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January 30, 1989

COUNCILLOR WALTER SULLIVAN

ORDERED: That all items excluding ordinance amendments subject to a

statutory time frame, not acted upon at this meeting be placed
without prejudice, in the files of the City Clerk, subject to
recall by any member of this City Council.

.

In City Council january 30, 1989.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of. 9 members.

littest:- joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk. -
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January 30, 1989

COUNCILLOR WALTER SULLIVAN

ORDERED: That all items excluding ordinance amendments subject to a

statutory time frame, not acted upon at this meeting be placed
without prejudice, in the files of the City Clerk, subject to
recall by any member of this City Council.

In City Council january 30, 1989.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 9 members.
zittest :- joseph e. Connarton, City clerk. ·
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In City Council Kbveidber 14, 1988

T'he Conunittee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council conducted a public hearing on Wednesday, November 2, 1988 beginning
at 7:01 p.m. in the Ackermann Room, City iiall. The purpose of the hearing
was to receive testimny on the petition of Webb Nichols to amend the Zoning
Ordinances relative to adding a new Section entitled "Required oocumentation
For project Uireshold Criteria".

At this time, Mr. Webb Nichols appeared before the Comnittee and stated his
strong belief that the City of Cambridge should require comprehensive
documentation for all phases of new construction which requires a special
permit or variance for a project involving three or more dwelling units or
which proposes to add more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor area or
for a project which propses to be in excess of 35 feet in height. He

stated the purpose of the petition was to establish a fair way to approach
such development projects in the City. Cambridge residents, he said, have
not been given serious consideration before the City Council on their
objections to developer-oriented projects. He further stated that when a
developer is seeking a special permit due to hardship for either financial
or economic reasons, the citizens have a right to know what the hardship is.

Councillor Ouehay questioned whether or not the petition requires any
environmental review.

Mr. Nichols responded by stating there is a requirement for traffic analysis
only. Mr. Nichols further stated that his proposal addresses the need for
accurate documentation being provided to the City, particularly in view of
the linkage ordinance.

Councillor walsh questioned exactly how this proposal would effect linkage.

Mr. Nichols responded that although he believes that such a propsal effects
' other'communities, he is unsure whether it would effect Cahbridge.

Speaking in favor of the petition was Robert Edbrooke, 20 Prescott St.,
Miilip Ibwds, 48 Banks St., and Betty Davis, 13 Ware St.; all of whom agreed
that not enough dccumentation by developers is submitted to the City at the
time requests are made for variances and/or special permits.

1"

' Speaking in oppsition was Robert Heroux, 901 Mass. Avenue, of the Cambridge
Chamber of Cammerce, jeffrey Hermatson, Esq., representing Carpenter & Co.,
Eric Wadlinger, Esq., 10 Craigie St., and Alex Steinbergh, 3 Clinton St.;
all of wham strongly oppsed the propsal before the Cbmittee and
indicating that the proposal is far beyond the scope of Chapter 40, M.G.L.A.
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Attorney Wadlinger stated that under Chapter 40A, there is no reference to
hardship when seeking variances or special permits.

At this time, Councillor Russell moved to refer the petition without
recomnendation to the City Council.

The hearing was adjourned at 7:29 pm.

For the Conunittee,

Councillor william h. Walsh
Chairman.

t

f

1



1l.C) &,i,L,L11A
Comm. from Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk, trans-mitting the report of Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman, Committee on Ordinances , without recom-mendation on the petition of 'Webb "Nichols to amend
the Zoning Ordinances in Article 10.000: Appeals ;

Variances, and Special Permits by adding a new
'

Section 11.50 entitled "Required Pro ject Docu-t .7entat:i.on".
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Referred to the Planning Board for report bA¢&k- o?b,/ /Ui'
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- Planning Board Hearing

(CITY CO=IL must act within 90 ays of the ORDINANCE CCNMITIEE hearing
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Passed to a second reading on

published in on
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with-applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments ofs more than,three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than'35 feet. ,·

'

'
- ,

. .

. - .

' y "7
t ,

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of theI

City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
! provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
' is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the

owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or 8pecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

. .

Few applicants could supply th'e information in full"compliance with
"the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from

' "architectural'plans.' Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to' make a total resubmission of plans to thC Board of Appeals (or Planning

i Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

t
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

i

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
!

detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
i the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
prc'ject; anticipated finance arrangements, includimg
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make it

' invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance-

Section 10.52(C), ambiguougly requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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, joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "Pro ject Documentation Report. " The added costfor small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

November 29, 1988

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

' City of Cambridge
1

) 795 Massachusetts Avenue
)

' Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

' Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowners oppose in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by webb Nicholg which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variance8 and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this could mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written pitotest stating the rea8ons for the protest, signed by "thei

owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land propoged to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the propo8ed change to the ordinance.
The underUgned landowners own real e6tate which will be affected by the
propo8ed changes and now so file such a prote8t.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which 1b irrelevant to the variance or 8pecial permit requested. The proposed ,

amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who mu8t review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
admini6trative board8 of the nature and 8cope of propcced project8.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a 8pecial permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basi8 a8 needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could mpply the information in full compliance with i

the proposed amendment. Construction project8 often requirc Bome changes from
architectural plam. Section 10.52(d) of the propoml requires the applicant
to make a total resubmUUon of plam to the Board of Appeal6 (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden Lb unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
' November 29, 1988

Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
"

professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information 18 irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or valance. The propoged amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
meml)ers to potential liability for migu6e of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which hay make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver proviUons in Section 10.53(C)(3)
tranMer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, K.G.L. c. 40A. "

The prohsal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the exi8ting Harvard Square Overlay Di8trict
provi8iong of the Ordinance.

, Section 10.52(C), ambiguously require8 the
applicant to "8ubmit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plan8," without explaining what "full-size" P

meam.
¥

Finally, by treating all applications in the 8ame manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The propc)8ed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyor8, transportation engineerg, accountant6, and
lawyer8 nece88ary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for Bmall project8 could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
8erved.
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joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 3

N F PRO RT O ER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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HOMEOWNERS,LANDOWNERS,BUSINESS
OWNERS

DO YOU KNOW ?

The "NICHOLS" petition currently before the Cambridge City Councilwill affect

,

all~developmentsin Cambridge of more than 3 dwelling units, more than 5,000 square
feet, or taller than 35 feet which require any kind of specialpermit or zoning relief.

The petition will require applicants for special permits or variances to file a
PROJECT DOCUMENTATION REPORT. In addition to documentation regarding
conditions and the proposedproject, the report must include shadow and traffic impact
studies and detailed legal and financial information which normally would remain
confidential.

WHY OPPOSE ?

This petition will require all applicants for special permits or zoning relief to file
costly and irrelevant information, serving no public need. Existing documentation
requirements are adequate, and establishedprocedures allow for the Board of Zoning
Appeal or Planning Board to obtain additional information as needed on a
case-by-case basis without unnecessarily overburdening all applicants to commission
elaborate consultant studies and provide full disclosure of business terms related to
the project.
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'i, ,,;:, ,¢";s ,S (2) Photograjms of the project parcel and
'PE"°'u^':o'\ " its surroundings.

""we o(np' (3) For both the project parcel, and for im-
PUBLIC NOTICE mediately abutting or facing lots, information

RELATIVE TO ZONING specifying existing zoning classification, existing
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

land uses (including number of dwelling units), ap- ,

MASSACHUSETTS proximate building heights and FAR'S. % 7 .Office of the City Clerk (b) project proposal documents:

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with (I) Site plan of the proposed project at a
'

the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the scale of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and

General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend- proposed structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, and parking/loading areas; proposed grading and

q,'$0v\s /Nsrn

,
comprised of the entire membership of the CIty site drainage; required usable open space; trees,

u, «
k

Council, will hold a public hearing ori Wednesday, shrubs and other landscape elements; and

jr& *
November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan treatments of the parcel edges (fences, screens, a ' g %

Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on etc.). F e iEA. t'
"

3j
a petition by Webb Nichols, el al to amend the

.

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and fZ "
" ' ,t;'s S

Zoning Ordinancesof the City of Cambridge in Arti- rear) of project structures, indicating position and % %:oI,:^"?q',,"
cle 10.000 entitled "Appeals, Variances, and height of structures on adjacent lots within 100 ft. "'g,m,k c)oh'
Special Permits", as follows: (3) Quantitative information regarding

A. Renumber Section 10.50: Repetitive Petitions gross floor areas allocated to the various uses or
PUBLIC NOTICE

to 10.60. components of the proposed pro ject; total FAR; on-
RELATIVE TO ZONING

B. Delete Subsections 10.471 and 10.472, and site parking and loading counts: number, floor '
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

" renumber subsequent subsections accordingly, area(s), and bedroom counts for dwelling units; MASSACHUSETTS

C. lnsett foilowing the existing Section 11.40 a
af)d areas of usable open space allocated to units, 0f(ice of the City Clerk

new Section 11.50: Required Documentation, and/or assigned to common areas. Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
reading as follows: (C) project impact documents: the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the

"10.56 Required project Documentation (I) Shadow impact studies showing
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-

Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a spe¢ia1 per- shadows cast on the ground plane by project struc- ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,

mit or variance for a construction or development lures at 9 am, noon, and 3 pm for the summer
comprised of the entire membership of the City

project which (a) includes more than three dwelling solstice, the winter solstice, and the vernal/autum- Council, will hold a reconvened public hearing on
units, or (b) proposes the construction of 'more nal equinox. Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 5:30 p.m. in the
than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor area, or (2) Traffic impact study prepared by a

Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
(c) proposes construction in excess of 35 feet of registered transportatkm engineer describing Massachusetts on a petition of Howard Medwed,

height, shall provide a Project Documentation capacities, volumes and levels of service at adja- et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinanceas

Report as further described herein. cent streets and key intersections both as currently follows:

10.52 Procedures existing, and as resulting from development as
1. adding a new definition to Article 2.00 entitled

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation proposed. "Addition. New construction which is connected to
with the application for special permit or variance. (3) The scope of the traffic impact study

aa"ej&iiiiij structure above grade at any point by '

(b) Format: Submit required documentation shall be established by negotiations between the construction which contributes to gross floori)

in an 8'/2 x 11 inch Report or binder. Reduce over- applicant and the Community DevelopmentDepart- area.",.

size drawings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches merit. Either or both impact studies may be waived ' 2. adding to the defimtion of Lot the tdowing'
maximum, and fold to fit within. Photographs may by unanimous consent of the Boar4 upon receipt of ' "Forthej)uijjosesof determining whether a parcel

' be presented as black-and-white photocopies, the written recommendation of the Assistant City of land is irj identical ownership throughout, only '

(C) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) "Manager for Community Development, stating that those persons who, alone or jointly or severally
copies of the project Documentation Report—2 for the small scale or specific location of the project with others, have legal title to such parcel shall be

public record copies, and the remainder for will result in no impacts worth ftMher study, considered to have an ownership interest. The in-

distribution to members of the permit- or variance- (d) project legal and financial information, terests of lessees and others who have care,
granting Board. Additionally, submit one (i) set of including: site acquisition terms and arrangements,

charge or control of such parcel, but who do not
full-size drawings, maps and plans, and of color with explanations of any residual leases,

have legal title shall be disregarded.", and

photographs. easements, or other encumbrances: development 3. adding to the Ordinance the following Section
(d) Changes and Resubmissions: Any costs, including·itemized construction costs, pro-

5.272 new sections 5.28 entitled "Exclusion of way
changes in the applicant's proposal following sub- fessional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the from Lot Area for purposes of determining Floor
mittal of the application, except for changes project; anticipated finance arrangements, in- Area Ratio: 5.29 entitled "Computation of lot area
negotiated at the public hearing, shall require eluding anticipated mortgages, interest rates, pay-

for purposes of determining FAR on Multiple SUuc-

resubmittal of the application and the project merit schedules, and equity participation; an- ture lots and Section 5.30 entitled "Computation of
Documentation Report ticipated annual management and operating costs

lot area for purposes of determining FAR".
.10.53 Documentation Required of the completed project; anticipated project in-

Copies of this petdion are on file in the 0fhce of
(a) Existing conditions documents: come, including sales or rental rates or prices for the City Clerk, City Hal!, Cambridge,

(I) A certified survey of the project parcel the various components of the project; and an-
Massachusetts.

ata scale of 1 in = 20 ft or40 ft, including property ticipated return on investment." All persons interested in this matter may appear
lines, existing structures and drives, trees in ex- Copies of this petition are on file in the Office of at this time and be heard.

cess of 3" caliper, public utilities serving the -the City Clerk, City Ha j|, Cambridge, For the Committee
parcel, existing grades (topographic contours at 2 Massachusetts. Counciilor William H. Walsh
ft intervals), and edges of structures within 100 All persons interested in this matter may appear Chairman.
feet on other lots immediately abutting, or facing at this time and be heard. (C)OCt.13,20

.

across streets and ways. For the Committee, '

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.

(C)Oct.13,20
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PETITION

January 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Ma3sachusetts P.¶"32u.2
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean gix councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City official8 who must review it. Current '
documentdtion requirements adequately inform the public and the City :,

administrative boards of the nature and 8cDpe of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis aB needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

q
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
'

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The propoged amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, Burveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for ;aliy::zprojects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Polaroid Corpdration 718-734 Main Street

Polaroid Corporation 28 Osborn Street

Polaroid Corporation 123-137 Windsor Street
polaroid Corporation 795 Memorial Drive

! Polaroid Corporation 385 Putnam Avenue

Polaroid Corporation 21 Osborn Street
Polaroid Corporation 640-648 Main Street
Polaroid Corporation 63-77 Albany Street

Polaroid Corporation 650-680 Main Street

Al")

.
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the

. owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

i
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Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
cnerating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
inccjme, including sales or rental rates or prices for the .,

various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The,proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambigucmsly requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 8et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the

' City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis a8 needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." Thi8 burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,*

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project

,income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

J
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lawyers necessary to produce a "Pro ject Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
'""""" (mny"- L
NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Louis F. DiGiovanni acik /Lmm^j'
11-13 Story Street

Louis F. DiGiovanni
A?rUAK) /L"^^m

JL9 Hilliard $3t,re?t

Louis F. DiGiovanni
,

jL""his Mwnnrial Drivo
: Louis F. DiGiovanni'. d/b/a Brattl Pa m r urch Realty Trust 50 ChLlrC}h Street
, t
1

Kennedy-Eliot Realty qrtls't A"7a7m"6+jFK
Street

Trinity Realty Trust
A

' &Ln Qjne
Mifflin Place

Trinity Realty
I]imit,'47a3/!=ip "i 8 3'6'x=Tt,,,t

K
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February 1, 1989

L

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

FROM' Sally Powers, Director i

Board of Assessors .
\

In reply to your memo dated January 27, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols .

1

i
' ___:_
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' INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Pcwers Date january 27, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

F'°" joseph E. Connartonl 'iL ReferenCe

Subj,,iity Clerk
\--

Nitten protest - petition of hCbb Nichols

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written pmtest to the petition of bkbb

Nichols, et al.

kuld you kindly certify the ownership of the property and ranit a copy to the
Engineering Dept.

Please refer to the tnano I previously sent to you on january 13, 1989 which
enclosed the chart Milch covers the time limit on this petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.
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January 24, 1989

Mr. Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the changes in the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which, among other things,
would define a "Pro ject Documentation Report" to be submitted with applications for
variances and special permits for all developments of more than three dwelling
units, more than 5,000 square feet, or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally that no zoning
ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the City Council. For
Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. the statute provides that, prior to
final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there is a written protest stating
the reasons for the protest, signed by "the owners of twenty percent or more of
the area of the land proposed to be included in such change, or of the area of the
land immediately ad jacent extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-
fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the

_
ordinance. The undersigned landowners o,wn real estate which will be affected bv
the proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the
amendment wIll not serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit 'much information which is
irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed amendment

' places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the information and
on the City officials who must review it. Current documentation requirements
adeq'uately inform the public and the City administrative boards of the nature and
scope of proposed pro jects. Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a
special permit or a variance allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to
obtain additional information about a pro ject on a case'-by,,.case basis as needed to
rule on an application.

Investment Builders, 25 Burlington Mall Road
Brokers Burlington, MA 01803
and Managers 617/270-9595
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Mr. Joseph E. Connarton
January 24, 1989
Page 2

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with the proposed
amendment. Construction pro jects often require some changes from architectural
plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant to make a total
resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning Board) for "any
changes.

. .
." This burden is unreasonable.

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in detail their private
business information, including terms and arrangements of the purchase of the
pro ject site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the project;
anticipated finance arrangements, including anticipated
mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and equity
participation; anticipated annual management and operating
costs of the completed pro ject; anticipated pro ject income,
including sales or rental rates or prices for the various
components of the pro ject; and anticipated return on
investment."

. The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial information is needed,
or what test must be met for the financial information to be acceptable. This
information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or deny a special permit or
variance. The proposed Mnendment does not specify what the Board of Appeal (or
Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the financial information, and it exposes
the City, the Boards, and the Board members to potential liability for misuse of the
information.

,
Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and ambiguities which will

' make it complicated to enforce or which .may make it invaFd. Some of the oddities

' are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3) transfer authority
to persons not authorized by the Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could delete the
existing Harvard Square Overlay District provisions of the
Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the applicant to "submit
one (I) set of full-size drawings, maps, and plans, "without
explaining what full-size means.
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Mr. joseph E. Connarton
January 24, 1989
Page 3

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed amendment
denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "Pro ject Documentation Report."
The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to paying the architects, surveyors,
transportation engineers, accountants, and lawyers necessary to produce a "Pro ject
Documentation Report." The added cost for. small pro jects could be prohibitive with
no clear public purpose being served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Triangle Park Ass ates 98 CambridgePark Drive

jLj .,>'., .'"l,, ._

192 CambridgePark Drive

for self and Co-Trustees of Triangle
Park Associates Nominee Trust, and not
individually

CambridgePark One Limited Partnership, 115 CambridgePark Drive
a Massachusetts Limited Partnership

By: Triangle Park Associates, a joint
venture, its sole General Partner

By: Triangle Park Company, a
Massachusetts Limited artnership,
a General Partner b

its

Sa"i
Pakker
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Mr. joseph E. Connarton
January 24, 1989
Page 4

CambridgePark Two Limited Partnership, 120 CambridgePark Drive
a Massachusetts Limited Partnership

,

By: Triangle Park Associates, a joint
venture, its sole General Partner

By: Triangle Park Company, a
Massachusetts Limite Partnership,
a General Partner

tic, ' ,/

.-..its General Partner

1000 Massachusetts Avenue Phas I Associates 1000 Massachusetts Avenue
a Massachusetts Limited Part . rship

By: az "

'"'its General Partner

k
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
CaubridgtS, Kassachuse"Cts (jZi39

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the'ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

we oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden 18 unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
opeiating costs of the completed project; anticipated projCct
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information

, to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or ,

deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "8ubmit one (I) 6et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

)

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
.amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project

Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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:

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

jjziz "A<m z"j)/7jds7)1
/

1
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February 1, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

,
T\""\..

4FROM' Sally Powers, Director
Board of Assessors \ ,.'\

)

In reply to your memo dated January 25, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of
Webb Nichols.

i

I
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date January 25, !989
Director, Board of Assessors

From Referencejoseph E. Connarton
'C

, Subject City Clerk

Hritten protest - petition of Hebb Nichols.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Nebb Nichols, et al.,

Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Dept.

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13,
1989 which enclosed the chart which covers the time limit on this
petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

L__ ____ _____
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

t City of Cambridge
:

,

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by WeE)b Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variance8 and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 Bquare feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
18 a written protest stating the reagons for the protest, Ugned by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be ·

included in 6uch change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

we oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
'

because the amendment will not 8erve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requireg applicant8 to Bubmit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projectm
Furthermore, established procedure8 for i88uing a 8pecial permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case ba8i8 as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could 8upply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from

' architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." Thi8 burden 18 unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nicho18 requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private buUness information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project Ute,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including,
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment Bchedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project·
income, including Bales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why thi8 financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information 18 irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed "amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

k

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), anbiguou8ly requires the
applicant to "Bubmit one (I) Bet of full-Uze drawings,
map8, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
meanm

Finally, by treating all applicatiom in the 8ame manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to tho8e unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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jo8eph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyer8 necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNEB ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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February 1, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk /Jj>\

FROM' Sally Powers, Director ,i'
'

Board of Assessors ' " \"
"(//

In reply to your memo dated January 24, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tam'ber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols.
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date january 24, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

f'°" Joseph e. connartorj {L. Reference

City Clerk
Subject

Nritten protest - petition of bkbb Nichols.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Hebb Nichols, et al.

Hould you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Dept.

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13,
1989 which enclosed the chart which covers the time limit on this
petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

1

I
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all

! developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
, or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
i

because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the'financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 6et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without. explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The propoged amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architect8, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY "OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts Cl2133

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

J



q q

t t

© 0
":>

joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning BoaM) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

- The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

I-Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project

:
,F

Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and



T

> T

0 f

m ©P
A

Joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3 )

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be pMhibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION
u

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue

j

Cambridge, Hassachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
0

because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require sOme changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site, ,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires th'?
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyor8, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

camhriR%"Tr115~ompany 353 H\lron Aven11e

, I Cambridge, MA 02138
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February 1, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connartor'

uCity Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Director '

'

Board of Assessors '.'i "

In reply to your memo dated January 23, 1989, please be

advised that 'we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of

Webb Ni chols .

I
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""" CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
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INTEROFEICE CORRESPONDENCE

P

To Ms. Sally Powers Date january 23,1989

Director, Board of Assessors

From 1 'L,
Reference

joseph E. Connarton ',.
SubjectCity Clerk "

Nritten protest - petition of Nebb Nichols

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Hebb Nichols, et al.

Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Dept. )

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13,
!989 which enclosed the chart which covers the time limit on this
petition. .

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7

' councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current "

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City .administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest r2tes, payment schedules,. and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board !

members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authori2ed by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "8ubmit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the mine manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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joseph E. Connarton
, january 9, 1989

Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Norstin Associates 51 Norfolk Street

62 Norfolk Street

70 Bishop Allen Dcive
r

77 Fiisihnp A11rn nrivf'
Rindge Associates 362 Rindge Avenue

364 Rindqe Avenue

Cambridge I Associates One Alewife place

Corcidoc Associates 6,8,10,12 Essex Street

579 Mass. Avenue
595 Mass. Avenue

84 Bishop Allen Drive
\

Landon T. ClaY 603-605 Mass. Avenue

2-2A Essex Street
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Mr. Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk
City of Cambridge

1

I

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols
which, among other things, would define a "Project Documentation
Report" to be submitted with applications for variances and special
permits for all developments of more than three dwelling units, more
than 5,000 square feet, or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of
the City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The

statute provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the
ordinance, if there is a written protest stating the reasons for the
protest, signed by "the owners of twenty percent or more of the area of
the land proposed to be included in such change, or of the area of the
land immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom," then
a three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to enact the
proposed change to the ordinance. The undersigned landowner owns real
estate which will be affected by the proposed changes and now so file
such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The.
proposed amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who

must supply the information and on the City officials who must review
it. Current documentation requirements adequately inform the public
and the City administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed
projects. Furthermore, established procedures for isstiing a special
permit or a variance allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to
obtain additional information about a project on a case by case basis
as needed to rule on an application.

4
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Mr. Joseph E. Connarton
January 19, 1989
Page 2

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with the
proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes
from architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires
the applicant to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of
Appeal (or Planning Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is
unreasonable.

In Section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
, detail their private business information, including terms and

arrangements of the purchase of the project site,
"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and

equity participation; anticipated annual management and

operating costs of the completed projects; anticipated
project income, including sales or rental rates or prices for
the various components of the project; and anticipated return
on investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial information
is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information to be

acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not
specify what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may
do with the financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards,
and the Board members to potential liability for misuse of the
information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and ambiguities
which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make it invalid.
Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3) transfer
authority to persons not authorized by the Zoning Act,
M.G.L. C. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could delete the
existing Harvard Square Overlay District provisions of the
Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), ambiguously requires the applicant to
"submit one (I) set of full-size drawings, maps, and plans,"
without explaining what "full-size" means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable t'o afford the "Project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief
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Mr. Joseph E. Connarton
January 19, 1989
Page 3 ··

to paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers,
accountants, and lawyers necessary to produce a "Project Documentation
Report." The added cost for small projects could be prohibitive with
no clear public purposes being served.

Respectfully submitted,

BAYBANK HARVARD TRUST COMPANY

b,CUjAlA
Paul Ved elakis
Vice President

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

'

BayBank Harvard Trust Company 1408-1414 Massachusetts Avenue

b
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TO: Joseph E. Cormarton
City Clerk

i

FROM' Sally Powers, Directo ,.'

Board of Assessors .
"

In reply to your ineino dated January 20, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of
Webb Ni chols .
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To Ms. Sally Powers Date january 20, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

From ·'"7r
" ReferenceJoseph E. Connarton,"PC

SubjectCity Clerk j
\4ritten protest - petition of Hebb Nichols

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Webb Nichols, et al.

Hould you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Department.

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13,
1989 which enclosed the chart which covers the time limit' on

this petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

..

I
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CAMBRIDGE MA.

PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

\

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,

i among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all!

developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there

1

is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be

, included in Guch change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
S

extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.

!

The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of

, Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much informationI

which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case bagi8 as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable. i)

i
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the dCcision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

,

The proposal, by amending section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguouslY requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) Bet of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to tho8e unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

4
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

.

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requireg applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, tran8portation engineers, accountants, and

i
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

.

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAKE OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be

submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. TPie statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be

included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7

councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge ?-oning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from

architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
j

to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
' Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the

i

project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
I

anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the

:

financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the

: Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 6et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

\
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City clerk
City of Cambridge

i 795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City.Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of'the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis ag needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

g
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joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project Ute,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financialinformation is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

\

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Secticn 10.52(C), ambiguously requires thm
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

7

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project 'f

, Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to "

paying the architects, Burveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

i
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/joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "Pro ject Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER
- ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,

, among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for allI

developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

e

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case bagig as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from .

architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

)
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction cOsts,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual raanagement and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

L

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNE ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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January 30, 1989
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TO: Joseph E
. Connarton

City Clerk

FROM' Sally Powers, Director
Board of Assessors ·

\
b

t

In reply to your memo dated January 19, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept. , the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols .

,
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" ' INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date january'l9, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

From t) Reference
Joseph E. Connarton

. City ClerkSubject

Hritten protest - petition of Nebb Nichols

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Hebb Nichols, et al.

Nould you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Department.

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13,
!989 which encl,osed the chart which covers the time liinit on

this petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

.
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph e. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requireg applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis ag needed to rule on an application.,

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden 18 unreasonable.

h
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Page 2
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial '
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board

.members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) Bet of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed "

amendment .denies zoning relief to tho8e unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:
\

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

we oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

,

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural',plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals·(or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.



1

"""""" " '

+

0 W
,% k

T -
Q?

.

0

'C' '

joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

P

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial "

information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify'

what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the

' Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 8et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

L__ ·
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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january 9, 1989

joseph e. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest. "'

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case baUs as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and·
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated proiect
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make it

, invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 8et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The propo8ed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of .

Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

'

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes frorn
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including

' anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itI invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguouUy requ&Le» the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, tramportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
se,rved.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

January 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments,of more than.three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller tlyin' 35 feet. '

· ' '

F

.

'i ' .
: " ' ','"" ' ' '

"MassachusettS General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states'generMAy "

that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of:the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statuteprovides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

L

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or 8pecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, establighed procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about"a project on a case by cage bagig as needed to rule on an application.
· : '

Few applicantS could. suppiy,the information.in full compliance with
the proposed amehdment. Construction projects often reQuire some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant'

to rnake a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or PlanningY

Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and'
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 6et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER PARCEL //'S ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

ALEWIFE LAND CORP il 269 104 134 ALEWIFE BROOK PARKWAY

ALEWIFE LAND CORP. // 269 105 405 RINDGE AVE.

V truly ur
d'

David L ' an
Vice Presi

DLW/BLD

/
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january 9, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk '

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square fCet,
or taller than 35 feet.

'.
C

. ·Mas'sachusetts'Genera1 t,aw9 Chapter. 40A, secticjn.5, stjites gene'rally
,

that'no'zoning ordinance'Can be adoE)ted"except by a,two-thirds vQte.of the ,

City Council.
'

For CambUdge, this·' wouiii mean six Councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance,,. if there
is a written protest stating the reasom'for the protest, signed by'"the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest,

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requireg applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who mugt review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or.a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a,kroject on a cage by case'baUs ag needed to rule on an,.application.

a ·

. . .

-. 'Few'applicants 'could supply the iriformation in. full.compliance.with
the:proposed amendment. construction'jµojectq often req!jire Some clµanges.,f.rom
architectural plans.·' Section.'10.52'(d') if' the'propOsal requires the aQpiican't
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning

:

Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project Ute,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

¶

.
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER PARCEL //'S ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-53-28-29 59 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-116-117-118 52 WHITTEHORE AVE

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-120-131-6 88 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-72 115 WHITTE1!40RE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-25-121 73 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO 269-94-95 222 HARVEY STREET

W.R. GRACE & CO. 269-84-119 222 HARVEY STREET

W.R. GRACE & CO. 269-122-124 349 R. RINDGE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 269-109-110 343 RINDGE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 269-120-123 343 R. RINDGE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-11-12-13-14 140 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 269-85-86-121-126 226 HARVEY STREET

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-132-137 104 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-15 148 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-73 119 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-7-60-62 95 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 187-8-9-10 114-124 WHITTEMORE AVE.

W.R. GRACE & CO. 188-11-119 36-40 WHITTEMORE AVE

W.R.GRACE & CO. 187-66 WHITTEMORE AVE. -
REAR
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Very truly yo rs,
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David L. g

Vice Presid
Administrat° n

DLW/BLD
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

~

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

'

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City c'f
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedure8 for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by ca8e basis a8 needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and

1 equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A. .

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), ambiguouUy requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "Pro ject Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
i City Clerk

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.

'

The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

: We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the

! information and on the City officials who must review it. Current 'i

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and Bcope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case baUs as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment., Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and

' equity participation; anticipe,ted annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board,
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"i

means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

: '

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Mmsachusetts 02139

Dear bSr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real egtate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information ·

which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current '
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City ,administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
Operating costs of the cUllipietea project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The propoged amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

Y



1

0
b

,£

r ' . ·
b

^Nt.

' joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989

i

Page 3
1

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

i NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts U2i39

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000.square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The pZoposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis ag needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the

i project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify;

what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board

i members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
i ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necegsary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served. ,dW

D

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Shirley A. Fennell, Trustee
J.R. Fennell Realty Trust.
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January 26, 1989

TO' Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

FROM' Sally Powers, Directo :
Board of Assessors '

In reply to your memo dated January 18, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept., the written protest to the petition of
' F

Webb Nichols.

i
G?

i,,,

..
i,
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T° Ms. Sally Powers Date january 18, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

F'°"joseph E. Connarton ¥" Reference

Subje£tity Clerk

Nritten protest - petition.of Hebb Nichols.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Webb Nichols, et al.

ldould you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Department. )

Please refer to the memo I previously sent to you on january 13, 1989

which enclosed the chart which covers the time limit on this petition.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

:

I
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean gix councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest Btating the reasom for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real egtate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment require8 applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or Bpecial permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officialB who must review it. Current
documentation requirements- adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, establighed procedure8 for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a cage by caBe bagl8 aB needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction project8 often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plang to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." Thi8 burden 18 unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. NichoK requires that applicants reveal in
detUl their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project Ute,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the ,

project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interegt rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance. '

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) Bet of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally,.by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to ,

paying the architects, surveyors, tramportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "Project Documentation Report'!". The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

E'7ti R)ect./1<us'r" 83 117 First Street, 1-5, 10, 12 Hurley St.
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
cit\t of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

we oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a cage by cage basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgaaes, interest rates, paymenf schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project rDocumentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

K"ll::):)j"jjtA '"' "TAuAuQL/ sT

i



Z

4 .g

^ " "{Zr":"i'";"\ n u
'I'

,%
.4'A t ' t G

G

' I'! i:" ?.

,
i if L,. u e i

. , ,

,
? 7:[:! t'i ';j ! 'i CLi 1',?\

a

i??: ji,!1 I 8 F(! 1' 4.(J

c,':,; :jr,| "'::t i'iA.

PETITION

january 9, 1989

, joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge

' 795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,

: or taller than 35 feet.
i Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
, that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the

City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if'thereI

is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the .
;

owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning 0rdir,ance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current i
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.

, Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a Bpecial permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

,

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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! In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of

, the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

:

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the .

applicant to "submit one (I) 6et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers nec,essary to produce a "Pro ject Documentation Report . " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph e. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for igsuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis ag needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of, the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project

:
,

Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

:

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all}

developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet. '

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the '

information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance

, allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

_ _J
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant ordeny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provision,s of the 0rdinar,ce.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) 8et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to thoge unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, Burveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

,
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report . " The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

N F PROPERTY WN3R ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

}

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Hassacilusetts 0213S

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,

'

or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the

' owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the

!

information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i88uing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by ca8e basis a8 needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nicholg requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
.professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and

.. operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or. rental rates or prices for the.
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District i

provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "6ubmit one (I) 8et of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, 8urveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and

L
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
I

for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being1

served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

· %. F

Ca)GBLjNA
. 1. 195 Gnnrnrd Tnrnpikr

C. Anthony Blartignet i 57,960 s.f.

AA)' 2. ?Q5 Cnnrnrd T11rnpikp
' Daniel A. Martignetti

14,098 s.f.
X

!

"
uAA : "

,

"
" 3. 20S Concord Turnpike

Joseph A. Martig etti

'lA^A41 ,.

)):'::,::::
,,,,,,,,: Ronald A. Martigney't£i

i 144,648 s.f.
Trustees of
Martignetti Brothers Realty Trust 5. 225 Concord Turnpike

30,292 s.f.
1 6. 231 Concord Turnpike

66,208 s.f.
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PETITION

january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, biassachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be

' submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
'

because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and 8cope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for i8suing a 8pecial permit or a variance

;,- allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case bagis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

L



'

, G m

joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed' amendment has inconsistencies and
! ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed '

amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
: Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief toi

paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
L
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The
added cost for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear
public purpose being served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNE

Lesley College 29 Everett St.
Lesley College 14 Hillside St.
Lesley College 12 Kirkland PI.
Lesley College 1627 Mass. Ave.
Lesley College 7 Mellen St.
Lesley College 9 Mellen St.
Lesley College 11 Mellen St.
Lesley College 17 Mellen St.
Lesley College 23 Mellen St.
Lesley College 24 Mellen St.
Lesley College 27 Mellen St.
Lesley College 29 Mellen St.
Lesley College 33 Mellen St.
Lesley College 33 1/2 Mellen St.
Lesley College 35 Mellen St.
Lesley College 37 Mellen St.
Lesley College 47 Oxford St.
Lesley College 63/69 Oxford St.
Lesley College 82F Oxford St.
Lesley College 49 Washington Ave.
Lesley College 14 Wendell St.
Lesley College 34 Wendell St.
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NAME OF PK)PERIY OWNER ADDRESS OF PHJPERTY (MNE

Ieslq' College 31 Everett St.
Iesley College 23 MCllen St.
Lesley College 31 Mien St.
Lesley College 61 Oxford St.
Ij?sley College 68 Oxford St.
Lesley College 78/80 Oxford St.
Iesley College 82R Oxford St.
Ies1< College 6 Sacranento St.
Iesley College 10 Sacranmto St.
Iesley College 18 Pkndell St.
Iesley College 30/32 Wendell St.
Iksley College 13 f4ellen St.
Lesley College 21 Nllen St.
Iesley College 20 Wendell St.
Iesley College 22/24 Wendell St.
Lesley College 28 Wendell St.

Sincerely,

'9.Zaij
Director of Business Services

CC: Rob Trow

P
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January 23, 1989

CA7i8RlijGE NA.

) TO' Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

FROM: Sally Powers, Director ,Board of Assessors '

In reply to your memo dated January 13, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering I)ept. , the written protest to the petition of
Webb Nichols .
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms, Sally Powers Date january 13, 1989

Director, Board of Assessors

f'°" Joseph e.
connartorjjL Reference

City ClerkSubject

Nritten protest - petition of Hebb Nichols.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Webb Nichols, et al.
Hould you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit
a copy to the Engineering Department.

I have also enclosed a chart which covers the time limit on this
petition fOr your convenience.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

.

. ,,
I
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November 29, 1988

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned cambridge landowners oppose in their entirety the
, changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichola which,

among other things, would deflne a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for alldevelopments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusettg General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this could mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent

' extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City

I

administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special' permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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Joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
t detail their private buUness information, including terms and arrangements of

the purchase of the project site,
"development cogts, including itemized construction costs, ;

profesUonal fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangement8, including
anticipated mortgages, interegt rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed projectj anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components"of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or valance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board

,

mgnbers to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
tramfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

;

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
'

delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(c), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projectg could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.
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joseph E. Connarton
january , 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report . " The added cost
for 8mall projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
8erved.
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lawyer6 necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report. " The added cost
for Bmall projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
8erved.
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.
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PETITION

November 29, 1988

joseph E. Connarton '

City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowners oppose in their entirety theh

changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this could mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or valance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District

)

provisions of the ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.
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Re: Nichols Petition
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PETITION

' january 9, 1989

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk '

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this would mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
Harvard owns real estate which will be affected by the proposed changes and
now so files such a protest.

Harvard opposes the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning
Ordinance because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City
of Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current 8

documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information'm
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes froni
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.
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In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or variance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
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lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

PRESIDENT AND FELLOWS
OF HARVARD COLLEGE

jjj'ju"
By, '

.
q ,1 Sheldon Tandler

Attachment: Harvard Property List
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t HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

6 APPIAN WAY 7,480 · 169 26
8 APPIAN WAY 3,995 169 27
9 APPIAN WAY 28,148 170 35

12 APPIAN WAY 5,117 169 87

14 APPIAN WAY . 5,655 169 30
18 APPIAN WAY 5,512 169 31
22 APPIAN WAY 4,385 169 70
13 ATHENS 4,797 13'2 8

25 ATHENS 6,000 132 10
27 ATHENS 6,750 132 11

2 ATHENS TER. 1,867 132 133
3 ATHENS TER. 1,300 132 134
4 ATHENS TER. 3,750 132 14

30 BANKS 5,640 132 65
35 BANKS 3,708 132 24
37 BANKS 6,230 132 25
39 BANKS 4,406 132 26
43 BANKS 2,794 132 112
49 BANKS 2,130 132 113

132 BANKS 1,800 130 84
200 BANKS 3,625 130 113
203 BANKS 7,707 130 131
204 BANKS 2,730 130 109"

9 BOW 6,355 133 3

13 BOW 7,967 133 5

13 BOW 11,552 133 4

31 BOW 11,707 133 6

31 BOW 3,210 133 7

47 BOW 47,036 160 60
51 BRATTLE ST 14,951 169 14
55 BRATTLE ST 11,605 169 23
59 BRATTLE ST 8,200 169 24
63 BRATTLE ST 6,340 169 25
64 BRATTLE ST 24,541 167 11

472 BROADWAY 6,802 136 23
9 BRYANT 16,602 147 35

13 BRYANT 18,291 147 24
1730 CAMBRIDGE 28,130 137 41
1737 CAMBRIDGE 20,180 143 11
1746 CAMBRIDGE 4,183 137 4

1750 CAMBRIDGE 4,420 137 3

21 CHURCH 1,536 169 8

32 CHURCH 5,072 169 82
35 CHURCH 8,743 169 10
41 CHURCH 6,526 169 11
53 CHURCH 16,505 169 12

239 CONCORD AVE 38,458
8 COWPERTHWAITE 105,726 131 70

13 COWPERTHWAITE 3,370 132 82
13 COWPERTHWAITE 4,000 132 87
13 COWPERTHWAITE 4,000 132 83
13 COWPERTHWAITE 4,000 132 85
13 COWPERTHWAITE 5,583 132 81
13 COWPERTHWAITE 4,000 132 84
15 COWPERTHWAITE 4,000 132 86
24 COWPERTHWAITE 72,913 131 65
39 COWPERTHWAITE 69,100 132 137

COWPERTHWAITE ST 24,734 131 68
22 DEWOLFE ST 9,500 132 39

1/6/89



L

t* I
P

,

,
G

F q
P

.
S?

,
HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

24 DEWOLFE ST 3,798 1'32 38
42 DEWOLFE ST 884 132 158
48 DEWOLFE ST 95,637 161 85

2 DIVINITY 24,700 145 2

3 DIVINITY 18,000 145 3

10 DIVINITY 229,309 145 44

13 DIVINITY 16,695 144 20
14 DIVINITY 10,000 145 33
51 DUNSTER 4,138 162 7

52 DUNSTER 6,075 162 49
69 DUNSTER 7,165 162 32
9a ELIOT 31,811 164 6

9 ELIOT 93,384 164 5

27 ELMER 1,275 130 61
29 ELMER 1,275 130 60
33 ELMWOOD 113,300 246 9

8 EVERETT 8,354 157 38
15 EVERETT 26,994 157 51
23 EVERETT 13,500 157 20
27 EVERETT 13,712 157 19

4 FARRAR 31,386 146 110
16 FARRAR 8,027 146 125
12 FARWELL 2,386 169 16
15 FARWELL 3,797 169 92
11 FARWELL PL 2,062 169 22A
13 FARWELL PL 1,909 169 22

2 FERNALD 175,375 208 2

11 FLAGG 4,000 131 43
22 FLAGG 3,600 130 86
25 FLAGG 2,350 131 67

28 FLAGG 1,800 130 85
1

29 FRANCIS 209,921 145 41
49 FRANCIS 209,921 147 11
50 FRANCIS 7,100 147 46
54 FRANCIS 23,119 147 47
56 FRANCIS 6,780 147 56
60 FRANCIS 7,786 147 55
64 FRANCIS 9,870 147 50

FRISBIE 4,080 144 17
6 FRISBIE 8,498 144 23
8 FRISBIE 6,450 144 14
9 FRISBIE 14,820 144 16

10 FRISB"IE 6,525 144 19
3 GARDEN 2,600 169 69

20 GARDEN 8,529 216 35
29 GARDEN 27,816 172 60

50 GARDEN 9,530 215 22
66 GARDEN 376,198 227 90
81 GARDEN 34,275 208 3

87 GARDEN 5,795 208 4

i 20 GARFIELD 6,600 155 2

32 GARFIELD 6,600 155 4

36 GARFIELD 6,600 155 5

44 GARFIELD 7,700 155 6

54 GARFIELD 7,150 155 7

28 GORAM 5,053 149 101
4 GRANT ST 5,000 132 78
5 GRANT ST 4,200 132 28
6 GRANT ST 2,000 132 77

1/6/89
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HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

7 GRANT ST 4,000 132 29
8 GRANT ST 2,000 132 76
9 GRANT ST 4,000 132 30

10 GRANT ST 4,000 132 75
12 GRANT ST 4,000 132 74
13 GRANT ST 4,000 132 31
15 GRANT ST 3,200 132 109
17 GRANT ST 3,993 132 33
29 GRANT ST 971 132 126

3 HAMMOND 3,281 149 107
74 HAMMOND 9,137 149 38
87 HAMMOND 6,876 149 41
90 HAMMOND 4,805 149 31
94 HAMMOND 6,398 149 42
97 HAMMOND 6,157 149 29

100 HAMMOND 2,964 149 87
397 HARVARD ST 8,700 136 21

3 HILLIARD 6,125 167 12
5 HILLIARD 4,368 167 13

28 HINGHAM 6,420 130 106
32 HINGHAM 7,080 130 10S
12 HOLDEN 29,897 146A 129
12 HOLYOKE 9,356 160 38
16 HOLYOKE 6,997 160 37
28 HOLYOKE 3,640 161 1

31 HOLYOKE 5,091 162 63
39 HOLYOKE 35,778 162 61

1 HOLYOKE PL 6,239 161 ' 3

9 HOLYOKE PL 7,410 161 4

30 HOLYOKE PL 115,932 161 76
HOLYOKE ST 10,741

10 HOWLAND 4,900 149 33
125 IRVING 19,800 147 54
127 IRVING 8,239 147 58
129 IRVING 8,873 147 57
134 IRVING 222,732 147 41
136 IRVING 7,773 147 60

60 JFK 3,552 162 35
72 JFK 210,271 163 39

100 JFK 110,120 163 40
3 KIRKLAND 5,700 143 10
7 KIRKLAND 5,385 143 15

14 KIRKLAND 133,211 143 17
15 KIRKLAND 3,218 143 6

17 KIRKLAND 5,907 143 5

17 KIRKLAND 28,953 144 1

21 KIRKLAND 48,875 144 8

25 KIRKLAND 27,502 144 22
27 KIRKLAND 32,560 145 19
33 KIRKLAND 24,320 145 21
34 KIRKLAND 17,378 143 13
37 KIRKLAND 12,708 145 30
38 KIRKLAND 19,000 143 4

43 KIRKLAND 23,341 145 36
6 KIRKLAND PL 11,803 145 37
9 KIRKLAND PL 14,674 145 38
5 LINDEN 5,970 160 54
2 MADISON ST 3,796 227 43

10 MADISON ST 8,792 227 44

1/6/89
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HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

12 MADISON ST 4,825 227 45
16 MADISON ST 4,828 227 46
20 MADISON ST 4,811 227 76

MASS. AVE 981,136 159 1

1201 MASS. AVE 30,902 134 1

1256 MASS. AVE 9,347 133 53
1304 MASS. AVE 9,116 160 27
1328 MASS. AVE 2,029 160 23
1350 MASS. AVE 74,913 160 14
1521 MASS. AVE 10,067 158 23
1529 MASS. AVE 656,309 158 26
1557 MASS. AVE 19,865 158 11
1563 MASS. AVE 15,771 158 12
1569 MASS. AVE 13,837 158 15
1571 MASS. AVE 31,355 158 24
1571 MASS. AVE 3,513 158 14

1575 MASS. AVE 42,530 158 21
1579 MASS. AVE 1,030 157 58
1581 MASS. AVE 11,970 157 57
1587 MASS. AVE 10,916 157 33
1591 MASS. AVE 3,087 157 48

1593 MASS. AVE 10,093 157 47

1599 MASS. AVE 3,685 157 35
1601 MASS. AVE 2,531 157 36
1603 MASS. AVE 4,349 157 28
1607 MASS. AVE 8,430 157 26
1705 MASS. AVE 21,528 155 33

8 MELLEN 4,149 157 49
10 MELLEN 5,310 157 3

12 MELLEN 5,274 157 4

14 MELLEN 7,056 157 5

18 MELLEN 7,080 157 6

20 MELLEN 5,310 157 7

880 MEMORIAL DR 34,044 130 1

890 MEMORIAL DR 18,102 130 116.5
890 MEMORIAL DR 18,102 130 116

MILL ST. 15,536 161 87
MILL ST. 8,150 161 89

8 MILL ST. 38,970 161 73
32 MILL ST. 49,000 161 77
60 MOONEY ST 299,871 267 3271
2A MT. AUBURN 2,667 132 131
4a MT. AUBURN 11,400 132 128

2 MT. AUBURN 14,870 132 138
6 MT. AUBURN 4,493 132 122
8 MT. AUBURN 9,947 132 135

10 MT. AUBURN 7,759 132 97
20 MT. AUBURN 4,887 132 19
24 MT. AUBURN 4,218 132 6

56 MT. AUBURN 15,865 161 81
63 MT. AUBURN 14,347 160 30
78 MT. AUBURN 4,000 162 11
90 MT. AUBURN 3,212 162 68
92 MT. AUBURN - 2,335 162 5

110 MT. AUBURN 17,578 165 34
120 MT. AUBURN 4,010 165 39
120 MT. AUBURN 3,591 165 40
122 MT. AUBURN 3,769 165 41
122 MT. AUBURN 3,830 165 42

1/6/89
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haRvard PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

122 MT. AUBURN 3,550 165 38
124 MT. AUBURN 65,338 165 53
134 MT. AUBURN 3,312 166 35
140 MT. AUBURN 5,203 166 24

80 MUSEUM 10,745 147 30
2 NUTTING 2,760 166 73
5 OXFORD 28,438 158 5

7 OXFORD 59,350 158 6

9 OXFORD 13,272 158 4

12 OXFORD 57,987 144 21
15 OXFORD 25,400 158 3

19 OXFORD 11,440 158 19
20 OXFORD 18,550 144 6

24 OXFORD 262,428 144 18
36 OXFORD 23,377 144 15
38 OXFORD 18,000 144 10
39 OXFORD 223,155 157 30
48 OXFORD 177,213 148 2

64 OXFORD 5,685 149 106
12 PLYMPTON 507 133 56
12 PLYMPTON 507 133 54

, 22 PLYMPTON 4,616 133 8
i

61 PLYMPTON 2,617 161 83
103 PLYMPTON 4,421 161 57

! 107 PLYMPTON 4,129 161 58
! 4 PRESCOTT 16,990 136 39
' 8 PRESCOTT 7,492 136 9

11 PRESCOTT 7,700 136 27
12 PRESCOTT 15,060 136 34

16 PRESCOTT 6,300 136 11
18 PRESCOTT 6,300 136 12
20 PRESCOTT 14,853 136 13
22 PRESCOTT 8,395 136 22
94 PRESCOTT 4,997 137 17
95 PRESCOTT 18,180 137 35
96 PRESCOTT 3,201 137 27
79 PRWSCOTT 9,141 137 36
23 PUTNAM 4,880 132 51
33 PUTNAM 2,600 132 106
39 PUTNAM 4,556 132 107
89 PUTNAM 4,010 130 92

111 PUTNAM 257,503 130 144
10 QUINCY 50,826 136 26
14 QUINCY 11,060 136 2

20 QUINCY 22,387 136 3

24 QUINCY 22,379 136 4

28 QUINCY 70,572 136 36
40 QUINCY 20,488 137 42
42 QUINCY 79,701 143 20

RIDGELY COURT 2,863 160 36
RIVERVIEW 8,549 161 90

15 ROBINSON 5,015 208 12
27 ROBINSON 3,468 208 8

29 ROBINSON 5,141 208 7

17 SACRAMENTO COURT 3,836 155 41
21 SACRAMENTO COURT 2,436 155 40
23 SACRAMENTO COURT 2,057 155 20

3 SACRAMENTO STREET 9,506 155 43
7 SACRAMENTO STREET 4,761 155 30

1/6/89
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HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

7 SACRAMENTO STREET 20,000 155 30
13 SACRAMENTO STREET 16,786 155 26
20 SACRAMENTO STREET 20,000 156 67
22 SACRAMENTO STREET 5,000 156 7

24 SACRAMENTO STREET 11,287 156 8

26 SACRAMENTO STREET 5,075 156 58
2 SOUTH 4,029 163 41

17 SOUTH 4,387 162 53
19 SOUTH 1,590 162 51
20 SOUTH 5,702 163 11
21 SOUTH 2,040 162 52

6 STORY 7,382 168 60
8 STORY 4,500 168 55

12 STORY 3,500 168 56
3 SUMNER 4,459 143 16
9 SUMNER 4,500 143 8

11 SUMNER 3,218 143 7

18 SUMNER 16,546 142 18
48 TROWBRIDGE 8,986 135 43
50 TROWBRIDGE 9,000 135 44
34 WALKER 7,878 214 13

7 WARE 8,700 136 20
11 WARE 30,949 136 37
15 WARE 6,330 136 19
17 WARE 6,522 136 18
19 WARE 12,491 136 29
23 WENDELL 2,928 156 93
25 WENDELL 3,570 156 95
27 WENDELL 3,462 156 94
84 WENDELL 6,543 149 23

381 WESTERN 2,641 130 3
387 WESTERN 6,420 130 103
403 WESTERN 7,670 130 104

41 WINTHROP 4,800 162 14
45 WINTHROP 2,530 169 SO

65 WINTHROP 2,709 162 48
67 WINTHROP 2,489 162 47
98 WINTHROP 3,405 162 18

SUBTOTAL 8,786,219

.
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PETITION J7p,/' g, /?r7
29, 1988

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

, Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowners oppose in their entirety the
changes in the cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this could mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7
councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Carhbridge.

' The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information'
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City ,,

administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning i

Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable. i

K
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joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
i detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of

the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or valance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
' ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost

'

for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

_
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November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 3
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joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 4

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 5
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January 3, 1989
.

Mr. joseph R. Connarton
City Clerk
City Hall
City of Cambridge
795 MassachusettsAvenue
Cambridge, Ma. 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The Cambridge land owners listed below oppose the changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which among other
things, would require that a project Documentation Report be submitted for all

developments of more than three dwelling units, 5,000 square feet or taller
than thirty-five feet (35') requiring a variance or special permit.

As such, we do hereby respectfully file a written protest pursuant to Chapter
40A, Section 5 of the Massachusetts General Laws. Massachusetts General
Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally that no zoning ordinance can be
adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the City Council. For Cambridge, this

" would mean six (6) councillors. However, the statute further provideds that if a
written protest is filed prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, stating
the reasons for the protest, signed by the owners of twenty percent (20%) or
more of the land proposed to be included in such change, or of the area of the
land immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet (300') therefrom, then
a three-fourths vote (7 councillors) would be necessary for the ordinance to be
enacted. As land owners of real estate which will be affected by the proposed
changes, we now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because it does not serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge or the
people who live and work here. We believe that the current regulation is

sufficient and that the proposed regulation will only decrease the value of our
property. Please refer to Schedule A attached for a detailed listing of our land
holdings adversely imacted by the proposed zoning petition. "

The name "CommonwealthEnergy System" means the trustees for the time being (as trustees but not individually) under a Declaration of Trust dated December 31, 1926, as amended, which is

hereby referred to, and a copyd which has been filedwith the Secretar.y of The Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Any agreement, ob|iSation qc liability made, entered into or incurred by or on

Nhah of said System binds only the trust estate, and no shareholder, director, trustee, ofhcer or agent assumes, or shall be held to, any liability by reason thereof.
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Please place this written protest into the official records of the City.

Sincerely,

COMMONWEALTH ENERGY SYSTEM

r

Q

MiChae| P Suii,,, j //tVice President, Clerk and General Attorney

Cambridge Electric Light Company
Commonwealth Gas Company
COM/Energy Research Park Realty
Darvel Realty Trust

Enclosure
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SCHEDULE A

COMMONWEALTHENERGY SYSTEM

Cambridge Land Holdings Impacted
,

by the
Proposed Zoning Petition

Add'ess Qwner Sqljare Ft.

364 Third St. COM/Energy Research Park 397,530

One Main St. Darvel Realty Trust 68,520
101 Main Street Darvel Realty Trust 84,784

12 Charles St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 3,500
273 First St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 168,000
364R Third St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 84,784
27 Potter Park Cambridge Electric Light Co. 4,200
209 Otis St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 13,899
179-185 Broadway Cambridge Electric Light Co. 11,853
187-189 Broadway Cambridge Electric Light Co. 4,840
315 Vassar St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 9,100
1 Waverly St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 1,029
126 Amory St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 9,131

188-190 Hampshire Cambridge Electric Light Co. 3,620
259 Prospect St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 32,575
330 River St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 38,919
379 Putnam Ave Cambridge Electric Light Co. 91,543
219 Putnam Ave Cambridge Electric Light Co. 14,717
24 Blackstone St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 109,944
45 Blackstone St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 29,271
8 Mellen St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 2,930
7 Edmunds St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 3,377
4 King St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 3,788
52 Walden St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 2,191
23 Healey Cambridge Electric Light Co. 5,223
54R-56 Aberdeen Cambridge Electric Light Co. 2,249
50 Wheeler St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 36,173
43 Smith PI. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 7,500
503 Concord Ave Cambridge Electric Light Co. 26,500
112 Sherman St. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 10,000
199R Concord Turn. Cambridge Electric Light Co. 3,200
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1 Warren F. Roberts Cambridge Electric Light Co. 7,232

14 Cameron Ave Commonwealth Gas Co. 2,107
31 Potter Pk. Commonwealth Gas Co. 142,460
43 Brookford St. Commonwealth Gas Co.

,
7,796

330 Third St. Commonwealth Gas Co. 13,855

bt
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TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk -

FROM: Sally Powers, Direc \,
Board of Assessors " —

In reply to your memo dated January 3, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Joan Lastovica,

City Engineer, the written protest to the petition of Webb

Nichols .

"t
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To Ms. Sally Pcwers Date january 3, 1989
_.±..=L--.. Director, Board of Assessors

--""'
'"" "" From · Reference

.
,·;f..t.

Joseph E. Connarton
" ' Subj,,,City Clerk ljj

Written protest - petition of Nebb Nichols.
.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the petition of
Webb Nichols.

kuld you kindly certify the ownership of the property and raMt a copy to the
Engineering Ikpartnent.

Please note that this petition mst be finally acted upon by the City Council
on january 31, 1989 and this intformation is required for the City Council

to take the appropriate vote.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

c.c. Nancy Camey

.

i
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PETITION

November 29, 1988

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowners oppose in their entirety the
changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed by Webb Nichols which,
among other things, would define a "project Documentation Report" to be
submitted with applications for variances and special permits for all
developments of more than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states generally
that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a two-thirds vote of the
City Council. For Cambridge, this could mean six councilors. The statute
provides that, prior to final approval of a change to the ordinance, if there
is a written protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately adjacent
extending three hundred feet therefrom," then a three-fourths vote (7

) councilors) would be necessary to enact the proposed change to the ordinance.
'

The undersigned landowners own real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so file such a protest.

We oppose the proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance
because the amendment will not serve the best interests of the City of
Cambridge.

I

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much information
which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit requested. The proposed
amendment places an unreasonable burden on the applicant who must supply the
information and on the City officials who must review it. Current
documentation requirements adequately inform the public and the City
administrative boards of the nature and scope of proposed projects.
Furthermore, established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain additional information
about a project on a case by case basis as needed to rule on an application.

Few applicants could supply the information in full compliance with
the proposed amendment. Construction projects often require some changes from
architectural"plans. Section 10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant
to make a total resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

4
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joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants reveal in
detail their private business information, including terms and arrangements of
the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules, and
equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated project
income, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated return on
investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial information
to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to the decision to grant or
deny a special permit or valance. The proposed amendment does not specify
what the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the
financial information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment has inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which may make itinvalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Section 10.53(c)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

J

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the proposed
amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford the "project
Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will link zoning relief to
paying the architects, surveyors, transportation engineers, accountants, and
lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.
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November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 3
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December 12, 1988

To' Joseph E. Connarton, City rk
From Sally Powers, Director

Board of Assessors

The attached three petitions cannot be certified by this

office since they do not contain the location of the

properties to be certified.
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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

Ncwember 30, 1988

TD: Nancy Carney
Assessors Ikpt· ti{c

FROM: joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk

SUBjECT: Written Protest/Webb Nichols Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will f ind two copies of a written protest from

Charles Square Associates to the Webb Nichols, et al petition to amend the

Zoning Ordinances in Mticle 10. 000 entitled "Appeals, Variances, and

Special Permits" concerning required project documentation cr iteria.
Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit a

copy to the Engineering Dept.
.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

jEC/mh

Enclosure

N

J
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cAMCRtPUExk,.
s Charles SquareAssociates November 16 , 1988

Suke 2100

60()AdanticAvenue
Boston, MA 02210

6!7367-2300

Mr. joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

, city of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Webb Nichols which, among other things, would define a

:

"project Documentation Report" to be submitted with applications
for variances and special permits for all developments of more
than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet, or taller
than 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states
generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a
two-thirds vote of the city Council. For Cambridge, this would
mean six councilors. The statute provides that, prior to final .

approval of a change"to the ordinance, if there is a written
protest stating the reasons for,the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed

, to be included in such change, or of the area of the land
immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,"
then a three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to
enact the proposed change to the ordinance. Charles Square
Associates owns real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so files such a protest.

charles Square Associates opposes the proposed amendment to
the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the amendment will not
serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much
information which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit
requested. The proposed amendment places an unreasonable burden
on the applicant who must supply the information and on the City
officiaM: who must review it. Current documentation requirements
adequately inform the public and the City administrative boards
of the nature and scope of the proposed projects. Furthermore,
established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain
additional information about a project on a case by case basis as
needed to rule on an application.

)
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joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
Page 2

Few applicants could supply the information in fullcompliance with the proposed amendment. Construction projects
often require some changes from architectural plans. Section
10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant to make a total
resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning Board)
for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants
reveal in detail their private business information, including
terms and arrangements of the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules,
and equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated
project income, including sales or rental rates or prices
for the various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial
information to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to

I the decision to grant or deny a special permit or variance. The
proposed amendment does not specify what the Board of Appeal (or
Planning Board) must, can, or inay do with the financial
information, and it exposes the City, thC Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment had inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which
may make it invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Secticn 10.53(C)(3)
' transfer authority to persons not authorized by the

Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the Ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the'
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.

¶ A
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- joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
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Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the
proposed amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford
the "project Documentation Report." The proposed amendment will
link zoning relief to paying the architects, surveyors,
transportation engineers, accountants, and lawyers necessary to
produce a "preject Documentation Report." The added cost for
small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose
being served.

Very
truly yours,

CHARLE SQUARE ASSOCIATES
' / ,

By , ,,
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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

November 30, 1988

/

TO: Nancy Carney
Assessors ijept· [C

FRCM: joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk

SUBjECT: Written Protest/Howard Medwed Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of a written protest from

Charles Square Associates to the Howard Medwed, et al petition to amend the

Zoning Ordinances in Mticle 2.00, Oefinitions by adding a new definition

entitled "Addition" and adding to the def inition of "Lot".

Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit a

copy to the Engineering Oept.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

jEC/mh

Enclosure

7
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Charles SquareAssociates
Suite 2!(.)()

600 Atlantic Avenue
Bomn.MA022!0 November 16, 1988

617367-2300

Mr. joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Howard Medwed, and others which, among other things, would
alter the way the ordinance r2gulates joint development of
separate parcels of land, multiple buildings on a lot and
property rights associated with private ways.

Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40A, Section 5, states
generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a
two-thirds vote of the City Council. For Cambridge, this would
mean six councilors. The statute provides that, prior to final
approval of a change to the ordinance, if there is ja written
protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed
to be included in such change, or of the area of the land
immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,"
then a three-fourts vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to
enact the proposed change to the ordinance. Charles Square
Associates owns real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so files such a protest.

Charles Square Associates opposes the proposed amendment to
the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the amendment will not
serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge. We believe
that there are benefits in the addition of buildings on already
improved but underdeveloped lots, in the cooperation of abutting
property owners in development of lots in separate ownership, and

,in the creation or continuation of private ways for circulation.
"
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joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988

b Page 2 '

These are all prohibited or discouraged in the above-referenced
petition. Furthermore, the amendment is vague and confusing and
would create unpredictability in the application of the
ordinance.

Very truly yours,
CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES

y
/)j),jjj

U/Jj
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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

fbveimber 30, 1988

- TO: Nancy Carney
Assessors Dept· L

FRCM: joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk

SUBjECT: Written Protest/Mary Conlan Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of a written protest from

Charles Square Associates to the Mary Conlan, et al petition to amend the

Zoning Ordinances, regarding Floor Area Ratios in the Harvard Square Overlay

ijistrict.
Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit a

.

copy to the Engineering ijept.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

jEC/mh

Enclosure
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Charles Squ'are Associates
Suite 2100

600 Atlantic Avenue
Bomon.A1A022!0 November 16, 1988

617367-23()0

Mr. joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by The Coalition for Harvard Square, Mary Conlan, Howard D.
Medwed, Gladys Ufford, philip Dowds, and cthers which, among
other things, would reduce the height and permissible floor area
ratio of new buildings in the Harvard Square Overlay District,
and impose new standards for reduction of parking and loading
requirements in the Overlay District.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states
generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a
two-thirds vote of the city Council. For Cambridge, this would
mean six -councilors. The statute provides that, prior to final
approval of a change to the ordinance, if there is a written
protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed
to be included in such change, or of the area of the land
immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,"
then a three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to
enact the proposed change to the ordinance. Charles Square
Associates owns real estate which will be affected by the
prQposed changes and now so files such a protest.

Charles Square Associates opposes the proposed amendment to
the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the amendment will not
serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge. The amendment
substantially alters the guidelines of the Harvard Square
design review and planning process incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in 1986. That 1986 change resulted from the efforts of
many landowners, planners, merchants, city officials, and
institutions and represented a consensus of how future
development in Harvard Square should be controlled.
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joseph E. connarton

,
November 16, 1988
Page 2

"The proposed amendment would reduce allowable floor area by
25% in much of the district and radically reduce allowable height
by including mechanical space even though mechanical space is'

exempted from the height calculation in other areas of the city.
Very truly yours,
CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES
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795 Massachusetts Ave.
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joseph E. Connarton
january 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

Usc ~9 :mjT 4/ lj)uMln L/jI/sLEylM7'
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january 3, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council

SUBjECT: Nichols Rezoning Petition to Establish Submission
Requirements for Special Permits and Variances.

Recommendation

The Planning Board does not recommend adoption of the petition.

Hndinqs

1. The strictly technical aspects of application submissions,
i.e. numbers of copies of documents, scales, etc., are
appropriately and easily adopted by the Planning Board or the
Board of Zoning Appeal administratively., This would allow
easy modifications as circumstances warrant. The wore
substantive submission documents, i.e. studies relating to
traffic impacts, environmental analysis, etc., are now

' requested by the Planning Board as needed. As the variances
and permits issued by the two boards are so variable in their
scale and impact any all encompassing list of submission
requirements must inevitably be administratively modified to
reflect the scale and impact of the specific application.

2. The Planning Board, and certainly the Board of Zoning Appeal
as well, has not been reluctant to ask for additional
information where required and that information has been
routinely provided by applicants. No permit has been issued ,

except with the confidence that adequate information has been
submitted to the Board to permit an informed decision.

d
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january 3, 1989
Mchols Rezoning Petition
Page 2

3. The central new element of this petition is the proposed
requirement that extensive ownership and financial
information be submitted to the Boards for their review. The
Planning Board considers such information as irrelevant to
most deliberations for which it has a reSponsibility;
financial hardship is not a standard appropriate to issuance
of any special permit and where it is relevant to the
issuance of a variance appropriate documentation can be
requested by the Board of Zoning Appeal. In addition, the
information supplied is likely to be too preliminary and
insubstantial technically to be of any real use to the boards
even if "financial hardship" were a relevant standard for
approval of an application.

Respectfully submitted, for the Planning Board,

//JU iutuj '")
Paul Dietrich
Chairman
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january 3, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council

SUBjECT: Achols Rezoning Petition to Establish Submission
Requirements for Special Permits and Variances.

0

Recommendation

The Planning Board does not recommend adoption of the petition.

Findinqs

I. The strictly technical aspects of application submissions,
i .e. numbers of copies of documents, scales, etc. , are
appropriately and easily adopted by the Planning Board or the
Board of Zoning Appeal administratively. This would allow

' easy modif ications as circumstances warrant. The more
substantive submission documents, i. e. studies relating to
traff ic impacts, environmental analysis, etc. , are now
requested by the Planning Board as needed. As the variances
and permits issued by the two boards are so variable in their
scale and impact any all encompassing list of submission
requirements must inevitably be administratively modif led to
reflect the scale and impact of the specific application.

2
. The Planning Board, and certainly the Board of Zoning Appeal

as well, has not been reluctant to ask for additional
information where required and that information has been
routinely provided by applicants. No permit has been issued
except with the confidence that adequate information has been
submitted to the Board to permit an informed decision.
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Nichols Rezoning Petition
Page 2

3. The central new element of this petition is the proposed
requirement that extensive ownership and financialinformation be submitted to the Boards for their review. The
Planning Board considers such information as irrelevant tomost deliberations for which it has a responsibility;
financial hardship is not a standard appropriate to issuance
of any special permit and where it is relevant to the
issuance of a variance appropriate documentation can be
requested by the Board of Zoning Appeal. In addition, theinformation supplied is likely to be too preliminary and
insubstantial technically to be of any real use to the boards
even if "financial hardship" were a relevant standard forapproval of an application.

Respectfully submitted', for the Planning Board,
Aut' Laza '")
Paul Dietrich
chairman
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january 3, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council

subject: Nichols Rezoning Petition to Establish Submission
Requirements "for Special Permits and Variances.

T

Recommendation

The Planning Board does not recommend adoption of the petition.

Findinqs

1. The strictly technical aspects of application submissions,
i. e. numbers of copies of documents, scales, etc. , are
appropriately and easily adopted .by the Planning Board or the
Board of Zoning Appeal administratively. This would allow

' easy modif ications as circumstances warrant. The more
substantive submission documents, i. e. studies relating to
traff ic impacts, environmental analysis , etc. , are now
requested by the Planning Board as needed. As the variances
and permits issued by the two boards are so variable in their
scale and impact any all encompassing list of submission
requirements must inevitably be administratively modif led to
reflect the scale and impact of the specific application.

2. The Planning Board, and certainly the Board of Zoning Appeal
as well, has not been reluctant to ask for additional
information where required and that information has been
routinely provided by applicants. No permit has been issued
except with the confidence that adequate information has been
submitted to the Board to permit an informed decision.
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januµry 3, 1989
NichOls Rezoning Petition
Page 2

3. The central new element of this petition is the proposed
requirement that extensive ownership and financial
information be submitted to the Boards for their review. The
Planning Board considers such information as irrelevant to

i most deliberations for which it has a responsibility;
financial hardship is not a standard appropriate to issuance
of any special permit and where it is relevant to the
issuance of a variance appropriate documentation can be
requested by the Board of Zoning Appeal. In addition, theinformation supplied is likely to be too preliminary and
insubstantial technically to be of any real use to the boards
even if "financial hardship" were a relevant standard forapproval of an application. ,

Respectfully submitted, for the Planning Board,

AtC Lula '")
Paul Dietrich
Chairman
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january 3, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council

subject: Nichols Rezoning Petition to Establish Submission
/Requirements for Special Permits and Variances.

' Recommendation

The Planning Board does not recommend adoption of the petition.

Findinqs

' ' 1. The strictly technical aspects of application submissions,
i .e. numbers of copies of documents, scales, etc. , are
appropriately and easily adopted by the Planning Board or the
Board of Zoning Appeal administratively. This would allow
easy modif ications as circumstances warrant. The more
substantive submission documents, i .e. studies relating to
traf f ic impacts , environmental analysis, etc. , are now
requested by the Planning Board as needed. As the variances
and permits issued by the two boards are so variable in their
scale and impact any all encompassing list of submission
requirements must inevitably be administratively modif led to
reflect the scale and impact of the specific application.

2
. The Planning Board, and certainly the Board of Zoning Appeal

as well, has not been reluctant to ask for additional
information where required and that information has been
routinely provided by applicants. No permit has been issued
except with the confidence that adequate information has been
submitted to the Board to permit an informed decision.
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january 3, 1989
NiChols Rezoning Petition
Page 2

3. The central new element of this petition is the proposed
requirement that extensive ownership and financial
information be submitted to the Boards for their review. The
Harming Board considers such information as irrelevant to
most deliberations for which it has a responsibility;
financial hardship is not a standard appropriate to issuance
of any special permit and where it is relevant to the
issuance of a variance appropriate documentation can be
requested by the Board of Zoning Appeal. In addition, theinformation supplied is likely to be too preliminary and
insubstantial technically to be of any real use to the boards
even if "financial hardship" were a relevant standard forapproval of an application.

Respectfully submitted, for the Planning Board,

AtC Lulj '")
Paul Dietrich
Chairman
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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

ROBERT W. HEALY

City Manager

richard c. rossi January 23, 1989
Deputy City Manager

To the Honorable, the City Council:

Enclosed please find copy of the Planning Board"s recommendation

relative to the Nichols Rezoning Petition to Establish Submission Require-

ments for Special Permits and Variances.

Very tr yours ,

"" >/^
obert W. Healy -

City Manager

RWH/mbf

Enc.



Agenda Item No. 4

Re: Planning Board recommendation on the Webb

Nichols, et al rezoning petition to establish
submission requirements for special permits
& variances.
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In City Council,

January 23, .1989
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0 OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
-.d

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02!39

(617) 498-9017

JOSEPH E. CONNARTON
CITY CLERK

JOHN E. FLYNN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

Fbvember 30, 1988

TO: Nancy Carney
Assessors Dept·

jfL
FKM: joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk

SUBjECT: Written Protest/Webb Nichols Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will f ind two copies of a written protest from

Charles Square Associates to the Webb Nichols, et al petition to amend the

Zoning Ordinances in Mticle 10. 000 entitled "Appeals, Variances, and

Special permits" concerning required project documentation cr iteria.
Would you kindly certify the ownership of the property and remit a

copy to the mgineering Oept.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

jElC/mh

,

Enclosure
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Charles SquareAssociates November 16 , 1988Suite 2100

600.A[!an[ic'.j\'enLlc
Bosron, 11A 02211)

617367-23CK)

Mr. joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Webb Nichols which, among other things, would define a
"project Oocumentation Report" to be submitted with applications
for variances and special permits for all developments of more
than three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet, or tallerthan 35 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states
generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a
two-thirds vote of the City Council. For Cambridge, this would
mean six councilors. The statute provides that, prior to final .

approval of a change to the"ordinance, if there is a written
protest stating the reasons for. the protest, signed by "the
owners of twenty percent or more of the area of the land proposed
to be included in such change, or of the area of the land .

immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,"
then a three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to
enact the proposed change to the ordinance. Charles Square
Associates owns real estate which will be affected by the
proposed changes and now so files such a protest.

Charles Square Associates opposes the proposed amendment to
the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the amendment will not
serve the best interests of the City of Cmhbridge.

The proposed amendment requires applicants to submit much
information which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit
requested. The proposed amendment places an unreasonable burden
on the applicant who must supply the information and on the City
officials who must review it. Current documentation requirements
adequately inform the public and the City administrative boards
of the nature and scope of the proposed projects. Furthermore,
established procedures for issuing a special permit or a variance
allow 'the Board of Appeal (or Planning Board) to obtain
additional information about a project on a case by case basis as
needed to rule on an application.
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joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
Page 2

Few applicants could supply the information in full
' compliance with the proposed amendment. Construction projects1

often require some changes from architectural plans. Section
10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant to make a total
resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning Board)
for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants
reveal in detail their private business information, including
terms and arrangements of the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs cif the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules,
and equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated
project income, including sales or rental rates or prices
for the various components of the project; and anticipated

!

return on investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial
information to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to
the decision to grant or deny a special permit or variance. The
proposed amendment does not specify what the Board of Appeal (or
Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the financial
information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

I Furthermore, the proposed amendment had inconsistencies and
i ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which

may make it invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisions in Secticn 10.53(C)(3)i

- transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay oistrict
provisions of the Ordinance.

i Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.
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joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
Page 3

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the
proposed amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford
the "project Oocumentation Report." The proposed amendment willlink zoning relief to paying the architects, surveyors,
transportation engineers, accountants, and lawyers necessary to
produce a "project Documentation Report." The added cost for
small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose
being served.

Very
truly yours,

CHARLE SQUARE ASSOCIATES
,/ ,/'
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Charles Square Associates November 16 , 1988Suite 2100

600 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210

617 367-2300

Mr. joseph E . Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge -

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton: :

The undersigned Cambridge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Webb Nichols which, among other things, would define a
"project Documentation Report" to be submitted with applications
for variances and special permits for all developments of more
than three dwelling units, more than 5, 000 square feet, or tallerthan 3 5 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5, states
' generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a
two-thirds vote "of the-City Council. For Cambridge, this would
meah "six councilors .' ':.. The' statute :proyides ,:t]tlat ,,.· prjor- ,tg tf jnal , ,,appEovai of a change':to :the' t'ordinancc ,- if ,there--AS a.,wrritteii ' "

'"'" "

proFegy :stat1ng··'th'e' 'reasons ;ifori ;the ',prQtest. ,: 'S igne¢l' ky: '::th.e , ,T,,, .
...

owners
,
of' '-twent¥ 'percent (or .more. :'o.f -the ared ,of r,tlie 1land ,p1oE)Ose(i

to be '

included in such change, :,or. of, the·, arCa.-of ..the. .iand ". '" "

immediately adj acent extending three hundred E feet "therefrom, "
'

then a three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to
enact the proposed change to the ordinance. Charles Square
Associates owns real estate which will be affected by the -

proposed changes and now so files such a protest.
Charles Square Associates opposes the proposed amendment to

the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the amendment will not
serve the best interests of the City of Cambridge.

The Qroposed amendment requires applicants to submit much
information which i's irrelevant to the variance or special permit
requested. The proposed amendment places an unreasonable burden
on the applicant who must supply the informatio,n and on the City
officials, uho must review it. Current documentation requirements
adequately inform the public"and:.the City administrat'ive boards
of 'the nature ' and. scope of . the', proposed proj ects .',: Furthermore, ..0 0 0 ' 0 · I

4 ' +est'abl1shed·procedures" fori 1ss'u1ng? a- s.p,ecna1 pe·rµjt or a .Yarlance
allow·'the' Boar'd."o'f L Appeal""' (or-',?lanning Boa'rd);., to· obtain. . ,. .,additiona1·" 'information'. about'" a" proj ect. On. a' .case' by case basis. as"

needed"-'to' rule- on an' application ii' 't " ·': '· ..-:,: ·· t t,.
"' .

"
' "'

.
.:.· ,\ '· f. . . . .

· &
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Few applicants could supply the information in fullcompliance with the proposed amendment. Construction projects
often require some changes from architectural plans. Section
10.52(d) of the proposal requires the applicant to make a total
resubmission of plans to the Board of Appeals (or Planning Board)
for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that applicants
reveal in detail their private business information, including
terms and arrangements of the purchase of the project site,

"development costs, including itemized construction costs,
professional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, including
anticipated mortgages, interest rates, payment schedules,
and equity participation; anticipated annual management and
operating costs of the completed project; anticipated
project income, including sales or rental rates or prices
for the various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment."

The proposed amendment does not explain why this financial
information is needed, or what test must be met for the financial
information to be acceptable. This information is irrelevant to
the decision to grant or deny a special permit or variance. The
proposed amendment does not specify what the Board of Appeal (or
Planning Board) must, can, or may do with the financial
information, and it exposes the City, the Boards, and the Board
members to potential liability for misuse of the information.

Furthermore, the proposed amendment had inconsistencies and
ambiguities which will make it complicated to enforce or which
may make it invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver rrovisior.s 1!? Sectien 10.53(C)(3)
transfer authority to persons not authorized by the
Zoning Act, M.G.L. c. 40A.

The proposal, by amending Section 11.50, could
delete the existing Harvard Square Overlay District
provisions of the ordinance.

Section 10.52(C), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.
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joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
Page 3

Finally, by treating all applications in the same manner the
proposed amendment denies zoning relief to those unable to afford
the "project Documentation Report." The proposed amendment willlink zoning relief to paying the architects, surveyors,
transportation engineers, accountants, and lawyers necessary to
produce a "project Oocumentation Report." The added cost for
small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose
being served.

Very
truly yours,

CHARLE SQUARE ASSOCIATES

By: )J)ljl
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City Clerk ' ' '

joscph Connarton
Cambridge City Hall

'

795 Massachusetts Avenue " '

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
)

Dear Mr. Connartoni

, I am enclosing herewith a letter which I received in the
mail from A. C). Wilson Structural Company. Would you please be

· kind enough to put this with the Webb Nichols Petition.
Very truly yours,

wlk.si/gl,&
,

WHW/lm
,

Enclosure

*
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1tr-connarton/bill(C ) -A '
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December 2, 1988

Mr. William H. Walsh, Chairman
Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City·Hal1
Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, MA 02139 ·

Dear Mr.'Walsh:

As a third generation Wilson working in Cambridge and owner
of a firm conducting business and paying taxes in the city since
1923, I am writing on behalf of our company to register opposition
to the petition submitted by Webb Nichols. With regards to the
additional requirements for disclosure (particularly those for
financial disclosure) proposed, we have significant opposition,
both practical and ideological.

Practically speaking, we feel the cost and effort required
'

to supply the increased documentation to be unusually burdensome. -

Also, the public disclosure of "pro forma" information will inhibit
and compromise owner/developer relationships with lenders and
other business associates with whom agreements are typically
negotiated on a case by case basis, often in a competitive

,
atmosphere. Both of these results will discourage progressive
development necessary .for the-uity!,s.3,future: ,success:——-7=:::===____~,mm-"-'--:". '

====L==T^:====-====.=_=.",__.._;. __._ 2-__"="- -"=_-_ "=_="=== T, -=-::.=<-_":='_

Ideologically; we also have problems with this petition. ,'
While we feel that requests for special permits and variances

,

on the basis of economic. hardship alone should be carefully "'
scrutinized as to the impact of that hardship, special permits
and variances need be accepted or rejected based on their projects'
overall merits; what the end result will be. Arbitrary public
release of proprietary financial information is irrelevant to
the greater issue of special permit and variance grants." In
addition, this intrusion will inhibit private initiative to
create innovative solutions beneficial to both property owners
and the city.

T

40 SMITH PLACE·CAMBR1DGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138 ·TELEPHONE 617 547-2450
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The future progress and suc,,,,
,F{Eaiug€c hh.Qst be

coordinated with those of individual property owners; our
interests are indivisible. The adoption of this petition
will promote and assert a more adversarial relationship
between the city and property owners, which is to the benefit
of neither. '

We urge you and the members of the Council to oppose
this petition.

')));jj'-))')j/14 '

.,

Albert 0. Wilson, Jr.
Chd irman
A.O.Wilson Structural Co. '

40 Smith Place
Cambridge, MA 02138

U :
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"=. _ == '
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aow/ jbb

cc: Robert Heroux
Cambridge Chamber of

Commer c e
Cambridge, MA 02139

d

/
m

" ' ." - " " ' ,
· : G

.
p fj '

.

"" -
' · ':, .

'"C ' ' - ' 'n b " , K'" . ' · ,
· ' .

' · *' ' . .' ". · · f 4' ' ,
7

,
.

.,- ·4,. . , , 'Li
. . . . .

,
· . .

' .
'

- · ,' r
. 1· ._ · · ' ' · ' ' . ' 7 ' ?F ' - ' - t ' t



i"
!

:r , —T^

, ,, ,, ,,,
PUBLIC, NOTICE I

q - RELATIVE TU ZONING
.

'

CEity nf ®auihtibµ
..

MASSACHUSETTS
K

Office of the City Clerk
1

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 i

\4ednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.Yi. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hal!, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a petition by Hebb Nichols, et a! to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Article 10.000
entitled "Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits", as fol lows:

A Renumber SECTION 10.50: REPETITIVE PITIT10N$ to 10.60. I

EL Delete Subsections 10.47 I and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-

tions accorchngly.

C. Insert follow ing the existing SECTION I 1.40 ? new SECTION j ISO: REQUIRED

DCCU11ENTATION, reading as follows:

"lO.5O REQUIRED PROjECT DOCUMENTATION
q

!0.51 Ttresho/d Criieria Al]y applicant for a special permit or

variance for a comtruction or developmeM project which (a)

includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proooses lhp

cmstruction of more than 5,000 iiew squai"e feei of gross floor

area, or (C) proposes ccmstruaion in eicess of 35 tea al

Ficight, shall provide a project Docuinenuiion Repori zs

further des=ibed herein.

€

_ m
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!0.52 Procedures.

"

'

(a) Timing: Submit required dcmmemaiion with the
application for special perinit or variance.

(b) Format: Submii required documanaUcm iij 211 8 1/2

i I! inch Report or binder, Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans 10 I! i 17 inches maiimurrt,
and fold to fii within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

(C) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies d the
Project Docwnentaiion Repori --

2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for di$lribulioA to rnein-
bers of the pertnit- or variznce-graming Board. Ad-

,

diUona1!y, subinit one (I) set of full-size drawings,

maps and plans, and cif color photographs.

(d) Changes and Rt3|jblni=ion¶: Any changes in ihe
applicaMs proposal following subiniuaj of the
application, eicept for ch=es negotiated u the
public hearing, shat! require resubrnituj d Ue
appUcaiicm and the Projeci Ikcu]nemalion Report.

!0.53 Doculz7enlaLionRequited.

(a) Etistin;g conditions docu nienls:

(I) A certified survey of the project parcel at a scaje

of I in = 20 ft or 40 ft, iAc!Udin3 property lines, ei-
isiing structures and drives, trees in ezeess d 3"

caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, cIislm?
grades (topographic coniours at 2 ft inierva!s), and
edges of siruciures within !00 feet OIl other lots
imniediaie!y ab'uttirtg, or facing across streets and

ways.
T

(2) µb(jtograpbs ctf the project parcel and iis sur-
roundings.

- 2'-

i
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..- (3) For both the project parcel, and for iamediaiely
"m

abuui£LZ or Iacirtg jots, information specU'ying eiisi-
im zoning classification, etisting land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
hei%hts and FAR's.

'·r fb) Projeci proposal dccumenis:

(I) Site plan d the proposed project at a scale of 1

in - 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and proposed

structures; walkmys, drives, curb cuts and park-
ing/loading are2s: proposed grading and siie
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
arid other landscape ejemenis; and ireaimems of ihe
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Sche inatic elevations (front, side, and rear) d
project structures, indicating positiort arid height of
suuc1wc9 di) ad jacent lots within !00 n.

(3) Quaniitative inforwatioo regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various u$c3 or components ctf

the proposed project; total FAR: omsile parking and
loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwe= uniis; aiid arezs of usable open

spae allocated to units, md/or assiµied lci common
areas. · j

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showing shadows czsi OIl

the ground plane by project suuctures al 9 airt,
noon, and 3 pm for the suinrner solstice, the winter
solstice, aMi the vernal/autuwnaj equinox.

"(2) TrUfic impact study prepared by a registered
Lr2Asporl2LioR engineer describing capaciUes, vol-
umes a1]d levels of service at adjacent streets and

key iruerseciions both as currently elisling, and ?.5

resuhing from development as progosed.

(3) The scope cif the traffic impact study shall be
established by llegotiaLions between the applicant
and the Community Development Department.
Eiiher or both impacl studies inay be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
wriueii recommendation of the Assistant City

-
3

-
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'!
!\ufan2ger for Cowjnunity Development, $tatij2lg that"' "" " " ·

the small scale or specific location of the pr'ojea will -

result in no itnpaas worth further study. -

.

(d) Project legal and financial inform2LioA, indudiiig: sile
acquisition ierms and urmgemenis, with eiplana-

,
'

.
Uoijs of any residua! leases, easemenis, or oujer c1j-

. ,

cuinbramces; development costs, including iieinized
cMl$lrucli(jrt costs, professional lees, and other hard
and soft costs of lhc project; amicipaied fill=cje u-
rmgemenis, including miicipaied mor.igag'es, liner-
est raies, payment schedules, and equity participa-
iion; anticipated annual maaagement and operaiting

costs of the ccmpleted project; anricipated project m-
come, inc!ljding sales or i"cri2j rates or prices for Ltjc

'

various coinponents of the project; and anticipated '

reiurri OIl investment."

." Copies of this petition are on file in ihe
Office of the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge,

.

Nassachusetts.
h

Al! persons interested in this matter riiay k

.

appear at this time and be heard.

For the Committee,
,

Cwncillor William H. Walsh,

,
Chairman.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLER'K
' CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

,
CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

.

(617) 498-9017
, .

'

JOSEPH E. CONNARTON '
.

CITY CLERK

JOHN E. FLYNN L

"

DEPUTY CITY CLERK
' +

r

T

October ll,
198q

To Nhotn It May Concern: ·

Enclosed you will find a copy of a hearing scheduled

before the Committee on Ordinances for Nednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00
F

P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a peti-

tion by Nebb Nichols, et al to amend the Zoning Ordinances in Article 10.000:

Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits by inserting after the existing section

1,
!1.40 ,a new section 11.50 entitled "Required project Docutnentatior¢'.

_
' Your kind attention in this matter will be,greatly4

:

ai)preciated.

')42'°u^_ '

,
joseph E. Connarton

P '
,

City Clerk.

jEC/dl
,

Enc. (I)
k

k

P

k

*

t

*
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" PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING
.

CEity nf €mhtiiiµ
'., MASSACHUSETTS

K

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the Genera! Laws, Tercentenary Edition and

amenjments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the
entire membership of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.N. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambridge, Nassachusetts on a petition by Hebb Nichols, et al to
amend the Zoning Ordinances ,of the City of Cambridge in Article 10.000
entitled "Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits", as follows:

,

( A Renumber SECTION )0.50: REPETITIVE P£T1TION'S to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.47) and 10,472, and renumber subsequent subset-

,
' tions accorchngly.

i

C. Insert folkwlng the exjstjnC section i 1.40 a new Section ] 1.50: required

Dcajr1ENTAT|DN, reading 2s follows:
,

"lO5O REQUIRED PROjECT DOCUUENTATION

*

!0.51 Tbrc'sho/d Cri/eri"z. tiny applicant for a special permit or

varimce for a coAslrljction or development projeci which (a]

includes more than ihree dwelling units, or (b) proooses 1hp

mnsiruaicm of wore than 5,000 new sq1jkc feet of µoss n(xjr

?aczl, or (C) proposes ccumruciion jjj cjlc2ss al 35 feet ar

beigh[, shzjj provide a projea Dccu!llejl[uion Repori 2s

further desa: ibed herciit.
)

q
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-· - - G) For both the project parcel, ujll for i=lledialejy
,,

" ' " ab|juin£ or facing lots, information speci!yiAR elis[-
ilu zoning classification, cLisl= land uses (including
number of dwelling units), apprcximaie building
hei®tll$ =d ?/iR'±

"kp (b) Project proposal documents:

(I) Siie pkn d the proposed project at a scale of j

iij - 20 ft or 40 ft, showirtg reiained and proposed

struaures; wajjnnys, drives, curb cUts md park-
ijluloadirtg ue2s: proposed grading and siie
drainage; required usable open space; irees, shrubs
and other laMscage elemenis; and treaunenis of the
pared edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Sche matic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicaiing positicm and height of
si.ructwes OIl adjacent lots within !00 fj.

: (3) Quantitative inlbrmation regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or components d
the proposed project; toted FAR; on-site puking and
loading counts; number, floor zrea(s), 2j]d bedrcmn

i

CDljAtS for dwelling units; znd arezs of usable open
space aUoeaied to units, uid/or 2ssigned iq minnion
arezs.

(c) .Project impact docljmeAIs:

(i) Shadow impact studies showing shadows czsi on
the ground plane by projccl suuczures at 9 ain,
noon, and 3 pm for the suininer solstice, the Uner
solsli=, arid the vernaj/autumnaj equMox.

'

,

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered

l!=sporl2ljo!j euirleer desa:ibiitg czpacities, vol-
umes and levels of service u adjaeni sireeis and

)

i

key inierseaions both 2s currently eUting, and .2s

resulting from developmeni as proposed.

(3) The scope Cl,' the traffic impact study shat! be :

established by negotiations between the £ppLic=t
md the Community Developniem Depanment.
Either or both impact studies tnzy be wzived by
L)Aujjmous consent of the Board upon receipl of Ute

wriueti reco!ll=mdz!ic)2 of the Assisizni Uiy
1

)

-
3

-

. .
1

i
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M=22er for Ccmmuniiy Development, SI21= l!Xit' "" "· --
the small seat or specific locaiicm of Ujc project will
result in no impaas worth furiher study.

(d) Project legal 2Ad fineciaj informaUon, including: site

.
acquisiiion terms and arrangements, with eipiana- )

,
' tions of any resijuaj leases, ezsemeins, or oiher cij-

'

k

cuinbrances; development costs, inc!udirtg lie rnized

consuuaioa costs, professional fees, and other hard
md soft cosls of 1jic projea; unicigaied fiUnee arr-

ramgemenis, irldudilu miicipaied mortgages, inter-
est mes, paymem schedules, and equity participz-
iion; anUciµied anmaj manuemem znd operating
costs of the completed project; anUcipated project in-
come, inc!|jdinZ sales or' reniaj raies or pricts for Lhc

vuious components of the projea; and aniicipued
)

retuim or invemneni."

Copies of this petition are on file in the
Office of the City Clerk, City Hall, CamSri(j?e,

,

Yiassachusetts. '

All persons interested in this matter may

appear at this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor William Fi. Nalsh,
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

October ll, 1988

To Hhom It May Concern:

, Enclosed you will find a copy of a hearing scheduled
:

before the Committee on Ordinances for Idednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00

P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a peti-

tion by Nebb Nichols, et al to amend the Zoning Ordinances in Article 10.000:

Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits by inserting after the existing section

11.40 a new section 11.50 entitled "Required project Documentation".
_

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly

appreciated.

'y&'b'°ij=
joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk.
.
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PUBLIC NOTICE ·

RELA1M/E TO ZONING
.

CCity nf ¢c1mhtiijgLL

'., MASSACHUSETTS
+

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General La's, 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
Hednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.Yi. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambrjd?e, Massachusetts on a 'petition by Hebb Nichols, et al to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Article !0.000
entitled "Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits", as follows:

A Renumber Section 10,50: REPETITIVE ?£TIT10N'S to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10,472, and renumber subsequent subsec-

tions accorchngly. '

C. Insert iollowine the existing Section ) 1.40 a new Section I 1.50: REQU1RED

DCCUMENTATION, read ing 2s follows:

"iO5O REQUIRED PROjECT DOCUMENTATION
©

!0.51 Ttresbo/d Criieriz. Any applicant for 2 special permit or
: variaace for a cDl]strljction or developwmt projeci which (2)

includes more than three dwelling ijniis, or (b) proooses 1hp

i

cc)Rsu1jaicm of more thaii 5,000 new square feel of gross !Ioor

area, or (C) proposes ctmstruaion in cic2es cif 35 leei cl

, height, shzl! provide Li projea Dccuinenuiion Report 2s

further des=ibed herein.
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!Q.52 Procedures.

"

'

(a! Timing: Subinit required dcc|jmeAl2lion with ihe
applicaiion for specizj perrnit or variance.

(b) ?ormzi: Submii required doeumenmion in U1 8 1/2

i ]j inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize drzw-
ings, maps and plans iq I! i !7 inches mziimutn,
and fold to fit within. Pholograph$ may be pre-
sented as b!ack-and-vhiie photocopies.

.(C) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies CC the
Projeci DocumeAlalion Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remUnder for distribuiion id mem-
bers of the perrnit- or varimce-gramhg Board. lid-
ditiona1!y, subinit OljC (I] set of full-size drawinµ,
lll2fjS znd pkns, uxi cif color phoiographs.

(d) CJl=es and Re3ubrni$sion8: Any c!l8jl?e$ iij tbe
2pp!icanl's proposal following subiniuaj of the
2pp!jcuic)n, eiczpt for chmpes nqcniaied u ltjc
public hearMg, shzjj require resubmiiuj ctf Ue
2ppucalion ad the .wojeci Dccumemaiion Report.

!0.53 Docu127 eALaljan Requi"ed.

(a) ±isting conditions docu rnertts: -
(I) ii ceriified survey of the project parcel qi a scaje
of i in = 20 ft or 40 ft, mc!ljciilu property Lines, ei-
isting siruaures and drives, u"ees in cic2ss al 3"
caliper, public utiUties serv= lhc parcel, cIisliju
grades (iopographk mniours u 2-.fi imervUs), 2Ad

edges of suuciures within 100 feet OIl other Jots

iinmediaie!y abutiing, or facing across streeis znd

vzys.
0

(2) ?houigraphs ctf the project parcel and iis sur-
roun(jin2s.

- 2'-
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,.· . -'- (3) For both Iht project parcel, ZijC for iemediaiely
· t

" abuuing or facine 1ois, informaiioa specjryin2 elis[-
iju zoning classification, ezis[= land uses (including
rtumber of dweljing units), approli{nae building
hei%hl$ and ?AR'±

"0j (b) Project proposal dccumerits:

(I} Siie plm d the proposed project ai a scak of 1

iij - 20 fl or 40 fi, showing reiained znd proposed

struaures; walkways, drives, curb cUts and park-
Lng/loading are2s: proposed grading and siie
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and other !aMscage elernenis; and Irezlmenls of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) d
projecl structures, indicating position 2Ad height of
structures OIl adjacent Iois within !00 n.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or c=clporlellls d
the propoM project; 1012j FAR; oR-¶ile parking and
loading counts; nuinber, floor area(s), md bedroom
OjUills for dwe= units; ad areas of uszble opeii
spax allocated to units, md/or migned 10 ccmmoii
arezs. ·

!

i (c) Project impact documents:

' (I) Shadow impact studies showing shadows cast OIl

the ground plane by project struciures 21 9 atn,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter

)

' $o!sIi=, uid the verm!/autuwnaj equinoz
'

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by 2 registered
lr=sporlaLion engineer desa:ibiiig capacities, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent streeu ad
key inler$eclions both 2s currently elisling, and .2s

resuhing from development &5 proposed.

(3) The scope d the traffic impact study shall be

established by riegotiaUons between the 2ppLican1

md the Cj=munity Deve!opinem Department
Either or both impact studies inzy be wzived by
t'nanimous consent of ihe Board upon receipt of the
wriueii rec=[nend21ic)!l of ihe Assistznt Ciiy

-
3
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M==r for Communiiy Development, SIuul= i!iat "
Ihc small sc2je or specific tocuicm of Ihe projccl vi!!
result in ijo impaas vorth further study.

(d) Project legal znC financial informmion, indu&ag: siie

,
acquisition terms and arra!j8e[ne]j[s, rith eiplana-

.
' tioijs of any residua! !c&scs, easemenis, or other en-

,

cuwbrmces; development costs, including i'mnized
consirucUm costs, professional fees, and other hard

=d soft cxjsls of the project; =[icipaled finxce 2f- ,

rangemenis, ind|jdiljZ amicipaied morigages, inier-
est raies, paymeni schedules, and equiiy puiicipa-
tion; amicipzied =|jaj mmaqetnent and operating
costs of the completed project; amicipated projeci m-
(J3!IlC, inclljdill2 sales or' reina! rates or jji:icts for Lhc

\'zsious componuns cif the projea; =c1 aniicipued
I

return on inveslmeAL"

Copies of this petition are on tile in the
Office of the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambri0µ,

,

Massachusetts.
)

M! persons interested in this matter may

appear at this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councilior William H. Halsh,
Chairman.
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING
.

fity nf ¢mnhtibµ
P,

MASSACHUSETTS
t

Office of the City Clerk

Notice Is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of' Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the Genera! 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
Wednesday, November 2, !988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambri@e, Massachusetts on a petition by Hebb Nichols, et al to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Article 10.000
entitled "Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits", as follows:

A Renumber SECTION 10.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-

tions according|y.

C. Insert follow ing the existing SECTION I 1.40 a new SECTION ] 1.50: REQUIRED

DCCUMENTATIM, reading 2s follows:

"lO5O REQUIRED PROjECT DOCUMENTATION
)

q

!0.51 Threshold Criieria. Any applicant for a special permit or

variance for a cxmstruction or developmenl project which 12)

includes more than three dwejjing units, or (b) protmes Ih6·

ctmsiructicm of more than 5,000 new square feet of =ss !loor

area, or (C) proposes ccnmruciion in eieess CI 35 tea cit

height, shall provide a project Documentation Report zs

further described herein.

:

)'

i



)

^r" .4»

10.52 Procedures.

"
'

(a) Timing: Submit required &cumeination with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Format Submit required dcmmemaiicm in Ul 8 U2

i I ! inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans 10 It i 17 inches maiimuw,
and fold to fit within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as bkck-and-white photocopies.

(C) Nuniber of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies cif the
Project Documenmion Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for distribuiion to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-gruning Board. Ad-
ditionally, sub init one (I) set of full-size dr2wijus,
tnaps arid plans, and cif color phoiographs.

(d) Changes md Re3ljblni¶sioll8: Any chuiges in the
ttppLicam's proposal following subiniuaj of the
Qpp!jcatioA, eicept for changes negotiued u the
public hearing, shall require resubmiua! ctf Ute

ap plication and the Projeci lkcumentation Repor1.

!0.53 Documeniaiion Requited.

(a) Etisting cjc)ndiliol]s docu inents:

(I) A certified survey of the project parcel ai a scale

of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, i!]c!udin3 property lines, ci-
isiing structures and drives, trees in excess of 3°'

caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, elisting
grades (topographic contours at 2 n iniervajs), mnd

edges of siruaures within !00 feet OIl other Jots

immediately abutting, or facing across streeis and

ways.
q

(2) Pholouaphs d the project parcel and its sur-
rourldmgs.

~
2 . ~
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" ' " (3) For both the project parcel, and for iwmediaiely

abutting or racing 101$, information speciryin2 eiist-
inS zoning classification, ezistiu land uses (including
minber of dweUing urdis), approximaie building

hei= and FAR's.

'Pi (b) project proposaj documents:

{I) Site plan d the proposed project at a scale of i ,

ijj - 20 ft or 40 ft, showUg retained aAd proposed

siruaures; wa!kwq,'s, drives, curb cuts and park-
Mg/loading are2s: proposed grzding and siie
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and oiber landscape elemerus; and ueaimenis of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Sche tnatic elevations (front, side, and rear) d
project structures, indicating position and height of
sWUClwc9 on ad jacenl Iois within !00 11.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or componertts ctf

the propoged project; total FAR: OQ-Sitc parking and
loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwer= units; and areas of usable operi
space allocated to units, »d/or 2ssigned id ccunmori

)

areas.

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showing shadows casi on
the ground plane by project structures at 9 atn,
noon, and 3 pm for the surnuter solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autuwnaj equinox.

12) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
trmsponaUon engineer desa"ibing capaciiies, vol-
umes 2nd levels of service at adjacent streets and

key mlerseclions both as currently eiisiing, and ?.8
,

resulting from development as proposed.

(3) The scope cif the traffic impact siudy shall be
established by negcniations 9etweeii the applicant
md the Community Development Department.
Either or both impact studies inay be waived by
uaanirnous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
u'riueii reccnnmendaiicm of the Assistant City

-
3

-
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Man2l?er for Community Development, siating that ·

Ihc small scale or specific locaUcm of the project will
result in no iinpaas worth further study.

(d) Project legal 2Ad financial information, induding: siie
acquisition terms aiid urmgemeats, with eiplana-

,.
' tioijs of any residual leases, easemenis, or other en-

cuinbraces; development cosis, including itemized
ajn$lrucliol] costs, professional fees, and other hard
arid soft costs of the project; anticipaied fi=ncje zrr-

rangements, induding aniicipaied morigzges, liner-
est rates, payment schedules, aad equity participz-
tion; anticipated annual rnanagerueW and operating
cosls of the completed project; anticipated project' in-
come, including sales or reniaj rues or prices for Lhc

various componenis of the project; and anUcipaied
returrt or Mvesuneni."

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

,

Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this watter may

appear at this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Nalsh,
Chairman.
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PUBLIC NOTICE

RELATIVE TO ZONING
.

fity nf ¢miihri0µ
P,

NASSACHUSETTS
t

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter GOA, 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
Wednesday, November 2, !988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Can]brid¢e, Massachusetts on a petition by 14ebb Nichols, et a! to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Article 10.000

I entitled "Appeals, Variances, and Special Permits", as follows:

' A Renumber Section )0.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.
I

'

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.47 1 and 10,472, and renumber subsequent subsec-

tions accor(jlngiy.
)

C. Insert following the existing SECTION I 1.40 a new SECTION ] 1.50: REQUIRED

Dccu11entatidn, reading 2s follows: '

"lO.5O REQUIRED PROjECT DOCUMENTATION

.

!0.51 Thi"esho/d Criieriz. ltriy app!icaM for a special permit or

variance for a comtruction or developmmt project which la)

Mc!udes more than three dwelling units, or (b) prc)ooses thc·

consiruction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross tioor

area, or (C) proposes anszruaion in eicess ctf 35 tea ar

height, shall provide a project Docuwenmion Report zs

further des=ibed herein.

"+
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·- - G) For both the project parcel, ami for immediaiely
.,

abljujng or facitt9 JOlS, information speciry= ehsr

= zoning classification, ezisting land uses (including
nutnber of dwelling uniis), approximate buUding
heighis and FAR'S.

'#. (b) kojeci proposal documents:

(ii Site plan d the proposed project al a scale of !

ijj - 20 Ii or 40 ft, showing reiained arid proposed

slruciwes; walkways, drives, curb cuts aU park-
ing/ioading areas; proposed grading and siie
drainage; required usable operi space; trees, shrubs
and other landscape ekinenis: and Ireal!llerlls of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Sche inatic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
'

.
project structures, indicating position and height of
sLrljclure£ on adjacertl lots within tOO ft.

(3) Quantitative illformatiol] regarding gross flcor
areas allocated to the various usc3 or components ctf

the propoxA project; iota! FAR; on-site parking and

lc)adilu counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom

counts for dwe= units; and areas of usable opeii
space allocated to units, and/or assigned 10 ajinmon
areas. ·

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showiitg shadows czst OIl

the ground plane by projccl siruaures at g ain,
noon, and 3 p!i1 for the surniner solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vemaj/autumnaj equinor.

"(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
bmsportaUon ,engineer describhg capaciiies, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacuit streets and

key iniersecUons both as currently eiisting, and ?.s

resuhing from development as proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be

established by negotiations between the applicant
and the CmninuUy Development Department.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by

-' unOpous consem of the Board upon receipt of the
wriueii reaxrimendation of the Assistant City

'^
-

3
-

_
j



;

"r- , . ,k

Manager for Community Development, sIating Ltizt ----' "

Itic small scaje or specific locarion of Ltjt projea vlu ,

result in no iinpaas vorth further study.

(d) Project iegaj 2Ad financial information, including: site

acquisition ternis and urangeinenis, with eip!ana-
,

' Uons of any residual leases, e2selnenls, or other en-
,

curubrznces; development costs, includmg itemized
consiruaion costs, professional fees, and other hard
anA soft costs of the project; aniicipaied finance ar-
rangements, including amicipaied mortgages, inier-
est rates, payment schedules, and equity participa-
tion; anticipated annual inanagerucrU atid operaiing
costs of the cornpieied project: anticipated project m-
come, inclljdmz sales or renial rates or prices for ihe
various compoimns of the project; and amicipaied

reium on investment."

Copies of this petition are on file in the
Office of the City Clerk, City Hal), Cambridge,

.

Nassachusetts.

A:] persons interested in this matter may

appear at this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Counciilor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
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City of Cambridge

f
KECEIVED BY

MM1%® I?=muW'"°"nYQw
€ SEP ?3 FU ||' tE

©©u=TLa@ll©u E!!%==m
FINAL / AS FILED / 23 Sep 88

WHEREAS developers regularly appiy for special permits and variances in
oi"der to get building permits for structures not allowed by zoning as of
right; and

WHEREAS the customary motivation for seeking said permits and variances
is to increase the pro ject's size, econom ic value and/or prof iUbility; and

WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a

signif icant economic benefit for the applicant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly def ined; and

WHEREAS the public interest is better served when our municipal Boards
and authorities are fully informed about construction proposals, and sys-
tematically understand the consequences, including the economic conse-
quences, of their d iscretionary actions; and finally

.WHEREAS 'the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re-
quirements regarding submission of pro ject documentation, but these re-
gu irements apply only to townhouse development;

NOW THEREFORE we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable,
the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend ARTICLE 10.000: APPEALS,

Variances, and SPECIAL PERMITS of the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance as follows:

A; Renumber Section 10.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert follow ing the existing SECTION 1 1.40 a new Section 1 1.50: REQUIRED

DCCU11ENTATION, reading as follows:

"10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a special permit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)

includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

J
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23 Sep 88 DOCUHEHTRTIOH REQUIRUIENTS Page 2

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (C) proposes consuuction in excess of 35 feet cif

height, dial! provide a Project Documentation Report as

further described herein.

10.52 Procedures.

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Format: Submit required documentation in an 8 1/2

x !1 inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches maximum,
and fold to fit within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

(C) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies of the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for di3tribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (i) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plam, and d color phot®raphg.

(d) Changm and Regubtni33ion3: Any changm in the
applicant's proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, shall require resubmitta! of the
application and the project Documentation Report.

!0.53 Documeniatibn Required.

(a) Existing conditiom documents:

(I) A certified survey of the project parcel at a scale

of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, including property lines, ex-
isting structures and drives, trees in excess d 3"

caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, existing
grades (topographic contours at 2 ft intervals), and
edges of structures within 100 feet on other lots
immediately abutting, or facing across streets and

way±
4

(2) Photographs d the project parcel and its sur-
roundings.

*
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23 Sep 88 ImjjdENTATIoNREQUIREUENTs Page 3

(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abuuing or facing lots, information specU'ying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (induding
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR5.

(b) project proposal documents:

(I) Site plan d the propo3ed project at a scale of I
in - 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and proposed
structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts and park-
ing/loading areas; proposed grading and site

drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and oiher landscape elements: and treatments of the
parcel edge3 (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) d
project structures, indicating position and height of

' structures on adjacent lots within 100 ft.
:

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
i

,i; areas allocated to the various usc3 or components d
the propc}3ed project; total FAR; on-site parking and

loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwelling units; and areas of usable open
space allocated to units, and/or assigned to common
areas.

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showiiEB shadows cast on
the ground plane by project structures at 9 am,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernaj/autumnal equinox.

F

'

.
(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered

· transportation engineer describing capacities, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent streets and

key intersections both as currently existing, and as

" resulting from development as proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be

established by negotiations between .the applicant
and the Community Development Department.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
written recommendation of the Assistant City

m ,^,
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Manager for Community Development, stating that
the small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

(d) Project legal and financial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, with explana-
tions of any residual leases, easements, or other en-
cumbrances; development costs, including itemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft cxjst3 of the project; anticipated finance ar-
rangements, including anticipated mortgages, inter-
est rates, payment schedules, and equity participa-
tion; anticipated annual management and operating
costs of the completed project; anticipated project in-
come, inc!ljdmg sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment."

N

m
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We the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable, the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend the
rules and regulations of the Zoning Ordinance Article 10.000, Appca1s, variances am Special Permits, in confor-
mance with the Petition attached hereto.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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I, the above signed, am a registered voter in the City of Cambrige, PIA.
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,

' WHEREAS developers regularly apply for special permits and variances in
oMer to get buikiing permits for structures not allowed by zoning as of
right; and

WHEREAS the customary motivation for seeking said perm its and variances
is to increase the pro ject's size, econom ic value and/or prof itability; anci

WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a

signif icant econom ic benef it for the applicant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly def ined; and

WHEREAS the publ ic interest is better served when our municipal Boards
and authorities are fully informed about construction proposals, and sys-
tematically understand the consequences, including the economic conse-
quences, of their discretionary actions; and f inally

.WHEREAS 'the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re-
quirements regarding subm ission of pro ject documentation, but these re-
gu irements apply only to townhouse development;

NOW THEREFORE we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable,
the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend ARTICLE 10.000: APPEALS,

VARIANCES, and SPECIAL PERMITS of the Cambridge Zon ing Ord inance as follows:

A Renumber Section 10.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION 1 1.40 a new Section I 1.50: Required
Dccup1entaticn, reading as follows:

"lO.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

-q

10.51 Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a special permit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)

includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the
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construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (C) proposes consiruaion in excess of 35 feet cjf

height, shall provide a Project Documentation Report as

further described herein.

10.52 Procedures.

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Format: Submit required documentation in an 8 1/2

x 11 inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches maximum,
and fold to fit within. Photograp& may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

(C) Number of Copies: Provide" nine (9) copies d the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for di3tribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and d color phot(jgraphs.

(d) Changm and Re3ub[ni3$ion3: Any changm in the
applicant's proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, dial! require ruubinittal of the
application and the project Documentation Report.

!0.53 Documeniaijbn Requited.

(a) Existing conditions documents:

(I) A certified survey of the ptuject parcel at a scale

of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, including property lines, ex-
isting structures and drives, trees in excess d 3"
caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, existing

: grades (topographic contours at 2 ft intervals), and
edges of structures within 100 feet on other lots

' immediately abutting, or facing across streets and

way±
(2) Photographs d the project parcel and' its sur-
roundings.

.
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(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutiing or facing lots, information specjfying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
height3 and FAR'S.

(b) project proposal documents:

(I) Site plan of the proposed project at a scale of I
1

'

in - 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and proposed
i

structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts and park-
ing/loading areas; proposed grading and site

drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and other landscape elements: and treatments of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicating position and height of
structures on adjacent lots within 100 ft.
(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
area3 allocated to the variow U$e3 or components d
the propo3ed project; total FAR; on-site parking and

loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom

counts for dwelling units; and areas of usable open
space allocated to units, and/or assigned to common
areas.

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showing shadows cast Oil

the ground plane by project structures at 9 am,

noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/aututnnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered

transportation engineer describing capacities, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent streets and

key intersections both as currently existing, and as

resulting from development as proposed.

(3) The scope d the traffic impact study shall be

established by negotiations between the applicant
and the Community Development Department.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
written recommendation of the Assistant City
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Manager for Community Development, stating that
the small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

(d) Project legal and financial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, with explana-
tions of any residual leases, easements, or other en-

: cuinbrances; development costs, including itemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft aj$t3 of the project; anticipated finance ar-
rangements, including anticipated mortgages, inter-
est rates, payment schedules, and equity participa-

: tion; anticipated annual management and operating
,

costs of the completed project; anticipated project in-
come, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment."

.

.
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We the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable, the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend the

rules and regulations of the Zoning oriiinanceAt"tlcle 10.000, Appeals, \/ariances and Special Permits, in confor-

mance with the Petition attached hereto.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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I, the above signed, am a registered voter in the City of Cambrige, PIA.
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WHEREAS developers reguiarly apply for special permits and variances in
omer to get buikiing permits for structures not allowed by zoning as of

! right; and

WHEREAS the customary motivation for seeking said permits and variances
is to increase the pro ject's s ize, econom ic value and/or prof jtabi]ity; and

,

WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a

significant economic benefit for the applicant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly def ined; and

WHEREAS the public interest is better served when our municipal Boards
and authorities are fully informed about construction proposals, and sys-
tematically understand the consequences, inclwiing the econom ic conse-
quences, of the ir discretionary actions; and f inally

.WHEREAS the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re-
,

quirements regarding subm ission of pro ject documentation, but these re-
quirements apply only to townhouse development;

NOW THEREFORE we the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable,
the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend ARTICLE 10.000: APPEALS,

VARIANCES, and SPECIAL PERMITS of the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance as follows:

A Renumber SECTICN 10.50: Repetitive PET1TION$ to 10.60.

EL Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert follow ing the existing SECTION 1 1.40 a new SECTION 1 1.50: REQUIRED

DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows:

"10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 Threshold Criterik. Any applicant for a special permit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)

includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

k
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cunstruction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (C) proposes construction in excess of 35 feei Qr

height, shall provide a project Documentation Report as
further described herein.

10.52 Procedures.

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Format: Submit required documentation in an 8 i/2
x I! inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches maximum,
and fold to fit within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

(c) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies of the
· Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record

copies, and the remainder for digtribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-grantingBoard. Ad-

, ditionally, submit one (I) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

(d) Changm and Resubmi33ion3: Any changm in the
applicant's proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, shall require resubmittd of the
application and the project Documentation Report.

!0.53 Documeniatjbn Requiied.

(a) Existing conditions documents:

(I) A certified survey of the project parcel at a scale

of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, including property lines, ex-
isting structures and drives, trees in excess of 3"
caliper, public utilities serving the. parcel, existing
grades (topographic contours at 2 fl intervals), and
edges of structures within 100 feet on other lots

!

immediately abutting, or facing across streets and

ways.

(2) Photographs of the project parcel and its sur-i

roundings.

q
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(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abuiUng or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR'3.

(b) project proposal documents: "

(I) Site plan d the proposed project at a scale of 1

in - 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and proposed
structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts and park-
ing/bading areas; proposed grading and site
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and other landscape elements: and treatments of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicating position and height of
structures on adjacent lots within 100 ft.
(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various ljSC3 or components d
the proposed project; total FAR; on-site parking and
loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwelling units; and areas of usable open
space allocated to units, and/or assigned to common
areas.

(c) Project impact documents:

(I) Shadow impact studies showing shadows cast on
the ground plane by project structures at 9 am,
noon, and 3 pui for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autumnaj equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
transportation engineer describing capacities, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent streets and

key intersections both as currently existing, and as

resulting from development as proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be

established by negotiations between the applicant
and the Community Development Department.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
written recommendation of the Assistant City

L
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Manager for Community Development, stating that
the small scale or specific location of ihe project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

(d) project legal and financial information, induding: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, with explana-
tions of any residual leases, easements, or other en-
cumbrances; development costs, including itemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft costs of the project; anticipated finance ar-
rangements, including anticipated mortgages, inter-
est rates, payment schedules, and equity participa-
tion; anticipated annual management and operating
costs of the completed project; anticipated project in-
come, inclljding sales or rental rates or prices for ihe
various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment."

0
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.

We the Undersigned respectfully petition the Honorable, the City Council of the City of Cambridge, to amend the
rules and regulations of the Zoning 0tUnanceArticle 10.000, Appeals, Variances and Specla1 Perm¶tjj, in cunfor-
mance with the Petition attached hereto.

Signature

,
.

Printed Name Address Phone
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1, the above signed, am a registered voter in the City of Cambrige, HA.
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' Petition of Webb Nichols, et al, to amend the '

, ,
' Zoning Ordinances in Article 10.000: Appeals ,

·
' Variances, and Special Permits by inserting

after the existing Section 11.40 a new Section
11.50 entitled "Required Pro ject Documenattion".
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In City Council,

September 26, 1988
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