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LL ANNEX, 57 INMAN STREET, CAMBRIDGE 02139

May 18, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT: Recommendation on the Yanow et al Rezoning Petition

Recommendation

The Planning Board is not prepared to recommend adoption of the
petition or a specific modification to it at this time. The
proposal is a thoughtful one and is an extension of a
recommendation made by the Board itself in regard to the first
Yanow petition filed in July of 1988. However the extension of the
transition requirements, in the current petition, to all non-
residential districts in the City has raised issues of impact and
conflict with policies already incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in so many varying situations that the Board cannot
confidently make a recommendation with full knowledge of its
consequences and the Board is prepared to continue its analysis to
provide more certain and responsible recommendations to the City
Council at a later date. o

E.- io

It is clear that in circumstances, as those that prompted the
initial petition in July of 1988 where high density industrial
districts abut low density residential ones, reasonable transitions
should be mandated. However even the Planning Board's initial
recommendation for the Industry B district (Yanow petition #1),
upon further reflection prompted by the current petition, can be
found to produce anomalous results in some circumstances (e.g. 35
foot commercial buildings along Main Street adjacent to a row of
T0 foot or higher existing buildings). Most buildings in the
commercial zones in the heart of Harvard Square would be required
to have front yard setbacks where the existing circumstances and
general policy has favored buildings to the lot line.
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As a result of the scope of the petition many buildings will be
made newly non-conforming in most non-residential districts in the
City. 1Initial analysis indicates that transitions along district
lines located in streets should be treated differently (and less
stringently perhaps given the natural transition provided by the
open space of the street) than the more critical transition
desirable along rear and side property lines. Transition from the
Residence C-3 district should perhaps not be required as it is in
fact as much an institutional district as it is a residential
district. And thoughtful measures should be devised to minimize
the non-conforming impact on existing structures or to permit some
variations in special circumstances (as perhaps through a carefully
defined special permit process). The current proposal is one that
deserves careful consideration and the Planning Board regrets that
the analysis of the host of other important zoning matters before
it and the Council have made it difficult to devote the time
necessary to adequately assess the impact the current petition
would have.

Respectfully Submitted for the Planning Board,

L prid Vi d, ™

David Kennedy, Vice Chairman




CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
TeL. 498-9011

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
ROBERT W. HEALY

City Manager A May 22, 1989

RICHARD C. ROSSI
Deputy City Manager

To the Honorable, the City Council:
Enclosed please find copy of the Cambridge Planning Board's
recommendation relative to the Yanow, et al, Rezoning Petition.

uly yours,

Robert W. Healy
City Manager

RWH/mbf
Enc.



Agenda Item No. 7

Re: Planning Board recommendation on the
rezoning petition of Susan Yanow, et al. : B

1n City Council,

May 22, 1989
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GOODWIN, PROCTER & HOAR

(A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATlONS) :-'.' C oL " —:’ :: :
COUNSELLORS AT LAW 0oy ey (o '
EXCHANGE PLACE : a e 24

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109-2881.-.5, . .. _

‘P"‘L'*"é" !TJ;L;PHONE (617) 570-1000
TELECOPIER (617) 523-1231
TELEX 94-0640
570-1440 CABLE'GOODPROCT, BOSTON

-

May 4, 1989

Cambridge City Council

c/o Mr. Joseph Connarton, City Clerk
City of cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue - Room 103
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Councillors:

On Monday, May 1, 1989, pPolaroid Corporation, The

Prudential Insurance Company of America, Massachusetts

Institute of Technology, The Charles Stark Draper Laboratory,
Inc., Tofias, Fleishman & Shapiro and Concorde Associates (the
"Landowners") filed a formal protest under MGL C.40A §5 to
oppose the enactment of a City-wide zoning amendment sponsored
by Susan Yanow, et al and filed with the City Council on or
about December 19, 1988. This amendment, if passed, would add
a new subsection 5.43 to the Zoning Ordinance creating a 45°
bulk control plane affecting, Office, Business and Industrial
zones beginning at the residential/nonresidential zoning
district boundaries.

The Landowners own property in the Industry B Zoning
District which is currently the subject of two Interim Planning
Overlay District petitions before the City Council and the
Planning Board. The Landowners believe that rezoning proposals
should reflect impact studies and careful analysis of the
specific areas involved and therefore they are generally
opposed to "piecemeal"™ rezoning efforts which would affect all
properties on a City-wide basis.

The Landowners want to make the Cambridge City Council
aware that the proposed bulk control zoning amendment would
make many significant buildings existing in the Industry B
District (as well as other existing buildings in other parts of
the City) nonconforming and will severely limit the orderly
development of other properties affected by the proposed

"amendment.,

truly yours,

the Landowners
JWH:hr

XP-3796/p
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Comm. from Joseph W. Halely,/Goodwin, Proctor

& Hoar, on behalf of Poldrojd Corp., The Pru-
dential Insurance Co. of Aherica, MIT, Charles
Stark Draper Laboratories, Tofias, Fleishman

& Shapiro & Concorde Associates pursuant to

MGL Ch. 40A, Subsection 5 in written protest

to tge petition of Susan Yanow, et al to create
a 45 bulk control plane.

In City council,

May 8, 1989
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TO:

FROM:

R

May 11, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

Sally Powers, Director
Board of Assessors -

In reply to your memo dated May 8, 1989, please be
advised that we have, this day, forwarded to
Sue Tamber, Engineering Dept., the written protest

filed by Susan Yanow, et al.
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To

From

Subject

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE |

Sally Powers Date May 8, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors '

Joseph E. Connarton Reference

City Clerk

Written protest - Susan Yanow zoning amendment.
Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition filed by Susan Yanow, et al. .

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

Please refer to the previously sent memo which contained the most
recent Zoning Chart for your information.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.
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Harvard University Planning Group ' '° ¢7 ¢iy,/4) »
1350 Massachusetts Avenue - Holyoke Center 912 - Cambn{i" o Fiﬁgsac@lselgts ﬂ213}3 617 - 495 - 2234
CAMBR
May 2, 1989 IB{JE M A

Joseph E, Connarton
City Clerk

City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Ave,
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Bulk Control Plane Zoning Petition Filed by Susan Yanow (December 5, 1988)

Dear Mr. Connarton:

Harvard University opposes the above referenced petition filed by Susan Yanow
et al. The petition proposes to amend Section 5.40, Transition Requirements
of the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance and to add a new subsection 5.43 which would
restrict any building in an office, bu31ness, or industrial zone which abuts a
residence district, to a so-called "45° bulk control plane." In the
alternative, the petition proposes that a building could be built forward and
above the bulk control plane only if the building complies with the height and
yard requirements of both the non-residential zone and the abutting
_residential zone.

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 of 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,

The Yanow proposal is excessively broad in scope, applying to all cffice,
business, and industrial zones city-wide, without taking into account existing
transitional features of many non-residential zones. It would add a city-wide
"transition zone" requirement which ignores and would potentially ccnflict
with other carefully planned guidelines and restrictions for particular areas
of the City.

PRESIDENT AND FELLOWS OF HARVARD COLLEGE

/ Sheldon Tandler

Attach: Harvard Property List
MLO:kjq
33:30




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

Address

6 APPIAN
8 APPIAN
9 APPIAN
12 APPIAN
14 APPIAN
18 APPIAN
22 APPIAN
13 ATHENS
25 ATHENS
27 ATHENS
2 ATHENS
3 ATHENS
4 ATHENS
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

WAY
WAY
WAY
WAY
WAY
WAY
WAY

TER.
TER.
TER.

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

Area

7,480
3,995
28,148
5,117
5,655
5,512
4,385
4,797
6,000
6,750
1,867
1,300
3,750
5,640
3,708
6,230
4,406
2,794
2,130
1,800
3,625
7,707
2,730
6,355
7,967
11,552
11,707
3,210

47,036 .

14,951
11,605
8,200
6,340
24,541
6,802
16,602
18,291
28,130
20,180
4,183
4,420
1,536
5,072
8,743
6,526
16,505
38,458
105,726
3,370
4,000
4,000
4,000
5,583
4,000
4,000
72,913
69,100
24,734
9,500

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

o
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HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

1/6/89

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 S
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 4
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




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

136

1/6/89

Address

GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
GRANT ST
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HAMMOND
HARVARD
HILLIARD
HILLIARD
HINGHAM
HINGHAM
HOLDEN
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOLYOKE
HOWLAND
IRVING
IRVING
IRVING
IRVING
IRVING
JFK

JFK

JFK
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND
KIRKLAND

KIRKLAND PL
KIRKLAND PL

LINDEN
MADISON
MADISON

ST

PL
PL
PL
ST

ST
ST

Assesors Map

Number

132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
132
149
149
149
149
149
149
149
136
167
167
130
130
146A
160
160
161
162
162
161
161
161

149
147
147
147
147
147
162
163
163
143
143
143
143
143
144
144
144
145
145
143
145
143
145
145
145
160
227
221

Lot




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

122

1/6/89

Address

MADISON ST
MADISON ST
MADISON ST
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MASS. AVE
MELLEN
MELLEN
MELLEN
MELLEN
MELLEN
MELLEN
MEMORIAL DR
MEMORIAL DR
MEMORIAL DR
MILL ST.
MILL ST.
MILL ST.
MILL ST.
MOONEY ST
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN
MT. AUBURN

Area

4,825
4,828
4,811
981,136
30,902
9,347
9,116
2,029
74,913
10,067
656,309
19,865
15,7711
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

227
2217
227
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
165
165
165
165
165

Lot




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

122

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




HARVARD PROPERTY IN CAMBRIDGE

1/6/89

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




TO:

FROM:

May 11, 1989

Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk

A .
Sally Powers, DireotorgzggT_J

Board of Assessors \‘

In reply to your memo dated May 9, 1989, please be

advised that we have, this day, forwarded to

Sue Tamber, Engineering Dept., the written protest-;

2

filed by Susan Yanow, et al. i
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Sally Powers Date May 9, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors

From Joseph E. Connarton ~ Reference
City Clerk

Subject

Written protest - Susan Yanow zoning amendment.
Enclosed you will find two cbpies of the written protest to the
petition filed by Susan Yanow, et al. .

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

Please refer to the previously sent memo which contained the most
recent Zoning Chart for your information.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.
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CAMBRIDGE 4
Protest Under MGL C.40A §5

The undersigned owner of land in the Industry B Zoning
District and in other areas of the City of Cambridge, hereby
opposes the enactment of a City-wide zoning amendment sponsored
by Susan Yanow, et al and filed with the City Council on or about
December 19, 1988. This amendment would add a new subsection
5.43 to the Zoning Ordinance creating a 45" bulk control plane
affecting Office, Business and Industrial zoning districts
beginning at the residential/nonresidential zoning district
boundaries.

The undersigned owner's land in the Industry B Zoning
District is currently the subject of two Interim Planning Overlay
District petitions. The undersigned owner believes that rezoning
proposals should reflect impact studies of the specific area
involved and therefore is generally opposed to "piecemeal"
rezoning efforts.

The proposed bulk control zoning amendment will make
existing buildings in the Industry B District (as well as other
existing buildings in other parts of the City) nonconforming and
will severely 1imit the orderly development of other properties
affected by the proposed amendment.

OLD CAMBRIDGE REALTY TRUST
OLD KENDALL REALTY TRUST
OLD BINNEY REALTY TRUST
OLD PORTLAND REALTY TRUST
THE ATHENAEUM GROUP

-




May 2, 1989

TO: Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk
FROM: Sally Powers, Directar
Board of Assessors

In reply to your memo dated May 2, 1989, please be
advised that we have, this day, forwarded to Sue Tamber,

Engineering Dept., the written protest filed by Susan Yanow,
et al.
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To

From

Subject

. 2
.

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Sally Powers Date May 2, 1989
Director, Board of Assessors

Joseph E. Connartoq (, Reference

City Clerk

Written protest - Yanow zoning amendment.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the
petition filed by Susan Yanow, et al. ,

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

Please refer to the previously sent memo which contalned the most
recent Zoning Chart for your information.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.




E)
-

AR

B T N P L4
GOODWIN, PROCTER & HOAR™ ' Ml

(A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS)
COUNSELLORS AT LAW con LAY =9 BN 81“
wod Rt T4

EXCHANGE PLACE
Nt T A

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109-2881 ;{Bm‘JuE 1 iA.
: TELEPHONE (617) 570-1000
TELECOPIER (617) 523-1231

TELEX 94-0640
CABLE'GOODPROCT, BOSTON

570-1440
May 1, 1989
BY HAND

Mr. Joseph Connarton, City Clerk
City of Cambridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue - Room 103
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:

Enclosed is a Protest pursuant to Massachusetts General
Laws C.40A §5 signed by Polaroid Corporation, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, The Prudential Insurance Company of
America, The Charles Stark Draper Laboratory, Inc., Tofias,
Fleishman & Shapiro and Concorde Associates. This is filed to
protest the passage of the Yanow amendment which proposes a
bulk control line at residential/nonresidential district
boundaries.

JWH:hr
Enclosure

cc: Polaroid Corporation
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
The Prudential Insurance Company of America
The Charles Stark Draper Laboratory, Inc.
Tofias, Fleishman & Shapiro
Concorde Associates
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Protest Under MGL C.40A §5 po3 BAY -2 M1 & I

The undersigned owners of land in the Industry. EBRZEningA.
Distriet and in other areas of the City of Cambridge, hereby
oppose the enactment of a Clty-wide zoning amendment sponsored
by Susan Yanow, et al and filed with the City Council on or
about December 19, 1988. This amendment would add a new
subsection 5.43 to the Zoning Ordinance creating a 45° bulk
control plane affecting Office, Business and Industrial zoning
districts beginning at the residential/nonresidential zoning
district boundaries.

The undersigned owners' land in the Industry B Zoning
District is currently the subject of two Interim Planning
Overlay District petitions. The undersigned owners believe
that rezoning proposals should reflect impact studies of the
gpecific areas involved and therefore they are generally
opposed to "plecemeal" rezoning efforts.

_ The proposed bulk eontrol zoning amendment will make

éxigting buildings in the Industry B District (as well as other
existing buildings in other parts of the City) nonconforming
and will severely limit the orderly development of other
properties affected by the proposed amendment.

POLAROID QORPORATION MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
)4
By B ’
[

THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE E CHARLES STARK DRAPER
COMPANY OF AMERICA LABORATORY, INC,

By By
TOF & SHAPIRO CONCORDE ASSOCIATES .

- LS,

XP-3759/p
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The undersigned owners of land in théﬁfﬂ%%§%¥§ﬁ£“20ning
District and in other areas of the City of Cambridge, hereby
opposeé the enactment of a City-wide zoning amendment sponsored
by Susan Yanow, et al and filed with the City Council on or
about December 19, 1988. This amendment would add a new
subsection §.43 to the Zoning Ordinance creating a 45° bulk
control plane affecting Office, Business and Industrial zoning
districts beginning at the residential/nonresidential zoning
district boundaries.

The undersigned owners' land in the Industry B Zoning
District is currently the subject of two Interim Planning
Overlay District petitions. The undersigned owners believe
that rezoning proposals should reflect impact studies of the
specific aresas involved and therefore they are generally
opposed to "piecemeal" rezoning efforts.

The propesed bulk controel zoning amendment will make
existing buildings in the Industry B District (as well as other
existing buildings in other parts of the City) nonconforming
and will severely limit the orderly development of other
properties affected by the proposed amendment.

POLAROID CORPORATION MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNQLOGY -
By By
THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE THE CHARLES STARK DRAPER
COMPANY OF AMERICA LABORATQRY, INC.
By /C;TA - By
Aw;. Cas e ( et o) S s
IAS/ FLEISHMAN & SHAPIRO CONCORDE ASSOCIATES
By By

XP~3759/p
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The under51gned owners of land ¥nxtﬁ% ﬁ%dustry B Zoning
District and in other areas of the Clty of g mppﬂdge hereby
oppose the enactment of a City-wide zdnmn Ramendment sponsored
by Susan Yanow, et al and filed with the City Council on or
about December 19, 1988. This amendment would add a new
subsection 5.43 to the Zoning Ordinance creating a 45° bulk
control plane affecting Office, Business and Industrial zonlng
districts beginning at the residential/nonresidential zoning
district boundaries.

The under51gned owners' land in the Industry B Zoning
District is currently the subject of two Interim Planning
Overlay District petitions. The undersigned owners believe
that rezoning proposals should reflect impact studies of the
specific areas involved and therefore they are generally
opposed to "piecemeal" rezoning efforts.

The proposed bulk control zoning amendment will make
existlng buildings in the Industry B District (as well as other
existing buildings in other parts of the City) nonconforming
and will severely limit the orderly development of other
properties affected by the proposed amendment.

POLAROID CORPORATION MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

By By

THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE THE CHARLES STARK DRAPER

COMPANY OF AMERICA LABORATORY, INC.

By By

TOFIAS, FLEISHMAN & SHAPIRO CONCORDE ASSOCIATES

By By m (— ym
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.CITY, OF CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

ANNING BOARD

May 18, 1989

‘"To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT: Recommendation on the Yanow et al Rezoning Petition

Recommendation

The Planning Board is not prepared to recommend adoption of the
petition or a specific modification to it at this time. The
proposal dis a thoughtful one and 1s an extension of a
recommendation made by the Board itself in regard to the first

Yanow petition filed in July of 1988. However the extension of the

transition requirements, in the current petition, to all non-
residential districts in the City has raised issues of impact and
conflict with policies already incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in so many varying situations that the Board cannot
confidently make a recommendation with full knowledge of its
consequences and the Board is prepared to continue its analysis to
provide more certain and responsible recommendations to the City
Council at a later date.

Findi

It is clear that in circumstances, as those that prompted the
initial petition in July of 1988 where high density industrial
districts abut low density residential ones, reasonable transitions
should be mandated. However even the Planning Board's initial
recommendation for the Industry B district (Yanow petition #1),
upon further reflection prompted by the current petition, can be
found to produce anomalous results in some circumstances (e.g. 35
foot commercial buildings along Main Street adjacent to a row of
70 foot or higher existing buildings). Most buildings in the
commercial zones in the heart of Harvard Square would be required
to have front yard setbacks where the existing circumstances and
general policy has favored buildings to the lot 1line.
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As a result of the scope of the petition many buildings will be
made newly non-conforming in most non-residential districts in the
City. Initial analysis indicates that transitions along district
lines located in streets should be treated differently (and less
stringently perhaps given the natural transition provided by the
open space of the street) than the more critical transition
desirable along rear and side property lines. Transition from the
Residence C=-3 district should perhaps not be required as it is in
fact as much an institutional district as it is a residential
district. And thoughtful measures should be devised to minimize
the non-conforming impact on existing structures or to permit some
variations in special circumstances (as perhaps through a carefully
defined special permit process). The current proposal is one that
deserves careful consideration and the Planning Board regrets that
the analysis of the host of other important zoning matters before
it and the Council have made it difficult to devote the time
necessary to adequately assess the impact the current petition
would have.

Respectfully Submitted for the Planning Board,

{Q/(;f%i// /l;/ﬁﬂ/mu[& / ”

David Kennedy, Vice Chairman
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May 18, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT: Recommendation on the Yanow et al Rezoning Petition

Recommendation

The Planning Board is not prepared to recommend adoption of the
petition or a specific modification to it at this time. The
proposal is a thoughtful one and 1is an extension of a
recommendation made by the Board itself in regard to the first
Yanow petition filed in July of 1988. However the extension of the
transition requirements, in the current petition, to all non-
residential districts in the City has raised issues of impact and
conflict with policies already incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in so many varying situations that the Board cannot
confidently make a recommendation with full knowledge of its

consequences and the Board is prepared to continue its analysis to
- provide more certain and responsible recommendations to the City
Council at a later date.

Findi

It is clear that in circumstances, as those that prompted the
initial petition in July of 1988 where high density industrial
districts abut low density residential ones, reasonable transitions
should be mandated. However even the Planning Board's initial
recommendation for the Industry B district (Yanow petition #1),
upon further reflection prompted by the current petition, can be
found to produce anomalous results in some circumstances (e.g. 35
foot commercial buildings along Main Street adjacent to a row of
T0 foot or higher existing buildings). Most buildings in the
commercial zones in the heart of Harvard Square would be required
to have front yard setbacks where the existing circumstances and
general policy has favored buildings to the lot line.
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As a result of the scope of the petition many buildings will be
made newly non-conforming in most non-residential districts in the
City. 1Initial analysis indicates that transitions along district
lines located in streets should be treated differently (and less
stringently perhaps given the natural transition provided by the
open space of the street) than the more critical transition
desirable along rear and side property lines. Transition from the
Residence C=-3 district should perhaps not be required as it is in
fact as much an institutional district as it is a residential
district. And thoughtful measures should be devised to minimize
the non-conforming impact on existing structures or to permit some
variations in special circumstances (as perhaps through a carefully
defined special permit process). The current proposal is one that
deserves careful consideration and the Planning Board regrets that
the analysis of the host of other important zoning matters before
it and the Council have made it difficult to devote the time
necessary to adequately assess the impact the current petition
would have.

Respectfully Submitted for the Planning Board,

David Kennedy, Vice Chairman -




" CITY OF CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

"PLANNING BOARD
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May 18, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT: Recommendation on the Yanow et al Rezoning Petition

Recommendation

The Planning Board is not prepared to recommend adoption of the
petition or a specific modification to it at this time. The
proposal is a thoughtful one and is an extension of a
recommendation made by the Board itself in regard to the first
Yanow petition filed in July of 1988. However the extension of the
transition requirements, in the current petition, to all non-
residential distriets in the City has raised issues of impact and
conflict with policies already incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in so many varying situations that the Board cannot
confidently make a recommendation with full knowledge of 1its
consequences and the Board is prepared to continue its analysis to
provide more certain and responsible recommendations to the City
Council at a later date.

Findj

It jis clear that in circumstances, as those that prompted the
initial petition in July of 1988 where high density industrial
districts abut low density residential ones, reasonable transitions
should be mandated. However even the Planning Board's initial
recommendation for the Industry B district (Yanow petition #1),
upon further reflection prompted by the current petition, can be
found to produce anomalous results in some circumstances (e.g. 35
foot commercial buildings along Main Street adjacent to a row of
70 foot or higher existing buildings). Most buildings in the
commercial zones in the heart of Harvard Square would be required
to have front yard setbacks where the existing circumstances and
general policy has favored buildings to the lot line.
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As a result of the scope of the petition many buildings will be
made newly non-conforming in most non-residential districts in the
City. Initial analysis indicates that transitions along district
lines located in streets should be treated differently (and less
stringently perhaps given the natural transition provided by the
open space of the street) than the more critical transition
desirable along rear and side property lines. Transition from. the
Residence C-3 district should perhaps not be required as it is in
fact as much an institutional district as it is a residential
distriect. And thoughtful measures should be devised to minimize
the non-conforming impact on existing structures or to permit some
variations in special circumstances (as perhaps through a carefully
defined special permit process). The current proposal is one that
deserves careful consideration and the Planning Board regrets that
the analysis of the host of other important zoning matters before
it and the Council have made it difficult to devote the time
necessary to adequately assess the impact the -current petition
would have.

Respectfully Submitted for the Planning Board,

((’} d1ed Voo L /in

David Kennedy, Vice Chairman
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May 18, 1989

To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT: Recommendation on the Yanow et al Rezoning Petition

Recommendation

The Planning Board is not prepared to recommend adoption of the
petition or a specific modification to it at this time. The
proposal is a thoughtful one and 1is an extension of a
recommendation made by the Board itself in regard to the first
Yanow petition filed in July of 1988. However the extension of the
transition requirements, in the current petition, to all non-
residential districts in the City has raised issues of impact and
conflict with policies already incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in so many varying situations that the Board cannot
confidently make a recommendation with full knowledge of its
consequences and the Board is prepared to continue its analysis to
provide more certain and responsible recommendations to the City
Council at a later date.

Findi

It is clear that in circumstances, as those that prompted the
initial petition in July of 1988 where high density industrial
districts abut low density residential ones, reasonable transitions
should be mandated. However even the Planning Board's initial
recommendation for the Industry B district (Yanow petition #1),
upon further reflection prompted by the current petition, can be
found to produce anomalous results in some circumstances (e.g. 35
foot commercial buildings along Main Street adjacent to a row of
70 foot or higher existing buildings). Most buildings in the
commercial zones in the heart of Harvard Square would be required
to have front yard setbacks where the existing circumstances and
general policy has favored buildings to the lot line.
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As a result of the scope of the petition many buildings will be
made newly non-conforming in most non-residential districts in the
City. 1Initial analysis indicates that transitions along district
lines located in streets should be treated differently (and less
stringently perhaps given the natural transition provided by the
open space of the street) than the more critical transition
desirable along rear and side property lines. Transition from the
Residence C-3 distriet should perhaps not be required as it is in
. fact as much an institutional district as it is a residential
district. And thoughtful measures should be devised to minimize
the non-conforming impact on existing structures or to permit some
variations in special circumstances (as perhaps through a carefully
defined special permit process). The current proposal is one that
deserves careful consideration and the Planning Board regrets that
the analysis of the host of other important zoning matters before
it and the Council have made it difficult to devote the time
necessary to adequately assess the impact the current petition
would have.

Respectfully Submitted for the Planning Board,

{d/m%zéf e b 2

David Kennedy, Vice Chairman
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential

Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not nad an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward ijts findings to City Council for its

consideration.

TDuitted for the Planning Board,

s

Rgspee¢tfully

Paul Dietrich, Chairman
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential
Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not had an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its
consideration.

ubwmitted for the Planning Board,

Paul Dietrich, Chairman
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential
Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not nad an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts 1in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its
consideration.

Rfsped¢tfully Sub itted for the Planning Board,

P

Paul Dietrich, Chairman
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential
Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not had an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at 1its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its
consideration.

tfully itted for the Planning Board,

Rgspe

e

Paul Dietrich, Chairman
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential

Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not had an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its

consideration.

R€spe¢tfully Sub jtted for the Planning Board,

Paul Dietrich, Chairman b
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition

Subject:
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential
Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not had an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its

consideration.

ubwmitted for the Planning Board,

Rfspe¢tfully

s

Paul Dietrich, Chairman y)
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To the Honorable, the City Council:

Subject: Yanow, et al Rezoning Petition to Establish Transition
Requirements Between Non-Residential and Residential
Districts.

Date: May 11, 1989

The Planning Board has not had an opportunity to review in detail
the implications of the above referenced petition which affects
many commercial and industrial districts in a wide variety of
circumstances. The Planning Board will make a recommendation on
this important petition at its regular May 16, 1989 meeting and
immediately thereafter forward its findings to City Council for its
consideration.

R€spe¢tfully Sub itted for the Planning Board,

e

Paul Dietrich, Chairman
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