously been a member of the Harvard Square
Development "lask Force. I have deliberately chosen to live and work jl"'
this area because it is so nice, and I have devoted considerable time
to helping to preserve and improve it.
I oppose this petition because [ believe that it will not improve the
quality of Harvard Square, including any new buildings that might be

built, or produce affordable housing, and because the proposed change6
are too extreme.

1. FLOOR AREA RATIO

it is a mjstake to reduce development density in the city's prime
commercial area. Zoning in this district should seek to reinforce
Harvard Square as a commercial resource for the citizens of
Cambridge.

Development density issues are more critical at the edges of the
Square abutting residential districts, where at FAR of 2.0 is "

appropriate. This proposal is flawed becauae it would 5till allow a
FAR of 3.0 for certain uses on peripheral sites smch as the Gulf
Station at Mass Ave and Harvard Street.
Small sites (under 1O,OQCJ sq ft) can be built to higher FAR than
larger sites while still staying low because such developments u5e
the air above public street== to gain light and air. It has been a
goal to encourage smaller scale development to preserve the special
urban quality of Harvard Square. It j5 approprnate to consider the
development of each site individually and allow Mgher density when
appropriate.

In enacting the rezoning several years ago that created the Harvard
Square Design Advisory Committee, of which I am a menibar, reductions
on the FAR were considered and reiected in favor of a design review
process. It would be unfair to land owners, who may have made

financial decisions based on this recent action, to drastically
change the development rules at this time.

The buildings that have been reviewed by the Advisory Committee
incorporate many unusually attractive features designed to improve
the pedestrian experience. Given the realities of budgets, it se«ms .

lnkely that the architectural quality of tjuild1ngs wqulci decrease as
the permitted size decreasem '

Currently, traffic flows quite well in Harvard Scjuare at most time6,
better than it has for many years. There is nQ need to "freeze"

,

RUSSELL3:hsq.m55 - Page 1
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deve L opment . Provided adequate parki ng is provided, [ do not1

' arjti cipate problems resul ting from proposed developments.

2. BONUS FAR FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
. ..

. .t
'r

Most of my prcrfessional work as an Architect has been' with aff ordablehousing, and my f irm has provided services for a number of such ,i
.. -.proiects totaling over" a',iOOO·,unitsa All -af fordable housing' ciro"j"&ctg'

depend on one or more government subsi d i es , because the cost of
construction 16 so high. Current priori ty for such 6ubsi dies i nMassachusetts is for housing for famil ies with children. Qther"

: subsidi es are targeted to improving depressed aream It is hard Ito
.

imagine any undeveloped site within the boundaries of the Harvard
Square Overlay di strict that would be sui tab i e , and none of the areai s " depressed" . "

FAR bonuses should be targeted to encourage desired qual ities in the' di strict , such as underground parki n·g , peciestr i an ameni ti es,neighborhood serving retai 1 uses, and compli ar,ce wi th the "HarvardSquare Devel opment Gui d'el i nes" . It i s bad z·o'nin-g t.o encouragei ncompati ble uses. Housi ng should be encouraged only on si tesabutt i ng resi dent i al di str i cts , but b—lO story hei ght
'

consi stent w i t'! ··

a FAR of 3.0 would probably NOT be appropriate in such locations.
P

0

U

3. HEIGH1" LIMITS

Building CORNICE heights are the single most iinportant f actor in theperceived bulk of a building. The current 60° (5 story) height isprobably too high for a CORNICE in most areas of the square, . and theHarvard Square AdvisQry Committee has been successful in getting 3
and 4 story cornice heights for most developments. Further
regulation of cornice heights would be desirable. I would recoinmCnd
'4 stori es , for most of the square (SO " ) wi th 3 stori es (40 ' ) f aci nq a
lower density district. Additional height up to 70' or ElO" behind a45 deg sky exposure plane should be permitted by special permit forbuildings complying with the applicable "Harvard Square Development
Gui del i nes. "

4. PARKING SPECIAL PERMITS

It seems like a good idea for most proiects getting parking specialpermits to contribute to constructing parking spaces, but the speiial
circumstances around each project needs to be evaluated. I woul d
recommend a dif f erent change authorizing the Planning Board to impose
this as a condition of a parking special permit when they deem itnecessary .

5. SUMMARY/OVERVIEW

· Previous presentations by the proponents have indicated there is somesort of "cri si s" of develcpment in Harvard Square. In some sense,therefore, this petition is a refere"ndum on development in theSquare, since the effect of the petition, if passed, would be to"freeze" development as it noH stands. I believe that the Square isa terrific place now, that recent developments are (mostly) veryattractive and f it in well, and that the proposed developments thathave been reviewed by the Harvard Square Advisory Committee are of
exceptional quality and will come to be seen as positive additions tothe Square.

The development review process is working well in Harvard Square and
thera i s no pressing need to make changes. If changes are made, they
should be I itrAted to "f ine tuning" of the current 'regulatimns torespond to particular problems.

¶
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HARVARD SQUARE OVERLAY DISTRICT
AMENDMENT PETITION .' - - 'g- " '""
COMMENTS TO THE CITY COUNCIL

by Brett Donham
296 Upland Road
Cambridge, MA 02140

May 19, 1988

The petition put forward by the Coalition for Harvard Square isseriously flawed. Worse than that it is either incredibly nai.ve
or a deceitful piece of work. It is attempting to conceal a
major down-zoning by covering it with the politically expedient
gOal of affordable housing. Affordable housing is likemotherhood; everyone is in favor of it. But it is deceitful to
propose it to help passage of a controversial down-zoning if the
underlying economics will prevent it ever being built.
I urge you to reject this petition but to recognize a very realand deep concern about the density of development permitted
under current zoning. ,

The zoning petition refers to "unforseen........commercial
development". This is inaccurate. All the planning and zoning
studies of Harvard Square for the last 14 years recognize the
development potential. The only wonder is that the space was
not developed before this. The Monacelli study of 1974, forinstance, identifies each of the parcels that is currentlyplanned for re-development and further describes with great
accuracy what level of building is likely on each site.
The petition says that new commercial development is"eliminating lower-rent premises". New buildings don'teliminate lower-rent premises, market forces do, supply and
demand does. Corcoran's didn't close because of new
development, it closed because it was a low margin business thatcould not pay the rents demanded by the market place. This
petition will do nothing to stabilize rents.
The petition refers to the need "to protect......affordablehousing". Rent control and its attendant eviction controls
protect affordable housing; this petition will not protect it in
any way.

In 1984 the City commissioned a study by Chadbourne & Vigier
entitled, "Development in the Harvard Square Overlay District".
It concluded that, absent significant subsidies, the economics
were such that rental housing was unlikely tO be built in the
Overlay District. Since then we have seen luxury condominium
development, but it is not clear there is a market for more of
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that, or even if there is, whether it could generate enough
profit to subsidize affordable housing. At the very least',
before approving the petition, the Community Development
Department staff should do a pro-forma sensitivity analysis to

- see if affordable housing will result; I seriously doubt it.
Affordable housing as defined in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
is family housing. I do not believe that the Overlay Districtwith its heavy traffic and absence of elementary schools,
playgrounds-and other families is an appropriate place forfamily housing. However, single room occupancy housing may be
appropriate in Harvard Square but this petition does not address
that.
Parking is an issue to be considered with housing. Commercial
uSes in the Overlay District benefit from an excellent public
transit system. Many use it and their number is growing.
Housing on the other hand needs cars and in fact generates a
higher parking demand than commerical uses in an area so well
served by public transit. City policy, through its zoning
ordinance, should not'be skewed towards creating higher parking
demands.

The last item in the petition, essentially a voiding of fsubsection 6.35 of the zoning ordinance, runs counter to allnations of good planning policy. In an area so well served by .

public transit, both surface and subway, public policy should be
directed towards discouraging private car use and encouraging
public transit use. Current City policy does this but I urgeconsideration of mandatory "T" passes as a further requirement
for parking reduction.

In sum, I believe there is a real concern that this petitiontries but fails to address, that of density. I urge the City
Council to set this petition aside and to instruct the Community
Development Department to draft a new zoning amendment thatlowers the allowable density in the Harvard Square Overlay
District to an FAR of somewhere between 3.0 and 3.5.

.f
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L. , , ,DARALYN M. KHAN " "
115 Mt. Auburn':$m¶l Fll 2' I" 'PCambridge, MA 02138 ' " .. ' " " ' " "

H: 491-406rAi·iBRI[jGE MA.
B: 722-2692

May 20, 1988

Mr. David Sulli.van, City Councillor
City Council Off ice
Cambridge City Hall . .

·795 Massachusetts Averme
Cambridge, MA n2139

P

Dear "Ccmncillor Sullivan:
Several weeks ago, upon my request (t.hank yon) , you forwarded tome a c"py of the Camhridge Ordinance Ncj. 8R7, Regulations for theControl of Noise. Please allow this letter to serve as my formalreqnest for an amendment to this Ordinance, No. 887.

Page 3 of the ordinance defines "daytime" as ". ..the periodbMween the hours of seven ante meri.dian (7:00 am) and six postmericli.ari (6: 1)() pm) daily except Sunday according to the timesystem locally in effect." As a resident situated in the middlenf several large cQnsrructic)n projecM, currently underway and inthe' pipeli.ne, I wcm)d like tn offer the followi.ng amendment andjustification for same:

Be it hereby amended in Ordi nance No. R87, of the Generalc)r(linancF's of the City of Catnbridcje, J.977, by insertingin Spcf"ion 2, in the clefinit.i(.)n of DAYTIME, after the word". . .MTect. " ,"Daytime as: ii: pprt"Ai.ns to const ruction siteswith in 301) feef cjf inlutbi.ted rp!gi(:ler)f ia1 prc)perty shallmean the pericA M 7:00 am tn 6:()0 pm daily except Saturdayand Sunday, when daytime shall mean 8:30 am to 6:30 pm onSaturday.

Ordinance No. 887 of the GpnprAl' Ordinances of the City ofCmnbriclcje i.s further amended by inserting on page 12 SectionXT., (3), affer the word ". . .cwdinance.", ConstrtictionewU.ivities which are lr)c.3re(:] wi.thin 30() feet of inhabitedreRi(lpr)tja1 pr')perty may nc)r }'(" grant:ed license or permitexempti.ng same from Hip c1efinifinn of DAYTIME as definedi.n this Ordinance, excepl" nnd'm" the ':cmdi.f inn that a) anpmergpnry conc1it i.on exists that wc)ulc1 pndanger the welfareof residents in the jmmediat"p ,'trea, or, h) E'ermissic)n hashepn obtairted frnm all rpsi.dpn|:s wi.thin 300' feet of thecmistrncf i(")n s:i t"e, c)r C) mtch c"<t"ennating cl rmtmstancesexist and have been determir)e(1 by the Ci.ty Council to deem
exception. "
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)"Sect" ion XV.A. is hereby amended by inserting 'after theword ". . .year. ", "Variances sMll not be granted .to exemptccmstruct.ic'ri projects from Section XI. , (3) , unless .the. ' ""

conditions of same as well as the cinditionA of this sectionF

a re me t . "

0
'¶ .

The reqiiest for this change is based on my experience. I work6 days a week - Sunday through Friday - and have only SaturdaytQ catch up Qn my sleep. I knc)w that I atn nc)r alcme and that'

many other residentA object to early constructicm on Saturd'iymorni.ngm I am not asking f(.)r a pr(?l)ibitic'n, merely a ·consideration on the part of the deve]c'per/contractor forresidents' F~ice cm Saturday n""'rnin'j. As a ccmpr'"mi.'me, an
'

extension of the daytime hours to 6:30 pm on Saturday is offetecj.-
e

.

" Mccn:ding to the 1986 MassmchuscA-.ts General Imws, Section 21:22,Chapter 40, cities and towns are auf.hc)rizpd tn cc)ntrol or abatenoi se f rem whatever source hy adopt inn of a local ordinance. ,
"II be) ievc' that cambridge Ordinanm" Ncn887 dc)es not adequately ,address cc)nst:rllctic'n noise on Saturday mornings, when such ·

construction occurs within 300 feet of an inhabited residentialproperty.

I urge the City Cmincil to please cc)nsider this request at the'
,'mrliest conver)ipnt City Council meeti.ng, and to inform me of '

when this shall be; however, if the ahcnve offered amendments aretinreasc'nable c'r impossible, please contact: me to discuss same.Thank ycm fc)r your consideration.
,

,Sin("pre1y,
>Ludi)ljlKr.0

_DARAT,YN M. KHAN

.

cc: Mr. William Walsh, City Ccmnci.llor
Mr. Frank Duhey, City Cnuncil]c)r' Ms

.. Mli.ce Wqj f , cl t:y CO|lllCi11nr
Mayor AlfrM Vel.lttcci ,

C.i ty Ccmnci.llor
Ms. Saundra GrMiam, C i.ty Ccninc i 1. l(.)r
Mr. Thonvts Danehy, City Cotinc j ll.or
fjq. ,%eila Rnssell, City Ccmnci.llor
Mr . Wa lter Su) ] ivan , cl ty Cniinr i 1 lnr "

.
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS ITEM NUMBER TWO.

ii""'") €itµ gf CaniiiriDge
':

;:':=i:i3:
In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-ci¢tc

AN ORDINANCE
In arencRmt to an crdinance entitled "The Zonir,g Ordinances of the City of Carbridge".·

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of CambridCe 3s follows:

The Zcne Map accarpanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septgrb2r Z6, 1979 entitled
"The Zoning '3Minances of t"e City CA CMibridge" is herejy anerxjed as follcws

A Create a new subsection I 1.542 (renumbering existing Sectkm 1 1.542

through 1 1.545 accordingly) which shall reM:

"I 1.542 / Floor Arex Rxtio Liinitztiom. The muimum floor

zru ratio permitted on any lotin the Harvard Square Overky Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements d this subsection

I 1.542: however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

lishes a more resrricUve FAR Limitation, the more restrictive shall

apply.

a. Am-of-Right Limit:tiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Specixl Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum

allcmbie FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay
Di:

nrict may be

- increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit from the

Planning Board, provided that Ute ibllowing conditions are

met: I

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict willi the

criteria of subsection 10.43. '

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the ob jectives or the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOP!4ENT

Guidelines.



.
3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the lotgl gross flcrr area to

· , .
be built is d"voted to rmidentid u3c3 permitted in sub-

sections 4.3 1, a-k.

' r.

4. At leasi thirty percent (30x) d the dwelling units ""

constructed, but in any case no jess than one unit, sliall

be made available to, tmd affordable by, families 8s

defined in subsection 11.202, md shUl further meet the

requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce max imum height limits establfshed by the presmt sUb$8ctjDn
1 ls42

(renumbered to I 1.513 pursuant to abwe), Bnd clarify the conditions lor

gmnting extm height by speckj permit, by mUing chmges bs follows:

1. Add a new subsection "c." which shall md: ..

"c. Conditiom for I3suc or Special Permit. A 3pecial permit for u· .

ditiond height shall be issued only upon 8 specific finding that:

1. Additional hetht enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public or said Uditional height outweighs

&ny negative environmentalimpacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence cf "eighty" or "80",

' substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

stjbstltutc "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the ®pjicabi1ity of the prment 3ub3ection 1 1.544 (renumbered to

'
1 !.545 pursuant to abwe), by Mdfng to the end of this subsection the

p3rtjgroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requiremeMs and provisions listeC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subsection 6.35."

_
.

In City Council July 25, 1988.

Failed of ordination by a yea and nay
vote:

-Yeas 4; Nays 3; Absent 2.

Robert W. Healy, City Manager.

ATTEST:

-
Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk.

.
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eiCht

AN ORDINANCE
In anenchE:

t
to an crdinance aititled "The Zonir,g Ordinances of the City of Carbridge",·

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of CambridCe as follows:

The Zone Mao accampanying ordinance passed to be ordained SepWrber Z6, !979 entitled
"The Zoning 'Minances of t,"e City of CAirbridge" is herd)y amjed as follcws

A Crede a new subsection I 1.542 (renumbering exfsting Sections 11.542

through 1 1.545 accordingly) which shall reM:

"11.542 / Floor Are1 Ritio Lhnititiom. The mahmum floor

2fC2 ratio yrw.itted cn any lot in the Hmvard Square Overky Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements al this subsection

I 1.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

lishes a more resiricUve FAR limitaUon, ijjc more restriaive shall

apply.

a. A3-o[-Right Litnitatiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shat! be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Specixl Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum

a!lcmble FAR in the Harvud Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.0 upon issuance of & special permit from the

Planning Board, provided that ihe ibllowing conditions are

met:

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict with the

criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the objectives or the HARVARD SQUARE DEyELophe\T

Guidwnes.



3. Sixty-five percent (65XJ ol the totd gross floor area to

be built is devoted to rmideniid u3c3 permitied in sub-

. W sections 4.3 1, a-k.

' t .

4. At least thirty percent (3c%) d the dwe!lhg units "

constructed, but U: u,y case no Jess than one unit, shall

be made available 10, and affordable by, families as

defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further ineet tbe

requirements of subsections 1!.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum helCht limits established by the presmt substicticm
1 1.542

(renumbered to I ).543 pursusnt to abuve), Bnd clarify the conditions for

grmting extm height by specid permit, by mUing chmges bs follows:

I. Add a new subsection "C." which shall read: ..

"c. Conditiom for Issue of Special Permit. A 3peci&l permit for &(j· .

ditiond height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional beWbt enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

arty negative environmental impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence cf "eighty" or "80",

' substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

suostjtute "forty" or "40".

C Clorify the ®pjicabi1ity of the present 3ub=tjDn 1 1.544 (renumbered to

'
1 1.545 pursuant to above), by txkling to the end of this subsection the

psmgroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions listeC above shall be

ine!igible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subseaion 6.35.°'

In City Council July 25, 1988.

Failed of ordination by a yea and nay
vote:

-Yeas 4; Nays 3; Absent 2.

Robert W. Healy, City Manager.

ATTEST:

-
Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk.

,
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS ITEM NUMBER TWO.

(ji,:)!') "€'tp gf CaniUribge

In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eiCht

AN ORDINANCE
In an2nciTEnt to an crdinance «rtitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge".·

Be it ordained by the CitY Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

The Zcne Nj acccnpanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septa±er Z6, 1979 entitled
"The Zoning 'Minances of t"e City CR CAnibridge" is herd)y arerxied as follcws

A Create a new sUb=tjon 11.542 (renumbering existing Sectfom 11.542

through 1 1.545 accordingly) which shall reed:

"11.542 / Floor Asc1 Rxtio Limitatiom. The mahmutn floor

2ic3 ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overky Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements d this subsection

I 1.542; however, at locations where the b ase zoning district estab-

lishes a more restricUve FAR LUnhation, the more restriaive shall

8ppjy.

a. Am-of-Right Limitztiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Specixl Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum

allowUle FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.0 upon issuance of & special permit from the

Planning Board, provided ihat ihe ibllowing conditions are

met: I

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict with the

criteria of subsection 10.43.
'

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the ob jectives of the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPRKT

GUIDELINES.



.
3. Sixty-five percent (65XJ of the lotzj gross floor area to

be built is devoted to rmideniid lj3C3 permitted in sub-

. 0 " 4 sections 4.3 1, a-k.

'C.

4. At least thirty percent (30x) d the dwelling units "

constructed, but in any case no less than one unit, shall

be made available 10, and affordable by, kmilies 8$

defined in subsection 11.202, aod shell further meet tbe

requirementsof subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limits esbbllshed by the prmnt subsMion
1 1.542

(renumbered to 1 1.503 pursuant to above), Bnd clarify' the conditions for

grmting extm height by specld permit, by mU ing chgnges bs
follows:

.1. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read: ..

"C. Conditiom for I3suc of Special Permit. A 3pecid permit for &ci·
.

ditionU height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional heFht enables better massing of the bui!djn& on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said Uditional height outweighs

any negative environmental impacts." '

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence cf "eighty" of "80",

' substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

substltute "forty" or "40".

C Ckrify the appjimbility of the prment 3ub3ectiDn 1 1.544 (renumbered to

1 !.545 purstmnt to abuve), by adding to the end of this subsection the

porogroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requiremerits and provisions listeC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

iq subsection 635."

In City Council July 25, 1988.

Failed of ordination by a yea and nay
vote:

-Yeas 4; Nays 3; Absent 2.

Robert W. Healy, City Manager.

ATTEST:

-
Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk.

,



P

i
'

'
d

\\
'

' C \ ., ·

. . ,.. .

.., . .."T: " .T"'f "
"

'
·",: -.

,

,"
,.t:" i"cgn',,oF CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

",'""X,":)!!||'i:,",:;,,'",|'))lffn

nin g board'"-t -""€ 'X" Y
.

'
,

A"/"' LL ANNEX, 57 INMAN STREET, CAMBRIDGE 02139
':2!Z>"Q,j:"? "":?R T' 'P";µ":g!y

Y'i::u'"'?,,"7:ue- :.
*

'j.:̂

" '
.

T : '\ k. -
.
rY

' J "

july 19, 1988

To The Honorable, The City Council:

SUBjECT: conlan Petition to Modify the Harvard square overlay
District

RECOMMENDATION

After further review of the Conlan Petition the Planning Board
makes the following detailed recommendations. While responding
favorably to many of the suggestions contained in the petition
the Board does recommend significant modifications to itsprovisions as filed in order to provide for a more flexible
public policy in a diverse area like Harvard Square.

For the Planning Board,

Aj A&u C')
Paul Metrich, Chairman

attachment

.
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Conlan Petition - RECOMMENDATIONS

+

t
,

Existing provisions Conlan petition planninq Boarci Recommendations

HEIGHT 60' as-of-right 40' as-of-right 55' as-of-right
80' by special permit 60' by special permit 70' by special permit provided

all mechanical equipment,
normally exempt, is included.

Findings

with the reduction in the FAR as recommended below a reduction in
the maximum height permitted is justified. It is important, how-
ever, that sufficient height flexibility remain to assure that
new construction can adequately respond to the specific cir-cumstances prevailing at any given site. Therefore the Qoard
suggests a reduction to 55' as the as-of-right height. That ·

height, already in the Overlay District as the required cornice
height for all buildings, would permit the construction of four
full floors of commercial uses (retail and office) and in a
standard building permit construction of most of the FAR per-mitted in the Overlay Mstrict (as modified below). The maximum
height, by special permit, should be lowered to 70 feet provided
the mechanical elements normally exempted from the height limit
are included. These limits will result in a significant
reduction in visual height while assuring the needed element of
flexibility to tailor a building design to the exigencies of any
development's specific site conditions.
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Existing"Provisions Con'lan Petition . Hanninq Board Recommendations
*

FAR 3.0 and 4.0 for 2.0 as-of-right or 3.0 as-of-right in Business B'

most districts 3.0 by special pe'rmit District for all uses.

if 2/3 of the project ' 2.0 as-of-right in the Office
is housing as Office'3 District for non-
currently allowed residential uses,

an additional .5 FAR as-of-
right for residential uses
only; all other districtsP

as currently allowed.

k

Hndings '

The Planning Board has long advocated a reduction in the FAR
permitted in the Business B diStrict from the maximum of 4.0 now
allowed. In balancing the issues of use, traffic, bulk, and
height raised by the current petition the Planning Board would
suggest that in the Business B District the maximum Ear for alluses should be reduced to 3.0 as-of-right. The Business B

0

district functions as a commercial downtown, relatively densely
developed now and over most of its area only marginally suitable
for significant new housing construction. A continuation of that
character and function, with due regard for the many valuable
historic and urban design features of the district, seems
appropriate. A reduction in the permitted FAR as the Board is
proposing, without special incentives for housing, would reduce
the development potential by 25% in the district, ensure that new
construction more easily harmonizes with the existing
environment, and would minimize the impacts of traffic,congestion, building bulk and scale that motivated' the filing of
the petition initially. ·

Changes are recommended to the Office 3 District to maintain the
proportional relationship between that district and the Business

' B District and to better reflect the scale of development pre-vailing within the Office district now. with itS lower developed
density, proximity to residential neighborhoods, and greater
inventory of existing housing some modest incentive to encourage
housing is recommended.

Given the modest number of housing units likely to be constructed
in the heart of the Square, whether incentives are provided or
not, the Board is of the opinion that an inclusionary provision
would produce few if any units and likely discourage construction
of any housing in the Overlay District.
The Board would recommend that in the future certain areas within "

' the Overlay District that are heavily residential, as on the
river side of Mount Auburn Street at Putnam Avenue, be rezoned
residential to preserve those existing residential uses.

-2-
,
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Existinq provisions Conlan Petition Planninq Board Recommendations

REDUCTION IN City-wide provision; In Overlay District Iii the Overlay District add:
REQUIRED by Special Permit if add the following:
PARKING: development is: (I) development reduced to 80%

CRITERIA FOR (I) development of that allowed on lot or money
ISSUANCE; (I) proximate to reduced to 80% of payment made for spaces not
ART. 6.000 public transit, that allowed on lot provided, plus,

(2) close to or money payment (2) an appropriate traffic
publicly available made for spaces not mitigation program is developed
parking, provided, which might require the
(3) uses allowed (2) lot ca. 10,000 applicant to:
shared parking, sq ft in size, or a. participate in the CARAVAN

(4) occupancy less, sponsored program
restrictions reduce (3) development is b. conduct in-house ridesharing
auto use, or small in scale, matching
(5) environmental (4) reduction c. provide preferential parking
or peCiestrian improves urban for Ugh Occupancy Vehicles
benefits result. design of building, (carpools, vans, etc.)

and, d. reduced parking cost for HOV's

(S) no historic e. operate van pool or bus

structure is pool service
demolished. f. employer subsidized transit

passes or at least provide
passes through payroll

.

deduction
· g. designation of a commuter

.

coordinator for individual
employers

h. implementation of flexible
work hours or other
schedule modifications
conducive ttj ride sharing

Findings and transit use.

The Planning Board would recommend that the Article 6.000
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance allowing reduction in required
parking be modified as indicated to require, in addition to the
current requirements, building size reduction or a money payment

" plus the provision of a detailed traffic mitigation program forencouraging non-auto access to new aeveiopment; the Board
continues to feel that reduction in parking, carefully reviewed,
and subject to traffic mitigation standards, are appropriate in
an area like Harvard Square which is so well served by public
transit. In addition such requirements should be considered forapplication city wide where any development employs the same
provisions of Article 6.000.

In addition the Planning Board would like to review the criteriacontained in the Overlay District for the expenditure of those
monies received under the existing parking waiver provision with
the intention of requiring their use for traffic mitigation and

"

parking management programs in Harvard Square.

-3-
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CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02 1 39%':i:j;:",:l:::"'""
T·l. 498-9011

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
ROBERT W. HEALY

City Manager

richard c. rossi July 25, 1988
Deputy City Manager

To the Honorable, the City Council:

Enclosed please find copy of the Planning Board"s recommendation

relative to the Conlan Petition to modify the Harvard Square Overlay

District.

Very tr yours ,

/
y

b

obert W. Healy
City Manager

RWH/mbf



Agenda Itein No. 10
P

Re : Planning Board recomrnendation on the
Conlan petition to niodify the Harvard Square
Overlay District.
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In city Council,

July 25, 1988
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june 20, 1988

COMMENTS ON PETITION FOR DOWNZONING IN HARVARD SQ.

My name is Paul Corcoran and I am the owner of The Harvard
Shop, 52 J.F.K. Street, Cambridge.

I formerly owned j. h. Corcoran & Co. which closed in
December, 1987.

I regret that I am unable to attend this hearing but am away
on vacation. I have asked Mr. Ed Ver Plank to deliver these
remarks in my absence.

I can only speak as a small businessman who has spent the
past thirty-two years owning and operating a retail store in
Harvard Square. After many years in business I made the
decision to close Corcoran's, 14 Brattle Street store. This
decision was made due to our inability to generate
sufficient volume to pay the current market rents in Harvard
Square. While these rents are high I feel they are in line
with the attractiviness of Harvard Square as a place in
which to do business. I said at the time of our closing and
will repeat now that I have no quarrel with either my
landlord or the rents which he charged. I ran a general
line small department store carrying moderately priced
merchandise and, over the years, this type of business
became less and less effective in competing with the many
fine specialty stores in the area. I now own a small
specialty store and do not feel that the general business
atmosphere or the prevailing rents have hindered me in any
way from successfully conducting my business. Good
locations for such a business are difficult to find and when
they are found one must be prepared to pay the going market
rate for them. While I wish rents were lower than they now
are, I realize how expensive it is to own property in
Harvard Square. I feel landlords are entitled to reasonable
profit margins as well as retailers and it is my opinion
that this is generally what is occuring in the Square.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to these remarks.

Pa>Qk. C—>w
Paul R. Corcoran, jr.President - Treasurer
The Harvard Shop



' D
Comm. from Paul R. Corcoran, Pres. & Treas-
urer, The Harvard Shop, conunenting on a
petition to downzone Harvard Square & of
his experiences as a small businessman of
32 years in Harvard Sq .

t

In City Council,

June 27
, 1988
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DCMNTOWN HARVARD SQUARE : an article by Charles E. Sage, Harvard Sqtjare business
: owner .
4

Merchants in Harvard Square who managed to survive the reconstruction of the MBTA
.

are now under a new and even greater threat. . . the skyrockecing retail rents brought

on by higher property taxes and the pressure of new development. The Commonwealth

mandates that all land be assessed at the "Highest and Best Use" valuation which

means that regardless of the height, age or historical value of a building, if the

neighboring building is huge and modern, the land under each property is assessed
P

as though a huge and modern building existed upon it. . . and there is .no

abat ement procedure that can resolve this discrepancy.

Now that the standard height of new construction in Harvard Square is 70-80

feet the land value around these properties has risen drastically, in some cases

the assessed value for land has doubled in three years, regardless of yhether

the impacted property is one story high or eight stories high. :

d

Another factor that particularly impacts Harvard "Square rents is the f inancial

ability of the University to pity any price to purchase real estate in the Square,

Most recently Harvard has purchased the physicians building at 51 Brattle Street

for the division of Continuing Education and the building at 6 Story Street that
presently houses' the Architects Collaborative. As these buildings are. converted to

institutional usethey will come off the City's tax rolls but the neighboring property
which has to be reiippraised by the assessOrs will pay higher taxes. '

i

The final blow to current retailers in Harvard Square may well be. the lack
of affordable short-term, parking for customers. Due to the federal Clean:Air .'Act

there is a .parking moratorium in Cambridge. Although there are new parking

garages in the Square, these were built by reducing the .available on-street g

6

parking spaces. Increasingly these garage spaces are being reserved for monthly

parkers. who pay rates ranging up to two hundred dollars per month. Thjis means

that people who wish to drive to Harvard Square to shop for purchases must fight
for the f ew remaining parking spaces. The City management views this as a good

thing since it raises more than half of the parking fines in the City from the
Harvard Square area.

"

The f ive dollar parking fine will soon be history and the ?

parking garage owners will once again raise there rates as desperate drivers
seek shelter from the ever-vigilant parking ·contro1 off icers. The building
developers make promises of MBTA passes for all employees, but the fact is that 0

""

parking lots through-out the T system are full to overflowingaaready, Before the '

new buildings constructed, the developers routinely receive parking waivers .+

for the. amount ' of new parking required to be constructed by the zoning laws. Example:

the Cherry, Webb and Touraine proj ect provides only half the required parking... and

the proposed new TAC office building will meet"" only
.tWo,,-:

thirds .of its parking needs.

Untii th'e Eity enforces the zoning code,. the new develOpments will fee,d
©:

f£="he
r

diminished parking now available in Harvard Square ;
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" -Earvard University Planning Group

1350 Massachusetts Avenue · Holyoke Center 912 · Cambridge, Massachusetts02138 617 · 495 · 2234

May 19, 1988 ""

Councillor William FI. Waist
.Chair

City Council Ordinance Committee
.

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Councillor Walsh:

As one of the major property owners in Harvard Square, Harvard University is
opposed to the Harvard Square zoning amendments proposed in the petition by
Mary Conlon, et.al.

In recent years the University has tried to move away from simply opposing
additional regulation. Instead we have tried to identify mutual areas of
concern and agreement as a basis for establishing regulatory changes in
tiarvard Square. Two such efforts were the nomination to the National Register
of the Harvard Square National Regis ter Dis trict and the revision of the
Harvard Square Overlay Dis trict. Both of these regulatory packages involved
considerable work by the Cambridge Historical Commission, the Communi ty ,

Development Department and the residents and businesses in the area.

The Overlay District zoning amendments in 1 986 es tablished new ground rules
for Harvard Square development. The subsequent flurry of development activity
consists of proj ects which were anticipated, but the timing was by no means
clear when the regulations were adopted . It is perhaps the timinC of these
proposals which has generated the mos t concern among neighbors . The sites
which have been proposed for development were all identifled in the analysis
that preceded the 1986 Ha"rvard Square rezoning. The process of review through
an advisory committee made up of different interest groups and the creation of
design guiaelines for each site were also put in place through that rezoning
and the resulting project proposals have been altered and improved as a result.

b

Commercial and institutional growth and change in Harvard Square is currently
thriving . In the case of Harvard, our sites in the Harvard Square commercial
district are getting heightened attention because of the direction which the
regulatory initiatives of the city have presented to us. Harvard has moved

away from large-scale acquisition and development plans in the city' s
residential neighborhoods , and is only involved in small scale projects which
are compatible with neighborhood character . Development on the core campus
has been discouraged by historic preservation restrictions which reflect the
community' s and institution' s shared respect for the historic Harvard
buildings and the important open spaces . This makes the few development sites
which the Universi ty owns in Harvard Square very important for the growth
which the University has historically demanded and for which some provision
must be made in the future.
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We believe that the process in which we participated two years ago was a

positive step towards j oining interests to shape Harvard Square development.
We disagree with the current petition' s rej ection of that process) and its
results . Furthermore , although like the petitioners we are also concerned
with the environmental quality and impacts in our own "neighborhood" , we need

to .protect reasonable options for using the sites we own in Harvard Square
which are not fully or appropriately developed for our needs. .

The petition also includes language directed towards af fordable housing. Our

oppos ition to this down zoning does not represent opposition to goals of
providing affordable housing. We have participated in the city' s efforts to
devise a citywide strategy linking development and af fordable housing. Trying
to achieve this by creating development disincentives as proposed in the

petition may discourage development as desired by the petitioners, but is not
A

likely to create affordable housing. j

We recognize that many of our residential neighbors feel very strongly about
this down zoning proposal and we regret that we are not able to support its
process or substance .

We hope that we will be able to maintain a dialogue
about their concerns for Harvard Square without adoption of restrictions that
reduce growth potential in a part of the city well-served by transit and

well-served by an organized process for project review.

Sincerely,

1Bes)"Director for Planning

cc: Cambridge City Council

KAS :CS
19:59
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" William J. Poorvu
44brattlestreet, fifth floor, cambridge, massachusetts02138

%

t
MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617) 576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property.
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20

years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be

prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To

qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the Commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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Page Two~'
May 19, 1988

In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers haveno trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be in.Harvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.
The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a
petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to S)lOW that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would notmind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that iswhat you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings inCambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the BrattleTheatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each of which should be treated
individually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on Brattle
Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT's height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.
At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, willincrease taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

LuA£— ? g2nm
-

William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano

,
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Cambridge Planning Board

From: Hugh Russell , i Corli ss Place, Cambridge

Date: 5/ 15/88 .

,

Re: THE HARVARD SQUARE UVERLAY PETITION

.

'
' ·'

By way of introducti on to those who may not know me, i came to Cambridqe
27 years ago as a Harvard Student. I have worked in Harvard Square for
19 years as an architect. During this same time I have been a reaident

. of Mid—Cambridge, and was one of the founders of the Mid—Cambri dg2
Nei ghborhood Assn. For 10 years I was a member of the Board of Zoni rig
Appeal , and am currently a member of the Harvard Square ljesi qn Advisary
Commi ttee, havi rig previously been a member of the Harvard Square '

Devel opmen t Task For ce . I have deliberately chosen to live and work in
thi s area because it is sjj nice, and I have devoted considerable time
to helping to preserve and improve it..

4

i oppose this petition because I believe that it wi i i not improve the
quality of Harvard Square, including any new buildings that might be

built , or produce af fordable housing , and because the proposed changeE
are too extreme.

1. FLOOR AREA RATIO

It is a mistake to reduce development density in the city 's prime
commerc i al area. Zoning in this district should seek to reinforce
Harvard Square as a commercial resource f or the cl ti zens of '

Cambri dge.
.

Development density issues are more critical at the edges of the
Square abutting residential districts, where at FAR of 2. C) is
appropriate. Thi s propasal i s f lawed because i t would sti ll all Olrj a
FAR of 3. O for certai n uses on peri pheral si tes such as the Gulf
Station at Mass Ave and Harvard Street.
Small sites (under 1O,OOC' sq ft) can be built to higher FAR than

,

larger si tes whi le sti ll stayi rig low because such developments use
the air above public streets to gain light and air. It has been a
goal to encourage smaller scai e development to preserve the speei al
urban quality of Harvard Square. It is appropriate to consider the
developmant of each si te i ndi vi dually and allow hi gher dan£3i ty when
appropriate.

In enacting the rezoning several years ago that created the Harvard
Square Desi gn Advi sory Committee , of whi ch I am a membar , reductions
on the FAR were consi dered and reiected i n f avor of a design revi ew

process. It would be unfair to land owners, who may have made

f inancial decisions based on this recent action, to drastically
change the development rules at this time.

The buildings that have been reviewed by the Advisory Committee
, i ncorporata many unusually attractive features designed to improve

the pedestrian experience. Given the realities of budgets, it seams ,

likely that the architectural quality of bui'idimgs would decrease as
' the permitted size decreases.

Currently, traff ic flows quite well in Harvard Square at most times,
better than it has for many years. There i s no need to "f reeze"

t

mP'
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development. Provided adequate parking ifs providod, I do riot
· aqticipate problems resulting frorn proposed developments.

2. BONUS FAR FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING '" "'"

Most of my professional work as an Architect has been with affordable
housing, and my firm has provided services for a number of such
proiects totaling over 3,000 units. All affordable housing proiects
depend on one or more government subsidies, because the cost of
construction is sc) high. Current priority for" such subsidies in
Massachusetts is 'For housing for families with children. Other
subsidies are targeted to improving depressed areas. It is hard to
imagine any undeveloped site within the boundaries of the Harvard
Square Overlay district that would be suitable, and none of the,area
is "depressed".

FAR bonuses should be targeted to encourage desired qualities in the
district, such as underground parking, pedestrian amenities,
neighborhood serving retail uses, and compliance with the "Harvard
Square Development Guidelines". It is bad zoning to ancourage
incompatible uses. Housing should be encouraged only on sites
abutting residential districts, but b-lO story height consistent with
a FAR of 3.0 would probably NOT be appropriate in such locations.

3. HEIGH1" LIMITS

Building CORNICE heights are the single most important factor in the
perceived bulk of a building. The current bO" (5 story) height is
probably too high for a CORNICE in most areas of the square, and the
Harvard Square Advisory Committee has been successful in getting 3

and 4 story cornice heights for most developments. Further
regulation of cornice heights would be desirable. I would recommend
4 stories for most of the square (5U") with 3 stories (40') facing a
lower density district. Additional height uµ to 70" or 8O" behind a
45 deg sky exposure plane should be permitted by special permit for
buildings complying with the applicable "Harvard Square Development
Guidelines."

4. PARKING SPECIAL PERMITS

It seems like a good idea for most proiects getting parking special
permits to contribute to cQnstruEting parking spaces, but the special
circumstances around each proiect needs to be evaluated. I would
recommend a different change authorizing the Planning Board to impotae
this as a condition of a parking special permit when they deem itnecessary.

5. SUMMARY/OVERVIEW

Previous presentations by the proponents have indicated there is some
6ort of "crisis" of development in Harvard Square. In some sense,
therefore, this petition is a referendum on development in the
Square, since the effect of the petition, if passed, would be to
"freeze" development as it now stands. I believe that the Square is
a terrific place now, that recent developments are Unostly) very
attractive and fit in well, and that the proposed developments that
have been reviewed by the Harvard Square Advisory Committee are of
exceptional quality and will come to be seen as positive additions to
the Square.

The development review process is working well in Harvard Square and
there is no pressing need to make changes. If changes are made, they
should be limited to "fine tuning" of the current regulations to
respond to particular problems.

+

RUSSELL3:hsq.mss - Page 2



pb a

W 7

HARVARD SQUARE OVERLAY DISTRICT
C AMENDMENT PETITION

COMMENTS TO THE CITY COUNCIL

by Brett Donham
296 Upland Road
Cambridge, MA 02140

May 19, 1988

The petition put forward by the Coalition for Harvard Square is
seriously flawed. Worse than that it is either incredibly naive
or a deceitful piece of work. It is attempting to conceal a
major down-zoning by covering it with the politically expedient
goal of affordable housing. Affordable housing is like
motherhood; everyone is in favor of it. But it is deceitful to
propose it to help passage of a controversial down-zoning if the
underlying economics will prevent it ever being built.
I urge you to reject this petition but to recognize a very real
and deep concern about the density of development permitted
under current zoning.

The zoning petition refers to "unforseen........commercial
development". This is inaccurate. All the planning and zoning
studies of Harvard Square for the last 14 years recognize the
development potential. The only wonder is that the space was
not developed before this. The Monacelli study of 1974, for
instance, identifies each of the parcels that is currently
planned for re-development and further describes with great
accuracy what level of building is likely on each site.
The petition says that new commercial development is
"eliminating lower-rent premises". New buildings don't
eliminate lower-rent premises, market forces do, supply and
demand does. Corcoran's didn't close because of new
development, it closed because it was a low margin business that
could not pay the rents demanded by the market place. This
petition will do nothing to stabilize rents.
The petition refers to the need "to protect......affordable
housing". Rent control and its attendant eviction controls
protect affordable housing; this petition will not protect it in
any way.

In 1984 the City commissioned a study by Chadbourne & Vigier
entitled, "Development in the Harvard Square Overlay District".
It concluded that, absent significant subsidies, the economics
were such that rental housing was unlikely to be built in the
Overlay District. 'Since then we have seen luxury condominium
development, but it is not clear there is a market for more of
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that, or even if there is, whether it could generate enough
profit to subsidize affordable housing. At the very least,
before approving the petition, the Community Development
Department staff should do a pro-forma sensitivity analysis to
see if affordable housing will result; I seriously doubt it.
Affordable housing as defined in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
is family housing. i do not believe that the Overlay District
with its heavy traffic and absence of elementary schools,
playgrounds-and other families is an appropriate place for
family housing. However, single room occupancy housing may be
appropriate in Harvard Square but this petition does not address
that.
Parking is an issue to be considered with housing. Commercial
uses in the Overlay District benefit from an excellent public

' transit system. Many use it and their number is growing.
iiousing on the other hand needs cars and in fact generates a
higher parking demand than commerical uses in an area so well
served by public transit. city policy, through its zoning
ordinance, should not be skewed towards creating higher parking
demands.

The last item in the petition, essentially a voiding of
subsection 6.35 of the zoning ordinance, runs counter to all
nations of good planning policy. In an area so well served by
public transit, both surface and subway, public policy should be
directed towards discouraging private car use and encouraging
public transit use. Current City policy does this but I urge
consideration of mandatory "T" passes as a further requirement
for parking reduction.

In sum, I believe there is a real concern that this petition
tries but fails to address, that of density. I urge the City
Council to set this petition aside and to instruct the Community
Development Department to draft a new zoning amendment that
lowers the allowable density in the Harvard square Overlay
District to an FAR of somewhere between 3.0 and 3.5.

,
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Councillor David Sullivan moved the petition be referred to the full
City Council without recommendation.

The hearing was adjourned at 9:52 p.m.

For the Committee

William H. Nilsh
City Councillor

enclosures

S



City of :ambridge

In City Council June 6, 1988

.The Cbnunittee on Ordinances conducted·a public hearing on May 19, 1988

beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall. !Ihe purpose of

the hearing was to review the petition of Mary Conlan, et al to amend the

Harvard Square Overlay District. Councillor William Ntlsh, Chairman of the

Corrmittee requested the petitioner to cane forward.

At this time, Mr. Fhilip Dowds of 48 Banks Street and one of the

petitioners outlined the reasons for filing the petition and stated that an

amendment to the Overlay District was needed due to the intense development

currently underway through out the Harvard Square Area.

He further stated the Advisory Coimittee which was put inplace by the

original overlay district was not totally effective, and that sane 300,000

square feet are under development. He also urged the council to appoint a

' Blue Ribbon Corrmittee to study the econometrics of their proposal.

At this time the Coirunittee heard from Mr. jNCbb Nichol's of 201 Huron

Avenue, one of the petitioners who outlined in detail the technical aspects

of the petition including height and density requirements. He further

stated to the Camnittee that uncontrolled development will threaten the

quality of life in Harvard Square. Furthermore, he stated that the petition

called for a Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 2.0 and could only be changed by

SPeciai Permit to an F.A.R. of 3.0 and finally that no building be higher

than 60 feet. Mr. Nichol's further stated that any developer seeking to
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construct a building in this area should not be allowed to go forward unless

they are prepared to present all their financial data and projected rate of

return to prove to the neighborhood that their businesses would be adversely

impacted if not granted the necessary permits.

Also speaking in favor of the petition was Gladys Gifford of 85 Sparks

Street who stated this proposal was also an attempt to stop the acquisition

of property by Harvard University. She further stated that 28% of the total

land area within the overlay district was owned by Harvard University.

Furthermore, she stated Harvard University has relocated or closed several

businesses due to this expansion in the Community. The City and

neighhorhood must maintain a dialogue with Harvard University in order to

control their future expansion and development plan.

Also speaking in favor of the petition was Mr. Charles Sage of 221 Mt.

Auburn Street who outlined his position on the petition as a Harvard Square

merchant. He stated that buildings are too high, real estates values are

doubling because of this kind of development and that the merchants are

loosing parking spaces throughout the Harvard Square area.

ALSO speaking in favor of the petition was Mr. Brad pool who supported

the construction of affordable housing within the area and drew an analogy
a

between boarding house construction in San Francisco and similar

construction which he believes could be built within the Overlay District.

Councillor Nilsh questioned the concept of developing "rooming houjes"

without bathroans or kitchens.
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At this time the Committee heard from Mr. Joseph Nigro representing the

Building Trades Association who spoke in opposition of the petition.

Building construction puts many Cambridge people to work, he stated, and the

trades people within his organization have built many buildings and homes in

Cahbridge.

Also speaking in opposition to the petition was Ms. Nithy Spiegleman,

Director of Planning for the Harvard Uiversity Planning Group who submitted

a prepared statement outlining the University's position. She also

submitted a written statement from Prof. William j. Poorvu. Furthermore,

she stated the university disagrees with the substance of the proposal

before the Conuiittee. Ms. Spiegleman further stated Harvard has moved away

from the large scale acquisition and development plans in the City's

residential neighborhoods and is only involved in small scale projects

compatible with neighborhood Character.

Councillor Francis H. lhehay questioned whether or not Ms. Spiegleman

had chnged her position regarding the allowable height limitation now that

she is no longer the Assistant City Manager for Coirmunity Development. Ms.

Spiegleman responded in the negative and stated the university has not

altered its position since hearing the petitioners presentation before the

Planning Board on May, 17, 1988.

Finally Ms. Spiegelman stated Harvard University has no plans to

convert the Harvard Square area into a campus.

At this time the Conmittee heard from Mr. Hugh Rissell, Che Corliss

Place who suhnitted a prepared statement opposing the petition and stated
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it would be a mistake to reduce the F.A.R. and supported the development

review process currently in effect by way of the Harvard Square Design

Advisory Corrmittee.

Also speaking in opposition to the petition was Ms. Sally Alcorn,

Executive Director of the Harvard Square Business Association, who read a

prepared statement and stated the petitioners have refused to accept a

canpranise on the petition and consequently the association has to oppose

the proposal.

Also speaking in opposition was Mr. Louis DiGiovanni of 36 john F.

Kennedy Street who stated there was no need to adopt the petition before the

Committee since there were already sufficient mechanisms in place to check

large scale development. He further stated he strongly supported the

concept of affordable housing in the Harvard Square area and suggested the

City Council file "Elane Rule" legislation to acquire "Windmill Park" which

would provide for a minimum of 200 units and presented the Coimittee with an

architectural drawing of the site.

Councillor Duehay questioned whether or not Mr. DiGiovanni supported a

maximum 3.0 F.A.R.

Mr. RiGiovanni responded by stating that per se 3.0 was not bad.

Councillor Duehay furtter questioned whether Mr. DiGiovanni could

support the petition if "Wind Mill Park" were to,become a reality.

Mr. DiGiovanni responded by stating "Windmill Park" should stand alone.

Also speaking in opposition was Mr. David Vickery of 88 Grozier Road

who provided the Ccmnittee with a brief overview of the history of develop-
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ment within the Harvard Square area. He further stated that should the City

Council adopt the proposal currently before it, they would be stepping back

fran what they approved and developed with the Planning Board over the past

15 years.

Councillor Duehay questioned whether or not Mr. Vickery supported an

F.A.R. of 4.0.

Mr. Vickery responded by stating he did not believe 4.0 was excessive.

At this time Mayor Alfred Vellucci stated he would submit for the

upcoming City Council meeting a proposal to establish a one year moratorium

on all demolition and construction in the Harvard Square area.

At this time the Chair ruled that the hearing has lasted slightly over

the two hour limit but due to additional speakers wanting to be heard, an

additional one half hour will Ee provided with individuals from both sides

being given an opportunity to speak.

At this time speaking in favor of the petition were jonathan Meyers of

5 Hollis Street, Robert LaTremouille of 348 Franklin Street, Mary Conlan, 26

Chauncy Street, john Fitkin, 18 Fayette Street and Howard Medwed. Speakingin

opposition to the petition were: Sheldon Cohen, President of Out of Town

N2ws, Richard Sargin of Huron Avenue and Brett Ibnham of 296 Upland Road.
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To The Honorable, The City Council:

From: the Planning Board

SUBjECT: Conlan Petition to Modify Provisions of the Harvard
Square Overlay District

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Board hearing on the above petition was held on
Tuesday, May 17, 1988. The petition would significantly modify
provisions in the Overlay District affecting building bulk and
height, use and parking quantities provided. These proposed
regulations are potentially far reaching in their consequences
and interrelated as to their future effects. Therefore the Board
is not prepared to make detailed recommendations on the many.
provisions of the petition without further analysis and
discussion. However, on the matter of maximum floor area ratio
(FAR), the Board has concluded after review of many projects
City-wide and in Harvard Square that the maximum FAR permitted
should be reduced to a 3.0 from the 4.0 currently permitted in
the Business B zoned portion of the Harvard Square Overlay
District. At a 3.0 substantial development could occur on many
lots at a scale which can be accommodated in a high density
district such as Harvard Square; however the 25% reduction would
allow buildings to be more easily designed to respect their
context. In addition there would be less pressure to increase
height or to reduce parking.

The Planning Board will forward more detailed recommendations to
the City Council on the housing, height and parking waiver
provisions as quickly as possible.
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Enclosed please find a copy of the Planning Board^s recomlnendation

relative to the Conlan Petition to modify provisions of the Harvard Square

Overlay District.
.h

Very t 1 yours , .
4

C

"" '

Robert W. Hea y
City Manager
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Agenda Item No. 7jj
Re : enclosed Planning Board recomnendation
on the Conlan petition to modify provisions
of the Harvard Square Overlay District.

-

.

In City Council,

June 27, 1988
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june 3, 1988

To The Honorable, The City Council:

From: the Planning Board

SUBjECT: Conlan Petition to Modify Provisions of the Harvard
Square Overlay District

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Board hearing on the above petition was held on
Tuesday, May 17, 1988. The petition would significantly modify
provisions in the Overlay District affecting building bulk and
height, use and parking quantities provided. These proposed
regulations are potentially far reaching in their consequences
and interrelated as to their future effects. Therefore the Board
is not prepared to make detailed recommendations on the many
provisions of the petition without further analysis and
discussion. However, on the matter of maximum floor area ratio
(FAR), the Board has concluded after review of many projects
City-wide and in Harvard Square that the maximum FAR permitted
should be reduced to a 3.0 from the 4.0 currently permitted in
the Business B zoned portion of the Harvard Square Overlay
ijistrict. At a 3.C substantial development could occur on many
lots at a scale which can be accommodated in a high density
district such as Harvard Square; however the 25% reduction would
allow buildings to be more easily designed to respect their
context. In addition there would ke less pressure to increase
height or to reduce parking.

The Planning Board will forward more detailed recommendations to
the city Council on the housing, height and parking waiver
provisions as quickly as possible.
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june 3, 1988

To The Honorable, The City Council:

From: the Planning Board

SUBjECT: Conlan Petition to Modify Provisions of the Harvard
Square Overlay District

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

The planning Board hearing on the above petition was held on
Tuesday, May 17, 1988. The petition would significantly modify
provisions in the Overlay District affecting building bulk and
height, use and parking quantities provided. These proposed
regulations are potentially far reaching in their consequences
and interrelated as to their future effects. Therefore the Board
is not prepared to make detailed recommendations on the many
provisions of the petition without further analysis and
discussion. However, on the matter of maximum floor area ratio(FAR), the Board has concluded after review of many projects
City-wide and in Harvard Square that the maximum FAR permitted
should be reduced to a 3.0 from the 4.0 currently permitted in
the Business B zoned portion of the Harvard Square Overlay
District. At a 3.0 substantial development could occur on many
lots at a scale which can be accommodated in a high density
district such as Harvard Square; however the 25% reduction would
allow buildings to be more easily designed to respect theircontext. In addition there would be less pressure to increase
height or to reduce parking.

The Planning Board will forward more detailed recommendations to
the City Council on the housing, height and parking waiver
provisions as quickly as possible.
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eight

AN ORDINANCE
In anenchEnt to an ordinance entitled "The Zonir,g Ordinances of the City of Carbridge",·

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of CamCridCe
dS follows,

The Zone Map acccmpanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septed)er 26, 2979 emitled
"The zonim Ordinances of the City of CMbridge" is hereby anended as follows

A Create 8 new subsection 1 1.542 (renumberfng existing Sectfom 1 1.542

through 11.545 axmrdingly) which shall reed:

"11.542 / Floor Asc1 Rztio Limitations. The maximum floor

area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements d this sub:zction

1 1.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

tidies a more restrictive FAR limitation, tbe more restrictive shall

apply.

a. Am-of-Right Litniutiom. The maximum FAR applicable

to any Jot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Specixl Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum

allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit kom the

Planning Board, provided ihat the following conditions are

met:
;

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict witii the

criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the objectives of the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPMENT

GUIDELINES.
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3. Sixty-five percent (65%) of the total gross floor area to

be built is devoted to rmidential u3c3 permitted in sub-

sections 4.3 1, a-k.

' C

.

4. At least thirty percent (30XJ d the dwelling units "

constructed, but in any case 110 less than one unit, shall

be made available to, and affordable by, families as

defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further rneet the

requirementsof subsections 11.203-! 1.206."

B Reduce maximum height 1imfts established by the prmnt subsection 1 1.542

(renumbered to 1 1.543 pursuant to above), Bnd clarify the conditions for

gmnting extm height by speckl permit, by inUing chmges 8s follows:

I. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read: -.

"C. Conditiom for Issue of Special Permit. A 3peci&l permit for au· .

ditiond height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

— _
___any negative environmetitd impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "BD",

"

subst itute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "6D",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clorify the oppjicability of the present 3ub3ection 1 1.544 (renumbered to

1 !.545 pursuant to Uuyc), by edding to the end of this subsection the

p5rtjgroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requiremuits and provisions IisteC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parkirtg by special permit pursuant

to subseciion 6.35."

Passed to a second readirg at the City Council meeting held on June 6, 1988

and on or after June 20, 19EB the question cones on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:

-
john E. Flynn

Deputy City Clerk

L



FIRST PUBLICATION NU'BER 2410.

C': €itµ gf Canibribge

In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eight

AN ORDINANCE
In amhEnt to an crdinance aititled "The Zonirg Ordinances of the City of Cambridge",·

Be it ordained by the CitY Council of the Cig of CambridCe as follows:

The Zone PEp acccmpanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septeinber 26, 1979 entitled
"The Zoning Minances of tj"e City of C'mbridge" is hereby anended as follows

A Create 8 new subsection 1 1.542 (renumberfng existing Sectfom 1 1.542

through 1 1.545 accordingly) which shall reed:

"11.542 / Floor Arei Rztio Limitatiom. The maxitnutn floor

area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
" trict shall be governed by the requirements d this sub:a1ion

11.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

lishes a more resirictive FAR limitation, the more restrictive shall

apply.

a. A3-or-Righl Limititiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Speciil Permit for Additionil FAR. The maximum

allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a spec'al permit from the

Planning Board, provided that the following conditions are

met:

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict witii the

criteria of subsection 10.43. '

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the ob jectives of the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPKENT

GUIDUJNES.
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" "" 3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the total gross floor area to

be built is devoted to rmidential u3c3 permitted in sub-

sections 4.31, a-k.

4. At least thirty percent (30X) d the dwelling units '

constructed, but in any case no less than one unit, shall

be made avaikble lo, and MTordable by, families as

defined m subsection 11.202, and shall further meet the

requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limits esbblfshed by the prmnt subsection
1 1.542

(renumbered to 1 1.543 pursuant to abuve), md clarify the conditions for

grmting cxtm height by specid permit, by mUing cMnges as follows:

1. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read:

"C. Conditiom for Is3uc of Special Permit. A 3pecid permit for &(j- .

ditional height shall be issued only upon 8 specific findiiig that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

-- any
:

negaUve environmental impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",

' substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the appjicabiHty of the prment 3ub3ection 1 !.544 frenumbered to

1 1.545 pursuant to 8bwe), by eddfnq to the end of this subsection the

psmgroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions listeC above shall be

ine!igible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subsection 6.35.'°

Passed to a seccnd reading at the City Council neeting held on june 6, 19&3

ard cx) or after Jjne 20, 1983 the question ccaes m passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:

-
john E. Flynn

Deputy City Clerk



FIRST FtBLICATION MM3ER 2410.

(,Qi €itp gf Camijribge

In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-eight

AN ORDINANCE
In dmenchEnt to an crdinance aTtitlej "Re Zonirg Ordinances of the City of Carbridge".·

Be it ordained by the City Council of the Cig of CambridCe 3s follows,

The Zone Map acccmpanying ordinance passed to be ordained Septe±er 26, 1979 entitled
"The Zoning Minances of the City of Urbridge" is hereby arerded as follcws

A Create a new subsection 11.542 (renumbering existing Sectkm 1 1.542

through 11.S4S accordingly) which 3hall read:

"11.542 / Floor Arei Ritio Limituiom. The maximum floor

area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
' trict shall be governed by the requirements d this sub:'ection

11.542: however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-

lishes a more resrrictlve FAR Limitation, the more resrriaive shall

apply.

a. /b-of-Right LimiUtiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Speciil Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum

allowable FAR in the Harvud Square Overlay District may be

increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit from the

Planning Board, provided ihat the following conditions are

met:

1. The increased bulk allowed 13 not in conflict witii the

criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the ob jectives of the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPMENT

GUIDELINES.
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" ' " 3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the total gross floor area to

be built 13 devoted to residential u3c3 permitted in sub-

sections 4.3 I, a-k.

' t .

4. At least thirty percent (3U) d the dwelling units "

constructed, but in any case no less than one unit, shall

be made available to, and affordable by, families as

defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further rneet the

requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height Iimfts establfshed by the prmnt subsection 1 !.542

(renumbered to I 1.543 pursuant to above), md clarify the conditions for

gronting extm height by specid permit, by mUing cMnges 8s follows:

I. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read: ..

"c. Conditiom for Iss'jc of Special Permit. A 3pecial permit for &ci·
.

ditiond height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

J any negative _environmemai impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",

' substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "siny" or "60",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the appjicability of the prment 3ub3ection 1 i.S« ("enumbered to

1 1.545 pursuant to 8boYe), by Wing to the end of this subsection the

psmgmph following:
,

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions !isteC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subsection 6.35."

Passed to a second readim at the City Council meeting held on june 6, 1988

and on or after thre 20, 19EB the question canes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:

-
john E. Flynn

Deputy City Clerk

.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
_ CiC, ¶08

RELATIVE TO ZONING

Qlity nf QlalnhuijgE
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions of Chapter
40A,Section 5 of the General Laws,Tercentenary Edition and amendments

thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances comprised of the entire membership
of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday, May 19, 1988 at
7:00 p.tn. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a

petition by Mary Conlon, et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance,
Article 11.50 - Harvard Square Overlay District. The amendment would decrease
the maximum as-of-right Floor Area Ratio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit
a Floor Area Ratio of 3.0 under the following conditions: the increased bulk
allowed is not in conflict with the criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and
is compatible with the objectives of the Harvard Square Development Guidelines
and 65% of the total gross floor area is devoted to residential use as per-
mitted in Sections 4.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is affordable as defined in
Section 11.202. The amendment would also decrease the as-of-right height from
60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit height from 80 feet to 60 feet.
Additionally the amendment would add the following restriction to the Parking
and Loading Requirements, Section 11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses

failing to meet requirements and provisions listed above shall be ineligible
for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant to subsection
6.35."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of the City Clerk, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at this time and be
heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor \dilliani H. Walsh,
Chairman.

~
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JAMES B. PELOQUIN JEFFREY S. MICHAELSON

D. BU~ ~ CHESTER A JAN1AK

jr"' ,
" EvI\N SON ROBERT C. RIVES. JR. RAN A CAMPBELL. ill

W. WEJNSTEJN MICHAEL WEINBERG y:
At L 'U MCHAEL R. GOTTFRIED CLARE M. HOWE

WHjjAM H. CLANCY DAVID STRAUSS COU'N"SELLORS W JOHN B. SAVCX> MARY ELIZABETH VAN DYCK

GEORGE M. FORD SUSAN M. BARNARD NANCY KELLY MARK G. MAHER

BARRY L. SOLAR P RANDOLPH L. SMITH SUSAN A MAZE

HOWARD D. MEOWED DAVID M GOVERNO C
AriBR\DG EiA"

ROBER' J. CORDY BRUC' A H"M""ON
SAMUEL P. SEARS, JR JOHN J. MCGIVNEY 50 MILK STREET DANA C. BLAKSLEE NANCY A DALY

JOHN A DONOVAN. JR. MICHAEL J GRACE ANDREW P. BROWN BANNA R. STALLONE

NORMAN C. SPECTOR DAVID P. ROSENBLATT BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109 MARK M. CHRISTOPHER , ROBERT P, INGRAM

CHARLES MARK FURCOLO PAUL ALAN RUFO JAY S. GREGORY WARREN E. TOLMAN
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PETER J. SCHNE$DER NANCY L. BRUSH £LIZABETH Z HOLMES SARAH BORSTEL PORt LR
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PAUL E STANZLER DAVID M. O'CONNOR THOMAS G. COOPER GEORGE S. TSANDIKOS

I

April 20, 1988
1{
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Mr. Philip Dowels
'Coalition for Harvard "Square
P .C). Box 19
Cambridge, MA 02238

Dear Phil: :

Please be advised that the Neighborhood Nine Association
voted at its regular monthly meeting on April 14, 1988 a
resolution in support of the Harvard Square downzoning petitionknown as the Conlan Petition. This letter is intended to advise
you of that fact and to advise you that copies of this letter are
being sent to the Planning Board and the Cambridge City Council
so that they may be part of the record with respect to the
proceedings in respect to the Conlan Petition. 1

t

Very truly yours,
,1

µ

}

Howard D. Medwed
HDM/jb

h

' cc : Cambridge Planning BoarY ,

Cambridge City Council

·J

:

?

7

J

J

y
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Comm. received from Howard Medwed record ing
the Neighborhood Nine Assoc. in favor of the
Mary Conlan rezoning petition for Harvard
Sq.
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In City Council,

May 2, 1988
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Agassiz Neighborhood Council
Agassiz Community School Agassiz Community Center

20 SACRAMENTO STREET CAMBRIDGE. MASSACHUSETTS 02138 (617) 498-9056

May 15, 1988

Cambridge City Council

City Hall
Cambridge, PIA 02139

Dear Mr. P1ayot":

The Agassiz Neighborhood Council, at our April 13th meeting, voted
unanimously to support the efforts of the Coalition for Harvard Square to
ammend the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance Section 1 1,50 for the Harvard
Square Overlay District. Our neighborhood is ad jacent to Harvard Square,
and this is a downtown area to many of our residents. Our day to day
business in Harvard Square is already a hardship due to congestion, lack of
parking and loss of small service businesses,

We appreciate the struggle of all Cambridge neighborhoods to
encourage the kind of development that will not negatively affect the
quality of life in our neighborhoods, and we join the Coalition for Harvard
Square in this struggle,

Very truly yours,

:9ZLdinat0,
A6ASSIZ NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL
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GREENMAN,GROSSMAN & DUFFY
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

77SUMMER STREET

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS O2ljO

KARLGREENMAN TELEPHONE
DAVIDE.GROSSMAN (617)542-0297
WILLIAM B.DUFFY,JR.
STEPHENC.FL.ASHENBERG TELEFAX
FREDERICKS.PAULSEN (617)542-7853MELISSAJ.ROSS"
RICHARD L.WULSIN
JOSEPHM.SAMSON' OFCOUNSEL
LESLIERATL.EYBEACH GERALDJ. BURZILLO

"ALSOADMITTEDIN NY

%,LSOADMITTED1N DCANDMD

May 19, 1988

Cambridge City Council
Cambridge planning Board
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA

Re: Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

I am writing to oppose the proposed Harvard Square
Overlay ijistrict Amendment petition as filed in March of
1988. My client's property, located at 1430 Massachusetts
Avenue is the large commercial and retail structure running
from Baybank to Church Street and facing directly onto the
Square. The owner has long been committed to preserving the
character and appearance of Harvard Square, and for this
reason has granted to the Cambridge Historical Commission a

permanent easement preserving the appearance of the Mass. Ave

facade. This assures that, ultimately, all of the retail
storefronts will conform to the historic easement. I write,
therefore, as representative of an owner with a proven
financial commitment to preservation of the character of the
Square which derives from its diverse mix of buildings old
and new.

The proposed amendment petition will do nothing to
advance the stated goals of the petitioners. The downzoning
in Business b district from 4 to 2 will result in substantial
diminution in land assessment revenues. The proposed
inclusionary housing bonus provision for an increase in floor
area ratio from 2 to 3 will act as a disincentive to oroduce
any housing at all. Affordable housing requires substantial
subsidies, not penalties in the form of elimination of
valuable space. The proposed amendment will not assist the
current process but will stop growth entirely by creating
substantial impediments to housing, rehabilitation, and to
new projects.

3
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Greenman,Grossman &Duffy

Lastly, as business people, we note the new theory
advanced here, that limiting supply of retail space will
somehow lower rents and lower costs. This unprecedented
theory ignores the fact that demand for retail space springs
ultimately from spending patterns. As you know, if demand

increases while supply decreases, price of space invariably
increases.

we urge you to defeat this ill conceived amendment, and

surjrjort the current planning process which, however
complicated, has resulted in a vibrant, active mix of
buildings in Harvard Square.

Sincerely,

eslie Ra ey B ch, Attorney
For Barbara mrphy, Trustee
Owner of 1430 Massachusetts Avenue
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Williamj. Poorvu\
44BRATTLE STREET, FIFTH FLOOR, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02138

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617)576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a prOperty
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for oyer 20
years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To
qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at allwould be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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Page Two
May 19, 1988

In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition propcses. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it t'o be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In 3ther words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers haveno trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.
The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Page Three
May 19, 1988

Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City. ·

A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a
petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would notmind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that iswhat you would like tc happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings inCambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the BrattleTheatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate theirpresent premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do notrecommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each of which should be treatedindividually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on BrattleStreet, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, willincrease taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Simcerely,

bju-%L-
William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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William J. Poorvu
44brattle street, fifth floor, cambridge, massachusetts 02138

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617)576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20

years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be

prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housimg. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To

qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
'when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.

.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or ' aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban desigr, decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers haveno trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.
The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a
petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would not
mind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that iswhat you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and

' allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings in
Cambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the Brattle
Theatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each of which should be treatedindividually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on Brattle
Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion h.e described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, will
increase taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

(AU"— CYAn-
-

William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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William J. Poorvu
44brattlestreet, fifthfloor, cambridge, massachusetts02138

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617)576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20

years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Sqiiare Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but tcj stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To

qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers haveno trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.
The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. 'That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a
petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would notmind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that iswhat you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings inCambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the BrattleTheatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Alscp, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the YBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each' of which should be treatedindividually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on BrattleStreet, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, willincrease taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

bju— ? (Anm
-

William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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William J. Poorvu
44brattlestreet, fifthfloor, cambridge, massachusetts 02138

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617) 576-1010

May 19, 1988

, Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138 "

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20
years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To
qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foct highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers have
no trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.

The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.
Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B

zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That isbecause on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a
petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would not
mind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that is
what you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings in
Cambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the Brattle
Theatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each of which should be treated
individually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on Brattle
Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.
At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thouCht that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the cohfusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, will
increase taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

tuA"9(R— -

William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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William J. Poorvu
44brattle street, fifth floor, cambridge, massachusetts 02138

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617)576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20

years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be

prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To

qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings' on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers have
no trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.

The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue frcm buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in



9

O

Page Three
May 19, 1988

Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That is
because on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a

petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would not
mind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that is
what you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings in
Cambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the Brattle
Theatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a
collection of sub-districts each of which should be treated
individually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on 3rattle

, Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, will
increase taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

tluujkA)~
William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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William J, Poorvu
44brattle street, fifth floor, cambridge, massachusetts 02138

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617)576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20
years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To
qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testifiedthat a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot highbuildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. Thegranting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not beenautomatic. There should continue to have to be specialcircumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planningbenefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings onCommonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on severalcorners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot highbuildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the muchhigher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzedin its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is acommercial center, not a residential concourse, or aninstitutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height ofCharles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a mostinappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which onlydrives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make HarvardSquare vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers have
no trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about theirinability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought theirclothes there as well, these stores would probably still be inHarvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationshipbetween small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage intheir review process that developers provide space for smallerstores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as BenThompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability tofind new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to thelife of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.

The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core issupposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, butexisting property owners will be able to file for abatements of upto 50% on their land assessments because of a reduction inunderlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B
zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That is
because on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price
reflecting a total usag2 of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a

petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would not
mind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that is
what you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings in
Cambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all cjf us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the Brattle
Theatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to.vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a

collection of sub-districts each of which should be t'reated
individually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on Brattle
Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT'S height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, will
increase taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

bjujkAn- -

William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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HarvardUniversityPlanningGroup
1350MassachusettsAvenue· Holyoke Center912·Cambridge, Massachusetts02138 617·495·2234

May 19, 1988

Councillor William H. walsh
Chair
City Council Ordinance Committee
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Councillor Walsh:

As one of the major property owners in Harvard Square, Harvard University is
opposed to the Harvard Square zoning amendments proposed in the petition by
Mary Conlon, et.al.

In recent years the University has tried to move away from simply opposing
additional regulation. Instead we have tried to identify mutual areas of
concern and agreement as a basis for establishing regulatory changes in
Harvard Square. Two such efforts were the nomination to the National Register
of the Harvard Square National Register District and the revision of the
Harvard Square Overlay ijistrict. Both of these regulatory packages involved
considerable work by the Cambridge Historical Commission, the Community
Development Department and the residents and businesses in the area.

The Overlay District zoning amendments in 1986 established new ground rules
for Harvard Square development. The subsequent flurry of development activity
consists of projects which were anticipated, but the timing was by no means
clear when the regulations were adopted. It is perhaps the timing of these
proposals which has generated the most concern among neighbors. The sites
which have been proposed for development were all identified in the analysis
that preceded the 1986 Harvard Square rezoning. The process of review through
an advisory committee made up of different interest groups and the creation of
design guidelines for each site were also put in place through that rezoning
and the resulting project proposals have been altered and improved as a result.

Commercial and institutional growth and change in Harvard Square is currently
thriving. In the case of Harvard, our sites in the Harvard Square commercial
district are getting heightened attention because of the direction which the
regulatory initiatives of the city have presented to us. Harvard has moved
away from large-scale acquisition and development plans in the city's
residential neighborhoods, and is only involved in small scale projects which
are compatible with neighborhood character. Development on the core campus
has been discouraged by historic preservation restrictions which reflect the
community's and institution's shared respect for the historic Harvard
buildings and the important open spaces. This makes the few development sites
which the University owns in Harvard Square very important for the growth
which the University has historically demanded and for which some provision
must be made in the future.



We believe that the process in which we participated two years ago was a
positive step towards joining interests to shape Harvard Square development.
We disagree with the current petition's rejection of that process and its
results. Furthermore, although like the petitioners we are also concerned
with the environmental quality and impacts in our own "neighborhood", we need
to protect reasonable options for using the sites we own in Harvard Square
which are not fully or appropriately developed for our needs.

The petition also includes language directed towards affordable housing. Our
opposition to this down zoning does not represent opposition to goals of
providing affordable housing. We have participated in the city's efforts to
devise a citywide strategy linking development and affordable housing. Trying
to achieve this by creating development disincentives as proposed in the
petition may discourage development as desired by the petitioners, but is not
likely to create affordable housing.

We recognize that many of our residential neighbors feel very strongly about
this down zoning proposal and we regret that we are not able to support its
process or substance. we hope that we will be able to maintain a dialogue
about their concerns for Harvard Square without adoption of restrictioris that
reduce growth potential in a part of the city well-served by transit and
well-served by an organized process for project review.

Sincerely,

A· '

Kathy . Spiegel n
Director for Planning

cc: Cambridge City Council

KAS:CS
19:59

,



a

^

V

Robert J. La Tremouille ResiAence: 348 Franklim Street
Cambridge, MA 02139-3731

January 29, 1988" Telephone (617) 491-7181

Office: Sixty Western Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139-3751
Telephone (617) 876-3362

Dear Councillor:

This will confirm my telephone call of approximately 3:15 P.M. Enclosed
for your information is the document I mentioned, "A Guide to the
Massachusetts Housing Partnership", which I obtained from Amy Anthony's
office on last Monday. Page 14 list the only definitions of "affordable" Icould find in the document, defining "Most Affordable" and "Affordable".
"Very Affordable", which you put in the Cambridge zoning ordinance, based on
your claim of MHP's definition does not seem to exist in this document.

Based on this discrepancy, I called the Massachusetts Housing
Partnership at their Boston number listed in the back of the book, 727-7824. '

I spoke with a Ms. Pat Burns who was not pleased that I would be calling her
to define a term from the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance, and was even lesspleased when I repeatedly asked her if MHP has any definition for "very
affordable". She was quite insistent that the only terms of that naturewhich they use or define are "most affordable" and "affordable".

I hope that you will be able to provide a definition for '"veryaffordable' standard of the Massachusetts Housing Partnership or any
successor agency", as used by you in section 11.202 of the Zoning Ordinance
as your definition of "An affordable unit of housing", i.e. "one that meets"
that standard.

µ":),:igjit:':ti cL&
cc: Mr. William Cavellini

L' "

Simplex Steering Committee
274 Brookline Street
Cambridge, MA 02139 '
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11.200: Affordable Housing Requirements
Where additional lntensit of development is permitted by special permit in any zonh district,sub°ect to this Section idoo,

the following minimum standards and requirements
sha¶

apply.

'3//U!bb/ ¢S'""
11. 01.

- Quantity of Affordable Housing Units Required.
.

A minimum of 50% of the additional dwelling units, allowed by this section 11.200 and authoriz-ed by special permit: rounded to the higher number in the case of an odd number of additional

,

units, shall be affordable as hereinafter defined in this Section 11.200.
,4'0 )~1,'0

11.202
- Definition of Affordable Housing.

Ari affordable unit of housing shall be one "that meets the "very affordable" standard of the

/"
Massachusetts Housing Partnership or any succcssor agenc,y, adjusted for family size, or such L?/^klu4""7other equivalent income standard as may be employuj by the Community Development Depart-ment through other city, state, or federal housing programs intended to assist in the provision ' oflow or moderate income housing.
11.203

- CharacteristicsOf the Required Affordable Housing UnitsEach housing unit provided shall have a minimum gross floor area of 950 squarC feet and shallhave a minimumof two bedrooms. In addition the affordable units shall be constructed of the $ame
...

quality of materials and the same basic level of amenities aSrother housing units in the develop ·:
ment. The specific location for the affordable housing units shall be dispersed throughout thedevelopment and shall be specifically approved by the Board of Zoning Appeal.11.204

- SeleCtion of Eliglble Households
.Eligible households shall be selected by the Community Development Department or itsdesignated agent, 'use guidelines customarily employed by the Department in selecting tenant andhomeowner households under other city, state, and federal housing assistance programs.11'.205

- Permanence of the Affordable Housing UnitsTo the maximum extent possible such restrictions, conditions, and/o'r limitations shall be re-
qUired by the Board of Zoning Appeal to guarantee the permanent availability of the affordablehousing units Created under this Section'11.200. For units that are to be sold such restrictions shallinclude limited equity deed restrictions on the resale of the dwelling unit, in a form satisfactory tothe Community Development Department.
11.206

- Other Requirements
.

Any application for a special permit for a development subject to this Section 11.200 shall be ac-
companied by a report from.the Community Development Dep'artment certifying to the" Board ofZoning Appeal that the requirements of this Section 11.200 have been met as demonstrated by thedocuments submitted in support of the application and recommending' such conditions and re-
.quirements as may. be appropriate tis conditions to the issuance of the special permit to fully carry
out the intent d this Section ii.Zmhe'Community Development Department shall certif¥ to theSuperintendent of Buildings ttiat tinai deve|opment plans are in conforwancewith the conditions ofthe special permit before the.issuance of a building permit. In addition the Department shall certify

·

that the conditions of the special permit have been met before issuance of any certificate ofoccupancy.
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The following summaries outline MHP's new tions that limit resale prices, whilc protecting eaprogram initiatives and programs with special homebuyer°s investment;fundihg allocations, along with other ipsources " For communities, HOP can include occupancyoften' used by partnership communities. Detail- priority for local residents in instances where th(
ed sets of program guidelines and applications local municipality makes significant contribution
for eaCh resource are available at the MHP cert- to the project such as providing increased densit

. incentives;tral office.
· For developers, HOP allows a wide variety of urA. DEVELOPMENTRESOURCES page types to be built, flexible development standards1. Mixed-lncome HomeownershipHousing .14 and often reduced land costs through the cooper2. Mixed-lncome Rental Housing

. . . . . . . . . .
16 tion of local governments.3. Public Housing Development

. . . . . . . . . .
.16 A/fordability Mix4. Rental Rehabilitation& Rental Subsidy

. . .17 At least 25 per cent of dwelling units in a HOP5. Related DevelopmentResources
. . . . . . . . .17 development are priced so as to be affordable t6. Planning & Technical Assistance
. . . . . . . .

.18 moderate income households. For lower-incorrB. HOW TO GAIN ACCESS TO THESE households, home financing loans are avaijabkRESOURCES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.22 starting at 5 per cent, while for other house-C. SUGGESTIONS FOR ASSESSING LOCAL holds with slightly higher incomes, mortgageHOUSING NbbljS . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .22 interest rates of 7.9 per cent are available. The
following table illustrates the home prices and
interest rates that are available to first-timeA. DEVELOPMENT RESOURCES homebuyers, according to their income level:

1. Mixed-income Homeownership Housing
.THE MASSACHUShlIS HOMEOWNERSHIP HOP Home Purchase Prices & Interest Rates

OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (HOP):
Purpose & Description household home interestINCOME PURCHASE RATESIn January of 1986, as part of an effort to in- Most Affordable LEVELS" PRICES"

· · Boston arca up to $2' ,900 up to $86,(X)O 5%crease the supply of affordable housing
·Balanceof state up to $27,600 up to $78,500 5%throughout the state, Governor Michael
AffordableDukakis announced the Massachusetts Home- ·State-wide up to $43,000 up to $110,000 7.9%ownership Opportunity Program (HOP) - a

. . . ,
· "lncomehmits and purchase prices vary also accordingto the householdmajor new program of the Massachusetts

size; these may be obtained from your MHP field representativeorHousing Partnership. through the MHFA.
The Homeownership Opportunity Program

.makes available home mortgage financing with Types of Housing Createdinterest rates as low as 5 per cent to qualified
. . , ,first-time homebuyers. Also available are grants Within the Homeownership Opportunity Pro-

to cities and towns for the costs of new roads, gram (HOP), developers can construct a variety
sidewalks, and sewers, which allows home pur- of unit types, including single-family detached
chase prices to be reduced substantially. This and attached units, townhouses, multi-level
combination offers strong incentives for local buildings, according to local building codes and
governments to work with private developers review requirements. Although new construe-
to produce new, affordablehousing. ' tion of housing units is encouraged, HOP also

. . allows the substantial rehabilitation of vaCant,Benefits of the Homeownership Opportunity
existing structures for housing. The type ofProgram (HOP)

,
housing ownership may vary from single lot" For homebuyers, HOP offers affordable home
ownership to condominium as wcll asprices and annual interest rates which start as low

·1
° 'cooperc tive ownership.as 5 per cent;

." For future homebuyers, HOP creates housing that
remains affordable throuph long-term deed restric-

,
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MEMORANL)Ut1

To: Cambridge City Council, Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge Planning board

From: Hugh Russell, 1 Corliss Place, Cambridge

Date: 5/15/8(3

Re: THE HARVARD SQUARE OVERLAY PETITION

By way of introduction to those who may not know me, I came to Cambridge
27 years ago as a Harvard Student. I have worked in Harvard Square for
19 years as an architect. During this same time I have been a resident
of Mid—Cambridge, and was one of the founders of the Mid—Cambridge
Neighborhood Assn. For 10 years I was a member" of the Board of Zoning
Appeal, and am currently a member of the Harvard Square Design Advisory
Committee, having previously been a member of the Harvard Square
Development Task Force. I have deliberately chosen to live and work in
this area because it is so nice, and I have devoted considerable tima
to helping to preserve and improve it.
i oppose this petition because I believe that it will not improve the
quality of Harvard Square, including any new buildings that might be

built, or produce affordable housing, and because the propo6ed changeE
are tQo extreme.

1. FLOUR AREA RATIO

It is a mistake to reduce development derisity in the city's priine "

commercial area. Zoning in this district should seek to reinforce
Harvard Square as a commercial resource for the citizens cjf
Cambridge.

Development density issues are more critical at the edges of the
Square abutting residential districts, where at FAR of 2.0 is
appropriate. This proposal is flawed because it would still aljow a
FAR of 3.0 for certain uses on peripheral siteb such as the 6ulfu
Station at Mass Ave and Harvard Street.
Small sites (under 10,000 sq ft) can be built to higher FAR than
larger sites while still staying low because such developments use
the air above public streets to gain light and air. it has been a
goal to encourage smaller scale development to preserve the special
urban quality of Harvard Square. It is appropriate to cmnsider the
development of each site individually and allow higher density when
appropriate.

In enacting the rezoning several years ago that created the Harvard
Square Design Advisory Committee, of which I am a membar, reductions
on the FAR were' considered and reiected in favor of a design review
process. It would be unfair to land owners, who may have made

financial decisions based on this recent action, to drastically
change the development rules at this time.

The buildings that have been reviewed by the Advisory Committee
incorporate many unusually attractive features designed to improve
the pedestrian experience. Given the realities cjf budgets, it seams .

likely that the architectural quality of buiicnngs would decrease as
the permitted size decreases.

Currently, traffic flows quite well in Harvard Square at mc)Ft time6,
better than it has for many years. There is no need to "freeze"

. RUSSELL3:hsq.mss - Page 1



development. Provided adequate parking 1g provided, [ do not
anticipate problems resulting from prQposed development6.

2. BONUS FAR FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Most of my professional wQrk as an Architect has been with affordable
housing, and my firm has provided services for a number of such
proiects totaling over 3,000 units. All affordable hou6ing proiacts
depend on one or more government subsidies, because the cost of
construction is so high. Current priority for such 6ljbsidies in
Massachusetts is for housing for families with children. Other
subsidies are targeted to improving depressed aream It is hard to
imagine any undeveloped site within the boundaries of the Harvard
Square Overlay district that would be suitable, and none of the area
is "depressed".

FAR bonuses should be targeted to encourage desired qualities in the
district, such as underground parking, pedestrian amenities,
neighborhood serving retail uses, and compliance with the "Harvard
Square Development Guidelines". It is bad zoning to encourage
incompatible uses. Housing should be encouraged only on sites
abutting residential districts, but b—lO story height consistent with
a FAR of 3.0 would probably NOT be appropriate in such locations.

3. HEIGHT LIMITS

Building CORNICE heights are the single most important factor in the
perceived bulk of a building. The current bO" (5 story) height is
probably too high for a CORNICE in most areas of the square, and the
Harvard Square Advisory Committee has been successful in getting 3
and 4 story cornice heights for most developments. Further
regulation of cornice heights would be desirable. I would recommend
4 stories for most of the square (5U") with 3 stories (40') facing a
lower density district. Additional height up to 70' or 80' behind a
45 deg sky exposure plane should be permitted by special permit for
buildings complying with the applicable "Harvard Square Development
Guidelines."

4. PARKING SPECIAL PERMITS

It seems like a good idea for most projects getting parking special
permits to contribute to constructing parking spaces, but the special
circumstances around each proiect needs to be evaluated. I would
recommend a different change authorizing the Planning Board to impose
this as a condition of a parking special permit when they deem itnecessary.

5. SUMMARY/OVERVIEW

Previous presentations by the proponents have indicated there is some
6Qrt of "crisis" of development in Harvard Square. In some sense,
therefore, this petition is a referendum on development in the
Square, since the effect of the petition, if passed, would be to
"freeze" development as it now stands. I believe that the Square is
a terrific place now, that recent developments are (mostly) very
attractive and fit in well, and that the proposed developments that
have been reviewed by the Harvard Square Advisory Committee are of
exceptional quality and will come to be seen as positive additicms to
the Square.

The development review process is working well in Harvard Square and
there is ncj pressing need to make changes. If changes are made, they
should be limited to "fine tuning" of the current regulations to
respond to particuiar problems.

W
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':vL"
Mr. Joseph Connerton
City Clerk - City of Cambridge
Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Connerton:

I write to request you bring the following to the attention
.

of the members of the Cambridge City Council.

The adoption of the Conlon-Down Zoning could create a serious
problem for the new building at St, Paul's Church.

The, proposed building for which a variance has been granted
has a F.A.R. of 2.08. Downzoning the area to a maximum
F.A.R. of 2.00 would put our building in violation and its
height of 51 feet on the Mt. Auburn Street side would also
be in violation.

I consider such a restriction unreasonalbe to St. Paul's and
hope the Council will reject it.
Thank you for your help with this matter.

'7yrk
JPB/ca Rev John P. Boles

.
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

77SUMMER STREET

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS O2llO

KARLGREENMAN TELEPHONE
DAVIDE.GROSSMAN (617)542-0297
WILLIAM B.DUFFY.JR.
STEPHENC.FLASHENBERG TEL.EFAX
FREDERICKS.PAULSEN (617)5·%2-7853
MELISSAJ.ROSS'
RICHARD L.WULSIN
JOSEPHM.SAMSON' OFCOUNSEL

LESLIERATLEYBEACH GERALDj.BURZjL.LO

"ALSOADMITTEDIN NY

%LSOADMITTEDIN DCANDMD

May 19, 1988

Cambridge City Council
Cambridge Planning Board
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA

Re: Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

I am writing to oppose the proposed Harvard Square
Overlay District Amendment petition as filed in March of
1988. My client's property, located at 1430 Massachusetts
Avenue is the large commercial and retail structure running
from Baybank to Church Street and facing directly onto the
Square. The owner has long been committed to preserving the
character and appearance of Harvard Square, and for this
reason has granted to the Cambridge Historical Commission a

permanent easement preserving the appearance of the Mass. Ave

facade. This assures that, ultimately, all of the retail
storefronts will conform to the historic easement. I write,
therefore, as representative of an owner with a proven
financial commitment to preservation of the character of the
Square which derives from its diverse mix of buildings old
and new.

The proposed amendment petition will do nothing to
advance the stated goals of the petitioners. The downzoning
in Msiness B district from 4 to 2 will result in substantial
diminution in land assessment revenues. The proposed
inclusionary housing bonus provision for an increase in floor
area ratio from 2 to 3 will act as a disincentive to produce
any housing at all. Affordable housing requires substantial
subsidies, not penalties in the form of elimination of
valuable space. The proposed amendment will not assist the
current process but will stoo growth entirely by creating
substantial impediments to housing, rehabilitation, and to
new projects.
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Lastly, as business people, we note the new theory
advanced here, that limiting supply of retail space will
somehow lower rents and lower costs. This unprecedented
theory ignores the fact that demand for retail space springs
ultimately from spending patterns. As you know, if demand

increases while supply decreases, price of space invariably
increases.

we urge you to defeat this ill conceived amendment, and
suDport the current planning process which, however
complicated, has resulted in a vibrant, active mix of
buildings in Harvard Square.

S' cerely, b,j_r

Leslie atley each, Attorney
For Barbara Murphy, Trustee
Owner of 1430 Massachusetts Avenue
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William J. Poorvu
44brattlestreet, fifthfloor, cambridge, massachusetts02138

J MAILINGADDRESS:P.O. BOX828, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02238

TELEPHONE: (617) 576-1010

May 19, 1988

Members of the City Council
City of Cambridge
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Members:

I am writing as a homeowner living at Charles Square, as a property
owner of several parcels on Brattle Street and Mt. Auburn Street
and as someone who has taught and lectured on real estate
economics, housing policy and real estate development for over 20

years at Harvard to urge rejection of the Harvard Square Overlay
District Amendment Petition as filed March, 1988.

This proposed petition is not meant to manage growth, but to stop
it. Since most parcels in the area already are built at a 2:1 FAR

or higher, there would be no incentive to develop a site if one
could not add space. Moreover, since a major rehabilitation or
restoration is subject to zoning laws, such restoration may be
prohibited for those properties with a FAR currently in excess of
2:1 especially if any new space were added.

The proposed special permit language providing for an increase in
FAR to 3:1 for housing is especially unfortunate in that ittrivializes what is a serious issue, the need to provide affordable
housing. At a 2:1 FAR, a two-story building with one floor of
retail and one of commercial space is likely to be built. To
qualify for a 3:1 FAR, one would have to give up the commercial
floor and build two residential floors, an unlikely event given
that 70% of the additional floor would have to be affordable
housing which as we all know requires considerable subsidies, even
when land costs are donated. I doubt if any new housing at all
would be created under this plan. The incentive just is not there.

All of this ignores the fact that much of the Overlay District is
inappropriate for housing because of its long standing commercial
uses. Harvard Square is fortunate in that it has considerable
residential land abutting and within walking distance of the
Overlay District. That is where the added housing belongs
according to most planning standards. I only wish many of the
petitioners showed the same enthusiasm for added housing in their
own residential neighborhoods as they do for seeing it in the core
of commercial Harvard Square.
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In regard to height limits, even the proponents' experts testified
that a 60' height limit was appropriate for Harvard Square, not 40'
as their petition proposes. They pointed out several 60 foot high
buildings in Harvard Square as examples of good planning. The
granting of special permission to go to 80' is not and has not been
automatic. There should continue to have to be special
circumstances for it to be given, with clear urban planning
benefits.
The proponents slide show makes my point. Most buildings on
Commonwealth Avenue are 60 feet high with exceptions on several
corners that improve and accent the landscape. The 60 foot high
buildings on St. Mark's Square serve as backdrops to the much
higher Cathedral. In other words, each location is best analyzed
in its own context, which in the case of Harvard Square is a
commercial center, not a residential concourse, or an
institutional/religious plaza. To have restricted the height of
Charles Square to 60 feet, let alone 40 feet would have been a most
inappropriate urban design decision.
As to rents and availability of space in Harvard Square forshopowners, limiting supply creates a shortage of retail which only
drives up rents. Competition and diversity are what make Harvard
Square vibrant and exciting. Merchants who attract customers have
no trouble surviving. If some of those who complain about their
inability to buy needle and thread at local stores had bought their
clothes there as well, these stores would probably still be in
Harvard Square. Although there may be an inverse relationship
between small stores and lower prices for merchandise, ifconsidered desirable, the Planning Board can easily encourage in
their review process that developers provide space for smaller
stores. In addition it is wrong if professional firms such as Ben
Thompson and TAC have to leave the Square because of inability to
find new space. Adequate office space for such firms adds to the
life of Harvard Square and should not be ignored.

The loss of property tax revenues should also be considered.
Traditionally revenue from buildings in the commercial core is
supposed to alleviate the burden on the howeowners. In this case,
not only will revenue growth be stopped under this petition, but
existing property owners will be able to file for abatements of up
to 50% on their land &ssessments because of a reduction in
underlying land value from 4:1 to 2:1 in the case of Business B

zoning. Given the valuation methods used by the assessors in
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Cambridge, the portion of the total tax bill attributable to land
in Harvard Square is among the highest in the county. That is
because on each parcel land is assessed based on allowable not
actual use with buildings treated separately. On any parcel zoned
for a 4:1 FAR; it is assumed that the land can be sold for a price

' reflecting a total usage of the site. This proposed bill would
create havoc and require a total change in assessment practices in
the City.
A recent decision by the D.C. Appeals Court granted relief to a

petitioner for abatement when the petitioner was able to show that
a pending, but filed bill to establish a historic district had a
considerable chance for passage. Although most of us would not
mind filing for abatements on our properties, I doubt if that is
what you would like to happen as it will diminish revenues and
allocate greater costs ultimately over other buildings in
Cambridge. If filings such as this downzoning petition become the
norm, that is what likely will happen.

Lastly, as to the issue of management of growth, obviously it is a
high priority for all of us. The 30,000 square feet that the
Planning Board gave approval for us to build behind the Brattle
Theatre (which approval would not be affected by this downzoning
petition) is a minor project but very important to Benjamin
Thompson and Associates as they are being forced to vacate their
present premises. Also, as an owner of several other developed
properties in the area, my larger concern is that the Southwest
corridor be completed as recommended in numerous studies. I do not
recommend leaving the MBTA tunnel and Harvard Square Motor Inn as
our legacies to the future. The overlay district is really a

collection of sub-districts each of which should be treated
individually with a reasonable degree of flexibility.
Our own experience with the Advisory Committee and Planning Board
is that the process works. Our exception to build to 72 feet
versus 60 feet was only granted because it was adjacent to Waverly
Hall, a building already at that 72 foot height. Moreover, we
agreed to restore the Brattle Theatre and to setback our new
building from the Theatre building (giving up an equivalent amount
of space which could have been built by right without a special
permit). We are also creating new walkways and courtyards,
providing a landscaped park open to the public where nothing exists
today, giving up retail space on Mifflin Place so as to provide
garage access to the CWT site thus avoiding a curb cut on Brattle
Street, and reducing our FAR from 4.0 to 3.2.
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CWT's height exception also came as a tradeoff for added walkways,
setbacks to three stories along the Brattle Street and Theatre
sides, a reduction in FAR to 3.2 plus the massing of any added
height over 60 feet near the existing 72' Waverly Hall building.
It is a much more desirable urban design solution than if CWT built
as of right a 60 foot high building along Brattle Street with an
above ground garage in the rear.

At the hearing Tuesday night before the Planning Board, a gentleman
from San Francisco cautioned that added development in Harvard
Square would result in added use of and put pressure on our mass
transit system. I thought that is what we just spent hundreds of
millions of State dollars to accomplish. Perhaps if San Francisco
had an Advisory Committee and Planning Boards operating
effectively, they would not have had the confusion he described.
My only hope is that our Advisory and Planning Boards continue to
enforce the same high standards in analyzing and regulating future
projects as they did in ours. That is what will protect both our
properties and the quality of life in Harvard Square, not a set of
arbitrary regulations designed to stop not manage our growth.

I urge you to send a clear negative message to the petitioners that
their proposal will raise rents, not encourage housing, will
increase taxes and substitute inflexible planning tools for an
atmosphere where complex but creative urban design solutions and
tradeoffs can and should be encouraged.

Sincerely,

(aalNM -
William j. Poorvu

cc: Sheldon Drucker
Dan Calano
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING

Qlity nf QlaltlhtiOgE

MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions of Chapter
40A,Section 5 of the General Laws,Tercentenary Edition and amendments
thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances comprised of the entire membership
of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday, May 19, 1988 at
7:00 p.iti. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a

petition by Mary Conlon, et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance,
Article 11.50 - Harvard Square Overlay District. The amendment would decrease
the maximum as-of-right Floor Area Ratio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit
a Floor Area Ratio of 3.0 under the following conditions: the increased bulk
allowed is not in conflict with the criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and
is compatible with the objectives of the Harvard Square Development Guidelines
and 65% of the total gross floor area is devoted to residential use as per-
mitted in Sections 4.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is affordable as defined in
Section 11.202. The amendment would also decrease the as-of-right height from
60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit height from 80 feet to 60 feet.
Additionally the amendment would add the following restriction to the Parking
and Loading Requirements, Section 11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses

failing to meet requirements and provisions listed above shall be ineligible
for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant to subsection
6.35." .

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of the City Clerk, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at this time and be
heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.

7
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING

-
Qlity nf «u111htiOgE

MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions of Chapter
40A,Section 5 of the General Laws,Tercentenary Edition and amendments
thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances comprised of the entire membership
of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on Thursday, May 19, 1988 at
7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a

petition by Mary Conlon, et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance,
Article 11.50 - Harvard Square Overlay District. The amendment would decrease
the maximum as-of-right Floor Area Patio to 2.0, and allow by Special Permit
a Floor Area Ratio of 3.0 under ti"ie folkwing conditions: the increased bulk
allowed is not in conflict with the criteria in the existing Section 10.43 and
is compatible with the objectives of the Harvard Square Development C:.:idelines
and 65% of the total gross floor area is devoted to residential use as per-
mitted in Sections Ll.31, a-k, of which at least 30% is affordable as defined in
Section 11.202. The amendment would also decrease the as-of-right height from
60 feet to 40 feet and the Special Permit height from 80 feet to 60 feet.
Additionally the amendment would add the following restriction to the Parking
and Loading Requirements, Section 11.544, of the Overlay District: "Uses

failing to meet requirements and provisions listed above shall be ineligible
for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant to subsection
6.35."

Copies of tEis petition are on file in the office of the City Clerk, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at this time and be
heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
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OFFICE OF THE CiTY CLERK
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

(617) 498-9017
JOSEPH E. CONNARTON

CITY CLERK

JOHN E. FLYNN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

April 29, 1988

To ldhom It May Concern:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a hearing scheduled before the

Committee on Ordinances for May I9, 1988 at 7:00 p.m. in the Sullivan

Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a petition by Mary

Conlon, et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances of the City

- of Cambridge in Article 11.50 - Harvard Square Overlay District.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

, '",'a!' P'"=_
Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk

jEC/dl

Enc. (I)
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?ZF'C" 'HARUAhD'sQUARE OVERLAY DISTRICT
i?&1 IQAR 17 FI'! *SNDr1ENT PETITION
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MARCH 1988

The Coalition for Harvard Square
Box 19, C8mbrjdgE02238 / 354-5670

WHEREAS unforeseen and unprecedented commercial development threatens

the quality of public life in Harvard Square; and

WHEREAS this intense commercial development, if uncontrolled, will in-
rease congestion, create unsolvable traff ic and parking problems, drive out

traditional businesses by eliminating lower-rent premises, destroy valuable

buildings, and fill up needed open space; and

WHEREAS commercial over-development also threatens the residential
qualities of the Square; and

WHEREAS Cambridge urgently needs to protect and promote affordable
housing;

NOW THEREFORE, we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorabit,

the CIty Councl1 of thc City of Cambrldgc, to preserve thc diversity, char-
acter, and quality of life in Harvard Square by amending Zoning Ordinance

Secion 1 1.50, Harvard Square Overlay District, as follows:

A Create 8 new subsection 11.542 (renumbering existing Sections 11.542
through 1 1.545 accordingly) which shall red:

"11.542 I Floor Area RUio Limitations. The maximum floor
area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-

trict shall be governed by the requirements d this subsection
11.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-
lishes a more restrictive FAR limitation, the more restrictive shall
apply.

a. A3-of-Right Limiutiom. The maximum FAR applicable

tn any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. SpeciU Permit for Additioml FAR. The maximum

allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may Za
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' ' increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit from the

Planning Board, provided that the folbwing conditions are

met:

I

1. The increased bulk allowed is not in conflict with the

criteria of subsection 10.43. i

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

with the objectives or the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPMENT

GUIDELINES.

3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the total gross floor area to

be built 13 devoted to residential u3c3 permitted in sub-

sections 4.3 I, a-k.

4. At least thirty percent (30%) d the dwelling units "

constructed, but m any case no less than one unit, shall

be made available to, and affordable by, families as

defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further meet the

requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limfts esbblfshed by the present subsection 1 1.542

(renumbered to 11.543 pursuant to Uwe), Bnd clarify the conditions for

granting extra height by special permit, by mUing chmges 8s follows:

1. Add a new subsection "C." which shall read:

"c. Conditiom for Issue of Special Permit. A 3pecial permit for aci· .

ditional height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on

the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

any negative environmental impacts."

2, Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",

substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the applicability of the pre3ent mbsection 11.544 (renumbered to

11.545 pursuant to abwe), by eddinq to the end of thk subsection the

parsgroph following:

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions listeC above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant

to subsection 6.35."
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MARCH 1988

The Coalition for Harvard Squme
Bax 19, C8mbridge 02238 I 354-5670

.
WHEREAS unforeseen and unprecedented commercial development threatens
the quality of public life in Harvard Square; and

WHEREAS this intense commercial development, if uncontrolled, will in-
rease congestion, create unsolvable traffic and parking problems, drive out
traditional businesses by eliminating lower-rent premises, destroy valuable
buildihgs, and fill up needed open space; and

WHEREAS commercial over-development also threatens the residential
qualltles of the Square; and

WHEREAS Cambridge urgently needs to protect and promote affordable
housing;

NOW THEREFORE, we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable,

the City Council of the CIty of Cambridge, to preserve the diversity, char-
acter, and quaiity of life in Harvard Square by amending Zoning Ordinance
Sec ion 1 1.50, Harvard Square Overlay District, as follows:

A Create a new subsection 11.542 (renumbering existing Sections 11.542
threugh I 1.545 accordinqly) which shall t'ed:

"11.542 I Floor Area Ratio Limitations. The maximum floor
area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
trict shall be governed by the requirements d this subsection
11.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-
lishes a more restrictive FAR limitation, the more resirictive shall
apply.

a. As-of-Right Limitations. The maximum FAR applicable
to any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Special Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum
allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

-G
i
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increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit from th
Planning Board, provided that the following conditions art
met:

I. The increased bulk allowed is not in conflict with the
criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

,
with the objectives of the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPMENT

GUIDELINES.

3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the total gross floor area to
be built is devoted to residential uses permitted in sub-
sections 4.3 1, a-k.

' A'

4. At least thirty percent B0%) d the dwelling units "

constructed, but in any case no less than one unit, shall
be made available to, and affordable by, families as
defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further meet the
requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limits established by the prmnt subsection 11.542
(renumbered to 11.543 pursuant to above), md clarify the conditions for
gmnting extm height by special permit, by mUing chmges 85 follows:

I. Add a new subsect ion "c." which shall read:

"C. Conditions for Issue of Special Permit. A special permit for ad-
ditional height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing of the building on
the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs
any negative environmental impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",
subst itute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",
substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the opplicabi1ity of the premit wbsection I 1.544 (renumbered to
11.545 pursumt to Bbwe), by 8ddinQ to the end of this subsection the
por®roph following:

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions listed above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant
to subsection 6.35." ,J ,

I
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The CcMition for Harvard Squme
Bqx 19, kmbridge02238 I 354-5670

.
WHEREAS unforeseen and unprecedented commercial development threatens
the quality of public life in Harvard Square; and

WHEREAS this intense commercial development, if uncontrolled, will in-
rease congestion, create unsolvable traff ic and parking problems, drive out
traditional businesses by eliminating lower-rent premises, destroy valuable
buildings, and fill up needed open space; and

WHEREAS commercial over-development also threatens the residential
qualities of the Square; and

WHEREAS Cambridge urgently needs to protect and promote affordable
housing;

NOW THEREFORE, we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable,

the CIty Council of the CIty of Cambridge, to preserve the diversity, char-
acter, and quality of life in Harvard Square by amending Zoning Ordinance
Secion 1 1.50, Harvard Square Overlay District, as follows:

A Create 8 new subsectfon I 1.542 (renumbering existing Sections I 1.542
threugh 1 1.545 8ccordimly) which shall red:

"11.542 I Floor Area Ratio Limitations. The maximum floor
area ratio permitted on any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay Dis-
trict shall be governed by the requirements of this subsection
11.542; however, at locations where the base zoning district estab-
lishes a more restrictive FAR limitation, the more resitictive shall
apply.

a. As-of-Right Limituions. The maximum FAR applicable
to any lot in the Harvard Square Overlay District shall be 2.0,

except as may be permitted in b. below.

b. Special Permit for Additional FAR. The maximum
allowable FAR in the Harvard Square Overlay District may be

G
I
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.
increased to 3.0 upon issuance of a special permit from the ·
Planning Board, provided that ihe following conditions are
met:

I. The increased bulk allowed is not in conflict with the
criteria of subsection 10.43.

2. The increased bulk allowed is found to be compatible

,
with the objectives af the HARVARD SQUARE DEVELOPMENT

GUIDELINES.

3. Sixty-five percent (65X) of the total gross floor area to
be built is devoted to re3idential uses permitted in sub-
sections 4.3 1, a-k.

4. At least thirty percent (30%) d the dwelling units
constructed, but in any case no less than one unit, shall
be made available to, and affordable by, families as

defined in subsection 11.202, and shall further meet the
requirements of subsections 11.203-11.206."

B Reduce maximum height limits established by the prmnt subsection 11.542
(renumbered to 11.543 pursuant to above), ond clarify the conditions for
gmnting extr8 height by special permit, by mUing chmges as follows:

1. Add a new subsection "c." which shall read:

"c. Conditions for Issue of Special Permit. A special permit for ad-
ditional height shall be issued only upon a specific finding that:

1. Additional height enables better massing d the building on
the lot; or else,

2. Benefit to the public of said additional height outweighs

any negative environmental impacts."

2. Throughout the subsection, at each occurence of "eighty" or "80",
substitute "sixty" or "60", and at each occurence of "sixty" or "60",

substitute "forty" or "40".

C Clarify the opplicability of the prmnt mbmtion I 1.544 (renumbered to
11.545 pursumt to above), by adding to the end of this submtion the
par®roph following:

"Uses failing to meet requirements and provisions listed above shall be

ineligible for reductions of required parking by special permit pursuant
to subsection 6.35." ,A ,

1
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We the UnOersiqnedrespectfully petition the Honorable, the CIN Council of theUty of cmbrkjoe, to pmerve the
divw3ity, charactor, and quality of lifo in Fkrvard SquaN by' amending Zoning S€dion 1 1.60 in confor-
mance wIth the Petition 8tt¢ichcd hereto.

Signature Printed Name Mdress Phone
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I, the abwe signed, am aregistered voter in theCityof Cambrige, MA
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t

We the UmersiQned respectfully petition the Honoreble, thecltycouncfl of theCity ofCambrKjOe, to preserve the
divmity,character, md quality of life in Harvard~ by atmndingZoning &ction 1 1.60 in confor-
manCe wIth the Petition 8ttt£hcd hereto.

Si ture Printed Name Mdress Phone
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I, tN above signed,am a registeredvoter in theCityof Cambrige, PIA
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we the UMersigned respectfully petition the Homr©le, the City Council of thcClNof C8mbrkjQe, to preserve the
diversity, character, and qudity of life in Fkrvud~ by amMing Zoning &ction 1 1.60 in confor-
mmce wIth thc petition dteched hereto.
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I, the above signed, am a registeredvoter in the City of Cambrige, PIA
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Petition of Mary Conlan, et al, to amend the

, Zoning Ordinances in Section 11.50, Harvard
Square Overlay District by creating a new
subsection 11.542 with regard to Floor Area
Ratios, As-of-Right Limitations, Special
Permits for additional FAR and the reduction
of maximum hCight limits presently established. .

7/' Un' '

""tj3t)
In City Council,

March 28, 1988
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