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Joseph E. Connarton
To City Clerk Date 20 June 88

Joan LastovicaFrom City Engineer Reference
0

Subject Mary Conlan Petition

The final taljy on the Mary Conlan petition is as follows:

Petition Area 1,805,712.7 Square Feet

Land Owned By Protesters 689, 347.0 Square Feet

PERCENT OWNED BY PROTESTERS 38.18 (%)

Ribbon Area 1,393,792.23 Square Feet

Area Owned by Abutters 15,380.0 Square Feet

Percentage of Ribbon 1 .1 (%)
Owned by Protesters
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June 9, 1988

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk ,

FROM' Kevin T. EOevitt, Chairman
Board of Assessors

In reply to your memo of June 7, 1988, please be advised

that we have, this day, forwarded to Joan Lastovice, City

Engineer, the written protests for the Mary Conlan, et al

zoning petition.
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' INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T° Nancy Carney Date June 7, !988
Assessors Dept.

From
j-

Reference"
john E. Flynn ~j'zf

SubjecPePuty City Clerk

Written protest to the Mary Conlan petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the Mary

Conlan, et al zoning petition.

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.

,
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
.

"and one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentable

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.
I

We furthermore believe that Harvard Square is the current retail center

of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.
.

We oppose the current initiative to downzone Harvard Square becau.se the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date N :ne of Owner or Agent property Address(s)
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business distri.ct, because we believe that the

initiative represent,s an unrealistic restriction on future development
.

"aiid one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentable

space in Harvard Scn.iare and ultimately drive up our rents.

We furthermore believe that Harvard Square is the current retail center

of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.
jA7e oppose ttre current initiative to downzune Harvard Square bec.mse the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Name of Owner or Aqent Propert'/ Address(s)
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SMALL BUSINESS 0W2!ERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

We, the undersigned, are opposed tc the current irjitiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
0

ahd one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentable

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.

We furthermore believe that Harvard Square is the current retail center

of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.

'Ae oppose the current initiative tc: downzorie Harvard Square because the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Da te Na:ne of Owner or .'tqent Property Address(s)
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june 3, 1988

Mr. Joseph Connarton
City"C1erk for the
Cambridge City Council
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Dear Mr. Connarton:

In opjiosing the petition of Mary Cordon et al. which..proposes
to downzone Harvard Square to an FAR of 2.0, I wish to express
my concerns as a"property':m'anager'-in Harvard Square.

Harvard Square, as we know it today, has evolved through a -

process of endless effort by countless people over many genera-
tions. The changes in Harvard Square have not been quick or
without community involvement. Over a quarter of a century ago,
the Historical District was created in an effort to preserve the
nature and character of the SquartA

It seems obvious to me that we don't need another coalition to
defend Harvard Square. What we need are people who are not afraid
to face each other across the table and work out their differences
in an attempt to achieve their common goals.

The Coalition's proposal seems to send a signal that the governing
bodies aren't doing their job: '

Furthermore, through this proposal, the Coalition will bring about
a dramatic change in the Square. Changes not only to the physiciil
shape of buildings, but to the total use of the Square by intro-
ducing the new dimension of residential housing into an area that
has existed for hundreds of years as a strictly commercial area.

It should be emphasized again that the laws of supply and demand

will prevail. Because of this, retail space will become even more
desirable as the supply remains static. Retail shops will experience
even greater turnover, as the shops we have all come to appreciate
as the very essence of Harvard Square will be forced to 1cok for
more affordable space elsewhere. Replacing them will be larger
chain stores which will be more generic in nature and common to all
the other shopping areas througout New England.

People don't come to Harvard Square to look at the buildir.gs per se.
We all come because the Square supplies our needs. We come because
we enjoy doing business with the Sandy Caha1y-~s and the Charlie
Sages and all the other store owners who add vitality and personality
to the Harvard Square we all know and care for.
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Issues like taxes must not be overlooked. These small businesses
pay almost two and a half times the amount of tax the residential
community pays. Reducing development means reducing tax revenue
from the business community...a reduction which will also cause
a reduction in community services and programs. If services are
to be maintained, taxes must come from the residential sector.
The Coalition's proposal brings in another new eleiiient...that of
residential housing. It is mentioned that this concept may have
worked in California. The Coalition is giving us examples of areas
which were primarily residential areas first and commercial areas
second. This isn't the case here. Streets and sidewalks will
become the playground and storefronts will become the drawing
boards. Store owners will be forced to install security shutters
over their windows.

In c1'osing, I am against this proposal and the adverse effect itwill have on Harvard Square.

Sincer 1y,

R,c
:,

K.
G.ttt

Agent,for JFK and Bratt1e street propert:i.es
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hay 26, 1988

TO: JOSEPH E. CONNARTQN

CITY CLERK

FROM: KEVIN T. M DEVITT, CHAIRMAN
BOARD OF ASSESSORS

IN REPLY TO YOUR MEMO OF MAY 23, 1988, PLEASE BE ADVISED

THAT WE HAVE, THIS DAY, FORWARDED TO JOAN LASTOVICA, CITY

ENGINEER, THE WRITTEN PROTESTS FOR THE MARY CONLAN ZONING

PETITION.
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Nancy Carney Date May 23, 1988

Assessors Dept.

From Joseph E. Connarton Reference

City Clerk
Subject

Nritten protest to zhe Mary Conlan petition.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the Mary Conlan, et

al zoning petition.

hbuld 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.

\%

£.
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

t

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge '
7'\S p:assachusetts Avenue
, -:.,1, Uge, Massachusetts 02139

ijear rir. Connarton:

As Cambridge land owne rs, we oppose i n i t s entirety the .

proposed changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance set forth in the
"i'imendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Ma ry Conlan, R

. philip Dowels, jean Lorentz, .john pitkin, Webb

Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, Gladys P. Gifford, and others dated
i'iarch, 1988, which, among other thi.ngs, proposes to reduce the size
of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the Harvard Square
Overlay District (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and
(b) by reducing the maximum allowable building height to 40 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 5
, s:ates

generally that no zoning ordinance can be adopted except by a

two-thi rds vote o f the City Council. Fo r Cambridge, this would
mean s i x councilors. The statute provides that prior to final
approval o f a change to the ordinance, i f there i s a written
protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the owners
of twenty per cent or more of the area of the land proposed to be
included in such change, or of the area of the land immediately
adjacent extendinq three hundred feet therefrom," then a

three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to enact the
proposed change to the ordinance.

We are owners o f real estate which will be affected by the
Amendment Petition and we now so file such a protest.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay District was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad coalition of residents, property owners,
city of£icials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the '

'passage o f a significant numbe r o f amendments designed t o
strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations.
The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
oF Harvard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at
the same time allowing f o r responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

These recent changes createC the Harvard Square Overlay
District Mvisory Committee "Aicse membership includes 13 members,

.
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most o f which represent neighborhood and put)lic interests. All
proposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reYiewed by the
Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to pr:n'ide a

publi c forum f o r citizens t o express thei r concerns about the
proposed developme:.t. Oevelopment is also subject to the t'iarvard
Square Development Guidelines o f the Cambridge Hanning i3oard.
These procedures give extensive controls ove r development i n

Har'vard Square and together with the existing historic regulations,
conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls on development projects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvarcf Square. We oppose the
Amendment petition because further regulation such as that proposed ·

by the Amendmen t petition constitutes an unreasonable loss o f
property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to
build in Harvard Square.

b

Diminution of develotmnent is not an effective way to encourage
affordable housing altg'.!g'h t he Amemjment Petiticm attempts ' c!

do this. Realistic incentives rather than unrealistic
disincentives are needed. In the Harvarci Square Overlay District
there are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have

. rents which are controlled by local, -state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue o f affordable housing i s no t a Harvartl
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

we oppose the Amendment petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because che changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,
work, and shop in Harvard Square.
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

t

I

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge -

0

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

.
.

.Dear Mr. Connartom
.

+ ,

As Cambridge land owne rs, ye oppose i n i ts entirety the .
.proposed changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance set forth in the
"ttmendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Mary Conlan, R. philip Dowds, joan Lorentz, .john Pitkin, webb
Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, GlUys P. Gifford, and others dated
ly!arch, 1988, which, among other things, proposes to reduce the size ,

of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the tiarvard Square
Overlay District (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and
(b) by reducing the maximum allowable building height to 40 feet.

Massachusetts " General Laws Chapter 4 DA, 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
me an s ix councilors. The statute provides that prior to final
approval of a change to the ordinance, i f the re i s a written
protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the owners
of twenty per cent 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 th r'ee hundred feet therefrom," then a

three-fourths vote (7 councilors) would be necessary to enact the .

proposed change to the ordinance.

We are owners of real estate which will be affected by the
AmenCiment Petition and we now so file such a protest.

.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay District was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad 'coalition of residents, property owners,
city officials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the
passage o f a siccnZficant number of amendments designed to -

strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations. I

The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
of HarUard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at "

the same time allowing f o r responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

P

These recent changes created the Harvard Square Overlay
District Advisory Committee whose membership inCludes 13 members,
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mos t of which represent neighborhood and pu8lic ir:terests. All
proposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by the
Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a

public f o rum f o r citizens to express thei r concerns about the
proposed development. Oevelopment is also subject to the iiarvard
Square Oevelopment Guidelines o f the Cambridge Planning Board.
These"" procedures give extensive controls ove r development i n

Harvasd Square and together with the existing historic regulations,
conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls on development projects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
Amendment Petition because further regulation such as that proposed P

by the Ameridment petition constitutes an unreasonable loss , of
property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to ,

build in Harvard Square.
. e

Diminuticjn of development is not an effective way to encourage
affordable housing although the Amemjment Petition attempts to
do thi s . Realistic incentives rather · than unrealiStic
disincentives are needed. in the tiarvard Square Overlay District
there are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have

rents which are controlled by local, -state, or federal governmental
" regulations. The issue o f affordable housing i s not a Harva rd

Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.
'We oppose the Amendment petition's proposed changes to the

Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,
work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Da te Name of Owner or Agent property Mdress(s)
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge . .

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Connarton:
As Cambridge land owners, ,we oppose in its entirety the .proposed changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance set forth in the

"Amendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Mary Conlan, r. phiIAp Dowels, joan Lorentz, _john Pitkin, webb
Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, Gladys P. Gifford, and others dated
March, 1988, which, among other things, proposes to reduce the size
of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the Harvard Square
Overlay District (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and
(b) by reducing the maximum allowable building height to 40 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 per cent 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.

We are owners of real estate which will be affected by the
Amendment Petition and we now so file such a protest.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay District was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad coalition of residents, property owners,
city officials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the
passage of a significant number of amendments designed to
strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations.
The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
of Harvard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at
the same time allowing for responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

These recent changes created the Harvard Square Overlay
District Advisory Committee whose membership inCludes 13 members,
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most of which represent neighborhood and public interests. Allproposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by the
Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a
public forum for citizens to express their concerns about the
proposed development. Development is also subject to the Harvard
Square Development Guidelines of the Cambridge -Hanning Board.
These procedures give extensive controls over development in
Harvard Square and togethec with the existing historic regulations,
conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls on development projects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
Amendment Petition because further regulation such as that proposed '

by the Amendment Petition constitutes an unreasonable loss, of
property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to
build in Harvard Square.

Diminution of development is not an effective way to encourage
affordable housing although the Amendment Petition attempts to
do this. Realistic incentives rather ·than unrealiStic
disincentives are needed. In the Harvard Square Overlay District
there are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by 1ocal,-state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue of affordable housing is not a Harvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

We oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge' or the people who live,work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Name of Owner or Z'tgent Property Address(s)
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

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

Dear rar. Connarton:

As Cambridge land owners, we oppose in its entirety the
proposed changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance set forth in the
"Amendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Mary Conlan, R. philip Dowds, joan Lorentz, .john Pitkin, Webb

Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, Gladys P. Gifford, and others dated
Marcfi, 1988, which, among other thi.ngs, proposes to reduce the size
of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the Harvard Square
Overlay oistrict (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and

~(b) by reducing the maximum allowable building height to 40 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 per cent 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.

We are owners of real estate which will be affected by the
Amendment Petition and we now sq file such a protest.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay District was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad coalition of residents, property owners,
city officials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the
passage of a significai"tZ number of amendments designed to
strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations.
The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
of Harvard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at
the same time allowing for responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

These recent changes created the Harvard Square Overlay
District Advisory Committee whcse membership includes 13 members,

+
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mo s t q f which represent nr;'-cLhborhood and public interests. Allproposed buildings over 200 " be reviewed by theCommittee and the Committee i !arings to provide a
publi c fo rum f o r citizens "d concerns about the
proposed development. Deve

/Yt p . ject to the Harvard
Square Development Guideli — lge Planning Board.These procedures give e x luje' q&L&AZ v e r development inHarvard Square and together SjZ
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istoric regulations,conservation district regul r'm 7-' S n regulations, design(

review regulations, and em - ons, already providesufficient controls on cleve
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the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods s . J i

1

;qua[e. We oppose the
Amendment Petition because g .cik't h"C>,m. :uch as that proposed ·

by the Amendmen t Petitioi nreasonable loss o fproperty value and creates
y)

/" on anyone trying tobuild in Harvard Square. s 1/ ' ·
b

Diminution of developm :ive way to encourageaffordable hc'us i n'j a I the".' ?!2tition attempts t c!
do this. Realistic A ,.¢ _._ _

: - than unrealisticdisincentives are needed. In the Harvard square Overlay Districtthere are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by local, -state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue o f affordable housing i s no t a Harvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

We oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,work, and shop in Harvard Square.
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mos t o f wh ich represent nei°ghbothood and public interests. Allproposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by theCommittee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a
publi c forum f o r citizens to express thei r concerns about the
proposed development. Development is also subject to the Harvard
Square Development Guidelines o f the Cambridge Planning Board.
These procedures give extensive controls ove r development i n
Harvard Square and together with the existing historic regulations,conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already providesufficient controls on development prQjects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
Amendment Petition because further regulation such as that proposed '

by the Amendment Petition constitutes an unreasonable loss o fproperty value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying tobuild in Harvarci Square.
b

Diminution of develownent is not an effective way to encourage.a£fcn"dable hous.imj :a1 thc";jh t he Amendment P2tiricjn attempts t" c!
do this. Realistic incentives rather than unrealisticdisincentives are needed. In the Harvard Square Overlay Districtthere are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by local, -state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue of affordable housing i s not a iiarvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

We oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,work, and shop in Harvard Square.
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MAY 24, 1988

TO: JOSEPH E. CONNARTON

CITY CLERK

FROM: KEVIN T. M DEVITT, CHAIRMAN
BOARD OF ASSESSORS

IN REPLY TO YOUR MEMO OF MAY 16, 1988, PLEASE BE ADVISED

THAT WE HAVE, THIS DAY, FORWARDED TO JOAN LASTOVICA, CITY

ENGINEER, THE WRITTEN PROTESTS FOR THE MARY CONLAN PETITION.
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" INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

r

"[,," Nancy Camey '

Date May 16, 1988

Board of Assessors

F'om Joseph e.
connarton{j&

Reference

City Clerk
Subject

mitten protest to the Mary Conlan, et al zoning petition.

Enclosed you will find two Copies of the lastest written protest received by this

office to the Mary Conlan zoning petition.

hbuld you kindly certify the property owners and transmit the second copy to the

Engineering Dept.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

t
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk
City of Cambridge . ,

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Fir. Connarton:
As Cambridge land owners, ,we oppose in its en'tirety the

proposed changes in the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance set forth in the
"Amendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Mary Conlan, R. Philip Dowels, joan Lorentz, john Pitkin, Webb
Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, Gladys p. Gifford, and others dated
March, 1988, which, among other thi.ngs, proposes to reduce the size
of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the Harvard Square
Overlay District (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and
(b) by reducing the maximum all,owab1e building height to 40 feet.

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 4QA, 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 finalapproval of a change to the ordinance, if there is a written
protest stating the reasons for the protest, signed by "the owners
of twenty per cent 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.

We are owners of real estate which will be affected by the
Amendment Petition and we now so file such a protest.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay District was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad coalition of residents, property owners,
city officials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the
passage of a significant number of amendments designed to
strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations.
The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
of Harvard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at
the same time allowing for responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

These recent changes created the Harvard Square Overlay
District Advisory Committee whose membership includes 13 members, :

¥
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most of which represent neighborhood and public interests. All
1

proposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by the
' Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a:

public forum for citizens to express their concerns about the
( proposed development. Development is also subject to the Harvard
1 Square Oevelopment Guidelines of the Cambridge -Planning Board.

These procedures give extensive controls over development in
Harvard Square and together with the existing historic regulations,{

' conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls on development projects and the impact of these

, projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
i Amendment Petition because further regulation such as that proposed ·

, by the Amendment Petition constitutes an unreasonable loss of
: property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to1 build in Harvard Square.i

Diminution of development is not an effective way to encourageaffordable housing although the Amendment Petition attempts to
do this. Realistic incentives rather ·than unrealiStic
disincentives are needed. In the Harvard Square Overlay Districtthere are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by 1ocal,-state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue of affordable housing is not a Harvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

We oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,work, and shop in Harvard Square.

D3te N e of Ow er or Agent Property €dresslsl,
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most of which represent neighborhood and public interests. All
proposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by the
Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a

public forum for citizens to express their concerns about the
proposed development. Development is also subject to the Harvard
Square Development Guidelines of the Cambridge Elanning Board.
These procedures give extensive controls over developnent in
Harvard Square and together with the existing historic regulations,
conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls"on development projects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
Amendment petition because further regulation such as that proposed ·

by the Amendment Petition constitutes an unreasonable loss of
property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to
build in HarvarCl Square.

Diminution of development is not an effective way to encourage
affordable housing although the Amendment petition attempts to
do this. Realistic incentives rather than unrealistic
disincentives are needed. In the Harvard Square Overlay District
there are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by local, state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue of affordable housing is not a Harvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

We oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,
work, and shop in HarvarCl Square.

""'" A)" °e/=E' "operty Address(s)

Sa 1 ZSkhauser, v.Q.
fn i- f' resident and Fe11cms
of Harvard College
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PETITION OF PROTEST TO PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT

r
joseph E. Connarton
City Clerk (m
City of Cambridge
795 i¶assachusetts Avenue

KCambridge, Massachusetts 02139 02

nDear Mr. Connarton:

as Cambridge land owners, we oppose in its entirety the
proposed changes in the Cambridge zoning ordinance set forth in the
"Amendment Petition" proposed by The Coalition for Harvard Square,
Mary Conlan, r. Philip Dowds, joan Lorentz, john Pitkin, Webb

Nichols, jonathan S. Myers, Gladys P. Gifford, and others dated
raarch, 1988, which, among other things, proposes to reduce the size
of buildings that can be built as-of-right in the Harvard Square
Overlay District (a) by cutting the maximum FAR in half to 2.0 and
lb) by reducing the maximum allowable building height to 40 feet.

e

Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 4QA, 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 zo 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 per cent 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.

We are owners of real estate which will be affecteci by the
Amendment Petition and we now so file such a protest.

Only two years ago the Harvard Square Overlay ijistrict was the
subject of a comprehensive review process which involved the active
participation of a broad coalition of residents, property owners,
city officials, businesses, and institutions and resulted in the
passage of a significant number of amendments designed to
strengthen and clarify the existing Overlay District regulations.
The new zoning provided further constraints to protect those areas
of Harvard Square which all agreed should be preserved, while at
the same time allowing for responsible development to occur on
appropriate sites.

\

These recent changes created the Harvard Square Overlay
District Advisory Committee whose membership includes 13.members,
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most of which represent neighborhood and public interests. All
proposed buildings over 2000 square feet must be reviewed by the
Committee and the Committee must hold public hearings to provide a

public forum for citizens to express their concerns about the
proposed development. Development is also subject to the Harvard
Square Development Guidelines of the Cambridge Hanninq Board.
These procedures give extensive controls over development in
Harvard Square and together with the existing historic regulations,
conservation district regulations, rent control regulations, design
review regulations, and environmental regulations, already provide
sufficient controls on development projects and the impact of these
projects on neighborhoods surrounding Harvard Square. We oppose the
Amendment petition because further regulation such as that proposed
by the Amendment Petition constitutes an unreasonable loss of
property value and creates an undue hardship on anyone trying to
build in Harvard Square.

Diminution of development is not an effective way to encourage
affordable houSing although the Amendment petition attempts to
do this. Realistic incentives rather than unrealistic
disincentives are needed. In the Harvard Square Overlay District
there are over 400 residential units and more than 60% of them have
rents which are controlled by local, state, or federal governmental
regulations. The issue of affordable housing is not a Harvard
Square issue but one to be looked at citywide.

we oppose the Amendment Petition's proposed changes to the
Cambridge Zoning Ordinance because the changes will not serve the
best interests of the City of Cambridge or the people who live,
work, and shop in Harvard Square.

PRESIDENT AND FELLOWS OF
HARVARD COLLEGE

:

:J,;
See Attached List of properties Owned by Harvard
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June 20, 1988

CA1·1BRIDGE HA.

TO: Joseph E. Connarton
'

City Clerk N1^
FROM' Kevin T

. McDevitt, Chairman
Board of Assessors

In reply to your memo of June 14, 1988, please be advised

that we have, this day, forwarded to Joan Lastovice, City
Engineer, the written protests for the Mary Conlan, et al
zoning petition.
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- CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
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' INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

To Nancy Carney Date june 14, 1988

Assessors Dept.
From Joseph E. Connarton Reference

City Clerk
Subject

Written protest to the Mary Conlan petition

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to

the Mary Cor,lan, et al zoning petition.
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,

I
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOi NING HARVARD SQUARE
CP,1'1BRIDGE HA.

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
4

and one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentable

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.

We furthermore believe that Harvard Square is the current retail center

of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.

Ide oppose the current initiative to downzone Harvard Square because the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Na:ze of Owner or i'tgent Property /'.ddressX)
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CAi'1BRIDGE
MA.

JUNE 7, 1988

TO: JOSEPH E. CONNARTON

CITY CLERK L)
FROM: FAITH D. MCDONALD, PRIN. ASSESSOR

BOARD OF ASSESSORS

IN REPLY TO YOUR MEMO OF JUNE 2, 1988, PLEASE BE ADVISED

THAT WE HAVE, THIS DAY, FORWARDED TO JOAN LASTOVICA, CITY

ENGINEER, THE WRITTEN PROTESTS FOR THE MARY CONLAN ET AL

ZONING PETITION.
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T° Nancy Carney Date June 2, 1988

Assessors Dept.
From Reference

Joseph E. Connarton
Subject City Clerk

Written protest to the Mary Conlan petition.

Enclosed you will find two copies of the written protest to the Mary

Conlan, et al zoning petition.

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.
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47ThorndikeStreet

Cambridge,Massachusetts02141

Telephone617-577-9666

19 May 1988

To the City of Cambridge Planning Board
and

To the Honorable City Council/Ordinance Committee

RE: Conlon, et al petition to amend the Zoning Ordinance,
Article 11.50 -- Harvard Square Overlay jjistrict

We are architects and property owners in Harvard Square who
strongly oppose the proposed downzoning petition. We would
like to add support to some of the arguments voiced by
residents, owners and business people Tuesday night before
the Planning Board.

Our most overriding objection is that the petition makes a
mockery of a process that the City of Cambridge desperately
needed and finally put in place in 1986 with the Revised
Overlay District. It also discredits the regulatory bodies
that are already in place, including the new Mvisory Board
as well as yourselves on the Planning Board and City
Council.

Real estate is a long-term business. It requires years of
planning. Land purchases are made on what can reasonably be
expected to be legally built by the time the shovel hits the
ground. As the individual from CWT explained Tuesday night,
we too would not have bought the properties we did at the
east er:d of the Square if we had had any indication that the
zoning in place at that time was going to be dramatically
devalued. We bought our properties in 1984 and proposed a
new building that met the zoning at that time. We enlisted
architects, engineers and consultants, and met with
prospective tenants. These professionals made their
business plans accordingly. The whole process was arrested
when the amended Overlay was proposed. We had to wait 1-1/2
years for the revisions and process for enforcement to be
put in place. We discovered that what worked in 1984 no
longer worked in 1986 despite the support of the
neighborhood groups, the Historic Commission and the
Advisory Board.

We have since revised our plans and established a scheme of
building preservation that we feel could now work under the
revisions of 1986. However, once again, we are confronted
with waiting for and fearing changes that would make our

PeterF..Madsen,President

Jan Brodie RichardBacker BruceWhite MichaelCh'-i RoslynM.Watson Jonathan Haar
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property worth one-third of what we paid for it. Ne have
obviously also lost a considerable amount of money in our
design and redesign, our innumerable presentations
to neighborhood groups and by simply holding on to vacant
properties for 4-1/2 years. There is a total lack of
respect in the current petition for those who have tried
very hard to work with residents and within the system that
was created specifiCally to avoid the very chaos that was
evident Tuseday night. ijespite the concluding arguments of
Mr. Dowds, there are no winners or losers. This is not a
game. If the proponents keep "coming back again and again"
there will be a perpetual moratorium. Those who are there
now will have preserved their interests, but built such a
wall to newcomers and businesses that the Square willstagnate.
What is so frustrating is that the regulations and
regulators are already in place to listen and evaluate the
concerns expressed by the downzoning proponents. No one
gets a special permit or variance by luck -- they are issued
at the discretion of formal boards and councils. projects
are presented publicly so all community members may
contribute in the decision making process. The Mvisory
Board also reviews all projects; it is made up of a true
representation of the very diverse Harvard Square
population. If a project gets their support, it is truly a
reflection of constructive compromise and a democratic
system. If the proponents do not believe these bodies are
strong enough then we would suggest directing the energies
of all of us in the community to improving what exists. The
current petition does not strengthen the controls in place
but rather overrides them and says that once again some
people have changed their minds.

4

We are all willing to work within the system. We ask that
in the next 90 days you respect and accept the process that
exists and consider the importance of consistency.

jj .

P er E. Madsen
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To the City of Cambridge Planning Board
and

To the " Honorable city ' Cotmcil/Ordinance Committee

" Cambridge City Hall.
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA

ttTTN: Mel Gadd, Chairman of the Zoning Board
VIA TAXI
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CharlesSquareAssociates
Suite 2100

600AtlanticAvenue
Boston, MA02210

617 367-2300

May 19, 1988

City Ordinance Committee
City of cambridge
cambridge, Massachusetts

Dear Ladies/Gentlemen:

I am presenting this statement as representative of the ownership
of the Charles Square project in cambridge, one of the largest,
private tax payers in the City. when Charles Square was
conceived in 1976, it spurred a great deal of controversy and
public review. In the anticipation of development in the
Southwest Sector, an award winning study was done in 1975 by
Monacelli Associates for the City of cambridge. This study was
used in the planning and development of Charles Square in
anticipation of the acceptance of the recommendations as well as
other subsequent studies by Professor Vigier and Chadbourne in
1984 and Lane Frenchman and Associates in 1986, all leading up to
the present Harvard Square Overlay District guidelines and
eventual zoning as adopted in the winter of 1986.

One of the original foundations of design considerations for
Charles Square was, in fact, the Monacelli study, whose focus was
on the development of the Southwest Sector of the Square. The
study emphasized the linking of the River and the Common, "These
areas should be linked to the core by pedestrian ways, landscape
treatment, and building development." Charles Square was the
forerunner of that consideration which helped create the
pedestrian walkway now leading to the Kennedy Park, and in itscreation made available funds for the implementation and
amenities now found in the Park. The study also encouraged
development in this area to continue the "extensive street walls
of two to six stories - walls should be continued in a 60- to 80-
foot height limit imposed in the core". "The parallel street
walls should lead to triangular open spaces." As with the
forecourt of charles Square, the Vigier Study further emphasized
the need to be site-specific rather than wading in with a heavy
legislative hand when it stated, "rather than legislative tools,
Brattle Square needs vision of what it might become. Design
studies should be conducted to explore alternatives with regard
to height, bulk, distribution facade treatments, relationships of
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City Ordinance Committee, Cambridge
May 19, 1988
Page 2

the buildings to the street, and use. The consensus as to its
(Brattle Square) character can be translated into site-specific
design controls."
Lane Frenchman went a step further as this report is totallysite-specific, covering all the potential sites of the Square.
It even makes suggestions as to the design, bulk, and even
architectural characteristics of certain pre-eminent sites."
The studies of these professionals endorse not only the type of
development that is proceeding through the Harvard Square
Advisory Committee and Planning Board approval but also the
processes by which it is happening. We need to let the Harvard
Square Overlay Mstrict plan continue to be the guideline and
architectural sculpture of Harvard Square and not create
financial havoc and a no-growth position in the Square by
adopting a petition which would allow for one story of retail and
two stories of residential as the maximum buildable for all the
remaining sites of the square.
We are emphatically opposed to the petition as presented to the
Ordinance Committee and request its defeat; the City should
follow the plans already in place and allow the community process
of seven years to go forward. The unhealthy economic situationwhich would result from adoption of this petition has been put
forth by others, but it is just as important that the
characteristics of the Square, which are ones of diversity - not
standardization of materials or heights, be allowed to' continue
under this planning effort. It is a misconception to think that
Harvard Square is either static economically or culturally. The
Square of the 60's is not the Square of the BO'S and the Square
of the 40's was not the square of the 60'S; times change and what
makes the Square unique is its ability to change with the times.

Very truly yours,
CHARLES ARE ASSOCI T S

Q
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19 May 1988

Councillor William H. Walsh, Chairman
Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment Petition

Dear Mr. Walsh:

My name is John Hayes. I
am the President of The Architects CoIlaborativejnc.

of 46 Brattle Street. We are an architectural firm, usually called TAC, and we
employ 280 people many of whom are Cambridge residents. We wish to go on
record as opposing the Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment Petition as
proposed by the Coalition for Harvard Square., since we do not believe it is in the
best interests of the city or the Cambridge residents who work in our firm.

Our offices have been in Harvard Square since 1945. When I joined TAC thirty

years ago, our offices were in a wood frame house at 63 Brattle Street. In the
mid sixties, we built our own building at 46 Brattle street, which we still
inhabit, and a few years later, we built our second, adjoining building at 8 Story
Street to accommodate our expanding staff. About a year ago, we recognized thzt

we really need larger, mOre open floor areas in which to work, and enough
expansion space so that we can continue to grow. With the help of a real-estate
consultant, we explored locations in Boston, Charlestown and the suburbs before
deciding that we really had our roots in Harvard Square and want to stay here.
After exploring possible locations in Harvard Square, we came to agreement with
Carpenter and Company to build a new home for ourselves on the site of the
Harvard Motor Inn. Initially, we would occupy about sixty percent of the office
space in the building and, over a period of ten years, could take over the rest of
the space (except the retail space on the street floor ) in order to become the sole
occupant of the office portions of the building. This would allow us to stay in

Harvard Square with space designed to allow us to work effectively, and enough
expansion space to allow us to stay together in that building for the foreseeable
future.

The Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment Petition as proposed by the
Coalition for Harvard Square would make it impossible for us to go ahead with

our plan to establish our new home in Harvard Square since it would reduce the
size of the new building to a space even smaller than our existing building,
leaving us no possibility of future expansion.

.
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TH E ARCHITECTS COLLABORATIVE INC.

We also oppose the Amendment because we believe that, in its current form, it

will not achieve a better urban environment for Harvard Square.

We offer this statement both objectively, from our experience as planners and
urban designers, and, subjectively, as members of the Harvard Square
community and architects and prospective occupants of one of the projects that
would be affected by the amendment. TAC has been a part of the Harvard Square
community for over forty years and, although we work on a national and
international basis, our home and the work we do is tied essentially into the
Square.

Harvard Square is special because of its diversity. In an area of just a few
blocks, there is a mixture of academic, commercial, residential, retail and office
uses. The current guidelines of the Overlay District, developed after many years
of careful study, have been in place since only 1986. Their focus has been to
approve development on a project by project basis to retain and enhance the
unique qualities of the Square. The process currently in place has been
successful in allowing thoughtful new development to proceed while preserving
the intrinsic characteristics of the Square. We support continued application of
the current guidelines and their implementation through the Harvard Square
Advisory Committee.

We believe that our new building at One Eliot Square as currently designed,
reflecting community input through the Harvard Square Advisory Committee,
would enhance the Square and would enable us to continue to contribute to the
community of Cambridge.

We feel that TAC contributes to the diversity of the community by its presence in

the Square. In addition to being an employer of Cambridge residents, we are a
center for architectural work, a link between the Graduate School of Design at
Harvard and the School of Architecture and Planning at MIT and the architectural
community. We serve both schools as teachers, guest critics, and employers of
students and it is essential to our work that we be nearby. We have designed

many local projects for Harvard and the Cambridge community, including the
Harkness Graduate Center, the Harvard Athletic Facility on Soldiers Field Road,
additions to the Kennedy School of Government, the mixed use development at

Mifflin Place and the condominiums to be built at the St. Paul's Rectory. We work
with several local architectural and engineering firms; our firm's large

presence in the Square bolsters local businesses including architectural supply
and photocopying stores and, of course, restaurants. Our continued presence in

the Square will be a substantial benefit for Cambridge.
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TH E ARCHITECTS COLLABORATIVE INC.

The proposed amendment would affect the planned project for tac's new
headquarters in several ways. Our experience as planners leads us to believe it

will not achieve its stated objectives. To the contrary, we feel it will encourage
the very kinds of uses and abuses of the Square which generated the concern
motivating the proposed amendment.

1. The ordinance is directed at limiting an FAR for any project to 2. The
economic reality is that such a low FAR would limit the amount of revenue to be

gained from any new development and would encourage the high cash flow, high

turnover businesses that detract from the diversity of the Square. The Square
should be a place to serve the citizens of Cambridge primarily rather than the
tourists or transients.

2. The ordinance would limit the City's flexibility in adapting the
parking requirements to the particular site. Although the plans for the TAC
headquarters would affect the existing parking under the Harvard Square Motor
Inn

, our plans call for increasing the percentage of parking we currently have
available for our own employees and there will be additional parking avai|ab|e for

cars for the public.

3. While the proposed amendment attempts to limit congestion in the
Square, generally, it is important to note that the proposed TAC building would
replace the existing Motor Inn. There is simply no comparison between a motel
catering to transienls which generates traffic throughout the day and an office
building for an architectural practice. The proposed amendment would
discourage a positive use of the site, with a stable, quiet office tenant, and allow a
potentially negative use to continue.

The current guidelines for the Harvard Square Overlay District were put in place
in 1986 after careful and extensive study. They take into account the realities of
the business climate, the needs of the ammunity, and the advantage to the City of
thoughtful growth. They establish a process for review of proposed projects
which allows for community participation at crucial points in the development of
a project and allows Cambridge to tailor developments to the unique
characteristics of particular sites. This process works and we believe it serves
the community's interest

.
We, therefore, urge continued support of the existing

guidelines for the Overlay District and rejection of the proposed amendment.

Sine re ,

' .C?
"~~ohn F. Hayes, AIA

President
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

~

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
+

ahd one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentab1e

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.
T/.te furtker'zore be'! ieve that Harvard Square is the current retail center
of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.

We oppose the current initiative to downzone Harvard Square because the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Name of Owner or Agent Prcjperty Mdress(s)
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone
"

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
.

ahd one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentab1e

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.

We furthermore believe that Harvard'Square is the current retail center
of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.

We oppose the current initiative to downzone Harvard Square because the

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Name of Owner or Agen,t property Address(s)
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SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OPPOSED TO DOWNZONING HARVARD SQUARE

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the current initiative to downzone

the Harvard Square business district, because we believe that the

initiative represents an unrealistic restriction on future development
&

ahd one which will prevent desirable growth in the supply of rentable

space in Harvard Square and ultimately drive up our rents.
Tile furthermore believe that Harvard Square is the current retail center

r

of Cambridge and that reasonable change and growth increase the market

for our goods and services and create the best environment for small

businesses such as ours to continue to thrive in Harvard Square.

We oppose the current initiative. to downzone Harvard Square because the
- _J

proposed amendment to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance will not serve the

interests of people who live, work, and shop in Harvard Square.

Date Name of Owner or .'tgent Property Address(s)
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r Greenman,Grossman & Duffy
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

77SUMMER STREET

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS OZIlO

KARLGREENMAN TELEPHONE
DAVIDE.GROSSMAN (617)542-0297
WILLIAM B.DUFFY.JR.
STEPHENC.FLASHENBERG
FREDERICKS.PAULSEN

TELEFAX

MEL.1SSAJ.ROSS°
(6|7)5q2-7853

RICHARD L.WULSIN
JOSEPHM.SAMSON"

OFCOUNSEL

LESLIERATLEYBEACH GERALDJ. BURZILLO

'ALSOADMJTTEDIN NY

*LSOADMITTEDINDCANDMD

May 19, 1988

Cambridge City Council
Cambridge Planning Board
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA

Re: Harvard Square Overlay District Amendment

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

I am writing to oppose the proposed Harvard Square
Overlay District Amendment petition as filed in March of
1988. My client's property, located at 1430 Massachusetts
Avenue is the large commercial and retail structure running
from Baybank to Church Street and facing directly onto the
Square. The owner has long been committed to preserving the
character and aDpearance of Harvard Square, and for this
reason has granted to the Cambridge Historical Commission a

permanent easement preserving the appearance of the Mass. Ave

facade. This assures that, ultimately, all of the retail
storefronts will conform to the historic easement. I write,
therefore, as representative of an owner with a proven
financial commitment to preservation of the character of the
Square which derives from its diverse mix of buildings old
and new.

The proposed amendment petition will do nothing to
advance the stated goals of the petitioners. The downzoning

in Business B district from 4 to 2 will result in substantial
diminution in land assessment revenues. The proposed
inclusionary housing bonus provision for an increase in floor
area ratio from 2 to 3 will act as a disincentive to produce

any housing at all. Affordable housing requires substantial
subsidies, not penalties in the form of elimination of
valuable space. The proposed amendment will not assist the
current process but will stop growth entirely by creating
substantial impediments to housing, rehabilitation, and to
new projects.
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" Greenman,Grossman &Duffy

Lastly, as business people, we note the new theory
advanced here, that limiting supply of retail space will
somehow lower rents and lower costs. This unprecedented
theory ignores the fact that demand for retail space springs
ultimately from spending patterns. As you know, if demand

increases while supply decreases, price of space invariably :

increases.
We urge you to defeat this ill conceived amendment, and

support the current planning process which, however
complicated, has resulted in a vibrant, active mix of
buildings in Harvard Square.

i erely,

Leslie Rat ey Bea h, Attorney
For Barbara Murphy, Trustee
Owner of 1430 Massachusetts Avenue
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Compi1"ation of all written protests received to
the petition of Mary Conlan, et al to amend the
Zoning Ordinances in Section 11.50, Harvard
Square Overlay District by creating a new sub-

, sectim l!i.542 \w"ith regard to Floor Area Ratios,
" As-of-Right Limitations , Special Permits for

additional FAR & the reduction of maximum height
limits presently established. (Conlan petition
failed of ordination on July 25, 1988).
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July 25, 1988
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