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IN CITY COUNCIL

December-19-31988-
January-95-1589-
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.
Attest:- Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk.

A true copy; -

ATTEST:~ | G;m;ﬁ, £, m&;

Joséph . Connarton, City Clerk.
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IN CITY COUNCIL

December--19,-1988
January-94-1989-
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.
Attest:- Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk.

A true copy; -

ATTEST-G@A;& f m&‘:

[ A
Joseph ¥. Connarton, City Clerk.
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In City Council November 14, 1988

The Committee 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 Hall. The purpose of the hearing
was to receive testimony on the petition of Webb Nichols to amend the Zoning
Ordinances relative to adding a new Section entitled "Required Documentation
For Project Threshold Criteria".

At this time, Mr. Webb Nichols appeared before the Committee 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 proposes 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 Duehay 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 proposal effects
other ‘communities, he is unsure whether it would effect Cambridge.

Speaking in favor of the petition was Robert Edbrooke, 20 Prescott St.,
Philip Dowds, 48 Banks St., and Betty Davis, 13 Ware St.; all of whom agreed

~ that not enough documentation by developers is submitted to the City at the

time requests are made for variances and/or special permits.

Speaking in opposition was Robert Heroux, 901 Mass. Avenue, of the Cambridge
Chamber of Commerce, Jeffrey Hermatson, Esq., representing Carpenter & Co.,
Eric Wadlinger, Esq., 10 Craigie St., and Alex Steinbergh, 3 Clinton St.;
all of whom strongly opposed the proposal before the Committee and
indicating that the proposal is far beyond the scope of Chapter 40, M.G.L.A.




-2 -
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
recommendation to the City Council.

The hearing was adjourned at 7:29 p.m.

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh
Chairman.




Comm. from Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk, trans-—
mitting the report of Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman, Committee on Ordlnances, 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
Sectlon 11.50 entitled "Requlred Project Docu-
mentation"
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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 ofi more than,three dwelling units, more than 5,000 square feet,
or taller than' 35 feet. ' ‘ oo : o

v oy

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 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. ‘



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
preject; 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 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 (1) 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




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

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.

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.




Joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols reguires 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 vaiance. 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 (1) 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 emall projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being
served.
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HOMEOWNERS, LANDOWNERS, BUSINESS
OWNERS

DO YOU KNOW ?

The "NICHOLS" petition currently before the Cambridge City Council will affect
all developments in Cambridge of more than 3 dwelling units, more than 5,000 square
feet, or taller than 35 feet which require any kind of special permit 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 proposed project, 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 established procedures 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.



PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS
Office of the City Clerk ‘
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membershi_p of the City
Council, will hold a public hearing on Wednesday,
November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
a petition by Webb Nichols, et al to _amend the
Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Arti-
cle 10.000 entitled ‘‘Appeals, Variances, and
ial Permits”, as follows: N =
Sp;\i.cﬁenumber Section 10.50: Repetitive Petitions
to 10.60.
B. Delete Subsections 10.471 and 10.472, and
" renumber subsequent subsections accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing Section 11.40 a
new Section 11.50: Required Documentation,
ing as follows: )

feed “%0.50 Required Project Documentation
Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a special per-
mit or variance for a construction or development
project which (a) includes more than three dwelling
units, or (b) proposes the construction of -more
than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor area, or
{c) proposes construction in excess of 35 feet of
height, shall provide a Project Documentation
Report as further described herein.
10.52 Procedures ‘ ’

() Timing: Submit required documentation
with the application for special permit or variance.

(b) Format: Submit required documentation
in an 8Y2 x 11 inch Report or binder. Reduce over-
size drawings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches
maximum, and fold 1o fit within. Photographs may

* be presented 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
distribution to members of the permit- or variance-
granting Board. Additionafly, submit one (1) set of
full-size drawings, maps and plans, and of color

tographs. )
o Og(d)p Changes and Resubmissions: Any
changes in the applicant’s proposal following sub-
mittal of the application, except for changes
negotiated at the public hearing, shalt require
resubmittal of the application and the Project
Documentation Report. )

10.53 Documentation Required

{a) Existing conditions documents:

(1) A centified survey of the project parce!
atascale of 1in = 20 ftor 40 {t, including property
lines, existing structures and drives, trees in ex-
cess of 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 ways.

_ {2) Photographs of the project parcel and
its surroundings.

(3) For both the project parcel, and for im-
mediately abutting or facing lots, information
specifying existing 2oning classification, existing
land uses (inciuding number of dwelling units), ap-
proximate building heights and FAR's.

{b) Project proposat documents:

(1) Site plan of the proposed project ata

scale of 1in = 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retained and
proposed structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts
and parking/loading areas; proposed grading and
site drainage; required usable open space; trees,
shrubs and other landscape elements; and
lrea)tmems of the parcel edges (fences, screens,
etc.).

(2) Schematic elevations {front, side, and
reary 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 uses or
components of 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.

() Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing
shadows cast on the ground plane by project struc-
tures at 9 am, noon, and 3 pm for the summer
solstice, the winter solstice, and the vernal/autum-
nal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a
registered  transportation engineer descriting
capacities, volumes and levels of service at adja-
cent 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 Depart-
ment. Either or both impact studies may be waived
by unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of
the written recommendation of the Assistant City

~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 legat and financial information,
including: site acquisition terms and arrangements,
with explanations of any residual feases,
easements, or other encumbrances: development
costs, including-itemized construction costs, pro-
fessional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance arrangements, in-
cluding anticipated mortgages, interest rates, pay-
ment schedules, and equity participation:  an-
ticipated annval managemen 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 an-
ticipated return on investment."

Copies of this petition are on file in the Office of

-the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge,

Massachusetts.
All persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be heard.
For the Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
€)0ct.13,20 .

PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

MASSACHUSETTS
Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a reconvened public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 5:30 p.m. in the
Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on a petition of Howard Medwed,
et al to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance as
follows:

1. adding a new definition to Article 2.00 entitled
“Addition. New construction which is connected to

an existing structure above grade at any point by
construction which contributes to gross floor
area.”,
2. adding to the definition of Lot the following:
“*For the purposes of detérmining whethier a parcel
of land is in identical ownership throughout, only
those persons who, alone or jointly or severally
with others, have legal title to such parcel shall be
considered to have an ownership interest. The in-
terests of lessees and others who have care,
charge or control of such parcel, but who do not
have legal title shall be disregarded.", and

3. adding to the Ordinance the following Section
5.272 new sections 5.28 entitled *Exclusion of way
from Lot Area for purposes of determining Floor
Area Ratio; 5.29 entitled ““Computation of fot area
for purposes of determining FAR on Muitiple Struc-
ture lots and Section 5.30 entitied *‘Computation of
lot area for purposes of determining FAR”.

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

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

For the Committee
Councilior William H. Walsh

Chairman.
(C)0ct.13,20
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PETITION

January 9, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusastts 2Avanue

=213 -

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 Citv 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 Becard of Appeals (or Planning
Board) for "any changes . . . ." This burden is unreasonable.

(N



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 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 (1) 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



Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 3

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

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
Polaroid Corporation ‘ 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
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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 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.



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 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 (1) 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
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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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SuLTanA Rewlyy TNRUY 1} & C\AV"\G\Q.\&% Sm
TWRV W Renlty ThVsT— 20 -2 P, Y —

> Howiey $t—

RS HUVLLQJ?‘




gy

CITY CLERK
" 1 § . k
1 I 30 MG 2h

CAMBRIDGE MA.

i
"2l

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 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 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 (1) 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 publlc purpose being

served. /?}(?/04
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February 1,

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Director

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.

1989




CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To  Ms. Sally Powers Date January 27, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors
From Joseph E. Connarton/ iL- Reference
_ City Clerk -
Subject

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols

Enclosed you' will find two copies of the written protest to the petition of Webb
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.
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PETITION

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 "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 wlil 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. :

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 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 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 (1) 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 "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.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

98 CambridgePark Drive
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 Partnership,
a General Partner b

its General Parfner
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Mr. Joseph E. Connarton
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Page 4

CambridgePark Two Limited Partnership,
a Massachusetts Limited Partnership

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

By: Triangle Park Company, a
Massachusetts Limitegd’ Partnership,
a General Partner

its General Partner

1000 Massachusetts Avenue Phasg I Associates
a Massachusetts Limited Partpgrship

By: %C,

its General Partner

120 CambridgePark Drive

1000 Massachusetts Avenue




PETITION
January 9, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts O

N
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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 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, inciuding
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), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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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February 1, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

. AN
FROM: Sally Powers, Director :\\*
Board of Assessors ,¢<)
AY

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.




To

From

Subject

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Ms. Sally Powers Date  January 25, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors

Joseph E. Connar’ton&Q Reference

City Clerk

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Webb 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.



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 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 Plannxng
Board) for "any changes . . . ."™ This burden is unreasonable.
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January 9, 1989
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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 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 (1) 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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January 9, 1989
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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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TO: Joseph K. Connérton
City Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Director

Board of Assessors

In reply to your memo dated January 24, 1989, please be
advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,
Engineering Dept., the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols.




CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date January 24, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors
From  joseph E. ConnartorQ{_ ( Reference
. City Clerk
Subject

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols.
Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the |
petition of Webb 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,
1988 which enclosed the chart which covers the time 1imit on this
petition. '

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.



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 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.



Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
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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 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 (1) 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

J.F Rearty TeusT

/
Joseoy L Fanragia, Trusfee t0  Fawcel St
AN e
P Hopa F/»‘m:/h 2 Midoow 047,




PETITION

January 9, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02133

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 407, 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 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.



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 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 (1) 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




Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989 |
Page 3 J

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

785 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 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.




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 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 th»
applicant to "submit one (1) 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 "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

353 Huron Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers | Date January 23,1989
Director, Board of Assessors

From Reference

Joseph E. Connarton (X?ﬂ>’

Subject C11Y Clerk

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition of Webb 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.




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 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.




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 componernits 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 reguires the
applicant to "submit one (1) set of full-gsize 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




Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "Project Documentation Report.”
for small projects could be prohibitive with no clear public purpose being

served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER

Norstin Associates

Rindge Associates

Cambridge I Associates

Corridor Associates

Landon T. Clay

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

51 Norfolk Street

62 Norfolk Street

70 Bishop Allen Drive

77 Bisl 1] Dri
362 Rindge Avenue

364 Rindge Avenue

One Alewife Place

6,8,10,12 Essex Street

579 Mass. Avenue

595 Mass. Avenue

84 Bishop Allen Drive

603-605 Mass. Avenue
2-24 Essex Street

The added cost
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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 "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 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.




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 (1) 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
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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

N

Paul Yeduelakis
Vice President

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

BayBank Harvard Trust Company 1408-1414 Massachusetts Avenue
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TO: Jogseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Directo

"Board of Assessors

In reply to your memo dated January 20, 1989, please bhe
advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,
Engineering Dept., the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols.




To

From

Subje

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Ms. Sally Powers Date January 20, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors ‘
Joseph E. Connarton ’72( Reference

ctCity Clerk L/

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

Would 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.




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 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.




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, inciuding
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), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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




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 PROPER;Y OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
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PETITION

January 9, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton
ity 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 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.




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 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 (1) 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




Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
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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 OWNEK 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 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.




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 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 (1) 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




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

Secticn 10.52(c), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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.
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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,
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 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 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 (1) 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.
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TO: Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Director '
Board of Assessors

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.




To

From

Subject

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Ms. Sally Powers Date January 19, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors

Joseph E. Connarton@éu Reference

City Clerk

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

Would 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.
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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 améndment,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 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 (1) 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.
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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.

o ~ 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 reduires 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 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 (1) 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.
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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 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, inciuding
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 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 (1) 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.
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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,
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 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 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(cj), ambiguously reguires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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.
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Alewife Land Corporation
_ Cambridge, MA 02140
CAMBRIDGE MA.
(617) 876-1400

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. o o . R
' ' "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 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 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 (1) 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




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 PARCEL #'s ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED
ALEWIFE LAND CORP # 269 104 134 ALEWIFE BROOK PARKWAY .
ALEWIFE LAND CORP. # 269 105 405 RINDGE AVE.
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Construction Products Division

W.R. Grace & Co.
62 Whittemore Avenue

Jﬁ\;*g }9 i:i %O Gg) Cambridge, Mass. 02140
N A e n 617)876-140
CAMBRIDGE MA. (617 876-1400
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. -

e Massachusetts ‘General Laws Chapter 40n, Section 5,'states generally
that no-zoning ordinance '¢an 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 appllcants could supply the Lnformatlon 1n full compllance Wlth
the proposed amendment. Construction’ projects often requlre 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.




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 it
invalid. Ssome 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 reguires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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



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

W.R.

GRACE & CO.
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CO.

W.R.

GRACE

Co.

W.R.

GRACE

GO

W.R.

GRACE

GO.

W.R.

GRACE

€o.

W.R.

GRACE

co.

W.R.

GRACE

Co.

W.R.

GRACE

W.R.

GRACE

Co.,

Co.

W.R.

GRACE

Co.

W.R.

GRACE

Go.

W.R.

GRACE

CO.

W.R.

GRACE

&

Co.

W.R.

GRACE

&

Co.

W.R. GRACE & CO,

W.R.GRACE & CO.

PARCEL #'s

188-53-28-29

188-116-117-118

188-120-131-6

187-72

188-25-121
269-94-95
269-84-119
269-122-124
269-109-110
269-120-123

187-11-12-13-14

269-85-86-121-126

188-132-137

187-7-60-62
187-8-9-10
188-11-119

187-66

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

59 WHITTEMORE AVE.

52 WHITTEMORE AVE

88 WHITTEMORE AVE,

115 WHITTEMORE AVE,

73 WHITTEMORE AVE,

222 HARVEY STREET

222 HARVEY STREET

349 R, RINDGE AVE,

343 RINDGE AVE.

343 R. RINDGE AVE.

140 WHITTEMORE AVE.

226 HARVEY STREET

104 WHITTEMORE AVE.

148 WHITTEMORE AVE.

119 WHITTEMORE AVE.

95 WHITTEMORE AVE.

114-124 WHITTEMORE AVE,

36-40 WHITTEMORE AVE

WHITTEMORE AVE. — REAR
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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 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.




X

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 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 (1) 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



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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CAMBRIDGE M.

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 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.




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 it
invalid. Some of the oddities are noted below:

The waiver provisiéns 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 (1) 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




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 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
provxdes 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.




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 vompleted 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), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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




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
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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 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.




Joseph E. Connarton
January 9, 1989
Page 2

In section 10.33(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
varjous 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
j 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. sSome 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 (1) 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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Joneph K. Connarton
January Y9, 1989
Page 3

lawyers necessary to produce a "Project Documentation Report."

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

served.

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER

Shirley A. Fennell, Trustee

J.R. Fennell Realty Trust.

»
»

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

22 Bishop R, Allen Drive
47 Bishop R. Allen Drive

65 Bishop R. Allen Drive

9-19 Columbia Street

16 Columbia Street

65-871 Mai t
877 Main Street

883-891 Main Street

415-429 Mass. Ave.

433-445 Mass. Ave.

507 Mass. Ave.

7 Douglas Court

The added cost



January 26, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk ‘
A
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

Webb Nichols.




- " CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
' INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date  January 18, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors

From qﬁ‘/(,/ Reference

Jqseph E. Connarton
Subje((::tlt‘y Clerk

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols.

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

Would 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.



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 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.



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 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 (1) 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



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 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 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.



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, pavment 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), ambiguously requires the
applicant to "submit one (1) 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



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 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 2Zoning 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.



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 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 (1) 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



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.
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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 tc 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.



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 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 (1) 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




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 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 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 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 (1) 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



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.
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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
submittéd 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 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.



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 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 (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plang," 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




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 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 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.




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'amendhent 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 (1) 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



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 OWNE

Lesley College 29 Everett St.
Lesley College 14 Hillside St.
Lesley College 12 Kirkland P1.
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.



Joseph E. Connarton

January 9, 1989
Page 4

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER

~ ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNE

Lesley College 31 Everett St.
Lesley College 23 Mellen St.
Lesley College 31 Mellen St.
Lecley Collogs 68 Oxford St.

ey ege O .
Lesley College 78/80 Oxford St.
Lesley College 82R Oxford St.
Lesley College 6 Sacramento St.
Lesley College 10 Sacramento St.
Lesley College 18 Wendell St.
Lesley College 30/32 Wendell St.
Lesley College 13 Mellen St.
Lesley College 21 Mellen St.
Lesley College 20 Wendell St.
Lesley College 22/24 Wendell St.
Lesley College 28 Wendell St.
Sincerely,

Lhibuia ke

Barbara Schulz

Director of Business Services

cc: Rob Trow
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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,
Ehgineering Dept., the written protest to the petition of

Webb Nichols.
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' CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Ms. Sally Powers Date January 13, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors
~ From 555000 E. Connarton q% Reference
City Clerk
Subject y

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols.

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

Would 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.
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PETITION

vaember 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.

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.




Joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Page 2

In section 10.53(d) Mr. Nichols requires that épplicants 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 vaiance. 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
mpmbers 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 (1) 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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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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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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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 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.

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.




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 vaiance. 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 (1) 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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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
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.




'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 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 (1) 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

ol oty

Sally 2 ser

By )éu.m-ﬂ. [t et

/ Sheldon Tandler

Attachment: Harvard Property List
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HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address

6 APPIAN WAY
8 APPIAN WAY
9 APPIAN WAY
12 APPIAN WAY
14 APPIAN WAY
18 APPIAN WAY
22 APPIAN WAY
13 ATHENS
25 ATHENS
27 ATHENS
2 ATHENS TER.
3 ATHENS TER.
4 ATHENS TER.
30 BANKS
35 BANKS
37 BANKS
39 BANKS
43 BANKS
49 BANKS
132 BANKS
200 BANKS
203 BANKS
204 BANKS
9 BOW
13 BOW
13 BOW
31 BOW
31 BOW
47 BOW
51 BRATTLE ST
55 BRATTLE ST
59 BRATTLE ST
63 BRATTLE ST
64 BRATTLE ST
472 BROADWAY
9 BRYANT
13 BRYANT
1730 CAMBRIDGE
1737 CAMBRIDGE
1746 CAMBRIDGE
1750 CAMBRIDGE
21 CHURCH
32 CHURCH
35 CHURCH
41 CHURCH
53 CHURCH
239 CONCORD AVE
8 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
13 COWPERTHWAITE
15 COWPERTHWAITE
24 COWPERTHWAITE
39 COWPERTHWAITE
COWPERTHWAITE ST
22 DEWOLFE ST

1/6/89

Assesors Map
Number

169
169
170
169
169
169
169
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
130
130
130
130
133
133
133
133
133
160
169
169
169
169
167
136
147
147
137
143
137
137
169
169
169
169
169

131
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
131
132
131
‘132

Lot




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot

24 DEWOLFE ST 3,798 132 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
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 FRISBIE 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
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



HAéVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address Area Assesors Map
Number Lot
7 GRANT ST 4,000 132
8 GRANT ST 2,000 132
9 GRANT ST 4,000 132
10 GRANT ST 4,000 132
12 GRANT ST 4,000 132
13 GRANT ST 4,000 132
15 GRANT ST 3,200 132 109
17 GRANT ST 3,993 132
29 GRANT ST 971 132 126
3 HAMMOND 3,281 149 107
74 HAMMOND 9,137 149
87 HAMMOND 6,876 149
90 HAMMOND 4,805 149
94 HAMMOND 6,398 149
97 HAMMOND 6,157 149
100 HAMMOND 2,964 149
397 HARVARD ST 8,700 136
3 HILLIARD 6,125 167
5 HILLIARD 4,368 167
28 HINGHAM 6,420 130 106
32 HINGHAM 7,080 130 105
12 HOLDEN 29,897 146A 129
12 HOLYOKE 9,356 . 160
16 HOLYOKE 6,997 160
28 HOLYOKE 3,640 161
31 HOLYOKE 5,001 162
39 HOLYOKE 35,778 162
1 HOLYOKE PL 6,239 161
9 HOLYOKE PL 7,410 161
30 HOLYOKE PL 115,932 161
HOLYOKE ST 10,741
10 HOWLAND 4,900 149
125 IRVING 19,800 147
127 IRVING 8,239 147
129 IRVING 8,873 147
134 IRVING 222,732 147
136 IRVING 7,773 147
60 JFK 3,552 162
72 JFK 210,271 163
100 JFK 110,120 163
3 KIRKLAND 5,700 143
7 KIRKLAND 5,385 143
14 KIRKLAND 133,211 143
15 KIRKLAND 3,218 143
17 KIRKLAND 5,907 143
17 KIRKLAND 28,953 144
21 KIRKLAND 48,875 144
25 KIRKLAND 27,502 144
27 KIRKLAND 32,560 145
33 KIRKLAND 24,320 : 145
34 KIRKLAND 17,378 143
37 KIRKLAND 12,708 145
38 KIRKLAND 19,000 143
43 KIRKLAND 23,341 145
6 KIRKLAND PL 11,803 145
9 KIRKLAND PL 14,674 145
5 LINDEN 5,970 160
2 MADISON ST 3,796 2217
10 MADISON ST 8,792 227

1/6/89



HA%VARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

120
122
122

1/6/89

MADI
MADI
MADI

MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.
MASS.

MELL

Address

SON ST
SON ST
SON ST
AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

AVE

EN

MELLEN

MELL
MELL
MELL
MELL

MEMORIAL DR
MEMORIAL DR
MEMORIAL DR

MILL

EN
EN
EN
EN

ST.

MILL ST.
MILL ST.
MILL ST.
MOONEY ST

MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.
MT.

AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN

Area

4,825
4,828
4,811
981,136
30,902
9,347
9,116
2,029
74,913
10,067
656,300
19,865
15,771
13,837
31,355
3,513
42,530
1,030
11,970
10,916
3,087
10,093
3,685
2,531
4,349
8,430
21,528
4,149
5,310
5,274
7,056
7,080
5,310
34,044
18,102
18,102
15,536
8,150
38,970
49,000
299,871
2,667
11,400
14,870
4,493
9,947
7,759
4,887
4,218
15,865
14,347
4,000
3,212
2,335
17,578
4,010
3,591
3,769
3,830

Assesors Map
Number

2217
221
2217
159
134
133
160
160
160
158
158
158
158
158
158
158
158
157
157
157
157
157
157
157
157
157
155
157
157
157
157
157
157
130
130
130
161
161
161
161
267
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
161
160
162
162
162
165
165
165
165
165

Lot




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

1/6/89

MT.
MT.
MT.

MT

Address

AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN
AUBURN

MUSEUM
NUTTING
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
OXFORD
PLYMPTON
PLYMPTON
PLYMPTON
PLYMPTON
PLYMPTON
PLYMPTON
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT
PRWSCOTT
PUTNAM
PUTNAM
PUTNAM
PUTNAM
PUTNAM
QUINCY
QUINCY
QUINCY
QUINCY
QUINCY
QUINCY
QUINCY

RIDGELY COURT

RIVERVIEW
ROBINSON
ROBINSON
ROBINSON

SACRAMENTO COURT
SACRAMENTO COURT
SACRAMENTO COURT
SACRAMENTO STREET
SACRAMENTO STREET

Area

3,550
65,338
3,312
5,203
10,745
2,760
28,438
59,350
13,272
57,987
25,400
11,440
18,550
262,428
23,377
18,000
223,155
177,213
5,685
507
507
4,616
2,617
4,421
4,129
16,990
7,492
7,700
15,060
6,300
6,300
14,853
8,395
4,997
18,180
3,201
9,141
4,880
2,600
4,556
4,010
257,503
50,826
11,060
22,387
22,379
70,572
20,488
79,701
2,863
8,549
5,015
3,468
5,141
3,836
2,436
2,057
9,506
4,761

Assesors Map

Number

165
165
166
166
147
166
158
158
158
144
158
158
144
144
144
144
157
148
149
133
133
133
161
161
161
136
136
136
136
136
136
136
136
137
137
137
137
132
132
132
130
130
136
136
136
136
136
137
143
160
161
208
208
208
155
155
155
155
155

Lot

106

106
107



BARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE
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Address

SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SACRAMENTO
SOUTH
SOUTH
SOUTH
SOUTH
SOUTH
STORY
STORY
STORY
SUMNER
SUMNER
SUMNER
SUMNER
TROWBRIDGE
TROWBRIDGE
WALKER
WARE

WARE

WARE

WARE

WARE
WENDELL
WENDELL
WENDELL
WENDELL
WESTERN
WESTERN
WESTERN
WINTHROP
WINTHROP
WINTHROP
WINTHROP
WINTHROP

SUBTOTAL

STREET
STREET
STREET
STREET
STREET
STREET

Area

20,000
16,786
20,000
5,000
11,287
5,075
4,029
4,387
1,590
5,702
2,040
7,382
4,500
3,500
4,459
4,500
3,218
16,546
8,986
9,000
7,878
8,700
30,949
6,330
6,522
12,491
2,928
3,570
3,462
6,543
2,641
6,420
7,670
4,800
2,530
2,709
2,489
3,405

8,786,219

Assesors Map
Number

155
155
156
156
156
156
163
162
162
163
162
168
168
168
143
143
143
142
135
135
214
136
136
136
136
136
156
156
156
149
130
130
130
162
169
162
162
162

Lot



PETITION

JS 8, /T

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.

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.




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 vaiance. 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 (1) 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.



Joseph E. Connarton
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
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Joseph E. Connarton
November 29, 1988
Re: Nichols Petition
Page 5

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OWNED

/
4 -
/

237-237 Kper L
V4

24 Kpea ST

(4

257 Eper I
//

25 Kper ST
V4

24/ ///:m p/a
ﬂz@%;Mw/f
(£7 //zi_/ﬁ//%/ﬁ
/Z//«/ﬁﬁ/f //4«//242//7
b0 /¢ //////%zr/f




J i\'C,bi_“érrr\,rp‘_g)[\wealth Energy Systeni
I PdstOffice Box 190

En r _ Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
\ [Bod JAN 17 FlidBptiohe (617) 864-3100

sa & r g e SO
UAMHKILIGE MA
LRANDMMUGL A,

PR
4 SR

January 3, 1989

Mr. Joseph R. Connarton
City Clerk

City Hall

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue
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 “Commonwealth Energy 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
heraby referred to, and a copy of which has been filed with the Secretary of The Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Any agreement, obligation or liability made, entered into or incurred by or on
behalf of said System binds only the trust estate, and no shareholder, director, trustee, officer or agent assumes, or shall be held to, any liability by reason thereof.




Please place this written protest into the official records of the City.

Sincerely,
COMMONWEALTH ENERGY SYSTEM

Michael P. Sullivan
Vice President, Clerk and General Attorney

Cambridge Electric Light Company
Commonwealth Gas Company
COM/Energy Research Park Realty
Darvel Realty Trust

Enclosure



SCHEDULE A

COMMONWEALTH ENERGY SYSTEM

Cambridge Land Holdings Impacted

Address
364 Third St.

One Main St.
101 Main Street

12 Charles St.

273 First St.

364R Third St.

27 Potter Park
209 Otis St.
179-185 Broadway
187-189 Broadway
315 Vassar St.

1 Waverly St.

126 Amory St.

188-190 Hampshire

259 Prospect St.
330 River St.
379 Putnam Ave
219 Putnam Ave
24 Blackstone St.
45 Blackstone St.
8 Mellen St.

7 Edmunds St.

4 King St.

52 Walden St.

23 Healey
54R-56 Aberdeen
50 Wheeler St.
43 Smith Pl

503 Concord Ave
112 Sherman St.
199R Concord Turn.

by the
Proposed Zoning Petition

- Owner

»COM/Energy Research Park

Darvel Realty Trust
Darvel Realty Trust

Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge
Cambridge

Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric
Electric

Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.
Light Co.

Square Ft.

397,530

68,520
84,784

3,500
168,000
84,784
4,200
13,899
11,853
4,840
9,100
1,029
9,131
3,620
32,575
38,919
91,543
14,717
109,944
29,271
2,930
3,377
3,788
2,191
5,223
2,249
36,173
7,500
26,500
10,000
3,200




| 3

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
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January 11, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
FRQM: Sally Powers, Directo

Board of Assessors

~advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Joan Lastovica,

i In reply to your memo dated January 3, 1989, please be
{ City Engineer, the written protest to the petition of Webb

Nichols.




- CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
~ INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To M. Sally Powers Date  January 3, 1989
" Director, Board of Assessors
CTan T e, m””am”%c e
| : Subjectmty Clerk

Written protest - petition of Webb Nichols.

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

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

Please note that this petition must be finally acted upon by the City Council
on January 31, 1989 and this information is required for the City Council
to take the appropriate vote.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.




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.

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.




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 vaiance. 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
amblgultles 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 (1) 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.




Joseph E. Connarton
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.




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 Dept.

C

FROM: Joseph E. Connarton,dgity Clerk
SUBJECT: Written Protest/Webb Nichols Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of a written protest from
Charles Square Associates to the Webb Nichols, et al petition to amend the
zoning Ordinances in Article 10.000 entitled "Appeals, Variances, and
Special Permits" concerning required project documentation criteria.

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
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Charles Square Associates November 16, 1988

Suite 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
"Progect Documentatlon 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
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. .



Joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
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 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 irreis=vant 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 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 (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps, and plans," without explaining what "full-size"
means.



. 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 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.

Very
truly yours, '

CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES




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 Dept.

I
FROM: Joseph E. Connarton,ACity 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 Article 2.00, Definitions by adding a new definition
entitled "Addition" and adding to the definition of "Lot".

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
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Charles Square Associates

Suite 2100
600 Adantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210 November 16, 1988

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 Howard Medwed, and others which, among other things, would
alter the way the ordinance regulates 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 Cambrldge, this would
mean six councilors. The statute provides that, prlor 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 opvroses 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.



P L T

Joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
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 appllcatlon of the
ordinance.

Very.truly yours,

CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES
TN,
- Byg;‘ ’ | m\/

Vo




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 Dept.

L

FROM: Joseph E. Connarton,qf&ity 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
District.

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 .
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CAMBRIDG
Charles Square Associates E MA‘
Suite 2100
600 Adantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210 November 16, 1988

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 The Coalition for Harvard Square, Mary Conlan, Howard D.
Medwed, Gladys Gifford, 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
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 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.




oy,

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 helght
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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Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, MA 02139




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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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

?ﬁLAVVth BOALRD

TY HALL ANNEX, 57 INMAN STREET, CAMBRIDGE 02139

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.

Findings

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 more
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.



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
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,

fid At

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.
Findings

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 more
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.
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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,

fad dbict

Paul Dietrich
Chairman
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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.
Findings

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 more
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.

. ' ' |
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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 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. 1In 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,

Sl Dbt

Paul Dietrich
Chairman

—
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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.
Findings

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 more
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.
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Nichols Rezoning Petition
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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 respon51b111ty,
financial hardship is not a standard appropriate to issuance
of any special permlt and where it is relevant to the
issuance of a variance appropriate documentation can be
requested by the Board of Zoning Appeal. 1In 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 Plannlng Board,

fad Aibrich

Paul Dietrich
Chairman
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TeL. 498-901 1

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,

obert W. Healy
City Manager

RWH/mbf
Enc.
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Agenda Item No. 4
Re: Planning Board recommendation on the Webb
Nichols, et al rezoning petition to establish

submission requirements for special permits
& variances.

In City Council,

January 23, 1989




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 Dept.

C

FROM: Joseph E. Connarton,agity Clerk
SUBJECT: Written Protest/Webb Nichols Zoning Petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of a written protest from
Charles Square Associates to the Webb Nichols, et al petition to amend the
Zoning Ordinanceé in Article 10.000 entitled "Appeals, Variances, and
Special Permits" concerning required project documentation criteria.

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
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Charles Square Associates November 16, 1988
Suite 2100

600 Adantic 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 Cambrldge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Webb Nichols which, among other things, would define a
"DrOJect Documentatlon 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 Cambrldge, this would
mean six councilors. The statute provides that, prior to final .
approval of a change to the ordinance, if there 1s 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
officials who must reviaw 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.




Joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
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 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 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 (1) 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 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.

Very
truly yours,

CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES




Charles Square Associates
Suite 2100

600 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210
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CAFBRIDGE MA.
November 16, 1988

617 367-2300

Mr. Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Conharton:

The undersigned Cambrldge landowner opposes in their
entirety the changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance proposed
by Webb Nichols which, among other things, would define a
"Pro;ect Documentatlon 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 Cambrldge, this would
mean ‘six councilors. . The  statute ‘provides .that, prior.to final
approval of a change™ to ‘the rordinance, if.. thererls &y wrltten o
protest statlng ‘the 'reasons :for: the: protest slgned by "the,mrh -
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 .1and
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 flles 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 appllcants to submit much
information which is irrelevant to the variance or special permit
requested. The proposed amendment places an unreasonable burden
on the appllcant 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 ba51s as
needed to rule’ on an’ appllcatlon.,r~ R TR -




Joseph E. Connarton
November 16, 1988
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 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 provisions in Secticn 10.52(c) (3)
transfer authorlty to persons not authorlzed 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 (1) 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 w1ll
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.

Very
truly yours,

CHARLES SQUARE ASSOCIATES

By
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William H. Walsh
- City Councillor

December 13, 1988

City Clerk .
- Joseph Connarton

Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue .

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

V Dear Mr. Cbnnarton?
, I am en01051ng herewith a letter which I recelved in the
mail from A. O. Wilson Structural Company. Would you please be
'klnd enough to put thlS with the Webb Nichols Petition.
Very truly yours,

W

© . William

WHW/lmo
Enclosure .

ltr—connarton/bill(C)—A
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December 2, 1988

Mr. William H. Walsh, Chairman
Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City -Hall
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 31gn1flcant opposition,
both practical and ideological.

Practically speaking, we feel the cost and effort required
to supply the increased documentatlon 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 c1ty future uccess:

Ideologlcally, we also have problems w1th thlS pet1t10n._7

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. |

40 SMITH PLACE « CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138 « TELEPHONE 617 547-2450

g w . . . AN RS
- Y o, . .



.
-

@VILSON STRUCTURAL CO.
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The future progress and success of The'¢iEh st be

MO n

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.

Submjtted respeijﬁglly)ﬁ;/////
b Za
Albert 0. Wilson, Jr.
Chairman
A.0.Wilson Structural Co.

40 Smith Place
Cambridge, MA 02138

- AOW/jbb

cc: Robert Heroux
Cambridge Chamber of
Commerce
Cambridge, MA 02139
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¢ RELATIVE TO ZONING

ity of Cambringe
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and
amendments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the
entire membership of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a petition by Webb 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.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION 11.40 a new SECTION | 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows: '

*10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 Threspbold Critersz. Any applicant for a spe{:ial pérpait or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)
includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross [loor
area, or (¢) proposes construction in excess .of 35 feel of
height, shall provide 2 Project Documentation Report 25

further described herein.




10.52

10.53

b

FProcedures.

(a)

(b)

Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

Formal: Submil required documentation in an 8 1/7
X 11 inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans 10 J! ¥ 17 inches maYimum,
and fold to [it within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies af the

-Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record

copies, and the remainder for distribution t0 mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant’s proposal following submitial of the
application, except for changes negotiated gl the
public hearing, shall require resubmittal of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

Documentalion Required.

(a)

Existing conditions documents:

(1) A certified survey of the projed parcel at a scale
of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 f1, including property lines, ex-
isling structures and drives, lrees in excess of 3"

- caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, existing

grades (1opographic contours at 2 [i intervals), and
edges of siructures within 100 feet on other lots
immediately abltting, or facing across streets and
ways.

(2) Photographs of the project parcel and ils sur-
roundings.
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(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately

abutlin} or facing lots, information specifying exisi-
ing zoning classification, existing {and uses (including
number of dwelling unils), approximale building
heights and FAR's..

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of the proposed project at & scale of |
in = 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retlained and proposed
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 lreaiments of the
parce! edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations ([ront, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicating position and height of
structures on adjacent lots within 100 {1,

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or components of
the proposed project; total FAR; on-site parking and
loading counts; number, [loor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwelling units; and areas of usable open
space allocated to units, and/or assigned 10 common

areas.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing shadows casl on
the ground plane by project siructures at 9 am,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/auvtumnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
lransportation engineer describing capacilies, vol-
umes and Jevels of service at adjacent sireets and
key interseclions both as currently existing, and 2s
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 Depariment.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
writlen recommendation of the Assistant (ity

-3 -




Manager for Comqpunity Development, siating that”™

lhe small scale or specific localion of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

Project legal and [inancial infor mation, including: site
acquisjtion lerms and arrangements, with eiplana-
lions of any residual Jeases, easemenls, or other en-
cumbrances; development costs, including ilemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft costs of the project; anticipated [{inance ar-
rangements, including anticipaled morigages, inler-
est rates, paymenl schedules, and equity participa-
lion; anticipated annual management and operaling
costs of the compleled project; anticipated project in-
come, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
varjous components of the project; and anticipated
return on invesimenl.”

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

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

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.

Sl &




PAGE TWELVE

NORTH POINT

Continued from page 1

development at North Point. Last
spring, property owners set out to
create their own rezoning proposal
after negotiations with city planners
broke down. Their revised petition
recently won endorsements from the
East Cambridge community and
Cambridge Planning Department.
The current zoning for North Point
- the “‘no-man’s land” of railroad
vards, old warehouses and the city’s
garbage transfer station — allows
unlimited height and a four FAR
(tioor area ratio). This means that
the size of a project can be four times
larger than the lot on which it is built.
The landowners’ new petition
would create a base zone with a one
FAR, representing a 75 percent
reduction in development rights, and
a height limit of 50 feet.
Each project would fall within the
Planned Unit Development process.
This means that each project would

be subject to review by the planning
board and, if a proposal exceeds the
base zoning, it would require a PUD,
or special permit, from the board.

With special permits, developers
could build up to a 2.5 FAR, which
translates into 1.5 to 2 million square
feet of possible commercial space.
With permits, they could also build to
heights of 85, 115 and 145 feet, depen-
ding on where projects go up.

“This is the first time the
developers have agreed to do less
than two million square feet of com-
mercial space,” Rosenberg said. “It
establishes the limit of
development.”

The planning board would have
control over the extent of all future
construction at North Point.
However, the council won’t vote Mon-
day night on actual guidelines for
reviewing building designs; it will do
so later this fall.

The landowners’ revised petition

CAMBRIDGE (MASS.) CHRONICLE

would also include traffic controls.
Developers could build up to 3,000
parking spaces at North Point, but
that figure could be reduced if the
planning board rules over time that
the traffic capacity in the area has
been exceeded. The city’s own peti-
tion calls for a limit of 1,800 parking
spaces.

The city and property owners have
also agreed on a pedestrian
crosswalk connecting Monsignor
0’Brien Highway to East Way, one of
two roads at North Point. A
pedestrian bridge leading to the pro-
posed MBTA Green Line station at
Lechmere will offer another alter-
native for reaching North Point.

The landowners’ petition also
features the city’s new linkage
policy, which would require
developers needing special permits
for commercial projects in excess of
30,000 square feet to pay $2 per
square foot above that level. Also, the
petition includes an inclusionary zon-
ing plan that would require
developers of residential projects to
set aside 15 percent of the units for

LaRonga Bakery

DELI SPECIALS

At Jeast twice as much meat
than anywhere else!

Liverwurst o $tes, | Try Qur Party PIEME;:S!IOD
Russer Wunderbar , LaFongaplater. . e
German Bologna 996 5. &

Land O'Lakes Wi Italian Platter ... b};}spggoi
American Cheese ... i \atter......... 2.75
Brand Smithfield Ham . i oa,f,e.son

LaRonga Party Platters

Try our subs! include:

*Potato salad
*Macaroni salad
*Cole slaw

*2 rolls per person
*Free veggie tray for
orders of 25 and up!

Call 625-8600, 599 Somerville Ave., Som.
Hours: 6 am to 10 pm Daily, 7 am to 9 pm Sat., 7 am to 8 pm Sun.

The Rindge Technical Vocational
Program at Cambridge Rindge and
Latin School broke precedent two
years ago and offered adults the op-
portunity to attend classes with teens
during the regular school day.

“The concept of mixing adults and
teens in day-time classes was con-
sidered for years an educational
taboo. This was based on theories
ranging from ‘maturity dissonance’
to ‘attitude polarization’ and a
number of other negative concepts

OCEAN REEF

SEAFOOD RESTAURANT
13 ELM STREET, SOMERVILLE

perceived by educational
authorities,”” said Rindge Tech
Director Karen Prentice.

“The initial program was a pilot
study to evaluate its potential. Its
success prompted expansion of the
program last fall and is the reason
for its reintroduction this school
year,” she said.

776-7890

TRY OUR SEAFOOD PARTY PLATTERS!

Great for both families and parties
oFeeds 4 to 6 people

eConsists of Fr.

clams, Fr. scallops,

Fr. Haddock, Fr. Shrimp, and

Br. Marinated
Fries and Onio!

Swordfish with
n rings.

“We fry in 100% vegetable oil.”

She explained that adults are of-
fered free instruction in areas in-
cluding: auto-body, auto mechanics,
carpentry, computer technology,
culinary arts, graphic arts, drafting,
electrical, machine, sheet metal and
welding in scheduled classes during
the regular school day. ‘“‘In addition,
we provide job placement services
without charge to those whe com-
plete the one to one and a.half year.
course,” Prentice said.

School Committee Occupational

Fred Fantini recalled that two
decades ago the school department
offered courses to adults in a day

low- to moderate-income residents.

The landowners’ petition also pro-
vides significant zoning bonuses for
residential construction.

‘“The result is a structure of checks
and balances and failsafe points
where the city is protected against
development,” said Dean Stratouly,

president of Congress Group, a Cam-*

bridge developer. “And it provides
the developers with enough incentive
to move ahead and create a whole
new environment out there.”
Congress Group owns the Federal
Distillers, Inc. property in the heart
of North Point and, if the rezoning
petition is approved, it plans ‘o knock
down the liquor warehouse and put

Sullivan said, “My sense is that it’s
heading in the right direction. I think
the Guilford petition has made a lot
of progress regarding the city’s con-
cerns, Whether the landowners have
made enough, I don’t know yet. I
want to wait and see what they've
come up with.”

The city’s petition, on the other
hand, covers 20 more acres in North
Point that are not included in the lan-

Matignon, NCC set blood drive =

North Cambridge Catholic High
School and Matignon High School will
sponsor a blood drive on Thursday,
Oct. 13, at NCC, 40 Norris St, from 8
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downers’ petition. Crafted by the IHHHSHVE.L 91,

community development depart- 24407 v ION Tyogy
ment, the proposal also includes the €T 1o NNoaq ‘NITY
northern part of Monsignor 0’Brien 2
Highway and the Boston Sand and
Gravel Co. site.
Rosenberg said that if the council 8€TZ0 vl «

approves the Guilford petition Mon- HNNTAY SSVR ;72 AIATYGRY
day, it will then turn its attention to To71 L TIVH x115
new zoning for the extra 20 acres in i 440 SxygH A1)
the city’s petition. A9aT¥gHvy g0 X
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50 CENTS

Anyone interested in donating at
that time should contact David

Paskind at NCC, 876-6068, for an

Rindge Tech continues
day classes for adults
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The Gambridge
Public LIbrary

498-9081

am to 1pm. appointment.

up a pair of office buildings. The two R G
WETRE FIGHTING FOR
YOUR UIFE

buildings would flank Industrial
Way, rise 10 and 12 stories, and offer
438,000 square feet of office space.
Unihab Inc., which has the rights to
buy a parcel of land along the

American Heart
Association

Charles River, is exploring whether
to build office space or con-
dominiums on the site.

Asked about the landowners’ revis-
ed petition, City Councilor David

BIG REWARD FOR
CATCHING DOGS

Catch New England’s hottest greyhounds at Wonderland
Park and register to win a hot, new Toyota Corolla FX
from now until November 5th*

The more times you come out to play at Wonderland,
the more chances you have to win.

time setting but separate from teen
students.

“During the '60s courses were of-
fered to adults in medical
stenography. However, adults and
students did not attend classes
together,”” he said. ‘‘To my
knowledge, this program marks the
first time the school departraent has
offered courses bringing adults and
students together in the same classes
during the regular school day.”

WINA
TOYOTA COROLLA FX

JAFFARIAN’S
-“ VOLVO-TOYOTA &

Haverhill - (508) 372.8551

After millions of dollars in renovations, there really is
something for everyone at the new Wonderland - includ-
ing a chance to win a new Toyota Corolla from Jaffarian’s
Volvo & Toyota, New England’s oldest and largest dealer
This fall, there’s no better place to play.
Racing Nightly at 7:30 PM
Matinees Tues. & Thurs. at 1 PM

T, cHAE E W

Interim schools’ Superintendent
Mary Lou McGrath said that the ven-
ture is a new opportunity for the com-
munity. “It is an occasion to open the
doors of public schools to adults in a
way that will further benefit the com-
munity and individuals beyond high
school age who are seeking to
develop new skills,” McGrath said.

McGrath explained that the tradi-
tional Evening Adult Education Pro-
gram will continue to offer courses
for those who prefer to attend that
program from October to March.
“The day-time adult courses are
more than a supplement to the even-
ing program,” she said, ‘‘since they
offer a full-time, five-day-a-week
schedule, as opposed to the evening
school offering of two nights 1 week: 4=

Adults interested in the program
can call 498-9280. She said that ap-
plicants should have a high school
degree or GED. Some courses offer
community college credit in addition
to skill training.

RACIN

--A-BETTER PLACE TO PLAY
Route 1A to VEW Parkway, Revere (off Bell Circle)
MBTA Blue Line to Wonderland Station
Reservations & Information 284-1300
*No purchase necessary. try forms available at entrance gate befor
and at Jaffarian’s Volvo & Toyota, 312 River St.. Haverhill. undl 11
Saturday, Nov. 5th

e first race thru 11/5/88
4/88. Winner will be announced;

This Free Phone Call
is worth $35.00

It connects you to COM/Electric's FREE WRAP-UP/TURN-DOWN PROGRAM and it
can save you $35.00* ayear if you have an ELECTRIC WATER HEATER.
The installation and phone call will cost you absolutely nothing...so do it now!
- IT'S FREE! - IT'S EASY!
« IT'S CONVENIENT!
-« CALL TODAY:
1-800-642-7030
(OUTSIDE MASS. CALL: 508-291-0950)

Electric

*Based on current rate, plus average savings
of previous customers

SWING YOUR PARTNER — Karen Heiman swirls around the dance floor at the Mt. Auburn Post
VFW's weekly square and contra dance session last Thursday. Her partner is Lon Hocker. (Staff

photo by Carolyn Hine)
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By LAURA BECK
Chronicle staff

Cambridge Teachers Association

the contracts become official.

Most teachers in the Cambridge public schools W
receive a 19 percent pay boost over the next three years
according to terms of a tentative three-year contract
worked out this week by the school committee and the

Retroactive to Sept. 1, 1988, school
receive a 4 percent salary increase across the board and
teachers with at least 11 years experience will get an ad-
ditional 2 percent salary increase for the current year.
This 2 percent increase is based on the veteran teachers’

Teachers get 19 percent
hike over three years

The city always sets money
aside to use for contract set-
tlements. Hopefully there will be

money for the school contract.

The 829-member CTA is expected to ratify the contract
Monday. A majority vote from the CTA is needed before

will

Robert Healy
City manager

Albert Giroux.

ic credits.

degrees and

By JOHN PERRY
Chronicle staff

Brattle street neighbors will
regroup tonight in their effort to
force the closing of a private
kindergarten and primary day school
serving mainly minority students.

Although the large Colonial revival
house at 113 Brattle St. has housed a
school for almest 50 years, opponents
are using a highly technical reading
of the city’s zoning ordinance to block
the new institution from operating on
the site.

Commonwealth Day School’s
(CDS) 40 young students have clearly
settled into the building. 225 Cam-
bridge residents, however, have sign-
ed a petition and launched a cam-
paign to force the school off Brattle
street.

David Barrett, who lives across the
street from the school, called CDS
“an institution looking for a home,

Cops set to appear at
review board tonight

By LAURA BECK
Chronicle staff

. The weight of the Cambridge
» Police Review and Advisory Board’s
. subpoena powers will be tested
+ Thursday night, when five police of-
| ficers are scheduled to face two
public hearings. E

Thursday’s hearings will mark the
first test of the subpoena since the
Middlesex Superior Court upheld the
civilian review board’s subpoena
powers last month.

Police ignored several subpoenas
to appear at hearings in the past,
prior to the court ruling.

“We don’t like issuing the sub-
poenas,” said William Golon, ex-

cecutive director of the CRB board.
“‘But the chances of an officer show-
ing up to a hearing is very small.”

The CRB was established four
years ago to investigate public
charges about police misconduct and
brutality. A city ordinance gave the
CRB the power to issue subpoenas re-
quiring police officers to appear dur-
ing case investigations or at public
hearings, but this has been virtually
ignored by many police officers in
the past, according to Golon.

Three patrol officers, Roger
Folger, John Callinan and Louis
Neal, as well as Lt. Thomas Benson,
are scheduled for Thursday night’s

Please see REVIEW, page 9

Council votes on
North Point Monday

By JAY WEAVER
Staff writer

It has taken more than two years,
but city planners, residents and pro-
perty owners have finally found a
common ground for the future of
North Point.

It is now up to the Cambridge City
Council to decide the fate of the lan-
jowners’ rezoning petition for the
j0-acre industrial district north of
Vonsignor O’Brien Highway. The
:ouncil meeting is set for Monday, at

L RS SR IR

This petition clearly in-

sorporates the key

s0ints of the city’s peti-

lion.... | see it as an ac-

septable alternative.
Michael Rosenberg

CDD director

LR SNSRI

5 pm, in the Sullivan Chamber at City
Hall.

It represents the last opportunity
the city council will have to vote on
the so-called Guilford petition, nam-
ed after the major property owner at
North Point, Guilford Transportation
Co. If the council takes no action, the
petition will automatically die. But
considering how the landowners have
amended their petition to reflect
development restrictions in the city’s
own rezoning plan, the odds for its
success are promising.

““This petition clearly incorporates
the key points of the city’s petition,”
said Michael Rosenberg, assistant ci-
ty manager for community develop-
ment. “Though it approaches the
problem of development a little dif-
ferently, it does the job we’re looking
for. I see it as an acceptable alter-
native to our petition.”

This outlook represents a dramatic
shift in the city’s attitude toward the,
landowners. For the past two years,
there has been a moratorium on

Please see NORTH POINT, page 12

Please see SCHOOL, page 8
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FOUR-ALARM BLAZE — Cambridge firefighters responded to a
four-alarm fire at Elliott and Winthrop streets at 7:09 Wednesday
morning. The fire damaged two buildings, 16-18 Elliott St. and 98
Winthrop St. The Elliott street building, a four-story commercial
and residential structure which houses the Ta Chien and Roka
restaurants, sustained the greater damage. Residents were
evacuated. The Winthrop street building includes the Henry IV
restaurant. The fire department is conducting an investigation in-
to the source of the blaze. (Staff photo by Cheryl Miller)

For example, a teacher with a bachelor’s degree and
five years experience will now make $26,900, up from the
last year’s salary of $24,712. A teacher with a master’s
degree plus 30 academic credits and 11 years experience

experience.

will now make $39,211 compared to last year’s salary of
$36,741, according to School Department Spokesmamn

The second year proposal calls for a 5 percent across
the board salary increase in September 1989 with 1 addi-
tional percent for teachers with at least 11 years

Please see CONTRACT, page 9

Brattle street neighbors
battle primary school

RESIDENTS of the Brattle street area near the former New
Preparatory School are fighting a special permit application which
would enable the building to be used as a school for children from
low- and moderate-income families. (Staff photo by Carolyn Hine)

Schochet denied
crucial UDAG funds

By JAY WEAVER
Staff writer

For almost two years, inertia and
graffiti have enveloped the buildings
wrapped around the corner of Mass.
Avenue and Essex street.

What was supposed to have been
the site of a lively commercial and
residential development that would
give Central Square an economic lift
has remained its same scruffy self.

In recent weeks, almost all of the
critical permits for the mixed-use
project have been approved;
however, a federal grant that is con-
sidered the linchpin for development
of the corner site has been turned
down for the second time.

The federal government last week
rejected the application for a $2.2
million urban development - action

-grant (UDAG) for the project. A

spokesperson for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develoj
ment (HUD) said the developer,

Schochet Associates, failed to pro-
vide enough details in the application
about private financing for the $14
‘million project.

The project’s inability to qualify
for the UDAG funds could hold up
progress on the development of the
corner site. Furthermore, without
the UDAG and the low-interest loan it
would yield, Schochet Associates
could end up ‘building fewer affor-
dable apartments than it promised in
an agreement with the city.

“The UDAG was a critical junc-
ture; it would have made the project
happen now,” said Joseph Kellogg,
the city’s director of economic
development. ;‘But I feel confident
the project will move forward.”

Jack Flynn, the HUD spokesper-
son, said the city’s UDAG application
on behalf of Schochet Associates will

reconsidered next September.
“There has to be an unequivocal

Please see SCHOCHET, page 9
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CAMBRIDGE ARTIST Prilla Brackett’s paintings and draw'ings
from New England and Greece will be on view at the Cambridge
Arts Council’s Gallery 57, 57 Inman St., from Oct. 18 through
Nov. 4. There will be a reception for the arts on Tuesday, Oct. 18,
from 5 to 7 pm. Gallery hours are 9 am to 6 pm, Monday through

Friday.

WERE FIGHTING FOR
YOUR LIFE

AmericanHeart
Association

2 KA ®@Un On
216 McGrath Highway
Somerville, MA

Autoglass and retail showroom

“§ 24 Hour Emergency Service

Visit Our Sunbilt Sunroom

On Dis

play

CAMBRIDGE (MASS.) CHRONICLE

Fitzgerald School
hosts arts group

For the second year, Underground
Railway Theatre will be in residence
at the Fitzgerald School in North
Cambridge.

The residency begins in October
with a performance of the company’s
peace parable, ‘“The Vision of
Dreaming Branch,” for Grades 3-8
The play is based on Native
American folklore, and will be
featured at the Pan-American Pup-
petry Festival in Atlanta, GA, later
this year.

Following the initial performance.
students of the fourth and fifth
grades will participate in a series of
workshops on how to create their own
puppet performance. Inspired by the
theme of “dreams,” the students wil!
write journals, poetry, and scripts
that eventually will be made into
shadow-puppet plays. The
culminating performance by the

19.9°

Discount Oil
The difference between us and other dis-
count companies is dependability

24 HOUR BURNER SERVICE
Prices subject to change without notice

Lite Fuel Co. 623-1880

students for their peers and
members of the community is ten-
tatively planned for the week of
December 11. Last year,
Underground Railway designer
David Fichter created a mural with
the Fitzgerald School students also
on the subject of dreams. This mural
is currently on view in the lobby of
the school.

Funding for this Events Program
is provided by the Cambridge Public
Schools and the Cultural Education
Collaborative which is funded in part
by the Massachusetts Council on the
Arts and Humanities. The Cultural
Education Collaborative is a
statewide not-for-profit arts-in-
education agency.

For further information, call
Underground Railway Theatre Co-
Director, Debra Wise, at 497-6136.

NEW ENGLAND
Transmission Company, Inc.
372 Rindge Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 02140

Specialists in Rebuilding 354-4561
Automatic &

All Makes w f
and Models

Standard
Transmissions
Conditionally Guaranteed

625-6661-3]
523-5315

BgEzavsey

2z

STORAGE CONTAINERS
FOR RENT

ON OUR SITE
Originally built to strict shipping standards, these giant, extremely strong,
watertight containers are theft-proof and virtually impregnable.

RENTAL RATES

20'x 8’
40’ x 8’

$75.00 per month
$125.00 per month

YANKEE RENTAL
200 McGrath Highway,
Somerville, MA 02143,
571-6770, 729-2955 (H)

(Central Pipe & Supply Yard)

For more information, cu#ﬂt:
Rev. Thomas- A. Kane, CSP
Director, Weston Lecture Series

WESTON SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY
3 Phillips Place
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

announces the
1st Presentation of the
1988-89 Weston Lecture Series:

“THEOLOGY AND CULTURE: AN AFRICAN PERSPECTIVE"

Presenter: Rt. Rev. Peter Kwasi Sarpong
Catholic Bishop of Kamasi, Ghana
President, Ghanaian Bishops’ Conference

Thursday, October 20, 1988, 8:
Washburn Auditorium, Episcopal Di
99 Brattle Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts

THE LECTURE IS OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC.
ADMISSION IS FREE.

p.m.
ity School

'WESTON SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY
492-1960

; » =¥ .
IN FOCUS mbridge residents won prizes in the annual
Boston Globe Photo Contest this year. Andrew Lipnick won a
$500 third place award for a color photo and Renan Flores won a
$100 honor award for a black and white photo. From the left are
contest judge and former Globe camera columnist Walter Frost,
Lipnick and Flores.

grectiumm .

Fever Blister Relief

Fever blisters, also known as ‘“‘cold sores,” are
caused by the virus type 1 herpes simplex. Ex-
posure to the virus may result in blister formation
on the lips or around the outside of the mouth.
Blisters may appear in the same location several
times during a person’s lifetime. Initial exposure
to the virus is thought to occur most frequently
during childhood. The virus can be spread from
one person to another in saliva or by other means.

Fever blister flare-ups seem to occur with
episodes of fever, emotional stress, menstrua-
tion, or sunburn. Blisters may be more prevelant
during the winter months because the lips may be
more vulnerable to infection at this time of the
year. Itching and numbness may be noticed
before blisters actually appear.

Fever blister relief consists of promoting blister
healing by keeping the affected area moist and

soft. This can be accomplished through the use of
nonprescription creams, lotions, or gels that are
applied directly to the skin. Fever blister products
often contain a local anesthetic such as benzo-
caine or menthol to help relieve pain. Oral non-
prescription medicines may also provide blister
pain relief. Sunscreen lip balms will help prevent
excessive lip exposure to sunlight.

Pharmacy hours: Mon.-Friday 8:30 a.m. to 8 p.m.
Sat. 9:00 a.m. to 7 p.m., Sun. 9:30-5:30

The Skenderian Apothecary

1613 CAMBRIDGE STREET, CAMBRIDGE
Open 7 Days a Week for Your Health Protection

FREE DELIVERY  354-5600

an
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oinus October 26 from
10:00 a.m.-2:00 p.m.
for refreshments, free gifts,
and more at our newly
renovated Harvard Square
office—1414 Massachusetts
Avenue, Cambridge.

Plus, enter our drawing and
you could win one of three
exciting prizes!™
» Aneight-day, seven-night
trip for two to London
» AnRCA VCR
» A$100 gift certificate
to the restaurant of
your choice
Come find out why
Nobody does it better™ for
Cambridge than BayBank.

See you there!

' *No purchase necessary to enter. Offer good only at our 1414 Massachusetts Avenue office.

Member FDIC
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT

Sealed proposals will be received at the Office of
the Purchasing Agent, Room 303. City Hall, Cam-
bridge, Mass.,, until 11:00 o'clock A.M. Thursday,
Qctober 27, 1988 at which time and place they will
be publicly opened and read for fumishing the
following 1o the City of Cambridge

Patient Kits

Spiral Electrodes

Sale of Used Computer Paper

Thermal Dilution Catheters

Removal of Refactory Tiles

See propsal for bid deposit

The City of Cambridge reserves the right to waive
any informalities or to reject any or all proposals

Specifications may be obtained at the Office of
the Purchasing Agent, Room 303, City Hall, Cam-
bridge, Mass.

Each proposal must be in a sealed envelof
plainly marked *“Proposal for ‘Designate ltem’ **
and addressed to Barbara L. Duffy, Purchasing
‘Agent, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Barbara L. Duffy
Purchasing Agent

©0ct. 13,20

PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS
Office of the City Clerk.
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with

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

General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a public hearing on Wednesday,
November 2, 1988 at 6:30 P.M. in the Sulivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
the petition by Mary Conlan, et al to amend the
Zoning Ordinances as follows:
A. Create a new subsection 11.542 (renumbering
existing Sections 11.542 through 11.545 accor-
dingly) which shall read

“11.542 Fioor Area Ratio Limitations. The max-
imum floor area ratio permitted on any lot in the
Harvard Square Overiay District shall be governed
by the requirements of this subsection 11.542;
however, at locations where the base zoning
distrct establishes a more restrictive FAR limita-
tion, the more restrictive shall apply.

a. Al Residence and Business Districts: The
maximum FAR applicable to any fot shall be no
greater then 3.0.

b. 0-3 Districts: The maximum FAR applicable

. 1o any lot shall be no greater than 2.0 for permitted

business and commercial uses. A density bonus of
additional AR of 0.5 may be granted by special

+ permit, provided said_additonal floor  area is

developed for a permitted residentil use
B. Reduce maximum height limits estabiished by
the presert subsection 11.542 (renumbered to
11.543 pursuant to above), by making changes as
follows:

1. Throughout the subsection, at each occur-
rence of “2ighty’” or ‘80", substitute “‘seventy”

70", and at each occurrence of “‘sixty” or
60", substitute “fifty-five" or "5
Add 1o the end of 11.542 a new paragraph
‘which shall read:
*“c. Maximum heights in the Overlay District,
shall be inclusive of, and measured to, the upper-
~most fimit of mechanical equipment, enclosures
and/or visual screens for said equipment, and aiso
any roof accessories and/or appurtenances.”
C. Amend requirements for waiver or reduction of
parking requirements by deleting - subsection
e pE ecumbered-11 645
10 A above) in its entirety, and replacing it with new
section 11.545 reading as follows:

*'11.545 Parking and Loading Requirements.

Uses in the Harvard Square Overlay District may
be exempted by special permit from the parking
and loading requirements of subsection 6.36, pro-
vided that:

() the use is contained in a structure, or por-

tion of a siructure, in existence, on or before 1
June 1940, or if constructed later, is identified as a

" National Register or contributing building; or else

(b) the subject lot is less that 10,000 square
feet in area, and development thereof, without
parking and loading as required in subsection 6.36,
would contibute 1o a pattern of diverse, smal
scale new structures, and/or help promote the
retention of existing structures.

But f the use does not satisfy the conditions of
either (a) or (b) above, or else if the use i part of a
project which demolishes a National Register or
contributing buikding, or alters an existing building
50 a5 to preclude its designation as a National
Register or contributing buiking, o which has so
demolished or so altered said buiding(s) within 5
years of the date of the special permit appiication,
then said use may be exempted by special permit
from the perking and loading requirements of
subsection 6.36 only if the following conditions are

(c) Isue of special permit conforms to the re-
quirements of subsection 6.35; and also
The applicant provides  satistactory
evidence of his intent to implement an appropriate
parking demznd mifigation program of proven ef-
Tectiveness, which might include, but not be limited
to: participation in the Caravan sponsored pro-
gram; in-house ridesharing matching; preferential
parking or recuced parking costs for high occupan-
cy vehicles; operation of vans and carpool ser-

- vices; employer subsidized transit passes; im

plementation of flexible work hours; or other
methods as may be effective and appropriate; and

Is0
(e) The applicant, by deeded easement or
other acceptable written instrument, permanently
waives the right to develop the subject lot to an
FAR in excess of 80% of that allowed by the
Overlay District or the underlying base zoning,
whichever shall be the lesser amount. Or as an

. alternative,

(f) The requirements of (¢) above may be waiv-
ed, provided that the applicant pays to the Harvard
Square Improvement Fund (described following (an
amount approximately equal to half the cost of pro-
viding below-grade parking in the Harvard Square
area for each parking space which would otherwise
be required by subsection 6.36. Said amount (the
amount to be paid by the applicant per space so
/aived) is hereby established as ten thousand

Jollars (810,000.00), and shall be increased or
decreased each year on the anniversary date of this
dinance amendment in proportion to increases or

lecreases in the construction price index ap-
plicable to the Harvard Square area as published by
R S Means or comparable industry source.

11.546 The Harvard Square Improvement Fund
““The City of Cambridge shall establish a Harvard
Square Improvement Fund to receive the cash con-
tributions mandated in 11.545 (f) above, or other
funds as may become available subsequently. This:
Fund shall be used by the City of Cambridge for one
or more of the following capital improvements in
the Harvard Square Overlay District:

(a) Provision of public parking, preferably for
short term users, which, opportunities available,
shall be the first priority of any expenditure; or

(b) Improvements to public parks, o restora-
tion of istoric tructures, monuments, and other
features owned by the City, other public agency, or
non-profit organization; or

(c) Extension throughout the Harvard Square
Overlay District of the surface improvements (brick
walks, lampposts, street furniture, etc) installed by
the MBTA as part of the Red Line subway
‘extension.

The Harvarc Square Advisory Committee shall
make proposal for, or receive and make comment
on any proposal for, expenditure of monies within
the Fund. Funds shall not be used for ordinary
maintenance activities normally undertaken by the

Copies of this petition are on file in the Office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts.
Al persons interested in this matter may appear
at this time and be heard
For the Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh
Chairman.
(C)0ct. 13,20
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Middlesex, ss. Probate Court

To all persons interested in a petiton for adop-
tion of Shawn David Sharry of Cambridge in said
Count

A petiion has been presented to said Court by
William P. Fitzgibbon and Virginia M. Sharry
Fitzgibbon his wie, of Cambridge in said County,
praying for leave to adopt said Shawn David Sharry
a chid of Virginia M. Sharry of Cambridge in the
County of Middlesex and the alleged father of parts
unknown and that the name of said child be chang-
ed to Shawn Michael Fitzgibbon.

If you desire to object thereto you or your at-
tomey should file a written appearance in said
Court at Gambridge before 10 o'clack in the fore-
noon on the sixteenth day of December 1388, the
return day of this citation

Witness, Sheila E. McGovern, Esquire, First
Judge of ‘said Court, this twenty-eighth day of
September, 1988,

Paul J. Cavanaugh
Register
(€)0ct. 13,2027

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
BOARD OF LICENSE COMMISSIONERS
Notice is hereby given pursuant o General Laws,
Chapter 148, that Modern Continental Enterprises
has applied for a parking garage for 176 cars and
the keeping and storage of 1,760 gals. of gasoline
in tanks of cars only at 258 Monsignor O'Brien
Highway
The hearing on this application will be held on
Tuesday evening, October 25, 1988, at 6:30
o'clock, in the Barbara Ackermann Room, Room
200, City Hall.
James Thaddeus McDavitt
Anthony . Paolillo
4 Thomas V. Scott
Licease Commission
(©)0ct.13

1C NOTI

RELATIVE T0 ZONING

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk
Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a publc hearing on Wednesday,
November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sulivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
a pelition by Webb Nichols, et al to amend the
Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge in Arti-
dle 10000 entitled "“Appeals, Variances, and

Special Permits”", as follows:

A. Renumber Section 10.50: Repatitve Petitions

10 10.60.

B. Delete Subsections 10.471 and 10.472, and
renumber subsequent subsections accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing Section 11.40 a
new Section 11.50: Required Documentation,
reading as follows:

ANNIVERSARY WALTZ — The Cambridge Center for Adult Educa-

tion recently marked its 50th anniversary. Featured at the event was
the presentation of an award for distinction to former executive
director Lydia Weare, the first director of the center. From the left
are Board President William Truslow, current Director James Smith

and Lydia Weare.

Adult ed. center marks 50th

More than 300 people from the
Cambridge Center for Adult Educa-
tion’s past and present gathered
Sept. 30 to celebrate the center’s 50th
year in Harvard Square.

The Friday evening activities
began with a champagne reception at
42 Brattle St. to allow those who had
not visited for some time to
reminisce in the familiar classrooms
of the Brattle House.

The party continued until 12 mid-
night at the Charles Hotel, where
people danced to the 1930’s sounds of
the fine Ken Hadley Orchestra, a
local 17-piece band.

James Smith, the center’s ex-
ecutive director, and William
Truslow, president of the board of
directors, turned the spotlight on five
honored guests at an award
ceremony for their contribution to
the center over the years.

The honorees were: Lydia Weare,
who was recognized for her tremen-
dous accomplishments as the
center’s first executive director from
1933 to 1970; Alida O’Laughlin, who
was r i for her i i

0.50 Required Project
Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a specia per-
mit or variance for a construction or development
project which (a) includes more than three dweling
units, or (b) propases the construction of more
than 5,000 new square feet of ross floor area, or
(c) proposes construction in excess of 35 feet of
Neight,” shall provide a Project Documentation
Report as further described herein.

10,52 Proceduy <

@) T L (SYgited documontato
with the appiication for special permit or variance.
(b) Format. Submit required documentation
in an 8% x 11 inch Report or binder Reduce over-
size drawings, maps and plans to 11 x 17 inches
maximum, and fold to fit within. Photographs may
be presented as black-and-white photocopies.

(¢) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9)
copies of the Project Documentation Report—2 for
public record copies, and the remainder for
distribution to members of the permit- or variance-
granting Board. Additionally, submit one (1) set of
fulsize drawings, maps and plans, and of color
photographs.

() Changes and Resubmissions: Any
changes in the applicant’s proposal following sub-
mittal of the appiication, except for changes
negotiated at the public hearing, shall require
resubmittal of the appication and the Project
Documentation Report

10.53 Documentation Required

(@) Existing conditions documents:

(1) A certified survey of the project parcel
atascale of 1in = 20 ftor 40, including property
lines, existing structures and drives, trees in ex-
cess of 3" caliper, publc utiies serving the
parcel, existing grades (topographic contours at 2
t intervals), and edges of structures within 100
feet on other lots immediately abutting, o facing
across streets and ways.

(2) Photographs of the project parcel and
its surroundings:

(3) For both the project parcel, and for im-
mediately abutting or facing lots, 'information
specifying existing zoning classification, existing
Iand uses (including number of dwelling units), ap-
proximate buiding heights and FAR's.

(b) Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of the proposed project at a
scale of 1in = 20 ft or 40 t, showing retained and
proposed structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts
and parking/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,

te.).

(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 uses o
components of the propased 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:

1) Shadow impact studies showing
shadows cast on the ground plane by project struc-
tures at 9 am, noon, and 3 pm for the summer
solstice, the winter solstice, and the vernal/autum-
nal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study preoared by a
registered transportation ~engineer _ describing.
capacities, volumes and levels of service at adja-
cent 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 Depart-
‘ment. Either or both impact studies may be waived
by unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of
the written recommendation of the Assistant City
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 explanations of any residual leases,
easements, or other encumbrances; development
costs, including itemized construction costs, pro-
fessional fees, and other hard and soft costs of the
project; anticipated finance  arrangements,  in-
cluding anticipated mortgages, interest rates, pay-
ment schedules, and equity participation; an-
ticipated 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 an-
ticipated return on investment."*

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

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

For the Committee,
Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
(C)0ct. 13,20

ideas as executive director from 1970
to 1986, one of the center’s greatest
periods of growth; Jere Dykema,
who was recognized for his long ser-

vice on the board of directors since
1966 and for the center’s acquisition
of the Black House while he was
board president from 1971 to 1974;
Ken English, who was recognized for
his 30 years of tireless involvement
with the center’s volunteer commit-
tees, the backbone of successful com-
munity events such as the Holly Fair,
open house and the winetasting
benefit; and Klaus Goetze,
dedicated faculty member who has
been teaching music appreciation
courses at the center since it began in
1938.

)

This fall marks the ination of

PAGE ELEVEN

Developer aids St. Paul
AME housing plan

Newton-based developer
Johnathan Davis, president of H.J.
Davis Development Co., last week
presented a $10,000 check to St. Paul
AME Church. The Church, in part-
ship with the Cambridge Depart-
ment of Human Services, has been
renovating its parsonage on BEiship
Allen Drive, converting the structure
into transitional housing for six
homeless Cambridge families.

““We’d been following the progress
of the project, offering some
technical assistance, when it became
apparent that the renovations on the
100-year-old building required some
capital funds,” Davis said. “Know-
ing the need in the community for
this kind of program for homeless
families, we decided to step
forward.”

Not only did Davis ‘“‘step forward”
with the check, but he’s challenged
other Cambridge developers to help
with the project. “There’s a public
perception that development adds to
the problem of housing in this com-
munity,” he said. “As developers we
need to be sensitive to that issue and
prepared to aid projects such as St.
Paul’s.”

The project has received little
public funding. Relying almost solely
on private contributions, the transi-
tional housing project has moved for-

ward but at a slow, deliberate pace.

“We’ve taken the step of faith,”
said Rev. Leroy Attles, senior
minister at St. Paul AME, “to help
feed the hungry, clothe the poor and
house the homeless. In many ways
the housing project is out of our
hands and in the hands of the com-
munity and, of course, God’s. We are
trusting all things will work together
for good.”

Philip Mangano, director of
Emergency Services for the city,
sees the good that will be done.
“We've still got families in welfare
motels far outside Cambridge. The
St. Paul project will bring those
families back and give us a better op-
portunity to find them permanent
housing here in the city.”

As far as developer Davis’s
challenge goes, Mangano is hopeful.
“We’re preparing a proposal for
developers to show them how they
can be directly involved,” he said.

Rev. Richard Richardson, St.
Paul’s administrative minister,
points out that the greatest need now
is to finish the renovation. “We still
have about a $30,000 gap in com-
pleting the work and getting the
house ready for the families.
Hopefully, others will take up the
challenge and the fa es will be
here for the holidays.

Square extended on
National Register list

the Cambridge Center for Adult
Education’s 50th anniversary
celebration. Since 1938 the center has
provided educational services and
acted as an important symbol for
community spirit.

The center has grown enormously
over the years, and now more than
40,000 greater Boston residents take
part in its diverse program of
courses, lectures, poetry readings,
movies, concerts, theater and special
events each year,

The center serves as the definitive
resource for self-motivated continu-
ing education in the area.

Eyemobile sets diabetic exam visit

‘The Cambridge Lions Club and the
Department of Public Health will
sponsor an Eyemobile visit to 40
Thorndike St., East Cambridge, on

Research
saves lives.

AmericanHeart
Association

WERE FIGHTING FOR
YOUR LIFE

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
BOARD OF LICENSE COMMISSIONERS
Notice s hereby given that Santino Ferrant has
applied for an Open Air Parking license at 4-6
Ashton Place, for 12 cars
The hearing on this appiication will be held on
Tuescay evening, October 25, 1988, at 6:30
o'clock in the Barbara Ackermann Room, Room
200, City Hall
James Thaddeus McDavitt
Anthony G. Paolillo
Thomas V. Scott
License Commission
©)0ct.13

MORTGAGEE'S SALE OF REAL ESTATE

By virtue and in execution of the Power of Sale
contained in a certain mortgage given by Edell
Johnnie Hicks and Gwendolyn 0. Hicks to The
Boston Five Cents Savings Bank now known as
The Boston Five Cents Savings Bank FSB dated
Decemoer 30, 1977, and recorded with Middiesex
South District Registry of Deeds, Book 13366, Page
131, of which martgage the undersigned is the pre-
sent hoider for breach o the conditions of said
mortgzge and for the purpose of foreclosing the
same will be sold at Public Auction at 10:00
o'clock. A.M. on the 1t day of November, 1988,
on the mortgaged premises hereinafter described
all and singular the premises described in said
mortgage,

To wit: Being shown as Lot 59 on a plan made by
EF. Bowker, Engineer and Surveyor, dated
December 17, 1875 and recorded with Middlesex
South District Deeds, Plan Book 29, Plan 9, to
which plan reference is hereby made for a more
particular _ description, and containing 1201.4
square feet of land according to said Plan.

With the right to use the passageway, as shown
on said plan, in the rear and on each side of the
block of six brick houses (now numbered 205, 207,
208, 211, 213, and 215), now or formerly,of Clara
B. Woolls

The property has an address of 213 Green Street,
Cambridge, Massachusets

Including all rents, issues and profits thereof

(provided, however, that the Mortgagor shall be
entitied to collect and retain the said rents, issues
and profits until default hereunder), and all fixtures
now or Hereater attached to or used in connection
with the premises herein described, and in addition
thereto the following described household ap-
pliances, which are, and shall be deemed to be, fix-
tures and a part of the realty, and are a portion of
the security for the indebtedness herein
mentioned.
Terms of Sale: Said premises wil be sold subject
to any and all unpaid taxes and assessments, tax
sales, tax ttles and other municipal fiens and water
liens, if any there are, and Five Thousand
$5,000.00 Dollars in cash, treasurer's check, or
certified check will be required to be paid by the
purchaser at the time and place of sale as a non-
refundable deposit and the balance will be due in
thirty (30) days. Other terms to be announced at
the sale

Date: September 22, 1988
The Boston Five Cents Savings Bank FSB
By: Ann Daly, Vice President
and Assistant Treasurer
Present holder of said mortgage
Harrison & Maguire, P.C.
24 School Street
Boston, MA 02108

(€)0ct6,13.20

Friday, Oct. 14, from %am to 4 pm.

The visit will provide free diabetic
eye examinations.

Secretary of State Michael J. Con-
nolly, chai of the M:

man House.
The potential for significant ar-

the extension of the Harvard Square
National Register District as an
amendment to the Cambridge Multi-
ple Resource Area on the National
Register of Historic Places.

“‘Harvard Square’s unique associa-
tion with events, people, and ar-
chitecture is clearly worthy of
recognition. I am pleased to an-
nounce the extension of the Harvard
Square National Register District,”
said Connolly.

Cambridge was the first English
fortified town plan in North America,
laid out in 1630 on a grid plan with
strong building regulations, and is
one of the few consciously planned
towns in 17th century New England.
Historically, Harvard Square was
the civic, commercial and residential
area of old Cambridge.

During the 17th and 18th centuries,
the i

PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING.
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
MASSACHUSETTS
Office Of The City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments 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 6:00 P.M. in the Sullivan
Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on
a petition by the City Council to extend the effective
date of the existing section 3.13 Central Square
Temporary Moratorium on Fast Order Food and
Automobile Oriented Fast Order Food Establish-
ment until December 31, 1988.

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

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

For the Committee
Councillor William H. Walsh
Chairman
(C)0ct. 13,20

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with
the provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the
General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and amend-
ments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances,
comprised of the entire membership of the City
Council, will hold a reconvened public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 5:30 p.m. in the
Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on a petition of Howard Medwed,
etal to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance as
follows:

1. adding a new definition to Article 2.00 entitled

“Addition. New construction which is connected to
an existing structure above grade at any point by
construction which contributes to gross floor
area.”,
2. adding to the definition of Lot the following:
“*For the purposes of determining whether a parcel
of land is in identical ownership throughout, only
those persons who, alone or jointly or severally
with others, have legal title to such parcel shall be
considered to have an ownership interest. The in-
terests of lessees and others who have care,
charge or control of such parcel, but who do not
have legal title shall be disregarded.”, and

3. adding to the Ordinance the following Section
5.272 new sections 5.28 entitled *'Exclusion of way
from Lot Area for purposes of determining Floor
Area Ratio; 5.29 entitied **Computation of lot area
for purposes of determining FAR on Multiple Struc-
ture lots and Section 5.30 entitled *‘Computation of
lot area for purposes of determining FAR""

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

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

For the Committee
Councillor William H. Walsh
hairman.
(C)0ct. 13,20

the courthouse,
the jail, and the marketplace of Cam-
bridge were located in Harvard
Square. After 1832, the prestige and
influence of Harvard College grew
and transportation improvements
were introduced.

Architecturally the Harvard
Square Historic District is a mixed
commercial, institutional, and
residential district, whose character
was derived from the vernacular
Georgian, Federal, and Greek
Revival styles. Many of the houses in
the district have survived intense
commercial and institutional
development. Some examples of the
Federal style are the Cox-Hicks
House at Winthrop street (circa
1800), the Augustus Wyeth House at
69 Dunster St., and the Samuel Sted-

sites within the densely
structured district is good. One
prehistoric site has already been
reported adjacent to the district, and
due to the Harvard Square Historic
District’s location on high land adja-
cent to tidal marshes along the
Charles River, it is very likely the
native people frequented this area.

The National Register of Historic
Places is the federal government’s
official list of important buildings,
sites, structures, and objects, as well
as districts which are worthy of
preservation and recognition. The
benefits of National Register listing
are fourfold: 1) it recognizes that the
individual properties and district are
important to the history of the com-
munity, state or nation; 2) it allows
the owners of income-producing pro-
perties certain federal tax incentives
for renovation; 3) it provides limited
protection from adverse effects by
federally assited projects; and 4) it
provides limited protection from
state actions through automatic in-
clusion in the State -Register of
Historic Places.

Listing on the National Register
does not allow the federal govern-
ment to acquire your property, place
restrictions on your land, dictate the
color or materials used on the
buildings, or require that it be open to
the public. If your property is listed
on the Register, you may do anything
with it you wish, unless you are using
public funds.

Nominations to the National
Register are made in the Com-
the
Historical Commission, a division of

the Office of Secretary of State.

After School program to begin

“‘After School” has a number of
meanings to students. For some it in-
dicates punishment for missing
homework or talking in class, for
others it means taking part in sports
or the school play.

But in Cambridge, the ‘After
School Program,” means taking ex-
tra courses that can’t be squeezed in-
to a busy school day or were
eliminated by Proposition 21
cutbacks.

At the Rindge Technical Voca-
tional Program, over 300 middle
school aged children are offered the
opportunity to spend after school
hours (from 3 to 5 pm) each Tuesday
and Thursday taking one or more of
19 courses. The classes range from
radio broadcasting to auto body
repair and include welding, com-
puters, baking, commercial art,

Review board head

William Golon, executive director
of the Police Review and Advisory
Board, will speak at the
Roberts/Maynard Neighborhood
Council meeting on Monday, October

7.

Al residents of Area IV are invited
to attend this meeting in the Parents’
Lounge of the Maynard (formerly

music, electronics, health occupa-
tions, and photography.

Rindge Tech. Executive Director
Karen Prentice said that 300 sixth,
seventh, and eighth grade pupils took
part in the program last year.

Prentice said that the program is
free of charge to students enrolled in
the Cambridge public schools and is
open to children in parochial or
private schools if space is available.

Transportation is provided to the
high school from the elementary
school where the child is registered.
Children are returned by school bus
to the elementary school nearest
their home. '

Information regarding the “After
School”” program is available by call-
ing 498-9200 or the school Public In-
formation Office.

to speak

Roberts) Community School, 225
Windsor St. The meeting will begin at
7 pm.

With sufficient notice, child care
can be provided.

For more information, contact

Deborah Lerme Goodman at
498-9067.

Ceremony honors Ukrainian dissident

On October 23, the Cambridge
Public Library and Amnesty Interna-
tional USA Group 24 planted a tree
and dedicated a plaque in honor of
Hanna Mykhaylenko, a Ukrainian
teacher and librarian arrested and
interned in the Kazian Special
Psychiatric Unit in the Soviet Union.

As a Ukrainian nationalist, she
tried to preserve the Ukrainian
language and culture. As a public
school librarian, Hanna Mykhay-
lenko encouraged children to read,
speak, and write in Ukrainian by giv-

ing them books to read in that
language.

A reception to celebrate Hanna
Mykhaylenko’s release on June 19,
1988 and to acknowledge the help and
support of those who wrote letters
asking for her release will be held at
the Cambridge Public Library, 449
Broadway, on Tuesday, October 18,
at 7 pm. The public is cordially in-
vited. For more information, call the
Library at 498-9080.



OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

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

JOHN E. FLYNN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

October 11, 1988

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a hearing scheduled
before the Committee on Ordinances for Wednesday, November 2, 1983 at 7:00
P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a peti-
tion by 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 Project Documentation®.

Your kind attention in this matter will be.greatly

appreciated.
‘Vary truly yours,
Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk.
JEC/d!

Enc.(1)




) PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING

@ity of Cambringe
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and
amendments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the
entire membership of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a petition by Webb 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.

Delete SUBSECTIO&S 10.471.and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly. '

C.  Insert following the existing SECTION | 1.40 a new SECTION 11.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows: '

1050 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

1051  Jaresbold Criteris. Any applicant for 2 special pérfnit or
variance for a consiruction or development project which (a)
includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes 1he

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area. or (C) proposes consiruction in excess ‘of 35 feet of
height, shall provide a Project Documentalion Repori 2s

further described herein




's3uTpunod

-ns sit pue [ored 1wsloid aqy jo sydesdorloyd (7)

‘sABA
puz $139J1s ssoxe 3uroe] Jo 'SUTIingE A[s1Irpsw I
$10] J8U10 U0 138] QQ[ TIQUA $3In100J1S Jo sadps
pUT ‘(STEAJa1TT 177 1B $JNO1UCO argdesdodol) sapels
suristxa ‘Tsored 54Ul Juratas sanmmin onqnd admes
,€ JO SS30I3 UT §33J1 'SIAIID PUB $3JM1onJis Jumist
-X5 'saur A1Jadoud BuTpnour 1] 0% JO1J QZ = W | O
areds & 18 [3078d 10a(01d 871 Jo A9Alns PaIfIIIad ¥ (1)

- :$1T3WNO0P STOTIPTUCO 3UTISITY

(2)

DOLIALDSY TOr121 TS TN20]

"1J0day TONBITIWNSOJ 108014 971 pUe uworiedndds
371 Jo reuywgnsalt annbas [3ys ‘Suryesy omgnd
871 18 pa1e1108au $33UuByo Joj 1ds0xs ‘worisonddsz
371 Jo rerwqgns 3wmaonoj resodosd s iueorrdde
901 U §aluryo AUy sUOISsIWQnssy puw s3fumy)

'sgde3ologd Jojco jo puz ‘'sueld pue sdew
's8wrmglp azIs-[inJ Jo 18s () sU0 nwWgns 'Arevortp
-pY¥ ‘pIeog 3umuelid-s0oTrIseA JO -{rmJad 3yl Jo sJ3q
-WawW 01 TOTINQIIISIP JOJ JSPTTBWSL 3Gl PUB 's31dco
pJooal ognd JoJ 7 -- 1Joday TOre1TawWNIo( 195/014
aq1 Jo sardoo (6) 8UTT 8p1AQld :sa1do) jo Jaquny

'sardecologd s1rgM-pUB-oR]q SB PalUss
-3Jd 2q Asw sydsidologd TIGUA 1] 01 poJ puUB
‘WNWIXeW $3G2TT £ X [[ 01 sTed pue sdew ‘sdur
-MEBID 37TSI3A0 30ONP3Y ‘Japulq JO 1Joday TouT [] X
/1@ U2 U7 TOMEBITAWN0P padinbal yrmqng :12WJo4

"20TEIIBA JO 11w Jad reroads Joj worjeondde
371 TlA TOI21TaWNoop paJjnbal ywmqng dwrwr]

(P)

()

(2)

SSINPI20 IS

AR




(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutlng or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximale building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plen of the proposed project at & scale of |
in = 20 f1 or 40 [1, showing relained and proposed
structures; walkways, drives, curb cuts and park-
ing/loading areas; proposed grading and site
drainage; required usable open space; lrees, shrubs
and other landscape elements; and lreatments of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicaling positicn and height of
structures on adjacent Jots within [00 [1.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or components of
the proposed project; totel 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 10 common

areas.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing shadows cast on
the ground plane by project siructures alt 9 am,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autumnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
lransporlalion engineer describing capacilies, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent sireets and
key intersections both as currently existing, and as
resulling {rom development &s proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be
established by negotiations between the applicant
end the Community Development Department.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
tnanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
wrillen recommendation of the Assistant City

-3 -




Manager for Community Development, siating liat =~ .-

lhe small scale or specific location of the project Will
result in no impacts worth further siudy.

Project legal and [inancial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, Wilh elplana-
tions of any residual leases, easements, of other en-
cumbrances: development costs, including ilemized
construction costs, professional [ees, and other hard
end soft costs of the project; anticipaled [inance ar-
rangements, including enlicipaled morlgages, inter-
est rales, paymen! schedules, and equity participa-
lion; anticipated annual managemen! and operaling
costs of the compleled project; anticipated project in-
come, including sales or rental rales or prices for the
various components af the project; and anlicipaled
relurn on invesiment.”

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

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

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
(617) 498-9017
JOSEPH E. CONNARTON
CITY CLERK
JOHN E. FLYNN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

October 11, 1988

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a hearing .scheduled
before the Committee on Ordinances for Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00
P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a peti-
tion by 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 Project Documentation".

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly

appreciated.
Vary truly yours,
'4‘62-(;»»«>151.
Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk.
JEC/d1
Enc.(1)
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PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING

@ity of Cambridoe
 MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and
amendments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the
entire membership of the City Council, will hold & public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on a petition by Webb 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.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 .and 10,472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C.  Insert following the existing SECTION 11.40 2 new SECTION | 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows:

*10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

1051  Jhreshold Criterjs. Any applicant for 2 special pér;nit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)
includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross [loor
area. or (c) proposes consiruction in eXcess .of 35 feel of
height, shall provide 2 Project Documentation Report as

further described herein.




10.52 Procedures.

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Formal: Submit required documentation in an 8 1/
X 11 inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans 10 1! ¥ 17 inches maYimum,
and fold to [it within. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

(c) Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies af the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for distribution 1o mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs. ‘

(d) Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant’s proposal following submitial of the
epplicalion, except for changes negotialed el the
public hearing, shall require resubmitial of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

1053  Docvmeniation Reguired.

(2) Existing conditions documents: -

(1) A certified survey of the project parcel at a scale
of 1 in = 20 1t or 40 ft, including property lines, ex-
isling structures and drives, lrees in excess of 3"
caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, exlisting
grades (1opographic contours at 2-[1 intervals), and
edges of struciures within 100 feet on other lots
immediately abutling, or facing across streets and
ways.

(2) Photographs af the project parcel and its sur-
roundings.




(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
aburling or facing lots, informalion specifying exisi-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plen of the proposed project at a scale of |
in = 20 f1 or 40 f1, showing retained and proposed
structures; walkways, drives, curb cutls and park-
inp/loading areas; proposed grading and site
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and olher landscape elements; and lreatments of the
parce| edges (fences, screeas, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicatling position and height of
structures on adjacent lots within {00 f1.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated 1o the various uses or components of
the proposed project; total FAR; on-site parking and
loading counts; number, floor area(s), and bedroom
counts for dwelling units; end areas of usable open

~ space allocated 1o units, and/or 2ssigned 10 common

areas.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing shadows casl on
the ground plane by project siructures al 9 am,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autumnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
lransportalion engineer describing capacities, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent sireets and
key intersections both as currently exisling, and 2s
resulting from development &s proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be
established by negotiations between the epplicant
and the Community Developmen! Depariment.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
wrillen recommendation of the Assistant (ity

-3 -
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Manager for Community Development, siating thal
the small scale or specific location of the projeclt Will
result o no impacts worth further study.

Project legal and [inancial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangemenls, Wilh explana-
lions of any residual leases, eesements, or other en-
cumbrances; development costs, including itemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft costs of the project; anticipatled [insnce ar-
rangements, including anticipaled mortgages, inter-
est rales, paymenl schedules, and equily participa-
lion; anlicipated annual management! and operaling
cosls of the compleled project; anticipated project in-
come, including sales or rental rales or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipaled
relurn on invesiment.”

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

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

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.

-,




PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING

@ity of @Cambringe
MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws, Tercentenary Edition and
amendments thereto, that the Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the
entire membership of the City Council, will hold a public hearing on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts on & petition by Webb 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.

Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.47 l'and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION 11.40 @ new SECTION | 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows:

*10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 Thresbold Criteria. Any applicant for a spe;ial pérpait or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)

includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

consiruction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross [loor
area, or (¢) proposes consiruction in excess .or 35 feet of
height, shall provide 2 Project Documentation Report 2s

further described herein.




10.52

10.53

FProcedures.

(a) Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

(b) Formal: Submit required documentation in an 8 1/
1 |1 inch Report or binder. Reduce oversize draw-
ings, maps and plans to 11 ¥ 17 inches maYimum,
and fold to [it 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 distribution 10 mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

(d) Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant's- proposal following submitial of the
application, except for changes negotiated &t the
public hearing, shall require resubmittal of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

LDocvmenlalion Required.

(a) Existing conditions documents:

(1) A certified survey of the project parcel at a scale
of 1 in = 20 ft or 40 ft, including property lines, ex-
isling structures and drives, trees in excess of 3"
caliper, public utilities serving the parcel, existing
grades (1opographic contours at 2 [1 intervals), and
edges of structures within 100 feet on other lots
immediately abutling, or facing across sireets and
ways.

(2) Photographs of the project parcel and its sur-
roundings.



(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutling or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses {including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of the proposed project at & scale of |
in = 20 ft or 40 ft, showing retlained and proposed
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 trealments of the
parcel edges (fences, screens, etc).

(2) Schematic elevations (front, side, and rear) of
project structures, indicaling position and height of
structures on adjacent lots within 100 f1.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocaled 10 the various uses or components of
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 10 common
areas.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing shadows cast on
lhe ground plane by project siructures at 9 am,
noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autumnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
lransporialion 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
writlen recommendation of the Assistant City

-3 -




Manager for Community Development, statihg that
1he small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

Project legal and [inancial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, with explana-
lions of any residual leases, easemenlts, or olher en-
cumbrances; development costs, including ilemized
construction costs, professional fees, and other hard
and soft costs of the project; anticipaled [inance ar-
rangements, including anticipated morigages, inler-
est rates, payment schedules, and equily 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 {nvesiment.”

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

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

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
RELATIVE TO ZONING

(Gity of Cambringe

MASSACHUSETTS

C. C. 106

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisi
of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws, Tercentenary Edit;;n ;ﬁ;ons
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, 1988 at 7:00 P.M. in the Sullivan Chamber, City
Hall, Cambrldge, Massachusetts on a petition by Webb Nichols, et,al to
amend the|Zon1ng 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.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS \0.471.and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C.  Insert following the existing SECTION 11.40 @ new SECTION | 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows:

“10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 rhreshold Criteriz. Any applicant for a special pérmit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)
includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the

construction of more than 5,000 new square feetl of gross [loor
area, or (¢) proposes consiruclion in €XCess of 35 feel of
height, shall provide a Project Documentation Repori as

further described herein.
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(3} For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutling or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling unils), approximate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of the proposed project at a scale of |
in = 20 [t or 40 f1, showing relained and proposed
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 treaiments 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 [t.

(3) Quantitative information regarding gross floor
areas allocated to the various uses or components of
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 1o units, and/or assigned 10 common
areas.

Project impact documents:
(1) Shadow impact studjes showing shadows cast on

‘the ground plane by project siructures al 9 am,

noon, and 3 pm for the summer solstice, the winter
solstice, and the vernal/autumnal equinox.

(2) Traffic impact study prepared by a registered
transportation engineer describing capacilies, vol-
umes and levels of service at adjacent sitreets and
key intersections both as currently existing, and as
resulting {rom development as proposed.

(3) The scope of the traffic impact study shall be
established by negotiations between the applicant
and the Community Development Depariment.
Either or both impact studies may be waived by
unanimous consent of the Board upon receipt of the
written recommendation of the Assistant City

-3 -
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Manager for Community Development, stating that

1he small scale or specific location of the project will |

result in no impacts worth further siudy.

Project legal and [inancial information, including: site
acquisition lerms and arrangements, wWith explana-
lions 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 [inance ar-
rangements, including anticipaled morigages, inler-
est rales, paymen! 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 invesiment.” ’

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

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

For the Committee,

Councillor William H. Walsh,
Chairman.
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City of Cambridge KECEIVED pY

ZOWING PEITTITIOQRE OF c cLerk

ASEP 92 fuyegs
DEOCUMENTATION REGUIREMPRTS

FINAL / AS FILED /7 23 Sep 88

WHEREAS developers regularly apply for special permits and variances in
order 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 project’s size, economic value and/or profitability; and

WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a
significant economic benefit for the gpp/icant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly defined; 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 discretionary actions; and finally

.WHEREAS ‘the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re-

quirements regarding submission of project 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 SECTION 10.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.47l'and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION ! 1.40 a new SECTION 11.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, reading as follows:

“10.50 REQUIRED PROJECT DOCUMENTATION

1051 Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a special pérmit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)
includes more than three dwelling units, or (b) proposes the




23 Sep 88

DOCULENTATION REQUIREMENTS Page 2

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (c) proposes construction in excess of 35 feet of
height, shall provide a Project Documentauun Report as
further described herein.

10.52 Procedures.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

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. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies of the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for distribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant’s proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, shall require resubmittal of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

1053  Documentalion Required.

(a)

Existing conditions documents:

(1) 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 ft 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-
roundings.



23 Sep 88

DOCUMENTATYION REQUIREMENTS Page 3

(b)

(c)

(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutting or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of 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/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
areas allocated to the various uses or components of
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.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing 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 vernal/autumnal 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




23 Sep 88

DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS Page 4

(d)

Manager for Community Development, stating that
the small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

Project legal and financial information, including: site
acquisition terms and arrangements, with explana-
lions 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, including sales or rental rates or prices for the
various components of the project; and anticipated
return on investment.”




DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS PETITION PAG_iE OF

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, Appeals, Yariances and Special Permits, in confor-

mance with the Petition attached hereto.

Signature , Printed Name Address Phone
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City of Cambridge €D

ZONING @I@‘ﬂwn@mnso?mw“w

TATION REQUIRERME

o

NlS

DOCTNE

FINAL / AS FILED / 23 Sep 88

WHEREAS developers regularly apply for special permits and variances in
order 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 project's size, economic value and/or profitability; and

WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a
significant economic benefit for the gpp/icant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly defined; 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 discretionary actions; and finally

.WHEREAS the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re-

quirements regarding submission of project 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 SECTION 10.50: REPETITIVE PETITIONS to 10.60.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.47'l‘and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION 1 1.40 a new SECTION | 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATICN, reading as follows:

“10.50 REQUIRED PROJ%CT DOCUMENTATION

10.51 Threshold Criteria. Any applicant for a special pérmit or
variance for a construction or development project which (a)
includes more than thiree dwelling units, or (b) proposes the
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DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS Page 2

10.52

10.53

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (¢) proposes construction in excess of 35 feel of
height, shall provide a Project Documentauon Report as
further described herein.

FProcedures.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

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. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies of the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for distribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant's proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, shall require resubmittal of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

Documentalion Required.

(a)

Existing conditions documents:

(1) 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 ft 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-
roundings.
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DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS Page 3

(b)

(c)

(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutting or facing lots, infor mation specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approximate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of 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/loading areas; proposed grading and site
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and other landscape elements; and treatments of the
parce! 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 uses or components of

“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. '

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing 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 vernal/autumnal 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
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(d)

Manager for Community Development, stating that
the small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

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 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, 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 Ordinance Article 10. OOO Appeals, Yariances and Special Permits, in confor-

mance with the Petition attached hereto.
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I, the above signed, am a registered voter in the City of Cambrige, MA.
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WHEREAS developers regularly apply for special permits and variances in
order 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 project's size, economic value and/or profitability; and

- WHEREAS the award of a special permit or variance usually constitutes a

significant economic benefit for the gpp/icant, while public benefits (if
any) resulting from this award are at best intangible or poorly defined; 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 discretionary actions; and finally

.WHEREAS the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance does currently have some re- -

quirements regarding submission of project 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 PETITIONS to 10.60.

B. Delete SUBSECTIONS 10.471 and 10.472, and renumber subsequent subsec-
tions accordingly.

C. Insert following the existing SECTION 11.40 a new SECTION 1 1.50: REQUIRED
DOCUMENTATION, 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
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10.52

10.53

construction of more than 5,000 new square feet of gross floor
area, or (c) proposes construction in excess of 395 feet of

-height, shall provide a Project Documentauon Report as

further described herein.

Procedures.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Timing: Submit required documentation with the
application for special permit or variance.

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. Photographs may be pre-
sented as black-and-white photocopies.

Number of Copies: Provide nine (9) copies of the
Project Documentation Report -- 2 for public record
copies, and the remainder for distribution to mem-
bers of the permit- or variance-granting Board. Ad-
ditionally, submit one (1) set of full-size drawings,
maps and plans, and of color photographs.

Changes and Resubmissions: Any changes in the
applicant’s proposal following submittal of the
application, except for changes negotiated at the
public hearing, shall require resubmittal of the
application and the Project Documentation Report.

Documentatlion Required.

(a)

Existing conditions documents:

(1) 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 ft intervals), and

edges of structures within 100 feet on other lots
immediately abutting, or facmg across streets and
ways.

(2) Photographs of the project parcel and its sur-
roundings. :
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(b)

(c)

(3) For both the project parcel, and for immediately
abutting or facing lots, information specifying exist-
ing zoning classification, existing land uses (including
number of dwelling units), approxxmate building
heights and FAR's.

Project proposal documents:

(1) Site plan of 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/loading areas; proposed grading and site
drainage; required usable open space; trees, shrubs
and other landscape elements; and lreatments 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 uses or components of
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 10 common
areas.

Project impact documents:

(1) Shadow impact studies showing 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 vernal/autumnal 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
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(d)

* Manager for Community Development, stating that

the small scale or specific location of the project will
result in no impacts worth further study.

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 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, 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 Undsrsigned 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, Appeals, Yariances 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, MA.
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10. Oq
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 Project Documenattion'.
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In City Council,

September 26, 1988
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