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EDWARDH. LINDE
PRESIDENT

,AprU 8, 1992
Cambridge City Council
City of Cambridge
Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Trip Reduction Ordinance

Honorable Members of the City Council:

Boston Properties, as the largest commercial landlord in
the City and the second largest property taxpayer in the City,
welcomes this opportunity to share with you our perspective on
what is at stake in your vote on the Trip Reduction Ordinance
proposed by the City Manager. While you may not be surprised
by our opposition to this ordinance, i hope you will agree,
after listening to our reasons, that the proposal before you,
while laudable in intent, will have a disastrous unintended
effect.

we have had the privilege to be a part of Cambridge's
successful efforts to carry out the commercial revitali-zation of East Cambridge. we have found the City to be an
excellent place to work and an insightful and cooperative
partner in guiding development to meet public goals. Indeed,
the over 1.5 million square feet of space developed at
Cambridge Center to respond to the goals set by the City
through the Kendall Square Urban Renewal plan was constructed
at a pace that far exceeded everyone's expectations.

We attracted not just businesses already located in
Cambridge but also firms from Boston and new start-up
companies. This was because we had a site with the advantages
of both direct service by the MBTA Red Line and the capacity
to provide parking; because Cambridge had a substantial price
advantage when compared to downtown Boston, both in rental
rate and in City taxes, and a relatively small premium over
suburban space; because the amenities of Kendall Square were
rapidly expanded to include a range of restaurants and
shopping and handsome new parks, plazas and open spaces; and
because of whatever value we added to the project through our
own skills and resources.

BOSTON PROPERTIES·8ARLINGTON STREET· BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS02116-3495·TEL. 1617) 859-2600

BOSTON,MA·NEWYORK,NY·WASH1NGTON,DC
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However, as I alr sure you know, the entire economic
environment has changed profoundly in the last two years. one
of the most important aspects of that change is that
Cambridge's competitive advantage as a location for businesses
has been drastically reduced, and in some respects entirely
eliminated or worse. Rents in Boston are now as low or lower
than in Cambridge, ard rents are far lower in many distressed
suburban buildings. Companies in every field of endeavor are
now focused on reducing their operating costs by reducing the
number of people they have employed (which of course reduces
their need for space) and by seeking the very best economic
terms for renting facilities. This has led many companies to
be far less concerned about exact location than in the past,
and far more ready to move from one city or town to another in
order to make certaiF that they reduce their operating costs
to levels that will test assure economic survival. And on top
of this, individual cities are themselves taking unprecedented
initiatives to try and attract businesses to their locations,
as was recently demoRstrated in the case of Genzyme.

While Cambridge still has many attractions for many
businesses, it labors under the additional disadvantage of a
reputation, albeit in our opinion an unfair one, for at best
not having a pro-business attitude, and at worst, having an
anti-business one. This has become more important than ever
where the issue for many businesses is survival. It is in
this setting that I urge you to consider how your vote on the
proposal before you will be interpreted and what its impact
will be.

I do not think anyone in the business community has the
least quarrel with the objective of meeting federally mandated
clean air act goals. I think you could and would have the
cooperation of the business community in developing practical
means to achieve these goals. But if you enact an ordinance
that applies only in Cambridge, let alone one that contains
provisions that many businesses believe are unfair or
impractical, I can assure you that such an action will have
direct results in decisions of firms to move out of Cambridge,
or not to come to Canbridge in the first place. The
consequences of this would be severe in terms of further
reductions in rents and values in commercial property in
Cambridge and reduced commercial property tax proceeds. Itwill have similar dire results for the hundreds of small
businesses in Cambridge -- restaurants, merchants, suppliers
of business services -- who depend on the business and working
population of Cambridge to support their own endeavors.
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Unfortunately, you will never hear direct testimony from
many of the businesses to be impacted by the measure under
consideration. Most will only learn about the ordinance after
it is enacted. Their response will be to consider it as one
more factor, in this case a decidedly negative one, as they
weigh the assets and liabilities of a Cambridge location
against the many other choices available to them throughout
the Boston metropolitan area.

More and more, tusinesses are concluding that while they
enjoy being in Cambridge, they do not have to here. There is
no City action that can keep all these businesses in
Cambridge, but the City does have the power to tilt the
playing field away from itself, and to induce businesses to
leave.

What I believe is badly needed now is a vote on this
ordinance that is a strong, united statement from the Council
that the City is comiUtted to a regional solution to the clean
air problem, but is resolutely opposed to actions that would
unfairly restrict and penalize only businesses in Cambridge,
and place them at any operating disadvantage.

I thank you again for allowing us to submit our comments
on this matter.

Very trul yours,

ia

Edwa<i . Linde



Statement bV the Massachusetts Institute of TechnologY
City of Cambtridge State Implementation Plan

April 8, 1992

Te Massachusetts Institute of Technology would like to express its
support tor the 1990 Clean Air Act and the adoption of a regional State
Implementation Plan to acheve the goals set out by the Act.

MIT, like many other entities, has implemented a number of trafhc
mitigation measures m the past 18 years since the 1974 Clean Air Act.
Measures such as t-pass sales, telecommummting perogralns, flex work
schedule programs, bicyck programs and shuttle sqvices have shown to
be efiective means of vehicle trip reduction at MIT and at the many
businesseswhich have also implemented these types of efforts.

We would like to continue to work with the City of Cambridge and
others to identify reasonable and productive initiatives to address the
issue of clean air attainment in our city and this region. We believe that
a regional state implemeniation plan is not only a fair and equitable
answer to this serious dilemma, but also the most effective method m
attempting to reach the objectives of the 1990 Clean Air Act.

Sarah J. Eusden
Assistant for GovernmentRelations
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CSC Index
A ComPany Q/'Coniputer Sciences Corpmtion

April 8, 1992 CSC Index

Ordinanee CQ=ittee of the City Council
Cambr£dge City Council
Cambridge, MA 02139

Atta: City Clerk

Reference : Vehicle Trip Reduction OrChance (VTR)

Dear Members:

As a member of the Cambridge business community I would
petiticm the ¢)rUnanee Conmittee of the City Council

,

Ro,t, to Mopt the proposed VTR Ordinance as :Lt stands.

T feel that the City Council shc:uld work with and encourage
the Ccmucmwealth o:E Massachusetts tQ develop and 1Aplemettt
a region wide program and not place Cambridge in a
unique pcMticni of trying to ginglehauedly Uldress a
problem that requires a unified regicirt wilie prc'graua.

Your review and coR$ideratZon OF this matter will be

6reatly ppreciated.

V y Ly yours.
. E

D id G. Robija$QR
Pre8ident

DGR/rpt

Fivc Catnbridgc Center '

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02 142-1493

6!7.492.)500
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"" "' Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods""
Wednesday, April 29, 1992

P.O. Box /9, Canibridge, MA 02238 / (6/7) 354-5670

Cambridge City Council / OrdinanceCommittee
Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman

.':

"
':

" '1\ City Hall
I':

,

5 ,t,) Cambridge, MA 02139

'Directors Dear COrn";1^r TAZMC.

CharlesBahnej' Thank y( pa t ])(~ )osa!s for near-term ac-
PhilipDowds

,

Nancy Downer hons rek the new Clean Air Act

Dan Geer State Imj k you for giving this is-

Elaine Kistiakowksy sue the p rice Committee, and for
Deb Lambert . .

Henry Lukas giving C(

Jack Martinelli
Debra McManus We've W. , and won't here repeat

PriscillaMcMillan ourselve: term actions and next
Anne Toop steps, we ridings and recommen-

Resource Board dations. below:

Joel Bard
— It'S ] tialterably opposed" to

Jennie Bush . . .
Gladys Gifford the for sub-districtmg the

Stephanie Gramolini resic true that ,a,l,l. residents
Dean Johnson refuse ro corLslaer any constraints on their personal driving clr park-
Steve Kaiser ing within tie City. CCLN still supports a version (the note plan,
Steve Landau , , , ,

Karen Larsen .r
not the quadrant plan) of resident parking sub<hstricting, and be-

Don Mach'er lieves that such a plan can bring actual benefits to City neighbor-
HowardMedwed hoods — not to mention reducing Vehicular Miles Traveled

.
Lynne Molnar . . .

John Reinhardt
(VMT'S) and so contributing to cleaner air. Thus we are most

Henry Shawah pleased to see that you plan further investigation and public dia-

logue on a resident sticker sub-districting plan centered on the

.
rapid transii stops.

— There may be some merit to imposing restrictions on City curbside

parking now deemed to be "unregulated", althou'gh we think the

benefits, in terms of reducing VMT'S, have been greatly over-stated.

However, our reading of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) of
1990 does Rot disclose that the parking permit "bank" established

by the MOA would be stocked by such an action. If you have been

advised otherwise, then you ought to seek outside legal counsel on
this one.

You seek to "improve" the existing MOA. In terms of "improving"
the MOA, we've made plain our views that key provisions of the

MOA have gone unenforced for nearly two years now. You may
recall that a point of MOA enforcementwas to extract mitigations
and benefifs from exemption violators in exchange for continued
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'"" "" Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods""
Wednesday, April 29, 1992

P.O. Bar /9, Canibridge. MA 02238 / (6/7) 354-5670

Cambridge City Council / OrdinanceCommittee
It Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman

,':
':

'""'.':,. City Hall
-'.,

y ) Cambridge, MA 02139
>

\

"Directors Dear Councilor Wolf:

CharlesBahne j' Thank you for your mailing describing your proposals for near-term ac-
Philip Dowds

, , , ,

Nancy Downe, hons relative to the City's progress in addressing the new Clean Air Act

Dan Geer State Implementation Plan. More generally, thank you for giving this is-
Elaine Kistiakowksy sue the prominence it deserves within the OrdinanceCommittee, and for

Deb Lambert . . . .

Henry Lukas giving CCLN time to present its case.

Jack Martinelli
Debra McManus We've written and spoken on this topic at length, and won't here. repeat

PriscillaMcMillan ourselves. Regarding your proposals for near-term actions and next
Anne Toop steps, we're in substantial agreement with your findings and recommen-

Resource Board dations. In particular, we offer the comments herebebw:

Joel Bard
— It's more or less true that "residents" are "unalterably opposed" to

Jennie Bush . . .
Gladys Gifford the Manager's four zone (quadrant) plan for sub-dlstrlctlng the

Stephanie Gramolini resident-only parking. However, it's not true that ,a.l,l. residents
Dean Johnson refuse to consider any constraints on their personal driving or park-
Steve Kaiser ing within the City. CCLN still supports a version (the node plan,
Steve Landau , , , ,

Karen Lar,,,, ,
not the quadrant plan) of resident parking sub-districtmg, and be-

Don Mach'er
"

lieves that such a plan can bring actual benefits to City neighbor-
Howard Medwed hoods — not to mention reducing Vehicular Miles Traveled

. .
Lynne Molnar ' ' 1

'

John Reinhardt
(VMT'S) and so contributn g to cleaner air. Thus we are most

Henry Shawah pleased to see that you plan further investigation and public dia-

logue on a resident sticker sub-districting plan centered on the

,
rapid transit stops.

There may be some merit to imposing restricticns on City curbside

parking 11ow deemed to be "unregulated", although we think the

benefits, in terms of reducing VMT'S, have been greatly over-stated.

However, our reading of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) of
1990 does not disclose that the parking permit "bank" established

by the MOA would be stocked by such an action. If you have been

advised otherwise, then you ought to seek outside legal counsel on
this one.

You seek to "improve" the existing MOA. In terms of "improving"
the MOA, we've made plain our views that key provisions of the

MOA have gone unenforced for nearly two years now. You may
recall that a point of MOA enforcementwas to extract mitigations
and benefits from exemption violators in excliange for continued
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' CCLN operation as a commercial parking facility; this concept seems to

have died a premature death. The City doing what it promised to

Councilor Alice
Hq would be a big MOA improvement for us. More generally, if

Wolf none of the o d rules are ever enforced, why should the public have

4/29/92 any confidence in future enforcement of the new SIP, whatever it
may be?

One reason the City bank of commercial parking permits is

bankrupt (again) is that the IPCC gave away its scar.t stock cjf per-
mits as fast as it could, then collapsed into lethargy. The non-CCLN

majority of the IPCC does not believe in the parking freeze, nor in
aggressive traffic mitigation, nor in the MOA or SIP — and hence

has expended no energy on MOA enforcement, nor on studying
how to make local parking management serve the long-range public '

interest. So: If the purpose and result of beefirig up the IPCC (from

three to five members) is to introduce some new energy and con-

structive thinking into this group, we are all in favor of it. If the

new appoint2es are just more of the same, then don't bother.

— Implied, but not specificallydescribed, by your proposals is a struc-

tured effort to cooperate with the State in perfecting the Cambridge

component of the new SIP, and coordinating our part with the re-

gional program. A "meeting" with State officials probably won't be

,
enough. Instead, we think you should be calling for State cGopera-

tion in the invention and implementation of a detailed joint work

. .
plan and timetable with specific tasks, products and target dates

leading to some concrete progress in the foreseeable future. With-

out a work plan, we fear that SIP invention will return to dormancy

until the next exogenous crisis sets a fire and forces the City and
. t State to hustle around on short notice once more. Included here-

with is our letter to State on this same topic.

On the whole, we support and endorse your current efforts to deal with
these issues. Please continue to keep us posted, and feel to contact us

when you have questions or requests of your own.
. .

Best wishes,
CCLN Inc

GA 6L/iLML%

Daniel Geer Debra McManus
President ' Director

.

CC:

Governor WilliamWeld, Cambridgeresident

The Cambridge City Council
Cambridge ECO
ConservationLaw Foundation

J

>
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CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

june 30, 1992

City CouncillorAlice Wolf
City Hall
795 MassachusettsAvenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

.
Dear CouncillorWolf:

I have recently had a chance to meet with members of the business community
' to assess the result of the new:y passed ordinances dealing with the clean air

issue. I wish to convey their thanks for your efforts in creating a new clean air
ordinance acceptable for all parties involved. Recognizing that compromise is

not always easy, thank you forcreatii " "-" "" "Qmhridae communities
to work together to find a solutbn. Y I

has definitely allowed Cambridje to
marketplace.

As I have stated in the past, the Che I?
, ind

others to create a better public·prive I

with you to make Cambridgea beth

With warm regards,

,vUA
Robert D. Lewis
Executive Director

859 MASSACHUSETTSAVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 (617)876-4100
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CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

June 30, 1992

City Councillor Alice Wolf
City Hall '

795 MassachusettsAvenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

.
Dear Councillor Wolf:

.

I have recently had a chance to meet with members of the business community
'

to assess the result of the newfy passed ordinances dealing with the clean air
issue. I wish to convey their thanks for your efforts in creating a new clean air
ordinance acceptable for all parties involved. Recognizing that compromise is

not always easy, thank you for creating a forum for all Cambridge communities
to work together to find a solutbn. Your support in solving this complex issue
has definitely allowed Cambridge to remain competitive in a challenging
marketplace.

As I have stated in the past, the Chamber is always willing to work with you and
others to create a better public-private partnership. I look forward to working
with you to make Cambridgea better place to live, work and study.

With warm regards,

,%!ZA
Robert D. Lewis
Executive Director

859 MASSACHUSETTSAVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 (617)876-4100



CAMBRIDGE
Post office Advisory Committee 1/29/91

Mr. Peter Gessell Ms. jacqueline Carroll
p. o. Box 390862 p. O. Box 390881
Cambridge, MA02139-0862 02139-0881

Ms. Margaret Bailey Mr. Russ Tessier ·
° P. O. Box 390864 P. O. Box 390861

Cambridge, MA 02139-0864 02139-0861

Ms. Rona Turano ' Ms. Pamela Thomure
P. O. Box 390863 P. O. Box 390871
Cambridge, MA 02139-0863 Cambridge, MA 02139-0871

Mr. Leon Taylor Mr. Michael.Sullivan
p. O. Box 390877 P. O. Box 390872
Cambridge, MA 02139-0877 Cambridge, MA 02139-0872

Mr. Robert Stern . Mr. Mark Roderick
P. O. Box 390874 P. C). Box 390882
Cambridge, MA 02139-0874 Cambridge, MA 02139-0882
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Honorable Cambridge Citj
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Mass. 02139

Dear Couneilors:

The Clean Air Committee ( would likC to
thank the Cambridge City expressed by
various members of the c: Dsed Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance. We ?oncepts
articulated by Councilloi - ---- ---j ·^jLulCil'S Ordinance
Committee and discussed at the Committee's April 14th meeting.

q

The ilnportance of clean air and taking steps to improve the quality of the air
we breathe is our collective goal. We endorse the need for a regional

,solution to air pollution. Every business, neighborhood, and community in the-
region should work together to clean the air. '

We oppose mandatory regulations that apply only to Cambridge and not to
neighboring communities. Such regulations will only encourage the needless
relocation of Cambridge companies and jobs to other communities. Such

relocations are financially damaging to both the company involved and to the
City of Cambridge and will not contribute to cleaner air for the region. ,

The Chamber°s Clean Air Committee is in general agreement with Councillor
Wolf's recommended three-tiered approach. By adopting measures which can be

readily implemented and have wide support in the community, the Council will
be taking positive steps to a cleaner environment; improving the interin
ordinance will provide needed flexibility, and working together to identify
potentially useful measures, our city can help move the region toward our e

collective goal. ,

0

Measures like expanding the commuter mobility program (including municipal 0

0

employees), promoting bicycle usage, focusing on pedestrian needs, controlling
visitor parking passes, encouraging local employment for Cambridge residents, :

.

pressuring the MBTA to improve public transportation schedules and routes,
promoting clean fuels for veP-icle fleets (including the City°s own vehicles), :

and adopting traffic policies which differentiate street usage, will
demonstrate commitment and cksire to reduce air pollution. '

%

859MASSACHUSETTSAVE CAMBRIDGE,MA02139 (617)876-4100 :

_1....
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CAMBRIDGECHAMBEROFCOMMERCE
.

April 23, 1992

Honorable Cambridge City Council
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue ,

Cambridge, Mass. 02139

Dear Councilors: ·

The Clean Air Committee of the Cambridge Chamber of Commerce would likc to
thank the Cambridge City Council for listening to the views expressed by
various members of the city°s business community on the proposed Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance. We understand and support most of the concepts
articulated by Councillor Alice Wolf, Chair of the City Council's Ordinance
Committee and discussed at the Committee's April 14th meeting.

t

The iinportance of clean air and taking steps to improve the quality of the air
we breathe is our collective goal, We endorse the need for a regional

,solution to air pollution. Every business, neighborhood, and community in the.
region should work together to clean the air.
We oppose mandatory regulations that apply only to Cambridge and not to
neighboring communities. Such regulations will only encourage the needless
relocation of Cambridge companies and jobs to other communities. Such

relocations are financially damaging to both the company involved and to the
City of Cambridge and will not contribute to cleaner air for the region. ,

The Chamber's Clean Air Committee is in general agreement with Councillcr
wolf's recommended three-tiered approach. By adopting measures which ctn be '

readily implemented and have wide support in the community, the Council villbe taking positive steps to a cleaner environment; improving the interim
ordinance will provide needed flexibility, and working together to identify
potentially useful measures, our city can help move the region toward our 1

collective goal.
.

,

P

Measures like expanding the commuter mobility program (including municipal ¶

P

employees), promoting bicycle usage, focusing on pedestrian needs, controlling
visitor parking passes, encouraging local employment for Cambridge residents,
pressuring the MBTA to improve public transportation schedules and routes,
promoting clean fuels for vehicle fleets (including the City's own vehicles), :

and adopting traffic policies which differentiate street usage, will
demonstrate commitment and desire to reduce air pollution. '

¶

859MASSACHUSETTSAVE CAMBRIDGE,MA02139 (617)876-4100 :

BB



A

4 ¥

· 'J
b'

Honorable Cambridge City Council
Page Two

.

Other steps such as sampling employee transportation needs to establish a base

line will help move forward those concepts being studied for future
implementation. Care must be exercised to ensure correct sampling and-

analytical modalities for this base line surirey to be reliable.

Suggestions like increasing off-street municipal parking fees and a

progressive residential parking sticker fee structure might have consequences
not' fully understood. They should oniy be implemented after careful
deliberation., We welcome suggested initiatives to improve the interim" ·

ordinance. Additional spaces added to the bank and distributed fairly will
support job creation and eccmowic development efforts. .

The Council, city officials, residents, and business representatives should

join together to continue to pursue sensible measures in which the city can
positively contribute to improving air quality. We are prepared to fully
participate in regional air pollution plans and measures as put forward across
the Commonwealth.

We expect and urge the City Council to require the active participation of the
Cambridge Chamber of Commerce, the city's employers and employees, and the

city's commercial landlords in addition to residents, in crafting future local
measures to reduce air pollution. '

,

C

Again, we thank the City Council for this opportunity to continue to work
together to resolve these complex issues.

Sincerely,

Cambridge Chamber of Commerce

iu'z=

I

6
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CAMBfiKEE XA.

EDWARDH. LINDE
PRESIDENT

May 13, 1992

Honorable Cambridge city Council
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Aven'
Cambridge, MA 02139 Ijj JJ'nCLt

Re: Proposed g

Dear Councilors:

on behalf of Boston Pr ess our
appreciation for the o s given to
members of the busines pinions
regarding a proposed n action the
Council took on April t took those
views into considerati with the
balanced way. in which sues in the
past, and it reinforce Cambridge is
a terrific place for b nd grow.

In regard to the specific issues at hanct, we nave seen the Letter
previously submitted to you by the Clean Air Cominittee of the
Chamber of Commerce and are in agreement with many of the
positions expressed there. We have, however, some additional
comments, which we hope you will consider in the context of our
experience and situation as a developer in Cambridge.

Specifically, since starting our first building at Cambridge
Center in 1980, we have completed over 1.5 million square feet of
development and become the largest commercial landlord and second
largest taxpayer in Cambridge. Our objective for the future is
not only to retain tenants in our existing buildings in
Cambridge, but also to build additional buildings for expansion
of Cambridge companies and for firms that will be started in the
future or can be attracted from other parts of the Boston region.

From this perspective, we think transportation management plan
requirements for new development as part of a SIP can not be

categorized as a non-controversial measure. We ask that such
requirements not be immediately adopted, but be deferred ur.til
they are further reviewed and assessed, for the following
reasons:

BOSTON PROPERTIES.8ARLINGTON STREET· BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS02116-3495·TEL.(617)859-2W

BOSTON,MA·NEWYORK,NY·WASH1NGTON,DC
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2Abf6RiflGE MA.

EDWARDH. LINDE
PRESIDENT

May 13, 1992

Honorable Cambridge City council
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Proposed SIP Ordinance

Dear Councilors:

On behalf of Boston Properties, I would like to express our
appreciation for the opportunity that the council has given to
members of the business community to express their opinions
regarding a proposed new SIP Ordinance, and for the action the
Council took on April 27 in passing a resolution that took those
views into consideration. We see this as consistent with the
balanced way. in which the City has addressed such issues in the
past, and it reinforces our own long held view that Cambridge is
a terrific place for businesses to locate, operate and grow.

In regard to the specific issues at" hand, we have seen the letter
previously submitted to you by the Clean Air Committee of the
Chamber of Commerce and are in agreement with many of the
positions expressed there. We have, however, some additional
comments, which we hope you will consider in the context of our
experience and situation as a developer in Cambridge.

Specifically, since starting our first building at Cambridge
Center in 1980, we have completed over 1.5 million square feet of
development and become the largest commercial landlord and second
largest taxpayer in Cambridge. Our objective for the future is
not only to retain tenants in our existing buildings in
Cambridge, but also to build additional buildings for expansion
of Cambridge companies and for firms that will be started in the
future or can be attracted from other parts of the Boston region.

From this perspective, we think transportation management plan
requirements for new development as part of a SIP can not be

categorized as a non-controversial measure. We ask that such
requirements not be immediately adopted, but be deferred until
they are further reviewed and assessed, for the following
reasons:

BOSTON PROPERTIES.8ARLINGTON STREET· BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS02116-3495.TEL.(617)859-26(X)

BOSTON, MA· NEWYORK, NY ·WASH1NGTON, DC
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Page 2

(I) As you know, it is extremely difficult to make new
development work under current conditions in the regional
economy and real estate markets. If you wish to see any
new development added to the City's economy and tax base,

traffic management plans,should be carefully designed to
accommodate this, and at the very least should not
intentionally or by result discriminate against new
development.

(2) Any plan that is implemented should address the specific
expansion needs of existing businesses.

(3) Traffic management requirements might best be included as

part of zoning and special permit procedures (as the;'
have been in the past) rather than added or duplicated in
separate SIP requirements.

(4) Most importantly, the amount of completed developmen't in
the City is vastly larger than whatever relatively small
amount will be added in the years immediately ahead, and

there is relatively little to be gained by even the 'most

draconian measures focused on new development.

As it happens, tomorrow Boston Properties will be celebrating
"world class commuting Day" on the plaza at Cambridge Center for
the third year in a row, as part of National Transportation Week.

We have initiated centralized efforts at Cambridge Center in MBTA

pass distribution, car-pooling, commuter van access and the like,
and believe more widespread and enhanced efforts of this sort can
be implemented on a voluntary basis across the city as a whole.
This cein do much to achieve clean air goals, and the very Rnnited
opportunities for new development that will present themselves
during the coming years should be encouraged rather than stifled
by uniquely burdensome requirements.

We look forward to continuing to work with the city on measures
to achieve the goals of the Clean Air Act while being careful to
avoid unnecessary obstacles to new development at this
particularly sensitive time, and to assure that no disadvantages
are established for businesses in Cambridge that would limit
their abilities to function and adversely affect t;he economy and

tax base of the City.
Very t ly yours,

J//' '
C

Ed ahi-.ii Linde

cc: Robert Healy



Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods'""

P.O. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (6/7) 354-5670

Thursday, April 23, 1992

'
' '

. Cambridge City Council / Ordinance Committee
/ ' Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman
i '

,

.' City Hall
'

Cambridge, MA J2139

DUrectors %

CharlesBahne J,
Dear Counci

==, We're in rec€ { ii 92 ciariiying "'ty
Dan Geer policy regarc with the 1990 Clean

Elaine Kistiakowk'y Air Act. We that the Citv, other
Deb Lambert

, , , ,·
Henry Lukas communities 'ate in forging a re-

Jack Martinelli gional plan ( 2 of your proposed
Debra McMamis resolutions.

PriscillaMcMillan
Anne Toop

We understai ! pressure tc appear
Resource Board "business frit compelled to point

Joel Bard out that "tim because the finance

Jennie Bush and develop Dk in the 'BO's, "in-
Gladys GiBord vesting" our regional savings in a multitude of projects which could not

Stephanie Gramolini hold their value. A truly "business friendly" Council (or State) will act to

==," restrain private speculation and short-sightedness, and make public poll
SteveLandau cy supporting the long-rangeviability of the region. We hope the Court-
Karen Larsen cil can remember this as it proceeds to the next steps of Clean Air Act
Don Maclver implementation.

Howard Medwed
LynneMolnar

,
John Reinhardt Best wishes,
Henry Shawah CCLN Inc

a'r
Daniel Geer ' Philip Dowds
President Director ·



Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods'""

P.O. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (617) 354-5670

Thursday, April 23, 1992

Cambridge City COUNCIL/ Ordinance Committee
Ms Alice Wolf, Cmincilor / Chairwoman
CityHall
Cambridge,MA J2139

Directors

CharlesBahne J,
Dear Councilor Wolf:

PhilipDowds
Nancy Downer We're in receipt of your draft order dated for 27 April 92 clarifying City

Dan Geer policy regarding municipal planning for compliance with the 1990 Clean
Elaine Kistiakowksy Air ACt. We arE in complete agreement with you that the Cit"f, other

Lkb Lambert
. , . .-

Henry Lukas communities and the State must start now to cooperate in forging a re-
Jack Martinelli gional plan of compliance, and we endorse all three of your proposed

Debra McManus resolutions.
Priscilla McMillan

Anne Toop
We understandthat the Council is under considerable pressure tc appear

Resounce Board "business friendly" in "these difficult times". We feel compelled to point

Joel Bard out that "times a:e tough" especially in New England because the finance
JennieBush and development industry was permitted to run amok in the 'BO's, "in-

Gladys Gijgbrd vesting" our regional savings in a multitude of projects which could not
StePham': Gramolini hold their value. A truly "business friendly" Council (or State) will act to

==:" restrain private s?eculationand short sightedness, and make public poll
Steve Landau cy supporting the long-rangeviability of the region. We hope thE Court-
Karen Larsen cil can remember this as it proceeds to the next steps of Clean Air Act
Don Maclver implementation.

Howard Medwed
LynneMolnar

,
John Reinhardt Best wishes,
Henry Shawah CCLN Inc

aY
Daniel Geer ' Philip Dowds
President Director .



0

. · ~+
.

I

' '

0
0 ~

r
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Conservation Law Foundation 9 Chauncy Street //54 348 Franklin Street
3 Joy Street Cambridge, MA 02 138 Cambridge, MA 02139

Boston, MA 02108
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Ms. Cheryl Souza . Mr. Ger"a1d L. Hathorne Mr. Bili Zamparelli
]32li Oxford Street Polaroid Corporation 7 Emmons Place
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Cambridge, MA 02141
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Ms. Sabrina Birner
'

Mr. Eric Benson Mr. JoF.n E. McCarthy

8 Chatham Street //2 Polaroid Corporation 1697 Cambridge Street ,

Cambridge, MA 02 139 Technology Square Cambridge, MA 02138 '

Cambridge, MA 02141
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Mr. Bill Cavellini Mr. John Pitkin Mr. John Natale
274 Brookline Street 18 Fayette Street

" 92 Fourth Street ,

Cambridge, .Ma 02139 Cambridge, MA 02139 Cambridge, MA 02141
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Mr. Bob Lewis Ms. Barbara Norfleet Ms
. Carolyn Hcf fman

Chamber of Commerce
.

79 Raymond Street. 10C Reed Street
859 Massachusetts Avenue Cambridge, MA 02140 Camb ridge ; MA 02 140

Cambridge, MA 02139

0

Mr. Peter Madsen Ms . Happy Green .
Mr. Michael Cantalupa

47 Thorndike Stree.t 33 Fenno Street Boston Propert.ies
Cambridge, MA 02"141 Cambridge, MA 02138 8 Arlington Street

Boston, MA

0

Mr. Carl Olson Mr. Richard Vendetti Ms. Sarah Eusden/M.I.T.
209 Broadway 28 Winter Street 77 MassachuseEts Avenue
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= BORDEN,INC.
GROCERYAND

lmBomEN-ns specialtyproducts
GOTTOBEG00D DIVISION

JOHNH.SCHIERING
VICEPRESIDENT-GENERALMANAGER
CANDYPRODUCTS

April 8, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
Office of the Mayor
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mayor Reeves:

Everyone is concerned with environmental issues, however, we believe that the
proposed Vehicle Traffic Restriction Ordinance (VTR), as written, does not
adequately consider the impact its enactment will have on the economy of this
comnunity.

Ide are a manufacturing business and employ over 600 people, most of whom are
Cambridge residents. lde have chosen to remain in our current facility despite
the logistical difficulties it presents, primarily because of the quality of
our employees and our loyalty to them.

Unreasonable restrictions such as those contained in the proposed ordinance,
however, may force us to re-think this decision.

In conclusion, we suggest that these issues are best addressed at the State and
Federal levels. It is clearly inappropriate for one community to unilaterally
"hamstring" its economy while others continue unaffected. Indeed, environmental
problems do not stop at the city line. Let's get them addressed at a level that
fairly benefits us all.

ordia11
,

Kl - _>

joh H. Schieri g

.
..

jHS:kc

134CAMBRIDGESTREET
CAMBRIDGE, MA02141-1819
TELEPHONE: 617/498-0504

180EASTBROADSTREET
COLUM3US,OHIO43215-3799
TELEPHONE: 614/225-4484



BIOPURE'

April 8, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
Office of the Mayor
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mayor Reeves:

Biopure recently completed construction of a facility in East Cambridga We
decided to locate our operations there because of the support Cambridge has
given in the past to the biotechnology industry,

We share in your desires to make Cambridge a high quality area in which
peoplo work. However, we feel that the impact of various State Implementation
Plans and Vehicle Traffic Restriction Ordinances imposed by the City of
Cambridge will be a great burden to us and will place unreasonable restrictions
on our operations in Cambridge, These type ordinances seem more equitably
imposed, if at all, at the state lwel.

f/ve look forward to discussing these issues in greater detail,

Sincerely yours,
" ,7

Li) " pa?:4"
Carl W. Rausch ('

Chairman, CEO

P
,

,
L

C-:"-_-

I
...j",L:'ALl/l

b i A. Lajoie
Vice President - Fin cc

BAljref

BTOPURE Corporation, 68 Flarrison Avenue, Einmn, MA CM.!] Tdephom 6W351)-7800 Tdcfax 6E7/35C).-66!4



, ,. SULTANA REALTY TRUST
" P.O. BOX 71

CAMBRIDGE, MA O21n41

April 8, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
Office of the Mayor
City Hall
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

subject: Proposed vehicle Trip Reduction ordinance

Dear Mayor Reeves;

I am writing on behalf of Sultana Realty Trust and
Tarvis Realty Trust to voice our opposition to the vehicle
trip reduction ordinance that the Ordinance Committee of the
City Council is now considering. As background, Sultana
Realty Trust is the landlord for Borden, Inc., a
manufacturing compeny employing over 600 people, many of
whom are local residents. Among other tenants, Tarvis
Realty Trust is the landlord for Biopure, Inc., a highly
successful biotechnology company that recently located in
Cambridge. Their pilot lab/manufacturing facility currently
employees over thirty people. They plan to add more staff
in the coming months.

Three rationale support our position. First, air
pollution is a regional problem that should be addressed on
a regional basis. Cambridge alone has not created
Cambridge's air po:lution problems. Therefore, although itis commendable for the City of Cambridge to take such an
active approach, this problem is better addressed on a
regional basis. Second, the timing for the consideration
for this ordinance could not be worse from a business
perspective. Suburban communities are competing fiercely
for our Cambridge tenants. They are doing so, not only with
lower rental levels, but also ample quantities of free
parking and lower tax rates. While it can be argued that
the amenities that Cambridge offers differentiate us from
these towns, these tenants are trading off these amenities
for the advantages of suburban economics.

Finally, and perhaps more subtly, Cambridge business
people are concerned about the long term attitude of
Cambridge's government toward fostering and maintaining a
thriving, successftj business community. While many of
these entities are not active in city government on a
day-to-day basis, they do follow political developments that
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Mayor Kenneth Reeves
April 8, 1992
Page Two

affect their business. In our currently difficult economic
environment, uncerrain political support for pro business
activities is an attitude that greatly concerns them,
particularly when so many other communities are clamoring
for their business.

Mr. Mayor, I believe that if you polled most
businessmen in cambridge including myself, they would tellyou that they certainly support clean air activities. It is
in our best interest as well as the interest of future
generations. Practical solutions to our current air quality
problems, however, must be addressed on a regional basis. I
therefore urge you and the other City Councilors to work
closely with state and federal officials in crafting
region-wide solutions to a very pressing problem. Thank you
for your courtesy and consideration.

'1"::: '; /)Varney Himtlian
Trustee
Sultana Realty Trust
Tarvis Realty Trust

VH:cd '
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Office of Government Community 2 Garden Street

and Public Affairs ' Cambridge, Massaciiu5ettso2i38
6'7-495-4955

April 8, 1992

The Honorable Alice Wolf
Chair, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Council
Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge MA 02139

Dear Councilor Wolf,

As a major employer in Cambridge, Harvard University has been an active
participant in working to reduce traffic congestion and its resulting air
pollution in Cambridge. And the University remains committed to this
effort. However, Harvard does not support the proposed Vehicle Trip
Reduction (VTR) Ordiname as currently drafted. Harvard believes that
even a revised VTR Ordinance needs to be part of a regional plan in order to
achieve its intended goals and in order to avoid negative economic impacts
for Cambridge. Without a program of regional measures addressing air
quality, the Cambridge VTR Ordinance will have little real effect on
achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act.

In addition to the lack of a regional approach at this time, we are also
concerned that State or Federal authorities will detcrmine that the Parking
Freeze remains in effect even after the VTR Ordinance has been adopted.
Although clearly not interded by the City of Cambridge, based on recent
judicial decisions, some groups argue that the new Ordinance may result
in eliminating the City's Parking Freeze Ordinance, but not the Federal
mandate requiring a Freeze.

Although Harvard cannot support the VTR Ordinance as currently drafted
I would note that, for many years, Harvard has demonstrated a clear
commitment to comprehensive and responsible management of its
transportation and parking needs. Since the time that automobile traEic
first became an important issue in Cambridge, Harvard has undertakai
efforts to limits its traffic generation. These efforts have included items
listed below:

EFFORTS WHICH HAVE REDUCED HARVARD GENERATED TRAFFIC
*Housing approximately 70 percent of the University's Cambridge

students within Harvard facilities, ensuring
,

that they do no need to drive to and from Cambridge each day.

*Maintaining class schedules which distribute activity throughcmt
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the day, minimizing peak hour traffic.

*Placing a large pmportion of the parking spaces serving the main
campus in lots located outside of Cambridge (i.e. in Allston),
helping many employees who drive to work to avoid
Cambridge streets.

*Deve1oping a geographically compact, pedestrian-orientedcampus
rather than one requiring extensive transportation.

*Providing a subsidized MBTA transit pass program.

*Providing a shuttle bus serving and connecting the Cambridge,
Allston and Longwood Medical Area campuses.

*Emp1oying a faculty lstaff population of which approximately one-
third are Cambridge residents.

Harvard is committed to working with the City and our neighbors to have
responsible traffic management, and in particular to reduce traffic in

'· Harvard Square.

We believe Harvard's poHcies have resulted in a situation in which the
University's Auto Efficiency Ratio ("AER") would be better than that
expectecl to be required under the VTR Ordinance. However, the wording of
the VTR Ordinance suggests that Harvard may be required to adjust its
AER at the same annual rate as required of organizations that have done
nothing to-date to reduce auto usage.

In the draft ordinance itself, there are significant issues left unresolved. A
summary of specific concerns follows.

POINTS OF CONCERN IN PROPOSEDVTR ORDINANCE
*N0 target AER has yet been identified. Thus, there is no real way to

anticipate the impact of the Ordinance on an individual employer.

*\N'ith regard to zoning requirements for parking, the proposed
Ordinance only invites the Planning Board to revise zoning. It is
critical to the precess of managing transportation in Cambridge
that the result of this revision complement and coordinate with the
Ordinance. Such revisions should include reductions in minimum
parking requirements, and should encourage higher FARs in areas
well-served by traisit.

*The VTR Ordinance does not address the issue of "customers".
Retail stores generate traffic but are not dealt with at all in the
proposed Ordinance. Harvard's customers are its students yet
Harvard's notable achievements in limiting automobile use within
its large student population is completely ignored in calculating the

r
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AER.

*The VTR Ordinance only counts employees arriving during rush
hour, so the subskntial benefit resulting from the fact that many of
Harvard's employees arrive at other parts of the day is completely
ignored in calculating the AER.

.

*The VTR Ordinance counts employees who drive regardless of
where they park, so the fact that many of Harvard's employees drive
to the University's Allston parking lot via roads such as Storrow
Drive and the Massachusetts Turnpike is completely ignored in
calculating the AER.

*An employer's failure to certify the accuracy of an annual
employer survey response is punishable by a daily fine. Since the
response is a comFilation of employee responses to survey
questionnaires, no employer would want to "certify the accuracy" of
the response and risk liability without independently verifying each
employee's questicnnaire. Such an effort is unduly burdensome
and unworkable. In addition, a 75% response rate will be extremely
difficult for a large employer to achieve.

*There should be some objective criteria for rejecting a VTR plan. In
addition, the $300 3er day fine for failure to implement anv part of a
VTR plan exposes employers to immense financial risk . There is
also concern about the appeal process for rejected VTR Plans.

*It is not clear why Section 10.16.020.e differentiates "employers"
from "institutions "

*The definition of "worksite" should be changed so that non-
contiguous portiors of Harvard's campus (e.g. the Radcliffe
Quadrangle) can 1)2 included as part of the Harvard University
worksite. Harvari should only have to prepare one VTR Plan
annually for its entire Cambridge campus.

On behalf of the University, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Ordinance, and reiterate Harvard's commitment to work with the
CIty to achieve responsible traffic management measures that are part of a
regional plan to reduce air pollution.

' Sincerely,

lhjqg56
Happy Green
Director of Community Relations

4



Praxis International Inc. Richard Ik Stewart
Four Cambridge Center President
Cambridge, MA 02142-1489 Chief Executive Officer

Chairman
(617) 661-9790 Tel0praxis (617)497-1072Fax

April 8, 1992

Mr. Robert W. Healy
City Manager
City of Cambridge
Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mr. Healy:

This letter is being submitted to comment on your proposed new
ordinance regarding regulation of vehicle trips on behalfof four related
Cam bridge-based companies: Praxis International, ComputerCorporation of
America, Segue Partners, and MarketPulse. We are a family of companies u)at
has evolved from ComputerCorporation of America founded in Cambridge ever
twenty years ago. We maintain our headquarters and principal offices herE, and
currently have a total of 175 employees in Cambridge.

Our companies operate in the highly competitive environmentof the
computer software field -- which, as you know, is currently experiencing strong
recessionary pressures. Through good business practices and eMcient
operations, however, we are a profitable and debt-free corporate citizen of
Cambridge.

It is, thus, extremely disturbing to learn of proposed restrictionson how
employees of Cambridge companies can commute to work. We wish to voice
our strongest objection to such regressive measures as well as the bureaucratic
complications they will most certainly generate.

If these are put in effect to apply only in Cambridge, they cannot possibly
help to improve air quality even in Cambridge, let alone in the Boston area. We
would have to take such an action as a clear indication of the city's indifference,
or worse, to the challenging environment that businesses face in the 1990's.
And we feel it is particularly unfair to impose such restrictions on companies like
ours that have made a long term commitmentto Cambridge in the form of long
term leases. Were we wrong to believe that locating in Cambridge we would
receive fair and equal treatment with businesses located in other cities and
towns in the Boston area?



We do not normally irvolve ourselves in governmentaffairs in Cambridge
but we will be watching the outcome of the city's action on this proposed
ordinancewith close attention. We urge the city not to place these new
restrictions on ours and other firms simply because we have chosen to be
located in Cambridge. It will not produce clean air; it will simply be a clear
statement that the city government in Cambridge can be expected to act in a
way that places unique burdens on any business that operates within its borders,
even when there is no real resulting benefit to the public.

'53ottt
Richard D. Stewart
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%THEDtrideRitecoRpoRAToN
FMECAMBRIDGECENTER·CAMBRIDGE,MA02142

617/491-8800

AmoldHlatt
CFWRMANOFTHEBQARD

April 8, 1992

Cambridge City Council
City of Cambridge
Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02142

Re: Proposed Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance

Members of the City Council:

I am writing to express my strong support for the City'E
willingness to take a leadership role in ensuring that the. Clear.
Air Act goals for the Boston region are achieved. I am alsc
writing to express my deep concern over the possibility that, by
acting unilaterally, the City will place unnecessary hardships or
the operations of businesses in Cambridge, and place the economic
well-being of the city at risk, without adequately achieving the
basic goal of improved air quality.
When Stride Rite made its decision, in 1979, to move to Cambridge,
the availability of parking for our employees was an important
element in our selection process. We chose our Kendall Square
location in large part because it is right next to the M3TA Red
Line station, but we did not, and could not, know at that time what
our final needs for employee parking would be after the relocation,
or exactly how our employees would get to work. I know that ifthere had been a cloud over the certainty of our ability to provide
access to our employees in whatever way was best for them, 'and ifthat cloud had hung only over Cambridge, it would have weighted our
decision towards other locations that did not have such
restrictions. Today, when companies in Cambridge and out have more
choices over location than ever before, I must believe that the
passage of an ordinance restricting business use of parking in
Cambridge only would place this City at an enormous and unnecessary
disadvantage in trying to retain and attract businesses.

Stride Rite stands ready to do its part in supporting and
participating in the kind of regional effort that is necessary to
achieve clean air goals for Cambridge and for Greater Boston. Iwould ask you to carefully consider how this can be done in the
most productive way, without disadvantaging either businesses now

DMSIONS: STRIDERITE STRIDERITESOURCING SPERRY THEKEDS S1RIDERITE
INTERNAT1ONALCORP. INTERNATIONALINC. TOP-SIDER,1NC, CORPORATION CHILDRENSGROUP.INC.
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Cambridge City Council
April 8, 1992
Page 2

in Cambridge or the economy of the city. And I would ask you to
vote together to reject this proposed ordinance, in a way that
sends the message that we are committed to working towards a
regional solution and also makes decisively clear that the City of
cambridge wants businesses to stay and grow within its borders.

Sincerely,

(AL1%L hteZ"
Arnold Hiatt
AH:ets
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CAMBRIDGE MA.

820 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts
02139-3296

(617) 661-9622

April 7, 1992

The Honorable City Council
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

City Councillors:

The Cambridge Family YMCA opposes the enactment cf
the proposed Vehicle Trip Reduction (VTR) Ordinance being
considered by the Ordinance Committee of the City Council
at its meeting of April 8, 1992.

While the Cambridge Family YMCA supports "Clean Air"
objectives, the YMCA believes the VTR Ordinance places
this city m the unique position of trying to singlehandedly
address a regional problem which requires broad multi-
jurisdictional solutions.

The Cambridge Family YMCA urges the Cambridge City
Council to work closely with the Commonweatlh of Massa-
chusetts to develop and implement a region-wideprogrun
to promote "Clean Air".

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

tbut'
Richard A. Foot

&&CM8§ YMCA President

Y^p T
YMCA Mission:

<0 c' put Christian principles
in'o practice through programs

that builc healthy body,

United way mind, and spirit for all.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICES
614 Massachusetts Ave.

Cambridge, Mass. 02139
617-354-3358
fax: 617-354-5571 April 7, 1992

.
SHOWROOMS · ·'
614 Massachusetts Ave. 4¢1 " '

·G=" " "Cambridge, Mass. 02139 C3 t~a ..':
" 617-354-3358 The Ordinance Committee > =

":""""
;'7 ¥t :

1 0

11 Acton Rd. X # fAChelmsford, Mass. 01824
Cambridge City Council = =j-;,

508-256-9251 C i ty Hall m t '

":
929 Worcester Rd Cambridge, MA 02139 E. = 'Z;±i
Framingham,Mass. 01701 C'j "'I';;
'°'"'"""" m m 8!?
1280 Oaklawn Ave. Re: Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance (VTR)

Z © r" "
Cranston, Rl 02920

~, {"r;
401-463-6360 &" =.
7 jansen Court Gentlemen: " b =
W. Hartford, Conn. 06110
203-953-4015
23 Daniel St. Please record my opposition to the proposed VTR ordinance.
Milford, Conn. 06460
203-877-279' Although I am a firm believer in taking the initiative on many

issues, I do not believe that being the only City to implement
this proposed ordinance would actually provide much relief. I
feel that, when a number of other communities in our area are
prepared to act in unison, Cambridge should be amongst the first
to enroll and implement said proposed ordinance. Until the
other communities are ready to do so, any implementation by the
City of Cambridge would simply result in undue hardships for
Cambridge in its entirety.

I have three showrooms operating within the City of Cambridge.
I would be delighted to enjoy clean air, but my business would
suffer if Cambridge did this alone, and so would a number of my
employees .

I trust that deferment of this proposed ordinance will be made.
Otherwise, it would offer a severe handicap to the operation of
retail businesses, particularly small ones, as well as large ·

a

ones.
. ' " "
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F. Barron

CFB/b.6842

Memberof
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O California F'rocluc:ts Corporation "

169 Waverly St. " P.O. Box 569 " Cambridge, MA 02139-0569 ' 617-547-5300 " Fax 617-547-6934

April 8. 1992

HAND DELIVERED
' ,,ra · y 4

City Clerk ei #' _:
'

Cambridge City Hall Z' % Piig:

795 Massachusetts Avenue m =j' ["»l_;
'

. Xi I """"Cambridge, MA 02138 E5 c(j nZ
Attn: Cambridge City Council & a

Z}!
Ordinance Committee S ES

d2!z'

RE: Wednesday, April 8, 1992, 5.30pm.
° * a

' Hearing on the Proposed "VTR" (Vehicle Trip Reduction) Ordinance

Gentlemen/Mesdames:

California Products Corporation is a Cambridge paints, stains, and coatings manufacturer
employing approximately 95 people in Cambridge, and contributing over $35 million to Massachusetts'

economy. Because our factory workforce starts at 7am. and there is no frequent, close, public
transportation available, virtually all employees drive their personal vehicles out of necessity.. Only a

few employees actually live close enough together in the same general area to even consider carpooling.

If the proposed VTR ordinance were adopted we would have to seriously consider moving away from
the Cambridge area to one more hospitable to our operation.

Businesses and tenants seeking to locate in Cambridge would not be apt to locate here if parking
and/or commuting restrictions were more severe than other areas without such :estrictions. If all
communities in a region had the same "rules" it would be more fair to all concerned.

Automobile exhaust emissions generated in our neighboring cit'ies of Boston, Watertown or
Somervilledon't "know enough" to stop at the Cambridge border! This is, perhaps, an indirect way of
stating bluntly that the air quality in Cambridge depends on the quality of the "adjoining" air from the
whole region.

We therefore believe that the proposed VTR ordinance should not be enacted because it requires
Cambridge to single-handedly address a regional problem that requires a regional solution. The City
Council should work closely with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to develop and implement a

regional program.

P

,,,,,=e!4<
Vice President
Compliance & Regulatory Affairs

RBC:ma

Manufacturers of

CALIFORNIA® PAINTS " OX-LINE® PAINTS " STORM STAIN" EXTERIOR STAINS ' WILBUR & WILLIAMS" HIGH PERFORMANCE COATINGS



TRGTRV1 Fasteners 1)iv!stan 265 Third Street
Controls & Fasteners Group Cambridge, MA 02142 -·;'--·-;.1\"' 1\ ':y
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April 8, 1992

Cambridge City Council Members
c/o City Clerk

J Cambridge City Hall
Cambridge , Mass

Dear Council Members,

I am writing on behalf of TRW Fasteners Division and the 140
employees working in our Cambridge Plant. We believe the VTR
Ordinance should not be enacted as it is proposed.

TRW supports the goal of reducing air pollution, however, we
believe a comprehensive regional plan is the only way to
effectively reduce air pollution.

If Cambridge passes the VTR Ordinance, it will have little to no
effect on air quality but it will have a negative impact in
Employment Opportunities in Cambridge when potential sites are
compared to those in Boston and other surrounding communities.
As a community we can't afford to lose any more Genzymes.

.

Sincerely,
TRW FASTENERS DIVISION

L¢umAL~ C
. ,

Kathleen Schoonmaker
Operations Manager

KS/ob

.

.

.
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Ordinance Committee of the City Council
Cambridge City Council
Cambridge, MA 02139

Attn: City Clerk

Reference: Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance (VTR)

Dear Members:

As a member of the Cambridge business community I would '

petition the Ordinance Committee of the City Council
not to adopt the proposed VTR Ordinance as it stands.

I feel that the City Council should work with and encourage
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to develop and implement
a region wide program and not place Cambridge in a
unique position cf trying to singlehandedly address a
problem that requires a unif led region wide program.

Your review and consideration of this matter will be
greatly /appreciated.

a

v y 5rtly yours,
Kf

-/ /
'

- \ /
Ed

id" G. Robinson
President

DGR/rpt

Five Cambridge Center
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142-1493
617.492.1500

m
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April 8, 1992 617.661.1622
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921436

Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts
02139

To The Honorable, The City Council:

Thank you for providing this opportunity to submit written
testimony concerning the proposed Vehicle Trip Reduction
Ordinance currently before the Ordinance Committee.

We at Arthur D. Little applaud the laudable goal of the
proposed ordinance to improve air quality by reducing the
pollutants emanating from automobiles. The recent award
we received from the City for our recycling activities
demonstrates our long standing and continuing commitment

to programs to improve the environment.

Implementation of the proposed Vehicle Trip Reducticm
Ordinance creates a situation where the residents and
businesses of the City will commit their resources to
solving a problem that originates outside of the City.
In addition, adopting cQntrols on automobile use will
put Cambridge at an economic disadvantage relative to
neighboring communities, which have not implemented
similar programs.

Since passing this Ordinance will not reduce air pollution
by measurable amounts, we urge you to delay passage until
the Commonwealth has developed and implemented a region
wide program for improving air quality.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

';;;'jp-
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Attn fir. Connarton "
The Chamber of Commerce's Clean Air Committee has examined the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) which is being considered by the Ordinance
Committee. They have recorrnended to the Board that the Chamber, which
represents approximately 800 member businesses and lnstltutlons, that
the SIP not be enacted.

This letter expresses thc Beards 0pposltlon to the enactment of the SIP
Ordinance,

we believe that the enactment of this ordinance would create a serious
economic disadvantage for Cambridge and have a disastrous effect on jobs
and tax revenues. The lost o:"

revenues and contrlbutlons will further
negatively affect support for community organlzatlons, schools, and the
City's arts and cultural programs,

The Chamber supports a comprehensive region wIde program to Improve
air quailty. It Is recognized and documented that the northeast corridor
ft'om Washington D.C. to Portland, f1E has levels of air pollutants which are
unacceptable. Governor Weld has re-enforced this concern for the State of
Massachusetts. For Cambridge to "go it alone " makes no sense.

859 MASSACHUSETTSAVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 (617)876-4100
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The CIty Council must take the leadership that Is needed to protect
Cambridge, Its citizens, and businesses from the negative Impact of this
ordinance. The real effort and energy should be towards a regional

solution; this Is the only way to achieve the needed air quality for all.

ZEL-'
Robert D. Lewis
Executive Director

cc Honorable Kenneth E, Reeves, Mayor
,

james C, Hawkins, President
Karl Fagans, Chair Clean Air Committee
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city of Cambridge "795 Massachmetts AVe.
Cambridge, Ma.

Attn: Joqy Connarton
city Clerk

subj : proposed SIP Amendment and Vehicle
Trip Ordinance

Representatives of Bcidger Engineering , Inc . have been at-te.nd ing
meetings and conferring witn other businesses and instilutions Qn

the above subject matter for nearly two years.

Badger is aware of and committed to finding solutions to air
quality prQblems.

It is our firm belief that the re3ponaibitiCiee for regtLiating
unsolved air quality prQblems lie with the governing bodies of
che State of Massachusetts a3 a whole and not the cl ty gf
Cambridge alone,

w(t'ggi'n=
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cc: j. Turner
E .j. Kelley
A.W. Glauner
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Aprfl 8, 1992

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
city Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Members of the ordinance Committee:

Polaroid Corporation hereby submits written testimony to the
Ordinance Committee on the draft Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance

dated March 20, 1992, which was submitted to the City council by

the City Manager and is currently the subject of public hearings
before the ordinance Committee.

Before making specific comments on the Ordinance, let me

state that the Company understands that the 1990 Amendments to
the Federal Clean Air Act will require commuting behavior changes

by our employees as a contribution toward reduction of emissions
from all sources in the region. We remain committed to working
with the City on reasonable measures to encourage those
behavioral changes.

However, air poLlution and traffic congestion are regijnal
problems we all share and we must all contribute to the
solutions. For that reason we urge the Council to defer the
implementation of the Cambridge Ordinance until the state has
adopted equitable measures pertaining to the entire region.

Polaroid's interest in these measures relates to both its
current and potential future operations in the city.

POlaroid has maintained its worldwide corporate headquarters
in Cambridge for over 50 years and, as it has grown, has
established a network of manufacturing and distribution
facilities in the suburbs. Over 9O% of the company's facilities
in the United States are located here in Eastern Massachusetts.
This network of facilities in Massachusetts was established by
design so that the Company would not economically dominate any
one community, so that its traffic was dispersed around the
region, and so that its plant sites are kept to an optimum size
that would not become impersonal. This network of facilities is
not well served by public transportation and there is, of
necessity, frequent movement from site to site during the work
day. Thus, we are a company that depends on mobility to
function.
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The measures adopted by the council should provide
flexibility to accommodate the diverse needs of Polaroid and
other Cambridge firms and should recognize that diversity may
translate into different travel characteristics.

As technology changes rapidly, polaroid may have needs for
new facilities for its core research and engineering functicms.
Because we are a techno>gy based compMiy, these functions need
to be in proximity to marketing, finance, and corporate
administration. To maintain our necessary flexibility for future
growth, we have assembled a site in Cambridge and, although we
have done some conceptual studies, we have no current plans to
proceed with new construction on that site. We need to feel
confident that when we are ready to proceed, all regulatory
measures enacted in the interim will still allow us to meet our
needs.

It is impossible, given the changing regulatory climate in
Cambridge, to assure our management that we can provide for our
requirements in the City.

Attached are a series of initial comments on various
portions of the Ordinance and how we assess the potential impact
on our existing and potential future operations. We may wish to
make further comments on this complex issue as the public
discussion continues.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Very truly yours,

POLAROID CORPORATION

xLULALd=
Gerald L. Hathorne
Manager
Corporate Real Estate

GLH/jp
cc: Robert W. Healy, City Manager

joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk
Wendy B. jacobs, Esquire - Foley, Hoag & Eliot
Donald A. Drisdell, Esquire - Deputy City solicitor
polarQid:

E.V.-Benson
I.M. Booth
G.M. Brown, jr.R.F. deLima
w.j. o'Neill, jr.



POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

A. Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan and Citywide
Auto Efficiency Rate

1. Citywide AER Goal

The calculation of the Citywide AER Goal should be examined
in greater detail and a sensitivity analysis performed by
the City after the initial survey is-done of the affected
employers.

The City's two largest institutions (and largest employers)
may exhibit quite different travel characteristics from the
remaining business and institutional community such that
their inclusion in the AER calculation will skew the
resulting Citywide rate and cause an arbitrary hardship on
the remaining businesses and institutions. Similarly the
City's hospitals, as employers, may exhibit further
differences.

2. Impact on Polaroid

Using an assumed single citywide AER Base of 1.95 would
result in a requirement that Polaroid reduce 40% of itssingle passenger automobiles, based on a 1989 survey of
Polaroid travel characteristics. (The reduction with a
Citywide AER Base of 1.80 would be 35%). This assumes
reductions compared to the Citywide goal with further
reduction indicated per year as the Citywide goal is
increased.

It is unclear over what time period reductions would be
expected and, if a full reduction is intended, it raises
serious questions as to whether the Company could continue
to be able to operate its business effectively from a
Cambridge headquarters location.

3. Proposal

a. The Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal should be treated
as an average, around which there will be an allowance forvariation which recognizes the diversity of various
Cambridge firms and institutions and their different travel
characteristics.

b. The allowance for variation should also take into
account the proximity to public transportation such as
employer sites close to T stations versus facilities remote
from T stations.
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INITIAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED

VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

3. Proposal (cont'd.)

c. The City should provide a reasonable time period for an
individual firm, which is cooperating in good faith, to
reach its goal. T?iere should be no requirement for a
drastic near-term correction by a firm to meet an
arbitrarily chosen goal.

b. parking Restrictions on Currently Unregulated Streets
The proposed measure suggests that unregulated on-street
spaces become regulated (resident permit only, metered
parking, etc.). polaroid employees regularly make use of
unregulated spaces on streets which are within the Industry
B Zone near our buildings, to supplement our off-streetparking. If those spaces were lost to us, more of our
employees would be forced into our parking lots which are at
or near capacity.

C. Study of zoning Revisions

As discussion cont:.nues around management of parking supply
through further revision of zoning ordinances, it must not
be forgotten that parking is needed by businesses for more
than just Cambridge based employees. For Polaroid it is
needed for such groups as:

- employee visitors from other suburban sites
- vendors, consultants, and contractors
- business guests and customers

GLH/jp



- MONITORCOMPANY
25 FIRST STREET

CAMBRJDGE,MASSACHUSETTS02141

April 7, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
Office of the Mayor
city of cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mayor Reeves:

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed State
Implementation Plan (SIP). While I completely agree that
environmental issues cause great concern and need to be addressed
by government, I do not believe that one city addressing such a
major issue will accomplish anything except the vacancy of
businesses from that city. I fear that businesses will find
these ordinances at least inconvenient and opt for other
locations.
The administrative burden which will be put on companies is
overwhelming. The benefits which one city will gain will not
make a material difference in the environmental situation but
will create alot of frustration on the part of companies trying
to conduct business in the city of Cambridge. However, if you
could use the information which you have gathered to promote
certain programs on a statewide or, at least, regional level, I
believe such plans would have an impact on the environmental
conditions in the city of Cambridge, and the administrative
burden put on businesses at that point will not seem futile.
I am interested in hearing any new developments on this issue.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,
.

r^g~"Q~v(LQA,
Maureen Vibert
Controller

Telephone:(617)252-2OOO Telex:49574353 Facsimile:(617)252-21OO
Incorporated
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April 8, 1992

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
city Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Members of the Ordinance Committee:

I Polaroid Corporation hereby submits written testimony to the
Ordinance Committee on the draft Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance

dated March 20, 1992, which was submitted to the City Council by

the city Manager and is currently the subject of public hearings
before the ordinance Committee.

Before making specific comments on the Ordinance, let me

state that the Company understands that the 1990 Amendments to
the Federal Clean Air Act will require commuting behavior changes
by our employees as a contribution toward reduction of emissions
from all sources in the region. We remain committed to working
with the City on reasonable measures to encourage those
behavioral changes.

However, air pollution and traffic congestion are regional
problems we all share and we must all contribute to the
solutions. For that reason we urge the Council to defer the
implementation of the Cambridge Ordinance until the State Fas

adopted equitable measures pertaining to the entire region.

Polaroid's interest in these measures relates to both its
current and potential future operations in the city.

\
Polaroid has maintained its worldwide corporate headquarters

in Cambridge for over 50 years and, as it has grown, has
established a network of manufacturing and distribution
facilities in the suburbs. Over 90% of the company's facilities
in the United States are located here in Eastern Massachusetts.
This network of facilities in Massachusetts was established by
design so that the Company would not economically dominate any
one community, so that its traffic was dispersed around the
region, and so that its plant sites are kept to an optimum size
that would not become impersonal. This network of facilities is
not well served by public transportation and there is, of
necessity, frequent movement from site to site during the work
day. Thus, we are a company that depends on mobility to
function.
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The measures adopted by the Council should provide
flexibility to accommodate the diverse needs of Polaroid and
other Cambridge firms and should recognize that diversity may
translate into different travel characteristics.

As technology changes rapidly, Polaroid may have needs for
new facilities for its core research and engineering functions.
Because we are a technology based company, these functions need
to be in proximity to marketing, finance, and corporate
administration. To maintain our necessary flexibility for future
growth, we have assembled a site in Cambridge and, although we
have done some conceptual studies, we have no current plans to
proceed with new construction on that site. We need to feel
confident that when we are ready to proceed, all regulatory
measures enacted in the interim will still allow us to meet our
needs.

It is impossible, given the changing regulatory climate in
Cambridge, to assure our management that we can provide for our
requirements in the City.

Attached are a ser:es of initial comments on various
portions of the Ordinance and how we assess the potential impact
on our existing and potential future operations. We may wish to
make further comments on this complex issue as the public
discussion continues.

Thank you for consZdering our comments.

Very truly yours,
POLAROID CORPORATION

xLut,ga!=
Gerald L. Hathorne
Manager "

'

Corporate Real Estate
GLH/jp
cc: Robert W. Healy, City Manager

joseph E. connarton, city Clerk
Wendy B. jacobs, Esquire - Foley, Hoag & Eliot
Donald A. Drisdell, Esquire - Deputy City Solicitor
EQLarQia:

E.V. Benson
I.M. Booth
G.M. Brown, jr.R.F. deLima
W.J. O'Neill, jr.
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POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PRO2OSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, L992)

A. Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan and Citywide '

Auto Efficiency Rare

1. citywide AER Goal

The calculation of the Citywide AER Goal should be examined
in greater detail and a sensitivity analysis performed by
the City after the initial survey is done of the affected
employers.

The City's two largest institutions (and largest employers)
may exhibit quite different travel characteristics from the'
remaining business and institutional community such that
their inclusion in the AER calculation will skew the
resulting Citywide rate and cause an arbitrary hardship on
the remaining businesses and institutions. Similarly the
City's hospitals, as employers, may exhibit further
differences.

2. Impact on Polaroid

Using an assumed single Citywide AER Base of 1.95 would
result in a requirement that Polaroid reduce 40% of itssingle passenger automobiles, based on a 1989 survey of
Polaroid travel characteristics. (The reduction with a
Citywide aer Base of 1.80 would be 35%). This assumes
reductions compared to the Citywide goal with further
reduction indicated per year as the Citywide goal is
increased.

It is unclear over what time period reductions would be
expected and, if a full reduction is intended, it raises
serious questions as to whether the Company could continue
to be able to operate its business effectively from a
Cambridge headquarters location.

3. Proposal

a. The Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal should be treated
as an average, around which there will be an allowance forvariation which recognizes the diversity of various
Cambridge firms and institutions and their different travel
characteristics.
b. The allowance for variation should also take into
account the proximzty to public transportation such as
employer sites close to T stations versus facilities remote
from T stations.
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POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992
Page 2

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PRO?OSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

3. Proposal (Cont°d.)

c. The City should provide a reasonable time period for an
individual firm, w?iich is cooperating in good faith, to
reach its goal. There should be no requirement for a
drastic near-term correction by a firm to meet an
arbitrarily chosen goal.

B. Parking Restrictions on Currently Unregulated Streets
The proposed measure suggests that unregulated on-street
spaces become regulated (resident permit only, metered
parking, etc.). Polaroid employees regularly make use of
unregulated spaces on streets which are within the Industry
B Zone near our bu:.ldings, to supplement our off-streetparking. If those spaces were lost to us, more of our
employees would be forced into our parking lots which are at
or near capacity.

C. Study of Zoning Revisions

As discussion continues around management of parking supply
through further reUsion of zoning ordinances, it must not
be forgotten that parking is needed by businesses for more
than just Cambridge based employees. For Polaroid it is
needed for such groups as:

- employee visitors from other suburban sites
- vendors, consultants, and contractors
- business guests and customers

GLH/jp

.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

JOSEPH E. CONNARTON
(617) 349-4260

JOHN E. FLYNN
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK

May 26, 1992

Dear Interested Party:

Please be advised that the Cambridge City Council will conduct
a public hearing on Monday, june 1, 1992 , beginning at 7: 00 p.m. in
the Sullivan Chamber, Second Floor, City Hall.

The purpose of this hearing will be to continue discussions on
proposals and recommendations as they relate to the Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance .

You are requested to attend at this time.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Very truly yours,

arz3 e 'Cf-=
john E. Flynn
Deputy City Clerk

jEF/pmc
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Aprfl 8, 1992

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Members of the ordinance committee:

Polaroid Corporation hereby submits written testimony to the
Ordinance Committee on the draft Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance

dated March 20, 1992, which was submitted to the city Council by

the city Manager and is currently the subject of public hearings
before the Ordinance Committee.

Before making specific comments on the ordinance, let me

state that the Company understands that the 1990 Amendments to
the Federal Clean Air Act will require commuting behavior changes

by our employees as a contribution toward reduction of emissions
from all sources in the region. We remain committed to working
with the City on reasonable measures to encourage those
behavioral changes.

However, air pollution and traffic congestion are regional
problems we all share and we must all contribute to the
solutions. For that reason we urge the Council to defer the
implementation of the Cambridge Ordinance until the State has

adopted equitable measures pertaining to the entire region.

Polaroid's interest in these measures relates to both its
current and potential future operations in the city.

Polaroid has maintained its worldwide corporate headquarters
in cambridge for over 50 years and, as it has grown, has

established a network of manufacturing and distribution
facilities in the suburbs. Over 90% of thC company's facilities
in the United States are located here in Eastern Massachusetts.
This network of facilities in Massachusetts was established by
design so that the Company would not economically dominate any

one community, so that its traffic was dispersed around the
region, and so that its plant sites are kept to an optimum size
that would not become impersonal. This network of facilities is
not well served by public transportation and there is, of
necessity, frequent movement from site to site during the work

day. Thus, we are a company that depends on mobility to
function.
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The measures adopted by the Council should provide
flexibility to accommodate the diverse needs of Polaroid and
other Cambridge firms and should recognize that diversity may
translate into different travel characteristics.

As technology changes rapidly, Polaroid may have needs for
new facilities for its core research and engineering functions.
Because we are a technology based company, these functions need
to be in proximity to marketing, finance, and corporate
administration. To maintain our necessary flexibility for future
growth, we have assembled a site in Cambridge and, although we
have done some conceptual studies, we have no current plans to
proceed with new construction on that site. We need to feel
confident that when we are ready to proceed, all regulatory
measures enacted in the interim will still allow us to meet our
needs.

It is impossible, given the changing regulatory climate in
Cambridge, to assure our management that we can provide for our
requirements in the City.

Attached are a series of initial comments on various
portions of the ordinance and how we assess the potential impact
on our existing and potential future operations. We may wish to
make further comments on this complex issue as the public
discussion continues.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Very truly yours,
POLAROID CORPORATION

xLuL,L£=
Gerald L. Hathorne
Manager
Corporate Real Estate

GLH/jp
cc: Robert W. Healy, City Manager

joseph E. connarton, City clerk
wendy b. jacobs, Esquire - Foley, Hoag & Eliot
Donald A. Drisdell, Esquire - Deputy City Solicitor
EQlarQid:

E.V. Benson
.

I.M. Booth
G.M. Brown, jr. .

R.F. deLima
W.J. O'Neill, jr.
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POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION 3RDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

A. Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan and Citywide
Auto Efficiency Rate

1. Citywide AER Goal
"

The calculation of the Citywide AER Goal should be examined
in greater detail and a sensitivity analysis performed by
the City after the initial survey is-done of the affected
employers.

The city's two largest institutions (and largest employers)
may exhibit quite different travel characteristics from the
remaining business and institutional community such that
their inclusion in the AER calculation will skew the
resulting Citywide rate and cause an arbitrary hardship on
the remaining businesses and institutions. Similarly the
City's hospitals, as employers, may exhibit further
differences.

2. Impact on Polaroid

Using an assumed single Citywide AER Base of 1.95 would
result in a requirement that Polaroid reduce 40% of itssingle passenger automobiles, based on a 1989 survey of
Polaroid travel characteristics. (The reduction with a
Citywide AER Base of 1.80 would be 35%). This assumes
reductions compared to the Citywide goal with further
reduction indicated per year as the Citywide goal is
increased.

It is unclear over what time period reductions would be
expected and, if a full reduction is intended, it raises
serious questions as to whether the Company could continue
to be able to operate its business effectively from a
Cambridge headquarters location.

3. Proposal

a. The Citywide Auto Ef'ficiency Rate Goal should be treated
as an average, around which there will be an allowance for
variation which recognizes the diversity of various
Cambridge firms and institutions and their different travel
characteristics.

b. The allowance for variation should also take into
account the proximity to public transportation such as
employer sites close to T stations versus facilities remote
from T stations.
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INITIAL COMMENTS ON PRGPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

3. Proposal (Cont'd.)

c. The City should provide a reasonable time period for an
individual firm, which is cooperating in good faith, toreach its goal. There should be no requirement for a
drastic near-term correction by a firm to meet an
arbitrarily chosen goal.

b. Parking Restrictions on currently Unregulated Streets
The proposed measure suggests that unregulated on-street
spaces become regulated (resident permit only, metereC
parking, etc.). P:iLaroid employees regularly make use of
unregulated spaces on streets which are within the Industry
B Zone near our buildings, to supplement our off-streetparking. If those spaces were lost to us, more of ouremployees would be forced into our parking lots which are at
or near capacity.

C. Study of Zoning Revisions

As discussion continues around management of parking supply
through further revision of zoning ordinances, it must notbe forgotten that parking is needed by businesses for more
than just Cambridge based employees. For Polaroid it isneeded for such groups as:

- employee visitors from other suburban sites
- vendors, consultants, and contractors
- business guests and customers

O

GLH/jp
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169 Waverly St. ' P.O. Box 569 ' Cambridge, MA 02139-0569 " 617-547-5300 " Fax 617-547-6934

April 8, 1992

HAND DELIVERED
,,

zi ',i;

City CI.erk
.

E m it';'
Cambridge City Hall u, == :;gi
795 Massachusetts Avenue 73 t "L":
Cambridge, MA 02138 Z :
Attn. Cambridge City Council = ES

E:'"""

Ordinance Committee P 07
E?"

CD r"
RE: Wednesday, April 8, 1992, 5:30pm.

Hearing on the Proposed "VTR" (Vehicle Trip Reduction) Ordinance

Gentlemen/Mesdames:

California Products Corporation is a Cambridge paints, stains, and coatings manufacturer

employing approximately 95 people in Cambridge, and contributing over $35 million to Massachusetts'

economy. Because our factory workforce starts at 7am. and there is no frequent, close, public
transportation available, virtually all emp:oyees drive their personal vehicles out of necessity. Only a

few employees actually live close enough together in the same general area to even consider carpooling.

If the proposed VTR ordinance were adopted we would have to seriously consider moving away from
the Cambridge area to one more hospitab e to our operation.

Businesses and tenants seeking to locate in Cambridge would not be apt to locate here if parking
and/or commuting restrictions were more severe than other areas without such restrictions. If all
ccnnmunities in a region had the same "rules" it would be more fair to all concerned.

Automobile exhaust emissions generated in our neighboring cit'ies of Boston, Watertown or
Somerville don't "know enough" to stop d the Cambridge border! This is, perhaps, an indirect way of
stating bluntly that the air quality in Cambridge depends on the quality of the "adjoining" air from the
whole region.

We therefore believe that the proFosed VTR ordinance should not be enacted because it requires
Cambridge to single-handedly address a r::gional problem that requires a regional solution. The City
Council should work closely with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to develop and implement a

regional program.

P
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onald B. Child

Vice President
Compliance & Regulatory Affairs

RBC:ma

Manufacturers of

CALIFORNIA® PAINTS ' OX-LINE® PAINTS " STORM STAIN® EXTERIOR STAINS " WILBUR & WILLIAMS® HIGH PERFORMANCE COATINGS
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1 Furniture Leasing Company, Inc. "·,, '939. l989' ,"
0000066D00

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
614 Massachusetts Ave.

Cambridge, Mass. 02139
617·354-3358
FAX: 617-354-5571

,
SHOWROOMS
614 Massachusetts Ave.

Cambridge, Mass. 02139 -Ul' ' '

LO '7
,617-354-3358
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11 Acton Rd. t; : -

Chdmsfo,d, M,,,, 0,8,, April 7, 1992 IE % :",.9
508-256-9251

= =J Ci .'
929 Worcester Rd.

= t "m ' "

. ~.
Framingham,Mass. 01701 —' CD V. "4 ":;'
508-879-8383 PIr, joseph E, Connarton, City Clerk e ::1F'.:

L~1280 Oaklawn Ave. Office of the City Clerk C? 7599 -< .m
Cramton, Rl 02920 rr = l,.¢7 . €
401-l63-6360 City of Cambridge 3 i5 r" '

7 jansen Court City Hall >· °" r"
W. Hartford, Conn. 06"0 Cambridge, MA 02139 ·

" f'j S
203-953-4015 = """
23 Dzniel St.

Milford, Conn. 06460 Re: Hearing of the Ordinance Committee of the City Council
'°'"'"""" April S, 1992

Dear joe:

I would greatly appreciate your forwarding a copy of this letter
to each member of the Ordinance Committee of the Cambridge City
Council so that my views in opposition to the proposed VTR

ordinance might be made known.

Thank you very much for your a ticipated cooperation.

S nc rel ,

Car Barron

encl.

CFB/b.6843

Member of

RK'
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April 8, 1992

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Members of the Ordinance Committee:

Polaroid Corporation hereby submits written testimony to the
Ordinance Committee on the draft Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance

dated March 20, 1992, which was submitted to the City Council by

the City Manager and is currently the subject of public hearings
before the Ordinance Committee.

Before making specific comments on the Ordinance, let me

state that the Company understands that the 1990 Amendments to
the Federal Clean Air Act will require commuting behavior changes

by our employees as a contribution toward reduction of emissions
from all sources in the region. We remain committed to working
with the City on reasonable measures to encourage those
behavioral changes.

However, air pollution and traffic congestion are regional
problems we all share and we must all contribute to the
solutions. For that reason we urge the Council to defer the
implementation of the cambridge ordinance until the state has

adopted equitable measures pertaining to the entire region.

polaroid's interest in these measures relates to both its
current and potential future operations in the City.

POlaroid has maintained its worldwide corporate headquarters
in Cambridge for over 50 years and, as it has grown, has
established a network of manufacturing and distribution
facilities in the suburbs. Over 90% of the company's facilities
in the United States are located here in Eastern Massachusetts.
This network of facilities in Massachusetts was established by
design so that the Company would not economically dominate any
one community, so that its traffic was dispersed around the
region, and so that its plant sites are kept to an optimum size
that would not become impersonal. This network of facilities is
not well served by public transportation and there is, of
necessity, frequent movement from site to site during the work
day. Thus, we are a company that depends on mobility to
function.
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The measures adoptM by the Council should provide
flexibility to accommodate the diverse needs of Polaroid and
other Cambridge firms and should recognize that diversity may
translate into differen: travel characteristics.

As technology changes rapidly, Polaroid may have needs for
new facilities for its core research and engineering functions.
Because we are a technology based company, these functions need
to be in proximity to marketing, finance, and corporate
administration. To maintain our necessary flexibility for future
growth, we have assembled a site in Cambridge and, although we
have done some conceptual studies, we have no current plans to
proceed with new construction on that site. We need to feel
confident that when we are ready to proceed, all regulatory
measures enacted in the interim will still allow us to meet. our
needs.

It is impossible, given the changing regulatory climate in
Cimmbridge, to assure our management that we can provide for our
requirements in the City.

Attached are a series of initial comments on various
portions of the ordinance and how we assess the potential impact
on our existing and potential future operations. We may wish to
make further comments on this complex issue as the public
discussion continues.

Thank you for conszdering our comments.

Very truly yours,

POLAROID CORPORATION

d^LILAL£=
Gerald L. Hathorne
Manager
Corporate Real Estate

GLH/jp
cc: Robert W. Healy, City Manager

joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk
Wendy b. jacobs, Esquire - Foley, Hoag & Eliot
Donald A. Drisdell, Esquire - Deputy city Solicitor
EQlarQid:

E.V. Benson
I.M. Booth
G.M. Brown, jr.R.F. deLima
W.J. O'Neill, jr.
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POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

A. Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan and Citywide
Auto Efficiency Rate

1. Citywide AER Goal

The calculation of the Citywide AER Goal should be examined
in greater detail and a sensitivity analysis performed by
the City after the initial survey is done of the affected' employers.

The City's two largest institutions (and largest employers)
may exhibit quite different travel characteristics from the
remaining business and institutional community such that
their inclusion in the AER calculation will skew the
resulting Citywide rate and cause an arbitrary hardship on
the remaining businesses and institutions. Similarly the
city's hospitals, as employers, may exhibit further
differences.

2. Impact on Polaroid

Using an assumed single Citywide AER Base of 1.95 would
result in a requirement that Polaroid reduce 40% of itssingle passenger automobiles, based on a 1989 survey of
Polaroid travel characteristics. (The reduction with a
Citywide AER Base of 1.80 would be 35%). This assumes
reductions compared to the Citywide goal with further
reduction indicated per year as the Citywide goal isincreased.

It is unclear over what time period reductions would be
expected and, if a full reduction is intended, it rais?s
serious questions as to whether the Company could continue
to be able to operate its business effectively from a
Cambridge headquarters location.

3. Proposal

a. The Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal should be treated
. as an average, around which there will be an allowance forvariation which recognizes the diversity of various

cambridge firms and institutions and their different travel
characteristics.

b. The allowance for variation should also take into
account the proximity to public transportation such as
employer sites close to T stations versus facilities remote
from T stations.
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POLAROID CORPORATION April 8, 1992
Page 2

INITIAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION 3RDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

3.' Proposal (Cont'd.)

c. The City should provide a reasonable time period for an
individual firm, which is cooperating in good faith, to
reach its goal. There should be no requirement for a
drastic near-term correction by a firm to meet an
arbitrarily chosen goal.

B. Parking Restrictions on Currently Unregulated Streets
The proposed measure suggests that unregulated on-street
spaces become regulated (resident permit only, metered
parking, etc.). Polaroid employees regularly make use of
unregulated spaces on streets which are within the IndUstry
B Zone near our buildings, to supplement our off-streetparking. If those spaces were lost to us, more of ouremployees would be forced into our parking lots which are at
or near capacity.

C. Study of Zoning Revisions

As discussion cont:mues around management of parking supply
through further revision of zoning ordinances, it must not
be forgotten that parking is needed by businesses for more
than just Cambridge based employees. For Polaroid it is
needed for such groups as:

.

- employee visitors from other suburban sites
- vendors, consultants, and contractors
- business guests and customers

GLH/jp
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city of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, Ma.

Attn: joey Connarton
City Clerk

subj: proposed SIP Amendment and Vehicle
Trip Ordinance

Representatives of Badger Engineering, Inc. have been attending
meetings and conferring with other businesses and institutions on
the above subject matter for nearly two years.

Badger is aware of and committed to finding solutions to air
quality problems.

It is our firm belief that the responsibilities for regulating
unsolved air quality problems lie with the governing bodies of
the State of Massachusetts as a whole and not the City of
Cambridge alone. .

W t¥, ·',Ln2"

/kac

cc: j. Turner
E.J. Kelley
A.W. Glauner

P
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CLF ConservationLawFoundation

3joyStreet
Boston, Massachusetts TESTIMONY OF THE
0210&1497 CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION

ON THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE
(617)742-2540

AMENDING THE INTERIM PARKING FREEZE
Fax:(617)5238019

june 1, 1992

Stephanie Pollack
Senior Attorney

The Conservation Law Foundation ("CLF") is pleased that the
City Council is continuing to contemplate the difficult questions
surrounding the best way for.the City of Cambridge to serve as a
leader in regional efforts to reduce automobile air pollution and
congestion. We do not, however, believe that the proposed
changes to the interim parking freeze ordinance are the best
means of tackling this thorny problem. While CLF has concerns
about many of the proposed changes to the| interim parking freeze
ordinance, our primary concern is with the provision that would
allow unlimited increases in the parking freeze "bank" in the
amount of one space for every two on-street parking spaces
regulated by the City.

There is no justification for Cambridge getting any airpolluticui control "credit" for regulating on-street parking
spaces, since the City should have completed all efforts at such
regulation fifteen years ago. The State Implementation Plan's
"Regulation Limiting On-Street Parking by Commuters" required the
City of Cambridge to "adopt all necessary administrative and
enforcement procedures and regulations to effect a prohibition of
on-street parking . . . within the City of Cambridge between the
hours of 7 a.m. and 10 a.m. except Saturdays, Sundays and legal

"

holidays." 40 C.F.R. § 52.1134(b). The only exceptions to the
on-street parking ban during these hours are for cars bearing
resident parking stickers, cars with handicapped license plates,
vehicles with commercial license plates and spaces subject to
metered parking with a maximum allowable time limit of one hour.
fd,. at § 1134(C), (g).i The City was to have finished
eliminating all such on-street parking by'March 1, 1977, jd. at
§ 2234(b), and both the 1982 State Implementation Plan (at page
203) and the 1983 Transportation Element Of the State

1 The City of Cambridge is also permitted to issue special
parking stickers to employees upon a finding that they would
experience "substantial hardship" from the on-street parking
restrictions; such stickers are, however, subject to a number of
restrictions. See 40 C.F.R. § 52.1134(f).

VermontOffice: 21 EastStateStreet, Suite301, Montpelier, Vermont,05602-2152· (802)223-5992

Maine Office: 60OceanStreet, Rockland, Maine04841 · (207)594-8107

Printedon Recycled Paper
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Implementation Plan (at 34) refer to this program as having been
' completed.

Thus, there should currently be ,n,o, unregulated on-street
commuter parking in Cambridge. To the extent the City has not
taken the necessary administrative and enforcement actions to
effect the required prohibition, it should not be rewarded fordoing so fifteen years late by being permitted to furtherincrease the size of the already over-sized freeze bank.

I assume that the proposed ordinance language is modelled on
language in the parking freeze, as codified in the Code of
Federal Regulations, which states that the size of the freeze
bank in Cambridge can be increased by two spaces for every on-
street space eliminated. This provision does not, however,
support the proposed ordinance changes. First, this leniency was
made subject to the proviso that "such additional spaces do not
result in an increase of more than 10 percent in the totalcommercial parking spaces available for use on October 15, 1973."
This 10% limit has already been exceeded, so the "trade-in"
provision of paragraph (n) of the parking freeze is no longer
available.

I am well aware that the city solicitor's office rejects
this interpretation of the State Implementation Plan ("SIP"),
arguing that either (i) the SIP doesn't mean what it says; (ii)the City isn't bound by the SIP because it didn't know about the
10% limit, and/or (iii) the terms of the freeze aren't
enforceable because they have gone unenforced for so long. I am
quite confident that such arguments wouldnot stand up in court
should CLF be forced to bring a lawsuit to enforce the parking
freeze (and/or the on-street parking restriction regulations). A
similar set of arguments was rejected by judge Woodlock last year
in CLF'S federal court lawsuit against the Commonwealth and DEP

. for failure to implement various provisions of the SIP. In
particular, judge Woodlock rejected the Commonwealth's arguments
about its "subjective intent with respect to the 1982 SIP,"
noting that "[u]nexpressed intentions, even if they could be
established, are irrelevant given that SIP strategies are
mandatory and enforceable upon EPA approval." Conservation Law
Foundation v. Commonwealth of Massachusetts, No. 87-0651-WD, slip
op. at 11 (D. Mass. jan. 2, 1991). The Court also admonished
that a defendant in a SIP enforcement suit cannot "rely on the
. . . failure to implement the [SIP] commitment in question to
establish that there isn't one." Id. -

The second problem with the attempt to borrow the "trade in"
concept from the parking freeze is that the proposal in the draft
ordinance does not even meet the regulatory standard for such
trade-ins. Under the parking freeze regulation, the burden of
proof is on the City of Cambridge to

t

2
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demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Governor that
(I) specific on-street parking spaces in use as of
October 15, 1973, were being legally and regularly used
as of such date for parking byy commuters (as that term
is defined in § 52.1161(a)(6) who are not residents of
Cambridge and t:iat (2) effective measures have been
impiemented (in3luding adequate enforcement) to prevent
such spaces from being used by such commuters.

40 C.F.R. § 52.1135(n). The proposed ordinance, however, would
give the City spaces in the freeze bank for one-half of the
spaces identified in an on-street parking inventory (which DEP is
not given the right to review or reject). The City released such
an inventory in April purporting to identify more than 4,300
unregulated on-stree: parking spaces. Anlanalysis of this listprepared by transportation consultant Cha£les Bahne estimated
that perhaps 1,500 of the spaces are actually used by commuters.

If the City of Cambridge is going to attempt to benefit from its
past, illegal inacticm on restricting on-street parking and to
increase the freeze bank further beyond the limits established in
the SIP, the ordinance should at least embody the regulatory
standard in the parking freeze to ensure the city is only
receiving credit for spaces actually used by commuters.

· In summary, CLF simply does not see how the current parking
freeze can be read to allow continuing "trade ins" of on-street
spaces, given that all unregulated on-street parking before 10
a.m. should already be illegal and given the 10% cap on increases
in the freeze limit. The proposed ordinance would further
puncture the already leaky parking freeze.

The City Council should keep in mind that the city-already
has the means at its disposal to substantially increase the
number of spaces in zhe freeze bank if you so desire, by taking

. enforcement actions against illegal off-street parking spaces.
-· The August 15, 1990 Memorandum of Agreement places no limit

whatsoever on the number of spaces that can be banked as a result
of enforcement actions. Further, half ofjthe freeze bank
"credits" can be claimed by filing a lawstiit to enforce an
administrative order. without even waiting for the court to order
the physical closure of the illegal spaces. The real reason that
the freeze bank has run out of spaces is that the City has chosen
not to use this enforcement authority for the past year and one-
half, a choice that the city has made and must live with.

G

2 In that sect:.on, the term "employee" is defined to
include both students who live off-campus and persons who work
full-time (at least thirty-five hours per week for at least
twenty weeks) for conpensation. 40 C.F.R. § 52.1161(a)(3), (4)
and (6).

3
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The Conservation Law Foundation
viewi

the proposed ordinance
as an attempt to seriously weaken the intCrim parking freeze
ordinance, which is itself a weaker version of the SIP parking
freeze that was validated by superior Court judge Owen Todd not
long ago. CLF had been prepared to settle the remainder of that
parking freeze lawsuit, but has informed the City Solicitor that -

it is withdrawing from settlement negotiations until such time as
the city ceases its efforts to weaken the provisions of the
interim parking freeze ordinance. I am saddened by this
development because I believe that a settlement of that
litigation might well have eliminated existing legal
uncertainties and cleared the way for all of our energies to
focus on preparing a new and better transportation control
measures for the SIP. Nevertheless, the City's actions leave us
no choice but to withhold our consent to a settlement until the
City Council turns its attention away from changing the interim
parking freeze and toward developing a meaningful SIP amendment,
regulations for the management of off-street parking supplies,
that can someday supplant the interim parking freeze ordinance. "

a
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EXECUTIVEDEPARTMENT

robertw.heplly
CityManager

RICHARDC.ROSSI
DeputyCityManager March 20, 1992

To: The Honorable City Council

From: Robert W. Healy, City Manager

Re: Proposed Cambridge Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance
and SIP Amendment

Executive Summary:

This memorandum describes the program of transportation control
measures contained in the proposed Cambridge Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance ("Ordinance"). It also describes the
objective, impacts, and schedule for implementation of the
proposed Ordinance. Finally, this memorandum contains the
elements of a proposal for an amendment of the State
Implementation Plan. The proposed Ordinance and this memorandum

are supported by the attached Technical Appendix prepared by
Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

The objective of the City of Cambridge (the "City") in proposing
the Ordinance and proposing an amendment to the State
Implementation Plan ("SIP") as described herein is to promotC the
attainment and maintenance of national ambient air quality
standards for protection of human health in the Metropolitan
Boston Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (the "Region!'). The
proposed Ordinance and SIP amendment will accomplish that.
objective by reducing the number of vehicle trips currently
travelled to and within the City and reducing the air emissions
associated therewith. The program will also corzstrain future
growth of vehicle trips and associated air emissions. While the
city currently has a full-time, City-funded Commuter Mobility
Coordinator and program for facilitating and coordinating
voluntary measures by employers, more systematic and comprehensive
measures involving all segments of the City's government,
business, institutional and residential populations would advance
this effort.
Specifically, the proposed Ordinance would reduce the vehicle
miles travelled ("VMT") in connection with existing jobs in the
City, restrict parking which is currently unregulated, discourage
cross-town trips during the work week, facilitate opportunities
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for residents to find jobs in the City, expand the Commuter
Mobility Program, and create a Bicycle Mobility program.
Together, these measures are expected to eliminate between
104,500-170,500 daily VMT. 'This translates into a reduction of
approximately 3 to 5% of Cambridge-based daily VMT. This is a
significant achievement in view of the data which indicates an
annual growth in VMT Df 3% in the Region.

In addition to the reductions of existing VMT quantified above,
the Ordinance also contains measures to constrain future growth in
VMT associated with n?w development. Furthermore, the Ordinance '

would reward business2s and institutions which have already or
henceforth achieve significant changes in commuter travel
behaviors and encouraje fleet owners to convert their fleets to
cleaner fuels, thereby' encouraging and promoting further
improvements in regional air quality.
The scientific literature and data are clear: the degradation of
air quality is a regicmal problem that requires global and
regional solutions. This is particularly the case with ozone.
Every community within a region must contribute to the solution.
In the past, Congress directed the force of the Clean Air Act
primarily toward the regulation of emissions of air pollutants
from stationary sources. In the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air
Act, 'Congress is requiring increasingly strict controls on
emissions from and the movement of automobiles.

Cambridge is conur-.itted to being a leader in this movement.
Cambridge cannot, however, singlehandedly improve the Region's air
quality. Notably, approximately 33% of all traffic on Cambridge
streets is attributable to "throughtrips," trips that neither
originate nor end in Cambridge. Cambridge has virtually no
control over these trips. The program set forth in the Ordinance
must therefore be supplemented, complemented and, in accordance
with the amended Clean Air Act, replaced by a transportat'ion
control program of regional applicability.
Toward that end, the proposal for a SIP Amendment contained herein
identifies regional rweasures necessary to supplement and
complement the Citywide measures in the Ordinance. The City's
Ordinance should be replaced by a comprehensive regional program
of transportation control measures; otherwise, the City's
Ordinance could put the City at a competitive disadvantage in the
Region, cause an increase in the number of vehicle miles travelled
in the surrounding cities and towns, and/or cause the relocation
of businesses or institutions to other areas. Genzyme's choice to
locate in Allston rather than in Cambridge is a concrete example
of the need for a regional plan. Such a result contravenes the
mandates of the Clean Air Act and results in no net gains for airquality. Therefore, this proposed Ordinance and SIP Amendment
would operate as an interim transportation control plan until 1996
by which time the Connonwealth is expected to have adopted a
comprehensive transpcrtation control plan of regional
applicability. This proposed Ordinance and SIP Amendment will be

,

-2-
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more effective in promoting the air quality objectives of the 1990
Clean Air Act than and therefore would replace the commercial
parking freeze regulation set forth at 40 C.F.R. 52.1135.

Recommended Revisions of state poiicY and programs:

If the state is serious about achieving the objectives set by the
Clean Air Act, it cannot rely on transportation control measures
alone. It must also change certain taxing and pricing policies.
specific recommendations for inclusion in a SIP and revision of
state policy are as follows:

: Tax Policy. Given that many transportation control measures
depend upon changes (some radical) in driving behaviors, a key
first step is to force driverS to.recognize and bear the costs of
their driving patterns. This can be accomplished in several ways
through changes in tax policies. Depending upon the type of
policy, the Commonwealth could assume direct responsibility for
levying and collecting the tax or it could enact enabling
legislation to allow individual municipalities to enact local
taxes.

Taxes applied to automobile use are an effective demand management
tool which can encourage drivers to switch to alternative modes of
travel while at the' same time raising new revenues to support
these alternative modes. Some approaches to be considered
include:

° Increase in the gasoline tax.

° Changes in tax policy to eliminate the favored treatment
accorded to subsidies of employee single occupant
vehicle parking and to favor increased employer
subsidies of other, cleaner travel modes. This could
include treating a parking subsidy as income and
treating financial incentives for alternative travel

.
modes as a deductible business expense and/or as non-
reportable income.

° Provision of tax incentives to encourage conversion of
vehicles (fleets and otherwise) to cleaner fuels, such
as accelerated depreciation.

° Adjustment of the sales tax applied to automobiles to
favor the purchase of clean fuel vehicles and disfavor
the purchase of gas guzzlers.

Clean Fuels. To demonstrate a genuine commitment to improvements
in air quality, the state should commit to an immediate study of
alternative (cleaner) fuels and implement a clean fuels program in
connection with public fleets, including MBTA buses.

-3-
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Improved Mass Transit. Critical to any attempt to shift drivers
from their cars to public transit is an improved public transit
system. Although Cambridge is currently served by local MBTA
buses and the Red Line, review of commuting characteristics of
employees in the City reveals that large numbers of commuters
(particularly those who live to the west and north of Cambridge)
do not have ready access to public transit which would bring them
into Cambridge. Accordingly, specific recommendations for
improvements to the public transit infrastructure serving

'

Cambridge include:

° Circumferential Transit. This project would provide
direct transit service connecting Cambridge to the
Orange Line North and Green Line's Riverside Branch to .the West. The large number of people commuting to
Cambridge from the 1-93 corridor and the Mass. 'i'urnpike
corridor would then have an excellent transit option to
travel to Cambridge. Since construction of the
Circumferential Transit Line is probably many years
away, express bus service into Cambridge should be
provided in the 1-93 and Mass. Turnpike corridors in the
interim (for example, a bus link between the Gr2en Line
at Riverside and points in Cambridge). Such service is

; currently provided into Boston.
E

° Express Buses and Other Local Service. The mbta should
rearrange local bus services, both within Cambridge and
into Cambridge from nearby communities, to provide
through service to Cambridge destinations without a
transfer, for the largest number of users, wherever
feasible. _

° General Operational Improvements. The City and the MBTA
should undertake cooperative efforts to actively promote
bus ridership within and into the City - including, but
not limited to:

- installation of MBTA-endorsed or recognized bus
stop signs

- relocating bus stops to locations which will
facilitate transfers between buses, or between
buses and the subway (especially in Harvard and
Porter Squares)

- preferential treatment for buses on city streets,
where feasible

- changes where necessary in street patterns or
curb cuts, including possible bus-only lanes, to
facilitate bus access to transit stations (such
as at Kendall Square)

-4-
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- community workshops to receive input from transit
users on potential bus route ir.provements and
changes

- establishment of new or extended bus routes as.
necessary

- installation of bus shelters
0

I

° Relocated Lechmere Station. By relocating this facility
to the north side of Msgr. 0°Brien Highway, First street
can be extended to Msgr. o'Brien Highway and the roadway
constraining columns supporting the existing Green Line
can be eliminated. This will help ease traffic. flow.in
the Lechmer? Square area.

° Additional Transit Improvements. Additional transit
improvements to facilitate increased transit usage in
Cambridge and the Boston Metropolitan area include:

- proposed improvements at North Station Green Line
to facilitate transfers between commuter rail 'and
the Green Line to Lechmere

.,

'

- additional local circumferential bus service:

'

- extension of trackless trolley from Watertown to
Newton Corner

- a bus to'link North Station to Kendall
Square/kendall Square Station

Fringe Parking. In addition to improving the public transit
system within and around Cambridge, it is also imperative that
long-distance commuters have ample parking at the fr.inge pf thE
public transit system. These facilities should be charging prices
which encourage and favor high occupancy vehicle travel to and
from the parking facility. In addition, fringe parking facilities
served by public transit should provide ample, convenient, and
safe storage for bicycles to encourage bicyclists to ride from
home to the public transit system.

'

* * * * *

contribution of Mobile Sources to Regional Air Quality Problems:
.. Motor vehicles are the dominant source of several air pollutants

which cause significant damage to the environment and huwan
" health. As shown in the attached figure, 54.3 percent of the

volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 42.6 percent of the Oxides cf
Nitrogen (NOX), and between 66.1 percent (winter) and 75.8
(summer) percent of the Carbon Monoxide (CO) emitted into the
atmosphere in Massachusetts in 1987 were produced by
transportation sources. A large share of the total emissions of

-5-
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-
these pollutants that are released in the State -- 23 percent of
the VOCS, 14 percent of the NOX, and 21 to 22 percent of the CO --
are attributable to Middlesex County. The City of Cambridge, as
one of Middlesex County's major centers of population and
employment, is a significant generator of vehicle travel and, as a

', result, is a significant contributor of these pollutants.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are compounds of carbon and
hydrogen. VOCs are primarily unburned fuel which escapes through
motor vehicle exhaust and fuel evaporation. Oxides of Nitrogen
(NOX) represent a number of compounds produced durinjj the
combustion process. NOX is a pulmonary irritant and short
exposures may increase susceptibility to acute respiratory
diseases. nox in combination with vocs, through a reacticm with
sunlight, forms Ozone (03). Because the chemical process. of ozone
formation is, in large part, dependent upon available sunlight,
ambient ozone levels are highest during warm weather periods.
Ozone forms naturally in the stratosphere and helps filterinfrared rays of sunlight. However, in the atmosphere, ozone and
related "photochemical oxidants," is referred to as "smog." Ozone

is a strong pulmonary irritant which can affect lung functions.
These effects are not limited to individuals with pre-existing
respiratory problems, but also affect people in good health by
producing measurable reductions in normal lung functions. Ozore

'also causes eye irritation, is toxic to plants, and damages nor-
living materials as well.
Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas produced thrcugh
the incomplete combustion of organic fuels. Due to the effect of
cold weather operating conditions on engine combustion
characteristics, CO levels are highest during cold weather. CC

combines with the hemoglobin in the blood, reducing the ability of
blood to carry oxygen. At high concentrations, CO can be fatal to
humans. At lower concentrations, CO can aggravate cardiovascular
diseases and impair mental functions.

vehicle Trips and Miles of Travel:

Passenger cars represent a large fraction of the total motor
vehicle fleet, representing over 90 percent of the total vehicle
trips made in the Boston metropolitan area. As such, they are
also large contributors to ozone precursor and carbon monoxide
emissions.

In 1987, Cambridge generated nearly 3.3 million vehicle miles of
travel per day, which represented 8.2 percent of the total vehicle
miles traveled in the Boston Metropolitan Region. Work-related
trips represent the largest share of total travel in Cambridge,
comprising over 57 percent of the total travel market. This share
includes both Cambridge residents working inside or outside
Cambridge and non-Cambridge residents who commute to Cambridge to
work. other non-work related trips that are based from the hone
represent the next largest travel share at 27 percent. Non-hone
based related travel represents the other 16 percent share of

-6-



R.

b 0

Summary of Massachusetts 1987 Base Year Emissions Inventoryby
Source Category and Middlesex County Share
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travel in Cambridge. Cambridge' importance as a major regional.
employment center is reflected in its relatively high share of
work trip based travel as compared to the regional average for
work related travel.
Not reflected in any of these totals of vehicle miles of travel
are vehicles which pass through the City without stopping. 'Travel
data provided by the Central Transportation Planning Staff for
several major and minor arterials in cambridge indicate that about
33 percent of the total daily traffic on these roadways are
throughtrips which have no point of origin or destination in
Cambridge.

The vehicle travel in Cambridge includes a large proportion of
very short trips as shown on the figure. The overall average triplength for work trips is 6.4 miles and 5.1 miles for non-work
related trips. Included in these averages is a large number of
vehicle trips of 2 to 4 miles in length.

Overall Trends Affecting Travel:
The population of Cambridge has remained relatively stable over
the past twenty years, with a 1970 population of 100,000 and 1C90
population of 96,000. However, while the city's population has
changed little, other factors have contributed to a large increase
in vehicle travel. These factors have included higher employment,
rapidly increasing household formation and automobile ownership
per households. In 1980, Cambridge employed 92,000 people. By
1990 employment had risen to over 102,000 people or 11 percent in
10 yea,rs, and had undergone a considerable transformation from an

. industrial base to a service sector oriented market that attracts
employees from throughout the region.

Automobile ownership has also undergone great change in Cambridge
and throughout the nation, with a clear pattern of rapid:y rising
rates of auto ownership per'household. From 1980 to 1987, the
number of cars registered in Cambridge rose by nearly 40 percent,
despite relatively little change in population and a major
investment in expanding and improving the region's transit system.
Traffic data available from the Massachusetts Department of Public
Works (MDPW) indicate that use of the automobile has risen
considerably during the 1980°S, and that the City and Boston
Metropolitan Region have experienced a considerable growth in
vehicle miles traveled averaging about 3 percent per year.
The Need for Better Management of Traffic and Vehicle Miles of
Travel:

Although significant emission reductions have been achieved in
recent years as a result of requirements for emission control
equipment on cars, trucks, and other vehicles, it has not been
sufficient to eliminate motor vehicle emissions as a problem.
Even if existing and potential new emission control devices
operate at maximum effectiveness, national trends show that the

7
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Cambridge Related Vehicle Mp Length by Purpose
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Vehicle Miles of TPavelby Mp Purpose (1987)
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growing number of vehicles in use and increases in vehicle miles
of travel (VMT) will result in a net increase in auto pollutantemissions. In short, growth in VMT and resulting emissions are-' expected to overtake the benefits of emission control technology
and the reductions in emissions it has produced.

Control strategies aimed at transportation-related emissions areintended to reduce the growth of vehicle trips and VMT. These
strategies are called transportation control measures or TCMs.
The objective of tcms is to reduce emissions from on-road motor
vehicles by reducing the use of motor vehicles, by making the road
system operate more efficiently, and by switching to motor fuels
that produce comparatively less emissions.

Experience has shown that it is not easy to change automobile
travel behavior. Surveys show that most people understand thatautomobiles significantly contribute to air pollution. Yet
automobile use continues to grow. For a program of tcms to
succeed, it must consist of a balance of incentives and
disincentives to encourage use of alternative travel modes. To
substantially change travel behavior, a TCM program must also
include measures to promote alternative means of travel that areimprovements or, at a minimum, are comparable in cost and
convenience to the single-occupant automobile. It is also
imperative that these TCM programs are applied area-wide and have
regional applicability. The following program proposed for the
City of Cambridge is designed to help meet these criteria untilthe Commonwealth supplants it with a program of regional
applicability.
Cambridge Attributes:
To develop a program of Transportation Control Measures for the
City of cambridge that can be successfully implemented, it isimportant to identify and take into account the unique
characteristics of the City of Cambridge.

These'key attributes include:

Land Use:

° High residential densities distributed throughcut City.
° Close geographic proximity to downtown Boston which

results in a large proportion of trips that pass through
Cambridge without stopping.

° Clusters of high density office development corcentrated
at limited number of locations (East Cambridge/kendall
Square, Alewife, University Park); additional office
development dispersed at lower densities primarily along
Mass. Ave. corridor between Harvard Sq. and Cer:tral'Sq.

,
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" Two (2) large educational institutions serving a
primarily ncm-commuter population (Harvard University,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology); various. other
smaller educational institutions; some commuting by "

faculty and non-resident students.

° Retail/commercial activity dispersed throughout City
with few locations of high concentrations (Cambridge
Galleria, Harvard Square, central Square, Porter Square,
Fresh Pond Shopping Center, Mass. Ave. corridor).

° Two (2) major hospitals (Mount Auburn and Cambridge)
which are located in predominantly residential areas
with limited parking availability.

° Cambridge is second to Boston in number of jobs provided
in the region. Since 1980, employment has increased by
over 10,000 jobs, an increase of 11%.

° Between january 1980 and March 1990, over 8 million
square feet of office, retail, and industrial space,
nearly 2,000 new housing units, and nearly 1,000 new
hotel rooms were constructed in Cambridge. This
development has generated about 16,000 additional person
trips daily in Cambridge with'about 56 percent of the
total, or about 9,000 trips, using an automobile to make
the trip. Since March 1990, an additional 1 million
square feet of office and retail space haS been "

constructed or has begun construction. An additional 7

million square feet of non-residentia development has
been proposed or planned; although, due to economic
conditions and other circumstances,· not all this
proposed or planned development will necessarily be
constructeCi. However, if all this proposed development
were to occur, a similar increase in the number of
vehicle trips made daily in Cambridge would be expected.

° Although pcpulation has remained constant in Cambridge
since 1980, the rate of auto ownership has increased.
Data available from 1970 to 1986 show a 40 percent
increase irt the number of passenger vehicle
registraticns in Cambridge. From 1982 to 1986, a period
of only four years, registrations iricreased by over 12
percent.

° Given currEnt and projected trends, along with the
current downturn in the regional economy, Cambridge
employment and development is expected to stabilize for
the foreseeable future.

-9-
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Transportation:

" Served by several major arterials and highways which are
not subject to controls by the City of Cambridge
(Alewife Parkway, Fresh Pond Parkway, Meir,oria1 Drive,
and McGrath Highway). These rOadways handle a high
proportion of through trips to Boston and other
communities, as well as work trips to Cambridge
employers and non-work trips to Cambridge retail and
entertainment facilities.

° Provided transit service by MBTA via local buses and the
Red Line and some limited service via the Green Line and
commuter rail. The radial nature of the MBTA sYstem,
which is oriented to downtown Boston, results in
considerably more opportunities to use transit to access
Cambridge from the south (downtown Boston) than from the
either the north or west.

° Congestion is experienced at various intersections/
roadways and is anticipated to continue at a number of
locations into the future; however no measured
violations of CO standards currently or projected for
future (based on limited available data).

r

° Extensive supply of primarily privately developed off-
street parking serving employees (41% of supply) and
commercial (19% of supply).

° Current transit use within the City is relatively high
compared with national averages, with nearly 20% of
daily home-based work trips to Cambridge destinations
being made by transit; use of non-motorized
transportation for worktrip travel is much higher than
national averages, with nearly 17% of daily home-based
work trips made by bicycle or walking (according to
Central Transportation Planning Staff data).

Management:

° City has history of action to downzone residential and
non-residential areas by reducing the allowable Floor
Area Ratio ("FAR"), resulting in a reduction in the
potential size of development compared to what would
have been allowed under prior zoning regulations.

/

° One-zone residential permit parking program in place,
affecting supply/utilization of on-street parking.

° Citywide commuter mobility program is staffed by a
full-time, City-funded, Commuter Mobility Coordinator
who provides transportation management services to major
employers and developers.

-10-



g 4

° Many of the City°s employers dlready provide alternative
·.. work hour programs as an employee benefit, thereby

reducing peak hour traffic.
° The City and several major institutions and pri.vate

employers historically have iriplemented a variety of
Transportation Control Measure (TCM) programs including
parking restrictions, carpool programs, and traffic flow
improvements, in addition to supporting programs such as
privately-sponsored shuttle bus services and mass
transit improvements by the MBTA.

MEASURES IN CAMBRIDGE VEHICLE TRI? REDUCTION ORDINANCE
PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION IN REVISION OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

A. GENERAL MOBILITY-BASED MEASURES

1. Implement Expanded Commuter MobiiitY program

Description:

Various programs/activities would be implemented through the
'. ' Commuter Mobility Program'within the Cambridge Community

Development Department, including, but not limited to:
'r
,' ° A program to encourage commercial establishments in

Cambridge to offer discounts to patrons who have an MBTA

transit pass.

° Establishment of residential—based trip reduction
programs at apartment complexes and condominium
developments of 50 or more units; such programs could
include provision of information about combining trip
purposes, available transit and ridesharing services,

.
ridesharing among residents, ,shopper shuttles, etc.

° A study of potential utilization of jitney services or
shuttles to MBTA services, major shopping complexes, and
major employment centers where no MBTA service is
currently available.

° Creation of a bicycle commuter program, in conjunction
with the Cambridge Traffic ar.d Parking Department,
including consultation with Cambridge residents and
businesses.

° A program to assist employers in identifying and
implementing appropriate incentives to,encourage
employees to commute by bicycle.

"11"
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Fifty (50) percent of the revenues raised through sale of
Residential Parking Stickers and all revenue raised from fees paid
by employers with the filing of the Annual Employer Survey and by
developers with the filing of Transportation Management Plans
would be used to support these and other activities of the
Community Development Department in conjunction with the Commuter
Mobility Program, as set forth in the Ordinance.

iinpact:

Dependent upon program applications and extent cf participation.
Based on a voluntary and area-wide application of commuter
mobility measures, including community education programs on
alternative modes of travel and implementation of shuttle services
linking the MBTA and major employment centers, Cambridge-based
vehicle miles of travel could be reduced by an estimated 0.41
percent or 13,500 daily VMT.

Implementation Respon3ibility:
Commuter Mobility coocdinator, Cambridge Community Development
Department

Schedule:
P.

Upon the effective daZe of the Ordinance.

2. Implement Citywi3e Bicycling Incentive Prorrram
.

" Description:

The City of Cambridge would commit an initial annual budget of
$25,000 for use by t:ie Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department
toward development of a program to encourage greater use of

. bicycles. As a first step in development of the program, a
Bicycle Coordinator will be appointed within the Cambridge Traffic
and Parking Department. The Bicycle Coordinator will devote at
least 50 percent of his/her time to developing and implementing
this program. The buiget allocated to this program will be in
addition to, and not be applied toward, the salary of the Bicycle
Coordinator. The program will include the following:

° Creation of a Bicycle Advisory Committee.
' ° Development of a Cambridge Bicycle Master Plan.

° Provision of bicycles for use by police and Traffic and
Parking Department Staff.

° Funding of 'improved bicycle amenities and storage
facilities.

X
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° Consultation with Cambridge residents and businesses.

° Development and evaluation of recommendations for a
regional network of bicycle paths and bicycle priority
streets favoring bicycles and pedestrians.

/Impact:

Increased bicYcle use as an alternative to other travel modes,
primarily for short-distance/local trips during the peak ozone
season (warmer weather period).
Ilnplementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department, with assistance from the
Commuter Mobility Coordinator.

Schedule:

A B:icycle Mobility Coordinator would be appointed within one mcnth
of the effective date of the Ordinance.

, B. PARKING SUPPLY-BASED MEASURES
C

1. Implement parking Restrictions on currently unregulated
Streets

ijescription:

The City of Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department would preEare
an inventory of all currently unrestricted on-street parking
spaces throughout the City and, after consultation with Cambridge
residents, businesses, and the City Manager, determine and
implement the most appropriate form of regulation, by location, to
discourage use of these spaces for long-term parking.
Approximately 4,700 on-street parking spaces in Cambridge are
currently unrestricted. Regulation can be in the form of parking
meters, time restrictions, or residential permit requirements.

Impact:

Reduction in long-term, commuter-related work trips. For the '

purpose of analysis, it was assumed that this measure would apply
to the entire supply of currently unregulated on-street spaces and
that restrictions would be applied in the form of residential
parking permit requirements. At this time, there is limited
information available concerning the usage of these unregulated
spaces. Therefore, two scenarios were tested to determine the
potential impact of this measure. For the first scenario tested,
it was assumed that all available spaces are currently used for
long term commuter parking (or would be used for long-term parking

b as a result of other measures in the Ordinance). In this case,
this measure could reduce Cambridge-based vehicle miles of travel
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by an estimated 2.67 percent or 88,000 daily VMT. For the second
scenario tested, it was assumed that 60 percent of the currently
unregulated spaces are used for long-term commuter parking and

: that, as a result of the new restrictions, 33 percent of these
i commuters would continue to drive but would find alternative

parking. In this case, Cambridge-based vehicle miles of travel
.

would be reduced by 1.07 percent or 35,000 daily VMT.

Implementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Traffic and Parking Departmenz

Schedule:
',. Cambridge Traffic and Parking Departmenz would be required within

six months of the effective date of the Ordinance to inventory all?"T

unrestricted on-street parking and submit to the City Manager a
written draft recommendation as to appropriate forms of regulation

,' for each inventoried space. The City Manager will make the draftavailable for public review and discussion prior to finalization.

2. Increase Off-Street Municipal parking Fees

',· ' Oescription: P

t
.7 In order to discourage the use of City of Cambridge-owned parking: facilities for parking by single-occupant vehicle users, the rates

for daily and monthly parking at all mu:iicipal off-street parking
garages would be increased by 25 percen: over currently charged
rates.

Impact:

The City of Cambridge currently operate3 two off-street parking
garages. The Green Street garage in Central Square provides 290
spaces and the East Cambridge garage (55 First St.) provides 1110
spaces. An analysis of a 25 percent imrease in the cost of long-
term parking at these facilities was conducted which assumed that
the rates at non-municipal facilities in the vicinity of these
garages would be unchanged and that any spaces made available at
these facilities as a result of the rat? increases would not be
subsequently filled as a result of latent demand. Based on theseC

assumptions, this strategy would result in an estimated 0.13
percent reduction in the current daily total Cambridge-based
vehicle miles of travel, equal to 4,000 daily vehicle miles of
travel (VMT).

Implementation Responsibility:

-14-
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- Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department

Schedule:

Within 60 days of the effective day of the Ordinance, the
Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department would implement a revised
rate structure at municipal off-street parking facilities,consistent with the requirements of the Ordinance.

C. CITY OF CAMBRIDGE-BASED MEASURES

1. Implement controls on Use of Citywide Visitor Passes

Description:
The City of Cambridge would substitute stickers for the Citywide
visitor passes currently used by authorized individuals. The
sticker shall display the vehicle rCgistration number of the
vehicle to which it is assigned and an expiration date. StickErs
wiii be distinct in appearance from residential parking µermit
stickers.

Impact:
F

tjnspecified

iinplementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department

Schedule:

The Traffic and Parking Department would be authorized to issue
stickers immediately upon passage of the Ordinance. Citywide
visitor passes will be invalid thirty days after the effective
date of the Ordinance.

D. RESIDENTIAL-BASED MEASURES

1. Implement Residential Parking Permit sticker Zones

Description:

The City of Cambridge currently allows a vehicle with a parking
sticker to park in any signed residential parking area thrcughout
the City. A zoned parking program would restrict use of parking
stickers to the designated zone where the vehicle is registered.
This would ensure that th? resident will retain the ability to
park a vehicle near the address at which the vehicle is
registered, but restrict the ability to park in other residential
areas of the cit}' during the work week.

-15-
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: The use of a valid residential parking sticker would be restrictedm'

to the zone for which it is designated from midnight Sunday to;:
7:00 p.m. Friday (5 days of the week). From 7:00 p.m. Friday to

" midnight Sunday, a valid residential sticker would allow.legal
parking in all residential parking zones throughout the City of

: Cambridge.

C Four (4) zones would be established for the purpose of
implementing this measure and are defined as follows:

R

° Zone I: canujridge-Somerville border to north,
t Cambridge-Arlington-Belmont border to west, Concord

: Avenue to smith, Kirkland Street to east (includes
' Cambridge Cmnmon)
.
* .

° Zone 2: Con::ord Avenue to north to Garden Street alorg
Cambridge Cmnmon, JFK Boulevard to east, Charles
River/Watertown-Belmont border to south and west

° Zone 3: Massachusetts Avenue to north, JFK Boulevard"to
west, Charl2s River to south and east

° Zone 4: Massachusetts Avenue to south, Kirkland Street
to west, Somerville-Charlestown-Cambridge border to
north, Charles River to east '" '

A special buffer zone would be established within one block on
either side of streets designated as zone boundaries, running the
full length of the zo:ie boundary, to allow parking by residents of
both abutting zones.

Signs designating residential permit parking areas would be
modified to clearly ilentify the zone in which the residential
parking is located. 3uffer zones will be indicated by signs tc
allow parking by residents of the appropriate abutting zones.
Fines for vehicles which park in zones other than the zone for
which a sticker is valid will be administered consistently with

" current parking violation policies. .

.

Impact:

The strategy would reluce intra-Cambridge home-based work and
non-work trips on weeuiays. Based on travel and parking
characteristics observed throughout the metropolitan area, it is
estimated that this m2asure could reduce internal Cambridge
average weekday home-ciased work and home-based other vehicle miles
of travel by 8.7 percent. This would result in an estimated 0.21
percent reduction in the current daily total Cambridge-based
vehicle miles of travel, equal to 7,000 daily VMT.
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iinplementation ResponsibiiitY

city of Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department

Schedule:

Signs designating the four zones would be erected within 6 months
of the effective date of the Ordinance. Stickers would be issued
according to zone designations beginning with the next-scheduled
annual renewal date for current residential sticker holders.

2. Progressive Fee schedule for Residentia1 parking stickers

Description:

The fee charged for residential parking stickers would be adjusted
to raise the fees charged to households with multiple vehicle
ownership. The proposed fees would conform to the following
schedule:

1st Sticker per Household $ 8.00
2nd Sticker per Household $ 12.00
3rd Sticker per Household $ 50.00
4th Sticker per Household $100.00
5th and additional Stickers per Household $200.00

For the purpose of this measure, all vehicles registered to the
same address shall constitute the vehicles registered to a
household.

Fifty (50) percent' of all revenues raised through the Residential
Parking Sticker program would be made available to the Commuter
Mobility Program within the Community Development Department to
support programs mandated by the Ordinance. The remaining fifty(50) percent would be used by the Traffic and Parking Department
for enforcement and other activities required of it under the
Ordinance.

iinpact:

The measure would act to discourage marginal vehicle ownership,
particularly households with three or more per household. Funding
generated by this measure would be used to support other programs
under the Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance.

Approximately 36,000 parking stickers were issued by the Cambri: ige
Traffic and Parking Department in 1990, generating approximately
$152,000 in revenue. Based on data provided by the Cambridge
Traffic and Parking Department, derived from a sample of
households and used to determine approximate distribution of
single versus multi-sticker households, approximately 17 percent
of Cambridge households (that have resident parking stickers)
have 3 or more vehicles registered to their household. Estimated
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...
,' revenue from the revised schedule, based on the number of

stickers issued in 1990 would increase by approximately $148,000
: per year. (Waivers or reductions for handicapped or elderly would
i reduce this amount somewhat.)

" iinplementation Responsibility:
...

City of Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department

Schedule:

Stickers would be issued beginning with the next-scheduled annual
renewal date for current residential sticker holders.

',' E. EMPLOYER-BASED MEASURES

1. Imp1ement Regional Trip Reduction Program

Oescription:

, Given that Cambridge roadways serve as a throughway to other
" employment centers, employer-based measures are most effective

when adopted and enforced on a region-wide basis. The measures
proposed herein for cambridge should be adopted and applied by the
Commonwealth on a region-wide basis. Only trip reduction measures
that are applied on a region-wide basis (and, in some instances,

,: in other states throughout the Northeast Ozone Transport Region)
..', will enable the Commonwealth to achieve attainment of the Clean
" Air Act air quality standards. Furthermore, only a regional
'·: program will:

° Assure that Cambridge is not placed at a competitive
disadvantage with other communities in the region as a
result of stricter controls on vehicle trips;

°' Prevent the diversion of traffic currently oriented
toward Cambridge origins and/or destinations to; other
areas in the region which haxie more limited public
transit availability, thereby increasing regional
vehicle miles of travel, a result that is prohibited by
the 1990 clean Air Act amendments;

° Reduce the high volumes of through traffic on Cambridge
roadways which are beyond the ability of this ordinance
to control.

Imjmct:

A regional program would provide for area-wide trip reductions,
particularly related to work trips.

-18-
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Implementation Responsibility:

Various State, regional, and local agencies

Schedule:

a regional program of transportation control measures for the
Commonwealth is expected to be prepared and submitted to EPA as an
element of the commonwealth's plan for attaining a 15 percent
total reduction in voe emissions by 1999, as required by the 1990

,'":

Clean Air Act Amendments. A regional program of transportation
control measures-would replace this interim SIP Amendment for the

.". City of Cambridge.
"%

.':

2. Encourage Local EmplDjlment opportunities

Description:

The city of Cambridge would commit to:
° Continuing and expanding the Cambridge Employment

Program within the Community Development Department.

' ° Sponsoring an annual job fair to inform residents'of '

opportunities for local employment.

° Sponsoring and coordinating educational partnerships
between Cambridge employers and schools in Cambridge.

° Developing a Local Employment Opportunity Plan intended
to achieve these objectives.

To demonstrate and further its commitment to increase the number
of Cambridge residents employed by Cambridge businesses, the C±ty
would increase its annual budget for this effort to $130,000.

Impact:

Potential increase in share of Cambridge residents employed by
Cambridge employers, resulting in reduced work-trip commute
distances and reduced vehicle miles of travel. As of 1989,
Cambridge employers provided jobs for over 102,000 employees,
accounting for nearly 6 percent of the total employment in the
Boston SMSA. Approximately 28 percent of Cambridge°s employment
base is composed of Cambridge residents. The employment base of
other major job centers such as Waltham, Bedford, Framinqham and
Lynn is composed of 35 percent or more local residents. The City
of Boston has a 40 percent local resident employee population.

Given unique characteristics of Cambridge, such as its large
student population, and uncertainties about expansion of jcb
opportunities due to the current economy, it may not be feasikLe
to increase the residential-employee base to the Boston level.
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However, based on local employment rates at other major employment
centers (as indicated above), an increase in the rate of local
employment in Cambridge appears feasible. An analysis was
performed which assumed a growth in Cambridge-based job share to
31 percent of total employment to evaluate the potential
ef"fectiveness of this measure. The results of this analysis
indicated that Cambridge home-based work vehicle miles of travel
could be reduced by an estimated 3.4 percent or 33,000 daily VMT.

' This would produce an estimated 1.0 percent reduction in totalCambridge-based vehicle miieq of travel.
Implementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Community Development Department in conjunctior] with the
cambridge Department of Human Services.

Schedule:

A plan to encourage local employment opportunities for cambridge
residents would be prepared within one year of passage of the
Ordinance.

3. Annual Employer survey - Developing the Baseline on Employee
' commuting characteristics '

Description:

An annual survey would be conducted by all Cambridge employers of
50 or more employees at a single worksite (including institutionsand City of Cambridge departments) to determine the number of
employees per worksite, their commuting characteristics, modes of
travel, places of origin, work schedules, trip volumes, and
progress toward meeting the Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate (AER)
Goal. This program is estimated to affect approximately 240
employers, including the City, representing nearly two-thirds of
the total employment base of Cambridge.

By analyzing employee commuting characteristics the survey willprovide the basis for determining if an employer is required. todevelop a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan in order to achieve the
Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal. Data derived from the surveywill provide the basis for preparation and updating of the Vehicle
Trip Reduction Plan. An employer who cannot certify achievement
of the Citywide AER Goal at its worksite would be required to
prepare, implement, and submit to the City a Vehicle Trip
Reduction Plan as part of the Annual Employer Survey Response.

The Annual Employer Survey would be based on a survey of employees
at each worksite of 50 or more employees. A response rate of at
least 75 percent would be required to ensure accuracy of the data.
Based on the data obtained thrOugh the employee survey, an actual
Auto Efficiency Rate will be calculated by each employer for its
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worksite and compared to the Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal to
determine the need, if any, for an employer to reduce commuter
vehicle trips through a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan.

A processing fee, based on the number OF employees at a Civen
worksite, would be submitted to the City each year with the
completed Annual Employer Survey Response. Proposed fees are:

$500 for employers with 500 or more employees
$300 for employers with 100 to 499 employees
$100 for employers with 50 to 99 employees

Failure to submit a completed and properly certified Annual
Employer Survey Response on the scheduled date wouid result in a
fine of $200.00 per day to be levied until the required Survey
Response is submitted. Knowingly submitting false information
would result in a fine of $300.00 per day to be levied until a
corrected, certified Survey Response is submitted and accepted.

The survey would be performed annually to monitor progress toward
meeting the Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal and to provide the
basis for amendments to an employer's Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan.

Impact: '

R

Would provide annually updated database on employee commuting
characteristics, employer vehicle trip reduction programs, and
certification of progress toward achieving the Citywide Auto
Efficiency Rate Goal. Revenue generated through the filing fees
for the Annual Employer Survey response will be used by the City
to carry out the tasks and implement the programs required by the -

Ordinance.
" Implementation Responsibility:

Assistant City Manager for Community Development

Schedule:

An employer survey kit, including employee survey forms,
administration plan and AER calculation sheets, would be prepared
by the City and distributed to all employers of 50 or more
employees at a single worksite no later than 6 months from the
effective date of the Ordinance. These employers would then be
required to submit a completed Survey Response, which will include
the AER calculation sheet, certification, processing fee, and,
where required, a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan, within six months
of distribution of the Survey kits by the City. Subsequent and
similar surveys will be administered annually.

0
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4. Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction plan - citywide Aiito
EfficiexicY Rate

Description:
Each Cambridge employer of 50 or more employees at a single
worksite (including institutions and City of cambridge
departments) who cannot certify and demonstrate achievement of the
Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal would be required to prepare,
implement, and submit a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan as an element
of its Annual Employer Survey Response. The Plan will specify a
program of measures intended to reduce vehicle trips to achieve
the specified Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal. Each year, an
employer will certify implementation of the Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plan and progress toward meeting the Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate
Goal. The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan will be amended arid
modified as required through subsequent Annual Employer Survey
Responses.

Each employer's Auto Efficiency Rate (AER) will be calculated
through the Annual Employer Survey for each worksite and updated
annually. The Auto Efficiency Rate is calculated by dividing the
number of employees who report to the worksite in Cambridge
between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. (inclusive Monday through Friday)
by the number of vehicles used by these employees. "As the AER '

increases, use of single-occupant vehicles for commuting is
reduced. The AER calculation requires that a five consecutive
weekday average be used. Vehicles counted shall exclude bicycles,
public transit vehicles, and approved clean fuel vehicles.
Motorcycles and light trucks would be counted as automobiles. An
example form (subject to modification) and sample calculation of
Auto Efficiency Rate, is shown in Attachment 1.

The Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal would provide for
progressive, annual reductions in vehicle trips and vehicle miles
of travel compared to baseline travel characteristics. The
current AER for Cambridge ("Base AER") will be derived from 1990
U.S. Census modal share data and travel statistics, which are
expected to be available shortly. The Citywide AER Goal for the
first year of the Ordinance will be the Base AER plus 2.5 percent.
The Base AER for Cambridge may be recalculated after review and
analysis of the first Annual Employer Survey Response.

Each employer required to submit an Annual Employer Survey
Response would be required to calculate its own Auto Uficiency
Rate (on a calculation sheet provided by the City) and compare its

' rate to the Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate Goal (also to be
specified on the calculation sheet). Employers whose AER is below
the Citywide AER Goal would be required to develop and implement a
Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan which provides strategies and

"

incentives to modify their Auto Efficiency Rate to achieve the
Citywide Goal. An employer who demonstrates through the Annual
Employer Survey and certifies that the worksite is in compliance
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with the AER Goal as of the submittal'date of the Survey Response
would not be required to submit a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan for
that year.
The Citywide AER Goal is designed to provide for progressive,
annual" reductions in single occupant vehicle use. Specifically,
the AER Goal will be increased annually by 2.5 percent. As a
result, employers who may be exempted from a requirement to file a
Vehicle Trip Reduction plan in the first year of this program may
be required to do so in subsequent years as the Citywide AER is
increased.

The concept of a Citywide Auto Efficiency Rate is consistent with
the approach developed in Los Angeles through "Regulatiorj XV" and
in Phoenix by federal regulation. These programs require area
businesses to "aggressively" encourage ridesharing and transit use
by their employees. The goal of these programs is to
significantly reduce the number of vehicles on the road,
particularly during heavily congested commuting periods.

The strategies and incentives specified in an individual
employer's Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan Hould be based on the
difference between the Citywide AER Goa: and the employer's AER as
computed on the calculation sheets to be provided by the City.
Appropriate trip reductions for an ind:b'idual employer will be
determined as a function of the employer's AER in the employer's
first Annual Employer Survey Response and Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plan. Employers with an AER substantia: ly below the target willbe expected to develop a vehicle Trip Reduction Plan which
identifies a more extensive program of strategies and incentives
than employers with smaller AER deficits. Subsequent suhmittals
of the Annual Employer Survey Response and Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plan will certify progress toward meeting the AER target and also
upgrade the Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan as needed to achieve
vehicle trip reductions.

A variety of Measures and incentives may be implemented to assist
in achieving the target AER, including, but not limited to:

° Providing information on available transit service -posting in a conspicuous place or places the schedules,
rates, and routes of transit services in the immediate
vicinity of the facility."

° Employee transit-pass programs - advertising and making
available to all employees any pass program offered by
the area transit authority, including but not limited
to, making all administrative arrangements for commuters
to purchase the pass and encouraging commuters to
participate by publicizing the availability and cost
advantages of the pass program.
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° Incentives to commute by bicycle - including but not
limited to, providing secure bicycle storage facilitiesand shower/changing facilities.

:j ° Employer-sFonsored rideshare programs.Z··.

° Preferentiel parking for carpools and vanpools.

..· ° Transportation allowance programs.

° AlternativE work schedules - including 4-day work weeks
and flexible schedules which would facilitate ricieshare
arrangements.

° Elimination or reduction of employee parking subsidies.C ,

° Kliminatior,or reduction of employee parking spaces....
b,

"b

° Provision cf shuttle vans to public transportationW .'-"' V
'::' servimes.

Employers would be responsible for developing their own Vehicle
Trip Reduction Plans. The Commuter Mobility Coordinator wculd be
available to assist Employers in identifying and developing.'·:" appropriate trip reduction measures. The Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plan is performance tased to achieve specified trip reduction

'1': .

objectives. The measures by which trips are reduced are to be
" determined by the employer based on individual needs and;y"
';".- operations.
I'.,

m: 3

'"' The adequacy of a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan to meet the...

necessary trip reduction goals for a specific worksite willinitially be determined by the Commuter Mobility coordinator. Ifa Plan is found to be insufficient to achieve the required vehicle
trip reductions, the Assistant City Manager for Community
Development, in consultation with the Commuter MobfLity
Coordinator, may disapprove a plan and require its resubmittal
within thirty days. If, on resubmittal, the Plan is again
rejected, penalties would be assessed. An employer may appeal as"r provided in the Ordinance.

' The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan is to be submitted as part of the
Annual Employer Survey Response. Failure to submit an acceptable
Plan (where the Plan is required) will render the Survey'Response
incomplete and subject the employer to penalties consistent with
the penalties for non-submittal of a complete and certified Annual
Employer Survey Response. Failure to implement the provisions of
a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan will subject the employer to fines
of $300.00 per day until found by the Assistant City Manager forCommunity Development, or his designee, to be in compliar:ce.
Enforcement of this program would be the responsibility of the
Assistant City Manager for Community Development.

b
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Impact:
,

This measure will achieve reductions in single-occupant work-
related vehicle trips. It is estimated that there are

' approximately 240 firms within the City of Cambridge that employ
' 50 or more employees. As a result, this'program is estimated to

apply to approximately 65,000 employees based on 1990 employmentr

records.

Based on a 2.5 perceAt annual improvement in AER compareC to
current Cambridge travel characteristics (based on available

'. information), total daily Cambridge-based vehicle miles of travel
-.' could be reduced by an estimated 0.3 percent or 12,000 daily VMT

in the first year and by 0.7 percent or 25,000 by the second year.
(An analysis of program impacts if applied to firms of 25 or more
employees was also ccnducted to determine what the potential for
additional effectivemss would be if program coverage was
expanded. An additicnal 270 firms would be covered by the
Ordinance if applied to firms with between 25 and 49 employees.
However, in Cambridge, these firms employ an estimated total of

' only 9450 employees. As a result, although the number of firms
covered would increase by 112 percent, the number of employees
covered would increase by only 15 percent, causing a dis-
proportionate administrative burden and expense.) "

,' Implementation Responsibility:
;.

Assistant City Manager for Community Development
L-

Schedule:

The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan would be specified in the first
i. Annual Employer Survey Response and updated on an annual basis

according to th"e schedule for submittal of the Annual Employer
Survey Response.

F. NEW DEVELOPMENT-BASED MEASURES ·

1. Development-Based Transportation Management Plan

Description:

For all new development of 50,000 square feet or greater,
regardless of use, or 50 or more residential units, a
Transportation Management Plan approved in writing by the
Assistant city Manager for Community Development would be
required. The Cambridge Building Inspector would not be permitted
to issue the necessary building permits without evidence of such
written approval. The Transportation Management Plan would be
required to include:
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° a processirg fee of $1,500;

° a traffic analysis that demonstrates that for affected
locations with existing traffic level of service (LOS)
of D or worse, reasonable traffic mitigation measures
will be imFlemented to improve traffic operations to the
extent feasible and for affected locations with existing
LOS of C or better, the project will not degrade such
location below a LOS of C.

For all new mixed-use or non-residential development subject to
the requirements of this measure, the Transportation Management
Plan must also include:

° a description of development design elements and vehicle
trip reduction measures to be implemented by the
developer in order to assist non-residential tenants in
the developnent, collectively, to achieve the Citywide
AER Goal.

° a monitoring program to demonstrate annual plan
compliance and calculate the annual AER associated with
non-residertial tenants of the development. The
monitoring program must account for all non-residential

' site-generated traffic between the hours of 6:00 a.m.
and 10:00 a.m. Where tenants include employers of 50 or
more employees at the worksite, the monitoring program
may utilize data from a tenant's certified Annual

'

Employer Survey Response.

° a commitmert to update and supplement the Transportation
Managment Flan if, based on the monitoring proCram, itis determhed that the non-residential tenants of the
development, collectively, are not achieving tteCitywide AER Goal.

° a commitmeFt to future compliance with Transportation
Management Plan requirements following transfer of
property from developer to other parties.

Developments which have already been issued building permits from
the City of Cambridge or which are subject to City-approx,"ed
traffic mitigation or trip management plans as of the effective
date of the Ordinance would be exempted from these requirements.

The requirements applicable to new developments would not exempt
individual employers from compliance with other elements of the
Ordinance. Employers of 50 or more employees at a worksite ·

located within a development subject to a required Transportation
Management Plan woulC be required to submit the Annual Employer
Survey Response, and, if applicable, a Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plan. The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan will complement and
contribute toward attainment of the Citywide AER Goal for the
development site.
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Measures to be consitered for inclusion in the Transportation
Management Plan include without limitation the following:

° Hiring a Transportation Management coordinator,
responsibk for distribution of information and
coordinaticm of traffic management programs within the
new development.

° Discouraging or restricting use of parking spaces by .

commuters in single-occupant vehicles.

° Funding a local. or area-wide shuttle van to public
transit stztions and/or shopping centers.

° Encouragement cjf staggered or flexible work hours for
employees of all tenants.

° Promotion cf the use of public transportation by
providing transit information and participation in the.
MBTA commuter pass program.

° Operation cf a computer-based ridesharing information
bank or cocrdination of ridesharing promotional programs
with the City's Commuter Mobility Coordinator.

P

° Reserving spaces at preferential locations for carpool
and vanpool parking on the site.

° Establishir--g re:iuced parking fees or providing subsiCies
for carpool and vanpool parking.

° Encouragement of employment opportunities by CambridCe -

residents by tenants of the new development.

° Providing safe, convenient, sheltered bicycle storage
facilities.and/or shower facilities for bicycle
commuters.

The plan would have to receive written approval from the Assistant
City Manager for Comrunity Development before the Building
Inspector may issue tuilding permits for the project. Annual
certification of plan conl?liance would have to be submitted to the
Assistant City Manager for Community Development. Failure to
implement provisions -of the Transportation Management Plan or to
provide the annual certification would subject the develcper or
subsequent property management firm or owner to fines of $300.GO

per day until found by the Assistant City Manager for Community
Development to be in compliance.
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:i Impact:,e

,j:; The measure will reduce the growth in vehicle trips and miles of
-.i travel generated by new development projects of 50,000 square feet
:"

or 50 or more residential units. The measure wiii also provide
reasonable mitigation in an effort to prevent degradation in
traffic LOS as a result of new project development.

'i"

An analysis was performed to determine the impact of this' measure
as applied to new non-residential development in Cambridge, based;.

on a potential for 7 million square feet of new non-residential
development. For the purpose of this analysis, it was assumedL

-:: that all 7 million sq.iare feet of potential new development would:S
be subject to this measure. The data shows that this measure:!:':

coujd reduce Cambri¢ge-based vehicle miles of travel by an
7.; estrmated 27,000 daily VMT compared to the VMT that would·m
2", otherwise be generatei by this new development in the abs'ence of
'" this measure. This is equivalent to a 10.6 percent reduction in

VMT that would otherwise be generated by the new development.

.' Implementation Responsibility:
;\..

Assistant City Manager for Community Development
t:

'.' Schedule: " '

:C

..
.:<j The measure would go into effect immediately upon passage of the
! Ordinance.

,,
¶

.\
..

..'i

'; 2. Study of Zoning Revisions

Description:
The Cambridge Planninj Board would be directed to consider
revisions to required parking space ratios specified in the City
of Cambridge Zoning Osdinance and analyze the impacts of these'.: revisions. Possible sevisions to be analyzed would include
elimination of minimum parking requirements aiid/or a reduction of
maximum parking requirements for all or specific categories of
development. Special allowances should be considered to provide
for high occupancy vehicle (HOV) parking, in excess of allowable

-.i unrestricted spaces. Zoning requirements to encourage mixed-use
develoRment should aho be considered.

iinpact:

Modifications in zoning requirements could reduce rate of new
parking development, resulting in change in ratio between vehicle

" trips and parking availability.
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iinplementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Planning Board

Schedule:

Consideration of potential revisions to required parking space
ratios in the City of Cambridge Zoning Ordinance would commence
promptlj' after the effective date of the Ordinance. The Cambridge
Planning Board would "giblicly report its recommendations withir
one year of the effective date of the Ordinance. ·

G. CLEAN FUELS-BASE3 MEAsUREk

1. Promote Clean Fu?l Use by Fleets of Ten or More Vehicles

Description:
The City of cambridge would commit $15,000 to fund a study to Le
conducted one year after enactment of the Ordinance to promote the
.use and determine the impacts of the use of Clean Fuels as
designated by the EPA. The study will include fleets of ten or

, more vehicles operatel and/or maintained within the City of
Cambridge. The study will analyze the use of appropriate clear '

'

fuels in Cambridge, including but not limited to methanol,
compressed natural gas (CNG), and reformulated gasoline, and be
based on fleet characteristics, implementation costs, and
recommended implement2tion strategies. The study will also
identify reasonably a"jailable incentives which could be offered by
the City, such as tax credits, to encourage use of clean fuels by
fleet operators. Res".ilts of the study will be provided to allfleet operators. Results of the study will be available to the
public upon request.

Impact:

The study would promoze the use of Clean Fuels and provide
information to fleet operators concerning potential benefits of
Clean Fuels for fleet operations. Air quality improvements willresult if and when fKets are converted to Clean Fuel operation.

Implementation Responsibility:
Cambridge Department of Public Works

.

Schedule:

The results of a study of the advantages and opportunities to
utilize Clean Fuels b7 Canbridge fleet operators would be publicly
reported and distribuced to owners and operators of vehicle fleets
within one year of enactment of the Ordinance.

* * * * *
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SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE PROGRAM IMPACTS

The attached table stmmarizes the various measures included in the
Ordinance and lists their potential to reduce vehicle miles of
travel and emissions of VOCs, CO, and NOx. As indicated,- some
measures do not directly result in measurable reductions in VMT or
emissions of pollutants. Some of these measures support other
strategies which do result in measurable improvements. A:n example
would be the Annual Employer AER calculation (E.3) which is a
necessary step in the development of the Vehicle Trip ReCiuction
Plan (E.4). Other measures, such as the Bicycle Incentive Program
(A.2), the zoning study (F.2) and the Clean Fuels study (G.1)
involve a commitment to define and implement programs to promote
future improvements in air quality. Until the details of these
programs and, in particular, the incentives which may be included
in the programs are defined, it is not practical to quantify their
beneficial impacts.

Based on the programs that are measured.- the strategy to encourage
local employment opportunities (E.2) has the potential to have a
significant impact. The measure assumes a 3 percent change in the
resident composition ;jf Cambridge's emp oyee population'. This
objective could be facilitated and/or achieved through other

' strategies, such as land-use mixing and housing-jobs balances.
Another program shown to have a significant impact, despite
varying assumptions for the analysis, is the application of
parking restrictions to currently unreguilated on-street sp'aces.
The analysis of this .measure assumes, through examination of two
scenarios, that these spaces are currently used for long-term
parking and that this use would be elimznated by the application
of resident parking ruzstrictions. If these spaces were controlled
by meters or time restrictions, thereby allowing for more frequent
turnover per space, impacts would be less.
The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan measure applied to existing
development (E.4) would achieve progressive impacts due to the
change in the Auto Efficiency Rate (AER: target from year 1 to
year 2 of the program. These reductions are not additive but
individually represent a change in VMT and emissions from the
baseline 1990 travel :±taracteristics.
The program to require a Transportation Management Plan for new
development (F.1) would effectively constrain future growth in
VMT. The analysis assumes approximately 7 million square feet of
new non-residential d2velopment to occur in Cambridge during the
analysis period. The reduction shown in VMT represents the
reduction which would be possible over the VMT generated by this
new development in th2 absence of this neasure. If less than the
projected amount of development occurs the extent of the measure's
impact would be reduced (the amount of newly generated VMT
resulting from new development would also be less).
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In summary, the strategies shown to have measurable VMT and
emission reduction impacts can reduce total Cambridge-based
vehicle miles of travel by approximately 104,500 to 170,500 daily
VMT. For the strategies which apply to current VMT (excluding the
Transportation Management Plan for New Development), this results
in a reduction of 3 to 5 percent in Cambridge-based vehicle miles
of travel. This translates into a reduction of approximately .7
tons of per day or 185 tons per year of VOCS, 6.1 tons per day or
1590 tons per year of CO, and .3 tons per day or 73 tons per year
of NOX. Based on the extent of Cambridge's contribution to
pollutant emissions statewide and the City's ability to affect
change in Cambridge-based travel behavior, primarily through
reductions in work-trips, these reductions make a substantial
contribution to overall improvements in air quality.

' * * * * *

r
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¶J1AURY OF PROSUjd lWkCTS
mm REDUCED REIXJCED

YW X UIANGE YOCs(2) C0(3) KOx(4)
EASLRE REDUCTION IK \NT(D TWS/DAY TWS/DAY msmv
A.1 ExWded C~Br kb. Progrm 13,m 0.41 0.06 0.50 omA.2 Biwcb hmntive Progrw KA

B.1 Park Restrictim on Lhreq. Str8et3

Sio I 88,(XX) 2.67 0.38 3.23 0.15

Sio 2
.

S,OC0 1.07 0.15 1.2 0.06
B.2 1Lnicipal Parking Feu 4,(XD 0.13 om 0.15 0.01
C.1 Universal Yisi:or Passes KA

D.1 Resident Puki:g Zones 7,(XX) 0.21 "

om 0.3 · 0.01
D.2 Progrmive Res. Parking Fees HA"
E.1 Regional Trip Rechction Prog. " HA

E.2 Local Fmploymnt Opportunities 3,oaj 1.0 0.14 1.21 0.06E.3 Annual Fmployer Survey KA

E.4 Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan
Year 1

12,@ 0.3 0.05 0.44 0.02
Year 2

, b,000 0.7 C 0.11 0.R 0.04
E.5 Credits for Excess Trip Reduct. HA

F.1 Km Devel. Ti'ir Reduction Plan 27,000 (5) 0.12 0:8 0.05 '
F.2 kdification of Parking Rates " HA

G.1 Clean Fuel Stu¢y
.

KA

G.2 Clean Fud lncmtives KA

XUTES:

KA: No direct iwpacts or iwpacts are wmasureabk
(I): : Change based on current (1987) WT only -

(2): Asswes ra:o of 3.88 g. of VOCs per mile at 19.6 nph, 78:1 (F)
(3): Asswes ra:g d 33.27 g. of CO

per nik at 19.6 Kph, m.o (D
(4): Asstnes raie of 1.54 g. of KQX mr nile at 19.6 mh, 78.1 (D
(S): Basd on p{ojected new developmt of 7 nil. sq. ft.
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Attachment 1

O

Sample Auto Efficiency Rate (AER) Calculation Sheets

Los Angeles "RegulationXV"
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Sample AVR Cdcuktion, continuod.

.A

;i
" Weekly bployeeNehide Cddation "' "

" "- '" '

.., . ,.
"

Seaion IVmw: be plet'dby 'mpbynjC/ing both new andupdaxdplans: 7JHc
ua wmple.

.
..

µ

TOTAL TUTAL
' ':" omom .

" · "
. '".

r

, ,. Mode Column 1 Column 2
, . ' Column 3

"
U

, . -

I ' '

,,
' A Drive alone" '

" " - "'" 2680 A ", "dfviddby1
. .

_
"r "' 2680

"

b Motorcycle "
25 b divided byl

. .
' 25

T " " ,

c 2 person arpool · ISO
- C -

divided by 2
...

"":.'"
·' 75

';i
- d 3 pe'son cupool

.

60 " d'
"

' dividid by 3 " '.
.

.,
"

20
..

E 4+ person carpool .-' " .jj" .'80 -· E""' divided by4 -"""-. :' 20
' ·". " e. rb "'"I :-. ' " ':.:1"

I, .. 'K

f Vanpool
. ,.4

:

.

.' 120'
. F -. .

Totalvans used ' -,,--'.7. · 15
%

g
'

Buspool
' "" " 0 G " Toa buses used ", ""

'.' ,". 0
. t .

H Public transit (busmiil) 10 "

"I Walk ---10
.

'
-

.

j Bicycle " 10
.

K Telecommute 5
.

'
L Report at another site 10 L divided byl

. , . .

10

li No su'v'y mpon" 75 LI divided by I
. .

75
n'

, .
8·

S Subtotal
. .

. .
2920

Compremd Work Woek Credit (day8 om

,
M 3/36 workweek 10 " " ' ' " '" ' "

"

N 4/40 workweek 5 """-

O 9/80 workweekx C'S 5
"" "

.:
.

W Total 0mpiom triµ "" 3255 T Total vohidm"
"

"' " 2853
"7

e

. .. .Days Off ' '" " "

.

p Vacation 10

. q
.

Sick
. ,.

5

, ., ., -.,.-
:-

, :"
.

R Other ' ' ' S " '
' " " ' '" ' "

' " Mt a? d)e n¢='p"gu6'q?hmuionofhow to cah&Eednibeabne tripx " =""" 4fclean fid whiclera7¥ iudj6" cummu'ingj5bmhome fo tuork. weAppm&cB m cdmlue c:ndk
·^

South (bUr Qtaq HAimeflt dnn "" .' ' -" "' ' 37



.

p · »
d

P

...

t

'. P

Hmpb Am coMhwod

: W ·: .:. ': "". .. . .
"
: . : 7 ;

'
Explmati'on of DiiveAhneUhkM

-
' - · '

- :: " " - - ·
_ -

.505 Emplqy=druve done fOr5 chg Z525

5 T&oommums drovealone 4 days 20

5 3/36 Empbjm druvealone 3 days 15

5 4/40 Emplqyeesdruvedone 4 days 20
4 'r

' 10
.

9/80 FEmpbyees drovealone9 days 45
C.

.

5 VACJ Druviedone 3 chys "
- IS '

5 SickLeavel Druve alone4 dqys 20
. .

" 5
.- Our ofTownl Dmvealone4 dajs

20

.
Total DrivcAlorm 2,680

P. t

. .

T »

" $

. · · : -

. ._ . . ._ . . .. .

.

.

.

Sd u~%~Diskjd "

m



L

CB, ·&"

r
t

-,
·;

|fbmi(lmj
,. '.s2.z<·.p': ."z.··?7"±e·3#"':2:'='."uu^!:? R":i;t:·7.:·i?«k "Ij. '-

.
.

"

jµj
Smmph AVR CMculation, continwiA

:
AVR Planning Fom

'.- .
"

. .

, ,
Se@n IVmus' be 'ompkird by "npbymfling bot/!! neiu.andupddattedp/am. ThU u a sumpk.

. . ._
'

..
1. - Tod employee uips generaced Monday through Frichy between 6:00 am -10:00 am inclusive (Column 1 m Form IV-3).

. 1. 3255

Q2. Total vehides arriving ar rhe worksite Mondaythrough Friday between
6:00 am - 10:00 am. (Column 3 use m ifdaiming dean fuel vehicle credir,
otherwise jse (S) Form N-3) 2. 2853;

3. Divide Lin: #1 by line #2 for current AVR 3. 1.14

C
-'

4. Enter AVE tzrger here.
4. 1.5

5. Divide line #1 by line #4 to compu'e you' R%uhuonXV allowable
,vchides.

' 5. 2170

6. Subtract li_:ie #5 from line #2. This is your necessary vehicle rcduciUon
to rmch ycur AVR target. 6. 683 "

7. Divide line #6 by the averaging period of 5 days used co calcujace
necessuyvehide reduction to reach your targetAVRper day.

7. 136

8. Currenc A"R 1.14 (line 3 above)

·. TargetAVR 1.5 (line 4 above)

10. Prior year tNR 1.12 (lmve blank ifhling for the firsr rime)

After evduaUngyour survey, adopr incencives which would allow you to reduce rhc number ofeccess commuteuips in order to ariain your target AVR.

Ali cdculatiorw em rounded off to two docimal

. m

·C .

. ..

'L

0Sod ComkQudjlyxumentDsm
"o



0

PROPOSED
03/20,/92

AN ORDINANCE

In amendment to an Ordinance designated as the "Cambridge

Municipal Code."

WHEREAS, the City of Cambridge ("City") and the

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection ("DEP") have

agreed to cooperate in an effort to amend the State

Implementation Plan under the Clean Air Act, 42 u.s.c. § 7401, et

seq., as amended, regarding the mCasures to be taken by the City
toward attainment and maintenance of the National Primary i\mbient

Air Quality Standards necessary to protect public health in the

Boston Metropolitan Region; and

WHEREAS, the City and DEP were parties in a legal dispute

pertaining to the terms and implementation of a parking freeze in
Cambridge; and

WHEREAS, the City, as part of a settlement of said dispute,

passed Ordinance No. 1112 on November 26, 1990 (the "Interim
Ordinance"); and

WHEREAS, the Interim Ordinance requires the City Manager to
present to the City Council an ordinance to implement a proposed

amendment of the State Implementation Plan that includes a

program of transportation control measures directed toward

attainment and maintenance of the National Primary Xmbient Air
Quality Standards to protect public health in the Boston

Metropolitan Region; and
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WHEREAS, the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments specifically
prohibit states and localities from implementing transportation

control measures which will relocate traffic from one city or one

area of a region to another; and

WHEREAS, the elements of this Vehicle Trip Reduction

Ordinance are consistent with the policies of the City, th?

Interim Ordinance, and the federal Clean Air Act to reduce

vehicle miles travelled and encourage and develop greater use of

public transit, bicycles, walking, and other alternative modes of

travel; and

WHEREAS, implementation of this Vehicle Trip Reduction

Ordinance will demonstrate the commitment of the City to promote

the objective of the Clean Air Act by discouraging automobile

traffic within and to the City; and

WHEREAS, enforcement of this Ordinance will achieve a

reduction in vehicle miles travelled and promote attainment and

maintenance of the National Primary Ambient Air Quality Standards

for protection of public health in the Boston Metropolitan

Region; and

WHEREAS, the City has authority to enact the provisions of

this ordinance pursuant to G.L. Chapter 111, § 31C, as wel: as by

authority derived from the City's general police power.
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NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the

City of Cambridge as follows:

Title 10 of the Code (vehicles and Traffic), chapter 10.16

(Parking Freeze) is hereby superseded and replaced Ly the

following new Chapter 10.16:

chapter 10.16

Vehicle Trip Reduction ordinance

Sections: 10.16.010 Time Period of chapter

10.16.020 Findings

10.16.030 Definitions

10.16.040 General Mobility-Based Measures

10.16.050 Parking Supply-Based Measures

10.16.060 City Of Cambridge-Based Measures

10.16.070 Residential-Based Measures

10.16.080 mpioyer-Based Measures

10.16.090 New Development-Based Measures

10.16.100 Study of Zoning Revisions

10.16.110 Clean Fuels-Based Measures

10.16.120 Use of Fees

10.16.130 Sunset Clause

10.16.140 Certification of Implementation

10.16.150 Non-Severability

Section 10.16.010 - Time Period of chapter. This chapter

shall take effect sixty (60) days after final approval by the

City Council.
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section 10.16.020 - Findings. The City of Cambridge finds
and determines that:

a. High levels of vehicle traffic and congestion add to

air pollution, noise, and inconvenience and erode the quality of

the living and working environment.

b. An increasing nuwber of automobile registrations and

jobs in the City has result.ed in growth of traffic in and around

Cambridge.

c. While the City hes pursued programs to mitigate these

conditions, new measures are required involving the participation
of all sectors of the community to make more efficient use of
mass transit, bicycling, welking, and other alternatives to trips
by single-occupancy vehicles.

d. Increasing the uEe of commuting alternatives and

reducing the number of triEs by single-occupancy vehicles is
beneficial in reducing vehicle miles travelled, traffic and

associated air pollution, fuel use, noise, and congestion.

e. Programs offered through employers, institutions,
owners of multiple-tenant tuildings and complexes and other

organizations to encourage the use of mass transit, bicycling,
walking, and other alternatives to commuting by single-occupancy

vehicles are effective and should be expanded.

f. The approach best suited to accommodate the diverse

needs and capabilities of the governmental, business and

institutional communities in the City is a flexible approach
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which establishes performance goals and permits government and

private employers, institutions, and automobile owners to select.

from among a variety of measures designed to contribute toward

reaching the goals.

g. The vehicle trip reduction program contained in this
Ordinance should give credit to those employers which have

already made substantial progress in encouraging the use of mass

transit, bicycling, walking, and alternative means of commuting

and in providing such alternatives.
h. Measures to discourage, and provide alternatives to,

vehicle trips and trips by single-occupancy vehicles made by

residents of and visitors to Cambridge are also necessary to

further the City's goals.

i. A large portion of vehicle traffic on Cambridge streets
is attributable to trips that neither originate nor end in
Cambridge ("throughtrips"). The City of Cambridge has virtually
no control over these throughtrips.

j. Throughtrips and other traffic in the Metropolitan

Boston Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (the "Region") over

which Cambridge has no control contribute significantly to the

degradation of air quality in the Region. The degradation of air
quality, particularly ozone, is a regional problem which requires

global and regional solutions.
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k. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 call for the

attainment of compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard for Ozone within the commonwealth and the Region by

1999.

1. Attainment of the Ozone Standard will require increased

control of vehicle-related air pollution ("transportation control
measures") throughout the Commonwealth and the Region, as well as

the Nation.

m. This Ordinance will operate as an interim measure in
Cambridge to promote the attainment of air quality objectives

until November 1996, by which time the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency should have approved, pursuant to the 1990

Clean Air Act Amendments, a State Implementation Plan for
Massachusetts containing transportation control measures of
regional applicabiiity.

section 10.16.030 - Definitions

a. Affected Employer shall mean an employer of fifty (50)

or more people at a Worksite located within the City of
Cambridge.

b. Annual Employer Survey Response shall consist of (i) a

completed, signed, and certified Automobile Efficiency Rate

calculation sheet; (ii) payment of the applicable Processing Fee;

and (iii) a Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan when required from an

Affected Employer pursuant to Section 10.16.080.C and d.
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c. Automobile Efficiency Rate ("AER") shall mean the

figure calculated by dividing the number of employees who report

to a Worksite within the city of cambridge between 6:00 a.m. and

10:00 a.m. (inclusive Monday through Friday to achieve a five
consecutive weekday average) by the number of vehicles used by

those employees to reach the Worksite during those hours.

Bicycles, public transit vehicles, and approved Clean-Fuel

Vehicles shall be excluded from the vehicles counted.

Motorcycles and light trucks shall be included in the vehicles

counted.

d. Base AER for the City of Cambridge shall be derived

from the 1990 census modal share data and travel statistics. Th2

Base aer is subject to recalculation as provided in Section

10.16.08O.c.

e. Carpooi shall mean a private motor vehicle occupied by

two to six employees travelling together for at least 75% of

their commute trip distances.

f. City shall mean the City of Cambridge, Massachusetts.

g. Citywide AER Goal shall mean as to the first Annual

Employer Survey Response, the Base AER plus 2.5 percent.

Thereafter, it shall mean the Citywide AER Goal established

pursuant to Section 10.16.080.C, which provides for an annual

improvement of 2.5% in the Citywide AER until the earlier of the
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attainment of the Ozone Stcndard within the Region or the

expiration of this Chapter by its own terms pursuant to Section

10.16.130.

h. clean Fuel shall mean any fuel or power source used in
a vehicle that complies with the applicable standards for clean

fuel vehicles contained in Sections 241-245 of the Clean Air Act,
42 U.S.C. §§ 7581-7585.

i. clean-Fuel Vehicle shall mean a vehicle in a class or
category of vehicles which has been certifieCi to meet the

applicable clean-fuel vehiclC standards as defined by and

pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

j. Commute Alternatives shall mean carpooling, vanpooling,

use of public transit, bicycling and/or walking.

k. Employee shall mean any person hired by a public or
private employer, including part-time and seasonal employees, who

reports to work at least two (2) days a week during five (5) or
more months of the year.

1. Fleet shall mean ten (IQ) or more vehicles which are

(i) owned, leased, controlled or operated by a single person or

entity; or (ii) parked at the same location, excluding vehicles

held for lease or rental to the general public, vehicles held for
sale by dealers, vehicles used for law enforcement or emergency

· purposes.
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m. New Development shall mean any proposed or planned

construction for which building permits have not been issued by

the Cambridge Building Department as of the effective date of

this chapter and involving construction of (i) 50,000 square feet

or more regardless of use or (ii) 50 or more residential units.

n. Ozone Standard shall mean the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard for ozone established pursuant to Section 109 of
the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7409.

o. Processing Fee shall mean the fee required to be paid

to the City annually in connection with the Annual Employer

survey Response pursuant to Section 10.16.080.c, in the following
amounts:

For Employers Of Fee

50-99 employees $100
100-499 employees 300
Over 500 employees 500

p. Region shall mean the Metropolitan Boston Intrastate

Air Quality Control Region as defined at 40 C.F.R. § 81.19.

q. Throughtrips shall mean vehicle traffic on City of
Cambridge streets attributable to trips that neither originate

nor end in the City of Cambridge.

r. Transportation Control Measures are transportation

control strategies aimed at reducing transportation-related
emissions of pollutants and controlling the growth of future
vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled.
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s. Transportation Management Plan shall mean the plan

required under Section 10.16.090 for analyzing and reducing

vehicle traffic associated with New Development.

t. VMT is an abbreviation for vehicle miles travelled.
u. Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan ("VTR Plan") shall mean a

plan prepared by an Affected Employer and submitted to the City

pursuant to Sections 10.16.080.c-d which describes the Affected

Employer's program of measures intended to reduce vehicle trips
and achieve the CitywiCie AER Goal at the Affected Employer's

Worksite.

v. Worksite shall mean a building or grouping of buildings
which are located within the City of cambridge and are on

physically contiguous parcels of land or on parcels separated

solely by private or public roadways or rights-of-ways and which

are owned, operated, or leased by the same Affected Employer.

Section 10.16.040 - General Mobility-Based Measures

a. Expanded Commuter Mobility program. The Assistant City
Manager for Community Development, in consultation with the City
Manager, shall have authority to hire additional staff to
implement the tasks and programs specified in this Chapter.. In

addition to continuing activities currently in pmgress, the

Commuter Mobility Coordinator shall develop a schedule for
implementing such additional programs as:

* a program to encourage commercial and retail businesses
to offer discounts to patrons with mbta transit passes;

* a residential trip reduction program for apartment and
condominium complexes of 50 or more units;
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* a bicycle commuter program, in conjuncticn with the
Cambridge Traffic and Parking Department, involving
consultation with Cambridge residents and businesses;

* a program to assist employers in establishing bicycle
commuting incentives; and

* a feasibility study of the potential use of jitney
services or shuttles to transit locations, areas oE major
employment, and major commercial/retail destinations.

b. Bicycle Incentive Program. The position cf Bicycle

Coordinator is created within the Cambridge Traffic and parking

Department. The City Manager shall, within one month of the

effective date of this Ordinance, designate the Bicycle

Coordinator. The Bicycle coordinator shall devote at least 50%

of his/her time to carrying out the tasks required by this
provision. The Bicycle Coordinator shall, in conjunction with

the Commuter Mobility coordinator, design and implement a program

to encourage greater use of bicycles as alternatives to single-

occupancy vehicles within the City. The program will include,

but is not limited to:

* development of a Cambridge Bicycle Master Plan;

* creation of a Bicycle Advisory Committee;

* development and evaluation of recommendations for a
regional network of bicycle paths and bicycle priority
streets favoring bicycles and pedestrians;

* consultation with Cambridge residents and businesses;

* funding of bicycle amenities and storage facilities;
and

* provision of bicycles for use by police and Traffic and
Parking Department staff.
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The program shall be funded at an initial level of $25,000

annually; these funds shall be in addition to, and not utilized
for, the salary of the Bicyc1e coordinator.

Section 10.16.050 - Parking Supply-Based Measures

a. Expansion of Parking Regulation. Within six (6) months

of the effective date of this Ordinance, the Traffic and Parking

Department shall prepare a written inventory of all unregulated

on-street parking in the City and submit to the City Manager a

written draft recommendation specifying appropriate restrictions
to discourage the use of these spaces for long-term commuter

e

parking. These restrictions may include, without limitation, the

installation of parking meters, time restrictions, and/or the use

of residential permits to restrict long-term parking to

residents. The City Manager shall make the draft recommendations

available for public review and shall schedule one or more public
meetings, as appropriate, for public discussion of the draft
recommendations. Within one month of the public meetings, the

Traffic and Parking Department shall submit a final
recommendation to the City Manager. The City Manager shall

promptly review the recommendation, revise it as appropriate, and

direct the Parking and Traffic Department to implement it within

three months.
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b. Municipal Parking Rates. The rates for daily an:i
monthly parking at all City-owned off-street parking facilities
shall be increased by twenty-five percent (25%) over current

rates, to be effective within sixty (60) days of the effective
date of this Ordinance.

section 10.16.060 - city of Cambridge-Based Measures.

The Citywide visitor passes that have been distributed to
authorized individuals will be invalid thirty (30) days after th3

effective date of this ordinance. The cambridge Traffic and

Parking Department is authcrized to issue stickers to individual3
who would be authorized to receive a Citywide visitor pass. In

order to be effective, a sticker must be affixed to a vehicle ani

must display the vehicle registration number and an expiration

date.

section 10.16.070 - Re"sidential-Based Measures

a. Residential parking zones. Four (4) residential
parking zones are hereby established as follows:

* Zone I: Cambridge-Somerville border to north,
Cambridge-Arlingtorr-Belmont border to west, Concord
Avenue to south, Kirkland Street to east (this zone
includes the Cambridge Common);

q

* Zone 2: Concord Avenue to north to Garden Street along
Cambridge Common, JFK Boulevard to east, Charles
River/Watertown-Belmont border to south and west;

* Zone 3: Massachusetts Avenue to north; JFK Boulevard to
west, Charles River to south and east;

* Zone 4: Massachusetts Avenue to south, Kirkland Street
to west, Somerville-Charlestown-Cambridge border to
north; Charles River to east.
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Residents will be permitted to purchase residential parking

stickers which will authorize parking (I) within the designated

zone from midnight on Sunday to 7 p.m. on Friday and (2) within

any zone at all other times.

The Traffic and Parking Department is directed within six
(6) months of the effective date of this Ordinance to modiEy

current signage as necessary to clearly identify each residential
parking zone. Beginning immediately thereafter, zoned stickers

will be issued at the first annual renewal date for current

residential sticker holders and to all new qualified applicants

for residential parking. The signs shall clearly demarcate a

buffer zone on both sides of each street designated as a zone

boundary, which will run the full length of the zone boundary, in
order to allow parking by residents of both abutting zones in the

buffer zone.

Fines and penalties for parking in unauthorized zones shall
be consistent with current parking violation policies.

b. Fees For Residential parking Stickers. The fees for
residential parking stickers shall be as follows:

1st Sticker per Household S 8.00
2nd sticker per Household $ 12.00
3rd Sticker per Household $ 50.00
4th Sticker per Household $100.00
5th and additional Stickers per Household $200.00
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For the purpose of this measure, all vehicles registered at
the same residential address shall constitute the vehicles

registered to a household. Reductions and waivers available
under current law to elderly and handicapped residents shall
remain in effect.

Section 10.16.080 - Employer-Based Measures

a. Regional Vehicle Trip Reduction Program. In order to

ensure that the employer-based vehicle trip reduction meas'ares

mandated by this Ordinance achieve their intended effect of
reducing vehicle miles travelled in the Region and enhancing air
quality, the City shall include in its submittal to the

Metropolitan Planning Organization ("MPO") recommendations for
region-wide amendments to the State Implementation Plan under the

federal Clean Air Act and revisions of state taxing policies
directed at a minimum toward (I) preventing the diversion of

traffic oriented toward Cambridge to other areas with more

limited transit availability, (2) assuring that Cambridge is not

placed at a competitive disadvantage within the Region, and (3)

reducing the growth in volume of throughtrips on Cambridge

roadways which is outside the control of the City.
b. Expansion Of Local Employment opportunities. To

demonstrate and further its commitment to increase the number of
Cambridge residents employed by Cambridge businesses, the annual

budget for expansion of local employment opportunities shall be

increased to $130,000. That budget shall be applied as follows:
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1. To continue and expand the Cambridge Employment Program

within the Community Development Department;

2. to sponsor an annual job fair to inform residents of

local employment opportunities;
3. To sponsor and coordinate educational partnerships

between Cambridge employees and schools in Cambridge;

and

4. To develop a Local Employment Opportunity Plan.

These functions shall be coordinated and carried out by the

Community Development Department in conjunction with the

Department of Human Services and under the supervision of the

Assistant City Manager for Community Development. The Local

Employment Opportunity Plan shall be developed within one year of
enactment of this Chapter.

c. Annual Survey of Employee Commuting Characteristics.

The City shall develop an Employer Survey Kit which will include

an Employee Survey Form, administration plan, and Automobile

Efficiency Rate ("AER") calculation sheet, designed to elicit
commuting data and actual AER from all Affected Employers. The

Employer Survey Kit shall be prepared and distributed to Affected

Employers within six (6) months of the effective date of this
Ordinance and on an annual basis thereafter. Each Affected

Employer shall distribute copies of the standard Employee Survey

Form to and collect completed forms from a minimum of seventy-

five percent (75%) of its employees.
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Each Affected Employer shall no later than six (6) months

from the date the Employer Survey Kit is distributed to the

Affected Employer and on an annual basis thereafter submit to the

Assistant City Manager for community Development an Annual

Employer Survey Response, consisting of:
1. a report of the results of the employee survey on a

standard AER calculation sheet, signed and certified as

to its accuracy;

2. payment of the applicable Processing Fee (as set forth
at Section 10.16.030); and

3. where required by paragraph d below, a completed,

signed, and certified VTR Plan.

Copies of the completed Employee Survey Forms, aer calculation

sheets, and VTR Plans shall be retained by Affected Employers for
a minimum of three (3) years and shall be made available to the

Assistant City Manager for Community Development or his designee,

upon request. The Assistant City Manager for Community

Development or his designee may direct an Affected Employer to
use an independent third party to perform or certify the Annual

Employee Survey Response.

Failure timely to submit a completed and certified Annual

Employer Survey Response or to pay the applicable Processing Fee

will be subject to a fine of Two Hundred Dollars ($200). Each

day, beyond the due date, that an Affected Employer fails to
submit the Response or Processing Fee shall be deemed a separate
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violation of this section, subject to an additional fine of Two

Hundred Dollars ($200). Knowingly reporting false data shall be

punishable by a fine of up to Three Hundred Dollars ($300). Each

day that an Affected Employer fails to submit a certified
Response correcting such a knowingly false submission shall be

deemed a separate violation of this section subject to an

additional fine of up to Three Hundred Dollars ($300).

Responsibility for collection and review of Annual Employer

Survey Responses and levying fines shall be with the Assistant

City Manager for Community Development or his designee.

The Assistant City Manager for Community Development shall
make arrangements with the Commuter Mobility Coordinator to

coordinate: (i) preparation and distribution of the Employer

Survey Kits; (ii) calculation of the Base aer; (iii) review and

tabulation of the zmnual Employer survey Responses; (iv)

recalculation of the Base AER based on review and analysis of the

first Annual Employer Survey Responses; and (V) establishment of

the Citywide AER Goal for subsequent years, provided, however,

that the Goal shall provide for an annual improvement in the

Citywide AER Goal of at least 2.5% until the earlier of
attainment of the Ozone Standard within the Region or the

expiration of this Chapter by its own terms pursuant to
Section 10.16.130. The Assistant City Manager for Community

Development is authorized to engage technical consultants to
assist with these tasks.
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d. Employer-Based vehicle Trip Reduction Plans. The VTR

Plan component of the Annual Employer Survey Response shall
describe the Affected Employer's program of measures intended to
reduce vehicle trips and achieve the applicable Citywide AER Goal

at the Affected Employer's Worksite(s). The extent and nature of

the VTR plan will depend on the difference between the Citywide
AER Goal and the Affected Employer's actual AER, as computM on

the annual AER calculation sheets, for a given year. The 'JTR

Plan must be signed by a representative of the Affected Em?loyer

who is authorized to approve the expenditures necessary to
implement the VTR plan and who certifies that the VTR Plan will
be implemented as written. An Affected Employer whose actual AER

meets or exceeds the Citywide AER Goal shall not be required to
submit a VTR Plan for that year.

A VTR Plan may include a variety of measures, including, but

not limited to:
* dissemination and periodic updating of information on allavailable transit service to and from the Worksite;

* advertising, promoting and making available for purchase
on the worksite any pass program offered by transit
authorities;

* incentives and assistance for bicycle commuting including
secure parking facilities, shower/changing facilities,
and education and training programs;

* coordinating, facilitating and providing subsidies for
employer-sponsored rideshare programs;
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* preferential parking for carpools and vanpools;

* transportation allowances;

* expanding opportunities for alternative work schedules
including 4-day weeks and flexible schedules to
facilitate ridesharing;

* elimination or reduction of parking subsidies for
single-occupant vehicles;

* shuttle service to transit stops; and/or

* elimination of employee parking spaces.

In developing these programs, affected employers may propose to
implement certain measures jointly with other employers. The

Commuter Mobility Coordinator shall be available to provide
0assistance to employers in developing VTR Plans.

The Assistant City Manager for Community Development or his
designee may reject any VTR Plan that is inadequate to
demonstrate a good faith effort by an Affected Employer to
achieve the Citywide AER Goal at the Worksite. The Assistant

City Manager for Community Development or his designee shall

notify the Affected Employer in writing of the rejection. The

Affected Employer shall have thirty (30) days in which to revise
and resubmit the VTR Plan before a penalty will be assessed.. An

Affected Employer may appeal the rejection of a VTR Plan
O

following the procedures in paragraph e of this Section.

Failure of an Affected Employer to inplement any part.of a

submitted VTR Plan shall result in a penalty of Three Hundred

Dollars ($300). Each day that an Affected Employer fails to
implement any part of a submitted VTR Plan shall be deemed a
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separate violation of this section subject to an additional

penalty of Three Hundred Dollars ($300). Enforcement of this
section shall be the responsibility of the msistant city pianager

for Community Development or his designee.

e. Appeals. An Affected Employer whose VTR Plan has been

rejected shall have the right to appeal. Such appeal shall be

presented to the Appeals Committee, a body to be appointed by the

City Manager. The Appeals Committee shall be comprised of: (i)
the Assistant City Manager for Community Development or his
designee; (ii) two representatives of the City's residential
population; (iii) one representative of an employer of 50-99

:

employees; and (iv) one representative of an employer of more

than 200 employees. The decision of the Appeals Committee

regarding appropriate revisions to the subject vtr Plan shall be

final and binding. The Appeals Committee shall, in every case,

determine whether the appeal is frivolous. In the event the
Committee determines an appeal to have been frivolous, the

Assistant City Manager for Community Development shall levy a

penalty of Three Hundred Dollars ($300). Upon such a

determination by the Appeals Committee that an Employer's appeal

is frivolous, each day that the VTR Plan was on appeal and 'each

day until an acceptable VTR Plan is submitted shall be deeired a

separate violation of this section subject to an additional

penalty of Three Hundred Dollars ($300).
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Section 10.16.090 - New Deve1oplnent-Based Measures

a. This section shall apply to all New Development, as

that term is defined in section 10.16.030, except as provided in

paragraph d below. The cambridge Building Department shall not

issue a building permit for New Development without evidence that
the Assistant City Manager for Community Development (or his
designee) has approved in writing a Transportation Management

plan for such New Development. To qualify for approval fr:m the

Assistant City Manager for Community Development (or his
designee), a Transportation Management Plan for New Develoynent

must include:

1. A processing fee of $1500; and

2. A traffic analysis that demonstrates that (i) for
affected locations with' existing traffic level of
service ("LOS") of D or worse, reasonable traffic
mitigation measures will be implemented to improve

traffic operations to the extent feasible, and (ii) for
affected locations with existing LOS of C or better,

the project will not degrade such location below a LOS

of C.

b. In addition to the requirements of paragraph a, to

qualify for approval, a Traffic Management Plan for New

Development consisting wholly or partially of commercial,

industrial, or retail uses must also include the following four

components:
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1. A description of development design elements and vehicle

trip reduction measures to be implemented by the

developer in order to assist non-residential tenants in

the development, collectively, to achieve the Citywide
AER Goal. Measures to be considered for inclusion in
the Transportation Management Plan include without

limitation the following:
' Hiring a Transportation Management Coordinator,

responsible for distribution of information and
coordination of traffic management programs within
the new development.

° Discouraging or restricting use of parking spaces
by commuters in single-occupant vehicles.

' Funding a local or area-wide shuttle van to public
transit stations and/or shopping centers.

° Encouragement of staggered or flexible work hours
for employees of all tenants.

" promotion of the use of public transportation by
providing transit information and participation in '

the MBTA commuter pass program.

° operation of a computer-based ridesharing
information bank or coordination of ridesharing
pronotional programs with the City's Commuter
Mobility Coordinator.

" Reserving spaces at preferential locations for
carpool and vanpool parking on the site.

° Establishing reduced parking fees or providing
subsidies for carpool and vanpool parking.

° Encouragement of employment opportunities for
cambridge residents by tenants of the new
development.

° Providing safe, convenient, sheltered bicycle
storage facilities and/or changing or shower
facilities for bicycle commuters.
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2. A monitoring program to demonstrate on an annual basis

compliance with the Transportation Management Plan and

to calculate the annual AER associated with non-

residential tenants of the New Development. The

monitoring program must account for all non-resident

site-generated traffic between the hours of 6:00 a.m.

and 10:00 a.m. Where tenants include employers ijf 50 or
more employees at the worksite, the monitoring program

may utilize data from a tenant's certified Annuaj

Employer Survey Response.

3. A commitment to update and supplement the Transportation

Management Plan if, based on the monitoring program, it
is determined that the non-residential tenants of the

development, collectively, are not achieving the

Citywide AER Goal.

4. A commitment to maintain future compliance with the

Transportation Management Plan requirements following

transfer of the New Development from the developer to

other parties.

c. On an annual basis after receiving approval of a

Transportation Management Plan, the developer, subsequent owner or

property manager of the New Development covered by such Plan,

shall submit to the Assistant City Manager for Community
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Development or his designee an annual certification of plan

compliance, which shall include information and data collected by

the monitoring program pursuant to paragraph ]J.2.

d. The requirements of this Section shall not apply to any

development which has already been issued building permits from

the city of Cambridge or which is subject to a City-approved

traffic mitigation or trip management plan as of the effective
date of this Chapter.

e. The requirements of this Section do not exempt any

person or any Affected Employer from compliance with other

provisions of this Chapter.

f. Failure to implement an approved Transportation

Management Plan or failure to submit the annual compliance

certification required under paragraph c of this Section shall

subject the developer, subsequent owner, or property management

firm, whichever owns or operates the New Development, to a fine of
Three Hundred Dollars ($300). Each day that the owner or operator

of a New Development fails to implement the approved

Transportation Management Plan or to submit the annual compliance

certification shall be deemed a separate violation of this section

,
subject to an additional fine of Three Hundred Dollars ($300).

.,

The Assistant City Manager for Community Development or his
designee shall be responsible for enforcing this Section and

levying applicable fines.
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Section 10.16.100 - Study Of zoning Revisions

The Cambridge Planning Board (the "Board") shall consider

revising the required parking space ratios specified in the city
of Cambridge Zoning Ordinance and shall evaluate the

effectiveness of such revisions in reducing VMT and traffic
congestion and encouraging the increased use of Commute

Alternatives. Consideration shall be given, without limitation,
to such potential revisions as reduction of minimum and maximum

parking requirements, special provisions for carpc)ols and

vanpools, and encouragement of mixed-use developments.

The Board shall publicly report its recommendations within

one year of the effective date of this Ordinance.

Section 10.16.110 - clean Fuels-Based Measures

The Department of Public Works shall commission a study of
the means available to promote, encourage, and provide incentives

for the use of Clean Fuel in fleets of vehicles operating within

the City. The study shall include an evaluation of the use of

such fuels as methanol, compressed natural gas, and reformulated

gasoline based on characteristics of fleets in Cambridge arxi

implementation costs. The study shall also identify reasonably

available incentives which could be offered by the City, such as

tax credits, to encourage use of Clean Fuel in fleets of

vehicles. The sum of $15,000 shall be appropriated for this
study. The results of this study will be publicly reported

within one year of the effective date of this Ordinance and will
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be distributed to all owners and operators of vehicle fleets in
the City. The results of the study shall promptly be made

available to members of the public upon request.

10.16.120 - Use of Fees

The fees paid to the City pursuant to Secticns 10.16.070,

.080, and .090 shall be used as follows:

a. One hundred percent (100%) of the processing fees

collected by the City in connection with (i) review of the Annual

Employer Survey Response as set forth in Section 10.16.080 and

(ii) review of Transportation Management Plans for New

Development as set forth in Section 10.16.090, and fifty p2rcent

(50%) of the funds raised through the sale of residential parking
P

stickers under Section 10.16.070(b), will be dedicated to the

continuation and expansion of the Commuter Mobility Program

within the Community Development Department and shall be used for
implementing the tasks and programs specified in this Chapter.

b. Fifty percent (50%) of the funds raised through the

sale of residential parking stickers under Section 10.16.07O(b)

shall be used by the Traffic and parkjmg Department for
enforcement and other activities required of it pursuant to this
Chapter.

Section 10.16.130 - Sunset Clause

The provisions of this Chapter shall cease to be effective
on November 15, 1996 if as of that date (a) the Cmnmonwealth of
Massachusetts has failed to submit to the U.S. Environmental
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Protection Agency ("EPA") a proposed revision of its State

jjnplementation Plan pursuant to Section 182(b)(l) of the Clean

Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 751la(b)(l), to provide for reductions in
emissions of volatile organic compounds to be achieved in part by

means of transportation control measures applicable throughout

the Region; or (b) the EPA has either rejected or failed to
approve such regional transportation control measures propc}sed by

the commonwealth to achieve a reduction in volatile organic

compound emissions.

section 10.16.140 - Certification of ntpiementation

The City shall, on or before May 15, 1996, submit to the

Department of Environmental protection a statement certifying
that the City is implementing the terms of this Chapter. If this
Chapter has ceased to be effective pursuant to Section 10.16.130,

the City shall not be required to submit a certification to the
Department of Environmental Protection.

section 10.16.150 - Non-Severability

If any provision of this Chapter is held invalid, the entire
Chapter shall cease to be effective and shall be repealed by the

City Council.

-28-
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EXECUTIVEDEPARTMENT

ROBERTW.HEALY .

CityManager ·

RICHARDC.ROSS1
0

DeputyCityManager
March 20, 1992

To The Honorable City Council:

Pursuant to the terms of Ordinance No. 1112, I am hereby
presenting to you for your consideration and approval a draft
Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance. Also enclosed for your'review
and consideration are (I) a cietailed memorandum which describes
the comprehensive program of transportation control measures
contained in the proposed Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance and
(2) a Technical Appendix prepared by Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
which describes the technical analyses performed and documents
the impact of the proposed Ordinance in reducing the number of
vehicle miles traveled to and within Cambridge and the as£ociated
air quality improvements. I call your attention in particular to
the summary of program impacts on pages 30, 31, and 32 of the
Memorandum. I also urge you to review sections 4 and 5 and
figures 4.1-4.4 of the Technical Appendix.

The proposed Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance, together with
the Memorandum and Technical Appendix, represent the culmination
of a lengthy process and substantial effort. During the past
year and a half, the City's technical and legal consultants
developed a comprehensive menu of potential transportation
control measures and participated in a series of meetings with a
community advisory committee comprised of representatives of the
City's residential, business, and institutional communities. The
advisory committee provided comments on the menu of measures and
assisted the City's consultants to develop additional ideas and

identify items as to which there was consensus about transpor-
tation control measures appropriate for the City. The City's a

consultants then prepared and circulated a draft Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance and supporting Memorandum for comment by both
the community advisory committee and the Department of Env'iron-
mental Protection. The current versions of these documents
reflect written and oral comments generated by the community
advisory committee as well as comments provided by the Department
Environmental protection during several meetings and telephone
conversations.
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To The Honorable City council
March 20, 1992
Page 2

The proposed Ordinance will effectively reduce by a
substantial number the vehicle miles traveled'to and within
Cambridge and will thereby measurably improve regional air
quality. The proposed Ordinance contains a variety of
transportation control measures involving all segments of the
City's government, business, institutional and residential
populations. Specifically, the proposed Ordinance would reduce
the vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") in connection with existing
jobs in the City, restrict parking which is currently unregulated,
discourage cross-town trips during the work week, facilitate
opportunities for resiients to find jobs in the City, expand the
existing Commuter Mobility Program, and create a Bicycle Mobility
Program.

Together, these measures are expected to eliminate between
104,500-170,500 daily VMT. This translates into a reduction of
approximately 3 to 5% :jf Cambridge-based daily vmt. This is a
significant achievement in view of the data which indicates an
annual growth in VMT of 3% in the Region.

In addition to the reductions of existing VMT quantified
above, the Ordinance also contains measures to constrain future
growth in VMT associated with new development. Furthermore, the
Ordinance would reward businesses and institutions which have
already or henceforth achieve significant changes in commuter
travel behaviors and encourage fleet owners to convert their
fleets to cleaner fuels, thereby encouraging and promoting further
improvements in regional air quality.

The scientific literature and data are clear: the degradation
of air quality is a regional problem that requires global and
regional solutions. This is particularly the case with ozone.
Every community within a region must contribute to the solution.
Cambridge is committed to being a leader in this movement.
Cambridge cannot, however, singlehandedly improve the Region°s air
quality. Notably, approximately 33% of all traffic on Cambridge
streets is attributable to "throughtrips," trips that neither
originate nor end in Cambridge. Cambridge has virtually no
control over these trips. The program set forth in the proposed
Ordinance must therefore be supplemented, complemented and, in
accordance with the federal Clean Air Act, replaced by a
transportation control program of regional applicability.

Toward that end, the enclosed Memorandum identifies regional
measures necessary to supplement and complement the Citywide
measures proposed in the Ordinance. Upon approval of this
proposed Ordinance by the City Council, the Ordinance, supporting
Memorandum, and Technical Appendix would serve as the basis for a
proposal by the City o:f Cambridge to amend the State
Implementation Plan for achieving air quality in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts.

* * * * *



To The Honorable City Council
March 20, 1992
Page 3

Very r ly your
4

r

Robert W. y
City Manager

RwH/jml
Enclosures



CONSENT AGENDA # 3

PROPOSED SIP revision.

In City Council,

March 23, 1992
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COUNCILLOR WOLF'S PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SIP ORDINANCES
4 June 15, 1992

4
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.

REPLACEMENT AMENDM"NTS TO INTERIM PARKING FREEZE ORDINANCE

Deletefrom 10.16.060(A) the la3t two sentences.

Add to Section 10.16.060(D): The IPCC shall hold hearings on applications for Controlled
Parking Permits once in each calendar quarter. The IPCC shall establish a deadline for
receipt of applications in each quarter. All applications received by the quarterly deadline
established by the IPCC shall receive equal consideration.

10.16.060 (E) Add after 1st sentence:

In evaluating applications and making determinations of award, the IPCC shall assign

greatest priority to those applicants and projects which best demonstrate compliance with
the following chhteria as it relates to the parking facility for which the spaces are sought:

U) The applicant request3 ten or fewer permits.
(2) The applicant will provide and maintain a program of vehicle trip reduction

mitigation.
(3) The applicant provides a plan to make a good faith effort to hire qualified

Cambridge residents as employees and commits to participate in the Cambridge
EmploymentPlan.

(4) With respect to any project seeking 100 or more CPFPs, the project has
developed and documented a transportation mitigation plan with a particular emphasis on
mitigating impacts on nearby intersections and the plan satisfies the criteria applied by the
Planning Board to comparable prjjects needing a Special Permit.

The IPCC shall request evidence and documentation as it deems appropriate for
substantiation of compliance with the above criteria.

Controlled Parking Permits shall remain in effect for two years. If the applicant fails to
obtain a building permit within that time, the Parking Permits will revert to the bank. If the
building permit expires before the spaces are built, the CPFPs also revert to the bank.

Delete 10.16.070(c) in its entirety and replace with Fifty percent (50%) of those unrestricted

on street spaces identified in the City's on street parking space inventory which become

-1^
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subject to restrictions on use pursuant lO section 10.16.071. Provided that the unrestricted

spaces are in a nonresidential zone or in a residential zone within five hundred feet (500 ft)
by public or private way of a MBTA bus or subway line. Provided further that the IPCC

shall issue CPFPS during the first year after the effective date of this amendment as follows:

(i) The number of Controlled Parking Permits available for award in any single

quarter shall not exceed 25% of the total number of Controlled Parking Permits

remaining in the bank or up to 100 permits ("quarterly limit"), whichever is greater,

but not more than the total number of permits remaining in the bank Those permits

not awarded in a quarter remain in the bank; these permits may be awarded in future

quarters in addition to the quarterly limit.

(ii) The limitationson issuance o" Controlled Parking Permits described in subsection

(i) shall apply only to spaces added to the bank pursuant to this subsection
10.16.070(C) and shall apply on'y for the first year after the effective date of tF.is

amendment.
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CITY MANAGER'S AMENDMENTS TO INTERIM FREEZE ORDINANCE

In the 7th whereas clause, replace May with june , 199.2.

In 10.16.071 after the word "restrictions" in the second sentence
replace the phrase "may include, without limitation," with "shall

"

,
include, among others, the following types of restrictions:"
In 10.16.090 strike the entire section and replace with the

_ following:
The provisions of this Chapter shall continue in effect for
the interim period.
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Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods'""
P.O. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (6/7) 354-5670

· »' .

/ '
C

March 22,1992

To The Honorable City C(

.

For the past year an 3 to develop a new State
ImplementationPlan (SIP aA d under the Federal Clean Air
Act. Several Board and R :ed in the SIP Committee
formed by the City ManaE completed one year ago.
Although the plan had mai . y, it permitted a citywide
growth in Vehicle Miles ] nd 129,000. This, of course,
will further degrade air qi tion, the plan did not restrict
destination capacity as reg ;reement between the
Conservation Law Founda ,nenta1 Protection and the
recent ruling by Judge T0(

The proposal submitted by City Manager Robert Hedy is virtually unchanged from
the draft of one year ago. During this period, we became concerned that the issue had
languished. The Citizen participants of the SIP Committee and others have drafted a SIP
proposal for your consideration and for that of the Department of Environmental Protection
and the Regional Office of the Federal EPA. In addition, we have enclosed a comparative
analysis of the two proposal and the comments by the Conservation Law Foundation on the
City Manager's draft of one year ago.

We look forward to an active role in assisting you with a Clean Air Initiative that will
insure the health and prosperity of our City. Cambridge should be proud to be the model for
the region.

Sincerely,

>tn- Ill 'ltbn"
Debra McManus
Co-Chair

k—/tLp
.

Dan Geer
Co-Chair
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Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods'""
P.O. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (617) 354-5670

,/ .
C'

March 22,1992

To The HonorableCity Council;

For the past year and a half we have been active in efforts to develop a new State
ImplementationPlan (SIP) for improving air quality as required under the Federal Clean Air
Act. Several Board and Resource members of CCLN participated in the SIP Committee
formed by the City Manager. The work of that Committee was completed one year ago.
Although the plan had many components beneficial to air quality, it permitted a citywide
growth in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) of between 68,000 and 129,000. This, of course,
will further degrade air quality rather than improve it. In addition, the plan did not restrict
destination capacity as required and reinforced by the recent agreement between the
Conservation Law Foundation and The Department of Environmental Protection and the
recent ruling by Judge Todd in the Jones vs. Teso case.

The proposal submitted by City Manager Robert Healy is virtually unchanged from
the draft of one year ago. During this period, we became concerned that the issue had
languished. The Citizen participants of the SIP Committee and others have drafted a SIP
proposal for your consideration and for that of the Department of Environmental Protection
and the Regional Office of the Federal EPA. In addition, we have enclosed a comparative
analysis of the two proposal and the comments by the Conservation Law Foundation on the
City Manager's draft of one year ago.

We look forward to an active role in assisting you with a Clean Air Initiative that will
insure the health and prosperity of our City. Cambridge should be proud to be the model for
the region.

Sincerely,

>bn- Ill 7lb~
Debra McManus
Co-Chair

k--m—
Dan Geer
Co-Chair
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Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods""

P.O. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (617) 354-5670
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+ ' Cambridge Citizens' Plan for Clean Air[ "

:-

\
Submitted as an Amendment to the

" State Implementation Plan
Under the Policies and Procedures of the

Federal Clean Air Act

Executive Summary

The Cambridge/Boston core area has a serious problem with air
quality. Sanity and law mutually require that we reduce carbon monoxide
and ozone substantially for each of the next several years. These problems
come from cars almost entirely. This clean air plan will effectively reduce
pollution by changing the role cars play m Cambridge. It uses a
combinationof regulations and incentives. The eleven key elements of this
plan are:

1. No growth in how many cars can or do come into Cambridge
2. Strict limits on commercial parking
3. Earmarked revenue for local transit
4. Important City initiatives on MBTA transit
5. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
6. Strengthening the residential parking permit program
7. Taxicab related improvements
8. Zoning changes
9. Real traffic policy
10. Economic growth for Cambridge citizens

ll. A formal Trip Reduction Ordinance
12. Tailpipe standards enforcement

This plan is real; it contains no half-measures, window-dressinE or
film-flam. This plan provides powerful incentives for change. It is self
funding. It is quantitatively verifiable. This is a strong, visible local
initiative. It will make regional solutions much more likely through its
leadership. It attends to the needs of our citizens for clean air and
economic opportunity without the big and common lie that one must be
bargained against the other.
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' ' State Implementation Plan:

Cambridge Citizens' Proposed Amendment
,

Abstract

Under the Federal Clean Air Act as amended, the Boston core area
has been given a "serious nonattainment" rating. This rating means that we
must reduce the priority pollutants for this area, carbon monoxide (CO)
and ozone (03), 3% per year for the next several years.' Most of these

priority pollutants come from mobile sources,2 mostly cars. This
Cambridge Citizens' Proposed Amendment offers a plan to effectively
achieve the reductions mandated by regulations, to do so m a quantitatively
verifiable manner, and to make the administrationof the plan self funding.

Assumptions

1. Mobile pollutant discharge is linearly proportional to vehicle miles
travelled (VMT), or trip count times average trip length.

2. Those parts of personal vehicle usage that are regular, daily, and rcutine
are most amenable to reduction or diversion to other transportation
modalities.

3. Incentives are preferable to regulations, but incentives, absent
regulation, are incapable of effecting the 3% reduction goal.

4. Regional solutions are made more palatable through the leadership of
strong, visible local initiatives

1

The Boston Basin has a "serious non-attainment" designation, which, under the Clean Air Act, requires
these reductions md this schedule.
2 For CO, 66-76% are from mobile sources (depending on season). For Volatile Organic compounds, 54%
are from mobile sources. For Nitrogen Oxides, 43% are from mobile sources. Source: Massachusetts 1987
Base Year Emmission Inventories,Departmentof Environmental Protection,Division of Air Quality
Control, December, 1990.
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1. No growth in vehicular flow capacity of the infrastructure

It is the paramount principle of this proposal that traffic volumes not
increase as measured by VMT. The history of the past decade shows that
tailpipe emission improvements have been more than wiped out by
increased VMT (averaging 3% per annum).' This plan categorically states
that nQ net traffic, capacity growth is the foundation of a purposeful step
towards air quality improvements. Capacity enhancements are very
expensive, destructive of other urban amenities and ultimately counter-
productive.

This means explicitly that no attempt will be made to improve the
mQming performance of class D and F intersections within Cambridge
unless there is a quantitative verification that said improvements will not
result in increased VMT due to the apparent capacity increases of
diminished bottlenecks. Improved flow m the afternoon, to more speedily
flush cars from the city, is likely worth consideration, and this will be
studied carefully. Similarly and m addition, no road widening efforts will
be made (except for bicycle lanes), nor will there be any effort to improve
morning arterial capacity (such as might be accomplished with morning
rush hour parking bans).

Cambridge will aggressively use all means at its disposal to contain
traffic to arterials and not involve residential and side streets as
thoroughfares, e.g. addition of new one-way streets with patterns that
discourage through traffic; "traffic calming" measures such as woonerfs',
expanding sidewalks at intersections to neck-down intersection size, etc.

These issues have special significance in East Cambridge, the Kendall
Square redevelopment districl and the Alewife are, including Alewife
Center and Quadrangle and Triangle areas west of Route 2 between
Concord Avenue and the Alewife Reservation. Technically, Alewife Brook
Parkway, if upgraded at all, would be built to parkway standards, not
highway standards.

2. Stable destination capacities

It is widely understood m planning circles that the strongest

3 Traffic data from the Massachusetts Departmentof Public Works.
4 A Scandanavian commonplace, woonerfs are mid-block 'lateral speed bumps" or, putting it differently,
jogs in roadwayswhose purpose is to reduce the practical speed of drivers. Especiallypopular in residential
areas as a safety and liveabilitymeasure.

- 2 -
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constraint on commuter traffic volumes is the amount of destination
capacity available.' "Destinationcapacity" can be thought of as some
combination of flow capacity and parking. Point 1 addresses the form-2r;
this point addresses the latter. This plan categorically states that no
increase in parking capacities will be allowed. Parking capacity may be

rearranged m patterns of use or ownership, but no increase will be
permitted. As the parking in Cambridge is already at saturation, this will
provide a powerful incentive to switch trips from private automobiles to
other, less polluting alternatives.'

This means explicitly that a parking supply restriction no less strict
than that set by the current ordinance (#1112) will be in place permanently.
It also means that increases m parking that may be deemed desirable as an
incentive City policy goals will only be available from reassignment of the
existing pool, not by the creation of new parking. It also means that
residential parking, on-street parking, and MBTA park and ride will
continue to enjoy the only exemptions from supply restrictions.

To complete the circle, all on-street parking will be regulated via
meters or residential-parking-ody stickers. Where meters are used, the
time period of the meters can be fit to the circumstances, e.g. the meters
can be lO-hour meters m industrial areas where public transit service is
limited or non-existent. For those commercially zoned areas which are
nonetheless used for residential purposes (Concord Avenue for example),
residents who have a sticker allowing parking on that street would be

exempt from the meter fee.

3. Earmarked revenue for paratransit

A fee will be assessed on all "controlled parking'"in the City. Such

5 Many studies have substantiated this finding (Bhatt, 1990; Higgins, 1990; Pratt, 1990; Shao, 199!;
Shoup & Willson, 1990; Valk, 1990; Willson, Shoup & Wadis, 1990). Stable destination capacity is also

a featureof many SIPS in otherareas, such as Seattle, Washington (where no principal use facilities have
been built since 1976) and Portland, Oregon (where there is no requiredparking for newdevelopmmt and an
absolute limit on aggregate downtown capacity, exceptingonly lodging).
6 For years, the prevailing rule that limited the numberof -into Manhattan was the reputation of the
unavailabiliy of parking and the existence of a comprehensive bransit program. The city in the 195Gs had
the image of a place where people would be crazy to bring a car in. Downtown Bostonhas generated this
image in recent years, so that bringing even a motorcycle inth the city is fraught with parking worries.
Only Harvaid Square carries this image today for Cambridge.
7 Conholled parking is defined by the Memorandumof Agreement, dated 10 August 1990, between the
Cityof Cambridgeand the Massachusetts Departmentof EnvhunmentalProtection,and subsequently
enacted into CambridgeOrdinanceNo. 1112, enacted 26 November 1990. Basically, it says that all spaces
are subject to control except for those that are exclusively residential,on-street, or MBTA park-and-ride.
Technically, a controlled parking space is any space in "any lot, garage, building or structure, or
combination or portion thereof,on o: in which motor vehiclesare parked,except (i) a parking facility, the
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fees are now common m major metropolitan areas.8 This fee will average
$1 per day per space. Fees will be higher than the average m the vicinity
of those City locations that are transit hubs, and be lower than the average
in those areas ill served by public transit. Charges at city-owned metered
parking will also be increased by an average of $1.00 per day, or
approximately 10¢ per hour, depending on the location of the meter. The
majority of these funds will be earmarked for a paratransit system that will
be support the local trips of citizens of Cambridge and employees of
Cambridge businesses. Owners of parking spaces (employers, developers,
parking garage operators) will be encouragQ but not required, to pass the
fee on to the ultimate user of the space (employees, commercial tenants,
garage users).

This means explicitly that all controlled parking in the City will
effectively contribute $1/day/space. In areas well served by transit,
principally Porter, Harvard, Central and Kendall Squares, that fee will be
higher. That fee will be $2/day m the Harvard and Kendall areas, and
$1.50/day m the Porter and Central areas. Other areas, e.g. industrial
areas of southeast Cambridgeport, will be lowered (minimum $.50) so as to
make the net yield be $l/day per controlled space. Such a fee structure
will tend to favor mercantile uses over commuting uses, but at the going
rate of $100 per month per space for low end commuter parking, will add

no more than 30% to the price of that parking. These figures will be
inflation indexed so as to retain their buj'ing power.

Note that the provision of a fixed fee per space, rather than a

percentage of the gross revenue, has an intentionally differential impact on
the kinds of parking present in the city. The cheapest parking, by far, is
that that is rented monthly m large blocks and provided to employees as
"free parking"; second is that which the employee him/herself purchases on
a monthly basis. It is those uses that are targeted by this proposal and
which will be most affected by it. High turnover parking that is associated
with mercantileuses will be much less impacted by such a fixed fee per
space scheme.

In round numbers, such a $1/space contribution will amount to some

use of which is limited exclusively for the benefit of the residents of a Specific residential building or group
of buildings or, (ii) parking an public streets, and (iii) a parking facility designated as a park-and-ridefacility
to be operated in conjunction with the Massachusetts Bay TransportationAuthority.
8 New York: 18.25%, San Francisco: 15%, Washington,D.C.: 12%, Los Angeles: 10%. The ody novel
feature is that we propose a fixed fee per Space and not aperumtageof the take. Other similar measures are
in place in Portland and Eugene, Oregon, Madison, Wisconsin, Hartford, Connecticut,Chicago, Illinois,
and Montgomery County, Maryland. On a grander scale, on March 14, 1990, the State of Washington
enacted a ParkingTax that applies to all non-residmtial parking.
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$50,000 per day', or m excess of $12,500,000 per annum. This figure can
abundantly support a local transit system for Cambridge. An illustrative
plan and balance sheet for such a "paratransit" system is in Appendix I.

When technologically feasible, the paratransit and express bus
systems will be converted to natural gas fuel, so as to fiirther enhance the
impact of the program and to serve as a public demonstration of clean fuel
conversions.

4. City initiatives on MBTA transit

Cambridge must do more that merely cooperate with the MBTA
Cambridge needs activism - advocacy and monitoring. The City will
prepare a transit plan for Cambridge, m draft form for submission to the
MBTA. The City of Cambridge will design programs for MBTA
implementation, such as m signing, brochures, signal/bus preemptions, trip
sampling, headway monitoring of trains and buses. Components of this
coordinated effort follow.

The City" commits to establishing standard signage at all MBTA bus

stops (and all city paratransit system stops). The City will make the
government access (cable) channel carry schedule and general transit
inforlnation.10

The City commits to cooperate with the MBTA in locating bus stops
where they will be maximally convenient for riders and for bus operators,
and to aggressively clear parking that occurs m bus stops. Where it is
appropriate, the City will make street improvements that will improve bus
operations, such as changes m signal timing, signals that can be controlled
or pre-empted by buses, and changes m curbing or lane striping, so long as
these improvements offer an advantage to buses and do not increase road
capacity for other vehicles. Bus stops at Harvard (#66 and #86) and at
Porter (#77) will be relocated closer to the subway station entrances.

The City will also undertake surveys of residents and employees
throughout the City, targeted at understanding barriers to MBTA usage."

9 City figures for 1990, total number ofnon-residential,off-street parking places is 51,829.
10 As is now being done in Iowa City, Iowa.

ll In the Reportof the Service Committeeof the MBTA Advisory Board,January9, 1991, they write "The
MBTA must make a serious commitment to collectin information on existing and potential ridership.
Planning should begin now for a broad-based systemwide survey...". Clearly, there is room here for
initiativeand cooperationon the pan of the City of Cambridge.

ll A similar program is in place in Seattle, Washington.
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The City will work with the MBTA to investigate adjustments of existing
routes, and to plan new routes where necessary, that 'will better serve
Cambridge employers, merchants, and residents, and that will effectively
link with the City's paratransit system. These bus route improvements will
be geared both at making it easier to commute within the city, and at
making it easier to commute between Cambridge and nearby communities,
without degrading the existing connections between buses and the rapid
transit system.

Taking a cue from the air travel industry, careful examination of
timing issues at transfer points between modes, such as bus to subway, will
be made. Schedules will be devised to ensure that intermodal transfer
delay is acutely minimised. Monitoring of the performance of these

coordinative efforts will be done regularly and scientifically by City
staff." So as to ensure the best possible ability to meet these schedules,
Cambridge will install traffic signal preemption for the bus fleet."

The City will use the full measure of means at its disposal to cause
the MBTA to establish a new commuter rail station at Alewife, with direct
and safe access to the (existing) Alewife Garage 1. The City will take all
necessary steps to site additional Alewife parking in a new Alewife Garage
2, to be constructed on the east side of Alewife Brook Parkway, across the
roadway from the existing parking. Construction there will intercept more
cars and sirnultaneously provide permanent assurance of the usefulness of
the East Head House to commuter and North Cambridge resident alike.

If any road improvements are built at Alewife, they will be
exclusively geared to improving access into the subway station's parking
garages and bus lanes. In sum, these measures substantially enhance the
effective interception capability of the Alewife terminus for inbound
suburban commuters. (NOtO ben& The plans proposed by the Mass. DPW
are wholly incompatible with these common-sense goals, and the City will
continue its vigorous opposition to those plans.)

5. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities

12 Such monitored coordination is alreadybeing done in Alberta, CanadlL "For example, in WaShington, a
staff of 32 checkers work full-timeto monitor WMATA's service delivery, including the on-time
performance of its bus fleet." and "Closer to home, the privately provided shuttle system which serves
Boston's LongwoodMedical Areaposts service schedules at its stops, showingintermediatearrival times

on each of its mutes" - Reportof the Service Committeeof the MBTA Advisory Board, January9, 1991.
13 A similar program is in place in Seattle, Washington.

- 6 -



3

P

The City will commit to greater use of bicycles and walking." A
Bicycle and Pedestrian De-sign Engineer will be appointed. The Design
Engineer's first responsibility will be the preparation of a Cambridge
Bicycle and Pedestrian master plan within six months of his/her
appointment. Bicycles will be provided to Police and Department of
Transportationpersonnel for official uses where appropriate so as to both
gain air quality advantagesand to serve as a public example. Intersections
and grade crossings that pc)sc hindrance to pedestrian and bicycle uses will
be reworked to favor, rather than disfavor, those uses,'5

6. Changes in residential parking permit program

The City's residential parking permit program has generally worked
well m the past; however, some minor adjustments are needed. The biggest
problem with the current system is that residential streets in the vicinity of
Harvard, Central, Porter, and Lechmere Squares are used as parking for
adjacent commercial areas and subway stations. Users of these parking
spaces include both residents of other neighborhoods in Cambridge and
non-residents who have illegally acquired Visitor Parking Passes.

To reduce the black market on Visitor Passes, the address of the

ownerwill be written on Passes by city employees when they are issued.
The Visitor Pass will be redesigned to feature a calendar appropriate for
the year of issue. The Visitor Pass will be valid onlyif the then "today's
date" is circled.

The "White Visitor Passes" (city-wide Visitor Passes) will be
eliminated. The City of Cambridge will substitute stickers for authorized
individuals. These stickers will display the vehicle registration number of
the vehicle to which it is assigned and also show an expiration date.

Residential parkine zones will be established for streets near MBTA
stations. Resident parking permits from other parts of the city will net be
valid in these areas. In eifect, Cambridge will have 5 exclusive permit
zones (Lechmere, Kendall, Central, Harvard and Porter) plus a general
zone covering the rest of the city.

To ease the inconvmience that will result from parking meters being
installed at now-unregulaxed spaces on streets that have mixed commercial

14 Cities from Chicago, Illinois, to Phoenix,Arizon% to Valencia, CalifomA already reserve impcxtant
city infrastructure for walking and bicycling.
15 See the Mayor's Bicycle CommissionStudy, 1991, for a breadthof details that will form the basis for
this Bicycle & Pedestrian MasterPlan.
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and residential uses (such as Concord Ave., Huron Ave., md Cambridge
St.), these meters will require coins only between the hours of 9:00 and
5:00. The rate charged for these meters will be indexed to remain at the
maximum level of all meters city-wide.

7. Taxicab improvements

In cooperation with the taxicab industry, the City will undertake

measures to promote business and to improve efficiency. Emphasis will be
placed on multimodal connections which will allow taxis to supplement
both MBTA and paratransit service. One necessary improvement is the
establishment of new taxi stands, especially adjacent to the Porter and
Lechmere subway stations.

8. Zoning changes

Between January, 1980, and March, 1990, Cambridge constructed

over 8 million square feeto of office, retail, and industrial space, 1000 new
hotel rooms, and approximately 19,700 non-residential off-street parking
spaces. Since March, 1990, an additional 1 million square feet of office
and retail space has been constructed or has begun construction. An
additional 7 million square feet of non-residential development is proposed

or planned. If parking is developed at the same rate as since 1980, an
additional 19,700 spaces would be constructed. This figure, large as it is,
is less than that allowed under current zoning." Clearly, zoning changes

are essential for Clean Air, as well as for liveability concerns.

Present city zoning requires a minimum number of parking spaces

per square foot of floor space. For non-residential uses, these regulations
will be sharply modified to encourage developers to offer public transit
incentives in exchange for a sharply reduced number of parking spaces."
For example, an office building which gave free MBTA passes to its
employees (if it were near a transit station) or which funded free
paratransit service (if it did not already have good transit service) will be

allowed to have (potentially substantial) reductions in requiredparking
spaces. Similarly, employers could mandate that a portion of their spaces
are for high occupancy vehicles (HOV) only, thereby increasing the net

16 CambridgeSystematics, Inc., January, 1991.
17 These changes would have substantialpositive impact on develqpers and businesses in Cambridge.
Anecdotally, at least one major employerhas achieved significant savings by buying T passes for its
employees rather than continuing to lease reserved parking for them. Similarly, it is reported that a major
developmentexpended 40% of its total constructiondollars on the parking facility associated with it.
Avmge figuresare in the 20-30% range.
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employee capacity of their facilities without the requirement of any other
steps being taken, administratively or otherwise.'8 In any case, the aim is
to use the Zoning Ordinance to keep parking supplies tight."

New site guidelines will be established to promote transit,
ridesharing and pedestrian modes for new developments. Criteria will
include minimizing walking distancesbetween transit access and the
proposed development, bus shelters, bicycling facilities, sidewalks,
paratransit loading areas and control of parking."

9. Traffic Policy

The City of Cambridge will formalize its traffic policies. It will
identify major highways (such as Fresh Pond Parkway, Memorial Drive,
O'Brien Highway) and state the function of each. The traffic function of
other arterials (such as MassachusettsAvenue, Hampshire Street, Broadway
and Concord Avenue) will also be established. These arterials will not seek

to move large volumes of vehicles swiftly but will instead provide service
adequate only to avoiding having delays that force vehicles to use adjacent
routes through residential neighborhoods.

Finally, several categories of residential streets will be developed.
Some will be primarily residential access, with speeds of 25 MPH or above.
Pearl Street and Harvard Street are examples. For streets m this category,
games m the street are usually impossible because of traffic volumes and
speed, but there is no congestion.

Other residential streets will have peak hour traffic specifications in
these ranges: 1-25, 25-50 and 50-100 cars per hour. Policies will be
adopted by the City (Planning Board and Traffic Department) to prevent
all traffic growth on these streets.

10. Economic growth for Cambridge citizens

18 The Traffic MitigationPlan for University Park implicitly implements this idea. It estdbliShes the
maximum numberof vehicular trips which cm be generated from the developmentduring peak hours. It
includes arequirementto charge reduced parking fees for carpools and vanpools and reduced fees for
designated sjpaces not available for use an working days until after 9:30 AM. Failure to meet performance
standards can result in limitations on the extentof the project;sbuild-out.
19 To quote one recent Federal Review: "Localities also should insure parking suppliesare kept on the tight
side... [Zoning] codes should be revised in support of [tnansponation systems management] and [parking
management] strategies to a tight supply. New maximum requirements might be added to codes for
this purpose. (USDOT/UMTA, 1989)
20Much as is now being pursued in Seattle, WaShington.
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The City of Cambridge will reverse its policies and practices of

recent years" and explicitly put forward a plan that encourages
employment and business opportunities for Cambridge citizens. The
history of the past three decades is that m 1970, 75% of the employees of
Cambridge businesses and institutions were from Cambridge or
immediately adjacent communities. By 1980, that figure was 67%. Today,
it is less than 50%." Expressed differently, only 28%" of Cambridge's
employees live m Cambridge, compared to 40% m Boston. Increasing the
Cambridge percentage to only 33% would decrease Cambridge based VMT
by over 1%." It is imperative that a Clean Air SIP amendment recognize
that reducing the need for long distance commuting is no quick fix, but is
where the ultimate solution lies.

This means explicitly that the City will use is full influence to ensure
that economic growth in the City employ Cambridge residents or those
from immediately adjacent communities. This includes the full weight of
its regulatory influence and the full benefit of its incentive influence. The
principle is simple: Hire those who live hem, orhouse thoseyou hire

Goals will be established that reflect an expectation of equal effort on
the part of all local employers to improve their performance.
Qpportunities for sponsoring and coordinating educational partnerships
between Cambridge employers and schools in Cambridge will be explored,
and a semiannual job fair will be organized. A Local Employment
Opportunity Plan will be developed to achieve substantial gains m this
direction. Such efforts require serious, new administrative vigor to
accomplish meaningful changes, and the City pledges that effort."

To the extent that major new construction of economic enterprises
takes place in the City, the builders of these enterprises will be required to
contribute to the housing stock of this City m proportion to the numbers of
persons these new enterprises will employ. Cambridge will take regional
leadership m this area by requiring that each new square foot of
commercial construction be accompanied by a square foot of housing. In
short, the principal is to hire those who live here or to house those you

21 To quote the City's documetationof April, 1991, jobs generated by the existing pattern of new
development"will tend to focus on white-oollar employmentand attractworkers from higha growth
communitiesfurther distant from Cambridge".
22 Figuresprovided by CambridgeCommunity DevelopmentDepartment,April, 1991.
23 CambridgeCommunity Developmentand CambridgeSystematics, Inc.
24 CambridgeSystematics, Inc., analysis,March 1991.
25 Increasingthe share of the City's employmentbase composed of residents from 28% to 33% will require
Cambridgeemployersto hire at least 5,100 Cambridgeresidents for existingjobs and to hire 33%

Cambridgeresidents for all newjobs created in the City.

- 10 -



' ?

e

hire The details of such a coordinationof supply and demand be worked
out by a public process, again providing a hearing for all before a body of
Cambridge citizens who make the final proposal.

11. Trip Reduction Ordinance

Cambridge will crU a Trip Reduction Ordinance Ciro) with an
initial emphasis on incentives rather than regulations. TROS are well
understood and widely adopteC" a good one is no more work to compose
and administer than a bad one. The Cambridge TRO will be devised by a
citizen's committeethat will hear from all sectors including persons
representing regional concerns, such as MAPC, CLF, CTPS and DEP. If a
separate TRO is implemented either for the city of Boston or on a
regionwide basis, then the drafting and implementation of the Cambridge
TRO will be done m cooperation with these other efforts so long as it does

not result in a weakening of the Cambridge effort."

The details of this TRO will be worked out by the citizen's
committee, but will include the creation of a mandatory annual survey of
all businesses and institutions that employee more than 50 persons'8 and an
accompanying Trip Reduction Plan based on the results of that survey md
a citywide automobileefficiency rate (AER) target." A citywide AER will
be establishe(l but will require employers to adhere to districted AER
targets, which will vary based on factors such as proximity to transit and
site-specific issues. The TRO will require improvements m each

26 See, for example, the before and after studies of eleven cities in "Evaluation of Travel Demand
Management",Federal HighwayA~~on=FHWA-SA-90-005,.F~, 1990, or thepaper
"Ten Cities' Strategies forTranSpmationDemand Management",Flynn & Glazer,TranSportationResearch
Record #1212. Many more references exisl all pointing to the contentionthat TROs are effective.
27 Regionalparking and tranSportation demand management strategies are aheadybeingput in place in
Massachusetts. Since May, 1991, the developer of any project generating more than 3000 new behicle
tripdday is required to perform an "indirect souroe analysis" for submission to the Secretary of
EnvirunmemalAffair& TranspQrtatbndemand managemmtand othermitigatian

m
will be required

to ensure zero net growth in hydmmbonemissions. Underanotherstatewide program, the Departmentof
Public Works has proposed "curb cit:" regulations designed to ensure that develcpmentswhich genmte
traffic impacting on state highwayswill be required to reduce vChicle trips as a condition of gaining access
to the state highway. Programs such as these will serve to ensure that new suburbandevelopment in
chiding employerswho attempot to move out of Cambridgeor Bostonto avoid regulatory restrictions, is
adequatelyregdated
28 This is 240 firms, 65,000 employees according to 1990 Community DevelopmentDepartment md
CensusdatlL
29 Automobile Efficiency Rate was defined in "Regulation XV", City of Los Angeles. It is calculatedby
dividing the number of employees who report to the worksite or to a job-related activity between 6:90 AM
and 10:00 AM, inclusive Monday to Friday, by the numberof vehiclesused by these employees. As the

AERin, use of singlepmt vehiclesfor commuting is reduced. The AER calculation requires
that a five consecutive weekday average be used. Vehiclescounted exclude bicyclesand public transit
vehicles. Motorcycles count as automobiles.
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employer's AER, designed to achieve the goal of zero net VMT growth
and/or 3%/year reductions m emissions This requirement will be imposed

even if an employer already has an AER at or above the citywide or
district target. Unless a business can show that it is already spending
substantiallyon trip reduction programs, and that a hardship would be
required to produce further improvements in the AER, no relief will be
granted from the requirement to show annual increases in AER.

This TRO will vigorously advance alternate transportation modes to
the private, single passenger automobi1e'°. It is imperative that the TRO
make a substantial, qualitative distinction between employers that are
performing well and those that are not, including historic efforts by
employers when public policy was not so well delineated.

Businesseswill be encouraged to avail themselves of paratransit in
meeting their respective requirements, and could contribute to the
paratransit system directly should special circumstances obtain. Similarly,
business will be encouraged to substitute transportation allowances" for
other "free" programs; in particular, it is the goal of this proposal to end
the provision of "free parking" as a perquisite of any employment m
Cambridge.

The City will also provide expanded Commuter Mobility Assistance
to Cambridge businesses and institutions. The amount of assistance
currently offered by the City (I person) will be tripled. The opportunities
in this area are untapped by the current program of totally voluntary
compliance and one staff member per 100,000 employees. In addition and
as a matter of fairness, revenues from Residential Parking Permits will be
dedicated exclusively to improving programs that directly benefit residents,
rather than the Commuter Mobility Program which is targeted primarily to
out-of-town employees of Cambridge businesses. The Commuter Mobility
Program will be funded instead from the parking fee revenues.

During the initial two years the ordinance is m effect, attainment of
the performance standards will not be mandatory, however it will be
rewarded by the establishment of a priority order on obtaining additional

3(!Basedon 1980 census data provided by the Community DevelopmentDepartment,43% of all employees

in Cambridgearrive by private, single passenger automobile.
31 A transportationallowance is a sum of moneythat is provided to the employee independentlyof the
tranSportation mode they use to get to work. It is preferablethat it be provided in caSh on the same day that
T passes are available on site. The employee will then be requiredto decide between pocketing the money
(if he or she bicycles or walks to work), to buy a T pass, or to purchase parking over the course of the
month. The travel allowance should be set at a level that strongly encourages the use of transportation
other than the private automobile.

- 12 -



'

)

g

parking, access to paratransit, and access to commuter mobility resources
as administered by City departments. If this policy proves successful, it
will be made permanent; if it does not succeed, mandatory enforcement of
the TRO will become the rule instead.

12. Tailpipe standards enforcement

Recognizing the importance of tailpipe emissions, Cambridge will
enact an ordinance making it an infraction of City law to tamper with the
emissions control system of any vehicle, or to operate in Cambridge any
such vehicle. This ordinance will impose fines on the owner of any vehicle
found to have had its emissions control system tampered with.

Summary

This proposal will provide powerful incentives for change, will be
self funding with surplus for other City programs, and will be
quantitatively verifiable. It provides leadership that is consistent and

,replicable on a regional scale. It attends to the needs of our citizens fcr
clean air and economic opportunity.
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Appendix I
Illustrative balance sheet for paratransit system

Specifically, this plan stipulates a fleet of 50 vans, operating on fixed
schedules throughout the City, and the provision of 10 express busses from
key suburban locations. The balance sheet for such an operation will be
favorable; even without fare subsidies, nearly half the revenue from the fee

on parking will be available for other transit purposes.

Keeping a van on the street amounts to some $32/hour of operation.
At 60 hours/week of operation, that is $100,000 per annum. The fleet of
50 such vans, then, implies an aggregate cost of $5,000,000. Similarly,
allowing for two morning and two evening rush hour trips for an express
bus will amount to some $150,000 per annum. Assumingmarketing and
other ancillary expenses, we allow for an actual expense of $200,000 per
annum. This plan stipulates a fleet of 10 such busses, at an aggregate cost
of $2,000,000. The expected revenue from the parking fee, net of this
paratransit program, is then some $5,500,000 per annum. This transit
program will not be encumbered by the administrativeexpense of fare
collection, i.e. their ridership will pay nothing directly to board. Such a
paratransit program will serve to lessen the usual diminution of ridership
that occurs at each transfer point, and will be a powerful overall stimulus
for usage of the system. So as to assure the intent of the express bus

program, passcards to the express busses will be issued to Cambridge
employers for redistribution to their employees. Businesses will be
encouraged to request van routes that helped them comply with trip
reduction requirements, vide supra.

The yield on such a program will be substantial. By strategically
placing express bus terminations at places of concentration of Cambridge
employees, the 10 busses will be fully subscribed The Community
Development Department already has this required information. Ten
busses times two loads of 50 individuals per day is a reduction in auto
traffic entering Cambridge of 1,000 vehicles per day. This measure alone
will supply a 1% reduction in the automobile emissions attributable to trips
with a Cambridge end-point (which we estimate at 100,000 per day m
round numbersy2. Because of the above average length of these trips, we

32 Employment in Cambridgewas estimatedby MAPC at 105,800 in 1990, and in any case is greater than
100,000- a figure which does not include students and shopping trips fromoUt -of-Cambridge persons.
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claim a better than 1% reduction in emissions from this portion of the

program alone.

This estimate is oonservative; if the true figure is in fact smaller, the effectiveness of this measure is
improved
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· SIP COMPARISONS — Page 4
CCLN Memo —3/22/92
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:I"""""""""""&','i"r','·c',',.,.,,ml¢:i: Proposals of the City Manager Proposals of CCLN Comments

µ::!!!!:!IaU:!H :;N aa'
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(No plan) Violation of Cambridge law to
$!:!!!i;:"?!i'§;'§§;':';'i'i'i'i'i'i'E*t¢m¢m·: tamper with emission control
s'"""""' '"""""' :E:?b'""""".:::;,:::,:::: system or operate atampered

·:·:·:·:·:<·:·:·:·:·:· ...... ..,...,.,.,....:.::.::.:.:.::.:::::""':;;;:.:,:,:;:;::;:;;;:;i;!:;§E;{:ji.;::,;:::;::;;:;:i:l
vehicle in Cambridge.

!!!G :' : ;' % ::· $750,000 in publichnds. $200 of private funds (copy
j|:!!;!::!:!i:i!!;;:::::i!!.i:,!!:;i;:;Eu9

: g;: m costS) plus cithen labor contri-
::;:;i::;;;;;:;:::;!;::!!:!;;;!;!,;;;;;;:;;;:;;:;;;:::::'::::;;;;:::::::;:':':':'i':':':'! '!'i":l'iy';" butions.

;=='%"i": ii;?i:::'$um
.

Says more. Does more. As Cambridge zoning amply
demonstrates, the effectNe-

ness of a regulation is in-
:""""·'·'·'-'-'-" '.""""·'"""""i:':!':i'i::':'"""i"i'":'i:iii'"i'i::"i'i verseN proportional to its

length.
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'.:. ';"' Cambridge ,City Hall':,¶e

'
" : Cambridge ,: MA 02139
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" I"': 2 ' _ Dear Mr Fiealy,
- '?' "I

I

!
. The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) appreciates the: 0

' opportunity to comment on the proposed SIP Amendment and ,' cambridge Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance and apologize£ for the!

slight dejay in submitting these comments. BecauGe of the short:- comment period, we were not able to undertake a detailed review
,

:. of each pRovision of the proposal. Our comments instead focus on' ' broader lcgal and policy considerations.
:

:f"
Whiie the draft Ordinance Initiateg important new directions;

for the city in regulating motor vehicle emissions, and containst :

some innovative programs and concepts, it falls well short of
.

!
· what the City must undertake. The two key failings are:" : '"1 ! '

o Because the Ordinance does not contain a parking freeze, it' i: cannot be approved as an amendment to the State Implemen- °
' ! ' tation Plan by either the Metropolitan Planning organization: "

or Department of Environmental Protection; and
: " o Because the reductiom produced by the Ordinance will be

' '
:!. more than overwhelmed by trips generated by new development,

.

'

!' the net effect will be to allow Vehicle Miles Travelled to
r18e by 68 , 393 - 129, 359 mlles/day, Lncreaslng emlmions of

,.

;.:),.i:, Volatile organic Compounds by 0.29 - 0.55 tons per ciay.
" "d'i

. Given the fundamental nature of these shortcomings, the' ' !."" Conservation Law Foundation ("CLF") asks that the city withdrawI' " '

i

the proposal entirely and restart the process of crafting an"
:

"!'"
approvable Ordinance, a process in which clf would be more than

I
' ' willing to represent our hundreds oF Cambridge members by servingP

'y" as an active and constructive participant.:

·i.'k,-:
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. The proposed ordinance, along with the mipporting
,

i
Memorandum, are an important acknowledgement by the City of

.

i cambridge that the City has a responsibility to curb its! contribution to regicmal growth in Vehicle Miless Travelied1

("VMT") and that both employer trip reduction requirement8 andg :

! changes in parking policy will be needed to achieve this goal.
' '

1'1

Unfortunately, the Ordinance as proposed will 11Qt EuiEill the' ' i city's rBsponsibilities under its August 15, 1990 Memorandum of
.' "1 ! AgrBement with the Department of Environmental protection

i

,
' ("DEP") nor will it be approvable by the Metropolitan PLanning

,

, .

OrgaMzati.on or dep a& an amendment to the Commonwealth's state
" ' J- Implementation Plan ("SIP") for the pollutants ozone and carbon

.

' ! '

monoxide. The conservatiOn Law Foundation ("CLF") therefore ask6
.

'i
that the city withdraw the propoml entirely and restart the

!

process of crafting am approvable Ordinance, a process in which
"1

, CLF would be more than willing to represent our hundreds of.
3

" 'I ' Cambricige members (arid thousands of Massachusetts members) by
.

:"! :

8erving as an active and constructive participant.' t' :' ·
7

.i:i I)

'

"

Id The rRqn1 Framework
' ' i : -"

' " The City '8 Mgust, 1990 Memorandum OE Agreement with DE!?
\ states clearly (in the third "wheread' paragraph") that "the

' .i finai SIP amendments will include transportation control
'.' !' meawres, including tut not limited to parking restrictions, and

:

i, a mrri nq free7,e. " (emphasis added) Becau8e the city has
, ,

.

' committed itseH to following the terms of the Agreement "for the
' !'. period until a SIP awendment is approveci," the ordinance must be
' '1 ' crafted to ensure that it will in fact be approved as a SIP
' "'!

: =endment . No such approval 18 posUble unless -- as the
' I

'
1.- Agraement it8elf ackmwledgeci -- the SIP amendment incKtdes a

!!"k'. "?"t-:i:"g· parking freeze.
.

! ','i '

Transportation"related amendments to the SIP are fir6t
adopteci by the Metropolitan planning Organization ("MPO") , then

.

:,ili ': wbmitted to dep for approval, and finaily sujimitted to epa for
' :¶ '

' Vormont Offico: g Bailey Avenue, Montpdlor, Vamont 0®02 · (802) 223'5992
i
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approval. The two core requirements that the Ordinance must meet

if it is to withstand this rigorous review proce8s are:
!

o under a sip amendment recently adopted by the mpo, it must

-. contain "a firm limit on the total number of parking 6paces

[iii Caimbridge] calculated to ensure the attainment o£ level
of service and air quality objectives"; and

q it must be designed to achieve quantifiable reductions in
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCS) aM/or carbon
monoxide.

a. The Mpo's ?nf'iti'm "n pnrPin'r Fr"""es
Both the MPO, and the Secretary of Transportation who

chairs the MPO, have acknowledged the importance of parking
freezeg and agreed Ld work toward establishing sueh freezes in
downtown Boston, South Boston, East Boston/Revere and throughout
Cambridge. On December 19, 1990, the Conservation Law Foundation
signed a Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") with the Emcutive
office of Transportation and construction ("EOTC") and the
Department of Public Work3 ("dpw°') concerning measures needed to
mitigate the traffic and air Wality effects of the central
Artery project. with respect to parking freezes for the four
geographic areas just mentioned, that MOU states as followw

Each freeze shall impose a firm limit on the total number of
parking spaces in the geographical area to which the freeze
applies. Each such limit shall be calculated to ensure the
attainment of level of service and air quaiity objectives.
In addition, it may be appropriate for 8ome or all Ereeze8

to require holCers of permits Eor new or existing spaces to
establish aggressive employer-based transportation demand

management programs, to provide preferences -- through set-
aside, pricing and other requirements and incentives -- tor
high-occupancy vehicle ("HOV") parking, and/or to provide
appropriate preferences for short-term (non-commuter)
parking. It may aiscj be appropriate to i6£ue permitG on the
basis of use-specific ratios of allowable parHng spaces per
1000 square feet of space developed, and to vary the ratios
used within different districts in a freeze area according
to the districts' proximity to mass transit services.

The core requiremenr is clear: Cambridge must have a parking
freeze which "impose[s] a firm limit on the total number of
parking spaces" in the city. The proposed ordinance contains no

such limitation.
This paragraph and all of the other 8ub6tantive meamres

contained in the clf mou were promptly adopted by the mpo as an

amendment to the SIP and transmitted to the DEP for approval,
which is currently pending. The City must therefore asmime that
the MPO will be guided by these requirements in evaluating the
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Ordinance eib a SIP amendment -- and that the ordinance as
proposed will not pass muster.

b Neither should the city asmime that the MPO'S position will
change because therE is a new Admini8tration in place. Secretary
of Transportation Richard L. Taylor, who chairs the MPO, stated
as recently as Marct 20, 1991 (in a memorancium to Secretary of
Environmental AftUrs Susan F. Tierney) that "EOTC is fully
comnittM to the ijnflementation of an aggressive, integrated and
balanced transportation poiicy, wiiich include8 the meamres
contained in the CLF MOU." The memo further explaim that "[t]he
MOU mandates that parking freeze6 be put intc) effect or
strengthened in downtown Boston, South Boston, East
Boston/Revere, and Cambridge." (emphasis added) It would
therefore be futile for the city to adopt, and submit as a SIP
amendment, an ordinance which does not inciude a firm limit on
the number of parkiiW spaces in Cambridge.

B. The cleqrj iiir Aet Amendment8
The Clean Air Act Amendments 8igned into law by President

Biish in November 19!?0 set the stage for a much more aggressive
national commitment to achieving the National Ambient Air QtiUity
standards established in the garly 1970m The general approach
reflected in the proposed Ordinance -- addresSing varied facets
of vehicle use and giving employers a major role in reducing
work-related trips -- is appropriate both tor the city and tor a
mucti broader regional strategy to be advanced under the SIP which
must be developed under the new Act. In its current version,
however, the ordinance does not move the City, region or state
tQward the Act's requirement of reducing emissions of volatile
Organic Compounds ("voes") jjy 31 per year.

The calculated VMT and emissions reductions presented in the
"Summary of program Impacts" table at the end of City Manager
Hea1y's explanatory memorandum represent a reduction of only 0.91
tons per day ("TPD": of VOCS -- out of the 287 TPD generated in
Middlesex County. Even this minimal reduction will not be
realized, however. The actual effect o:t the ordinance will be to
allow vmt to rise by anywhere from 68,393 - 129,359 miles/day,
with a consequent increme of 0.29 - 0.55 TPD of VOC emissions.

The biggest single problem with the calculations pre6ented
in the table is that the city claims credit for a 32,080
miles/day reduction in VMT from new developmentm Thi8 figure,
however, represents a drop in VMT only relative tQ what VMT would
be if new developments were allowed with no regulation at all.
Such a future drop cannot be deducted from 1987 baseline VMT; itcan only be aibtraczed from a VMT figure which includes the
increased VMT that will result from new development.

Assuming, as the Memorandum states, that the 32,080 VMT

represents an 11.6-E decline in projected vmt gmwth trom new
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development, the city is assuming that uncontrolled grcmth woulci
generate 276,550 VMT. With the employer trip reduction ordinance
in place, thi8 uncontrolled VMT increase would be offset by
32,080 miles in reductions -- for a total inC.rease of "only"! 244,470 VMT. Even giving the City full credit for all of theother measures in the ordinance (but see below), which add to176,077 VMT, total miles travelled would increaBe by 6d,393.
This would result in an increase of 0.29 TPD in voe emisUons.

CLF is skeptical, however, about the projected vmt impacts
of at least two of the proposed programs. The program torrestricting currently unreguiateci on-street parking maXes two
questionable assumptions: (I) that every single unregulated
space is used every single day by an out-of-town commuter and
never by a Cambridge resident or shopper; and (2) that all ofthese commuters will stop driving to Cambridge, rather thancontinuing to drive to Cambridge and parking elsewhere. The
first is a worst-case assumption, the second a best-casescenario. More likely, many of the spaces are occupied byCambridge residents who either live or 6hop nearby and at ieastsome of tho8e who dcj commute and park on the street will findparking (legal or illegal) elsewhere in the City.

CLF is also skeptical about the proposed impacts of the"Local Employment opportunitieM' portion of the Ordinance.
Increasing the share of the City's employment base composed ofresidents from 28F to 331 would require Cambridge employers tohire at least 5,100 Cambridge residents tor existing jobs and tohire 33* Cambridge re6ident6 for all new jQbs created in the

,, city. Yet elsewhere in the Memorandum (on page 22) it state8
I that the jobs generated by new cievelopment "will tend to focus onwhite-collar employmwit and attract workers from higher growth

communities further distant from CambriCige."

If each of these two programs in fact produces only half ofthe vmt reductions assumed by the City "" a reasonable scenario,
given the points just made -- then the net effect of theOrdinance superimposeCi on 7 million square feet of new
development is an increase of 129,359 VMT and 0,55 tons of VOCs
Per day. An ordiname which would allow for an increase in bothvmt and voe emissions obviously cannot pass muster under a Clean
Air Act which requires the commonwealth to reduce voe emiGsions
by 3* per year.

IT. The policV Fram2work

Regulatory programs which attempt to effect changeG inlifestyie are most s'.iccessful when they are based on a tangible,
relevant goal which is relatively easy tor regulators to measureand for those affectad to comprehend. viewed from a regionai
perspective, the ultimate goal of all transportation-related SIP

4
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provisions should be to 8tabilize growth in vehicle miles
travelled and therefore automobile"re1ated pollutant emi6sions.
In order for the Couinonwealth to achieve compliance with the
Clean Air Act by 1999, it is imperative that regional growth in
vmt. be reduced to zero well before that date.

clf urges the CLty to conwtruct an Ordinance with an overallpolicy goal of eliminating all growth in VMT. Such a goat would
be consistent with actions taken by others. The New England
Pollution Prevention Council, or'ganized by the Environmental
Protection Agency Region :r, has set as a goal trie elimination offurther Yowth in VMT in New England by the year 1995, InCalifornia, the Sciuth Coast Air Quality Management District'sRegulation XV, from which some of the propo8ed Ordinance's
approach was borrowed, includes a goal of zero VMT growth. clfwill be seeking to incorporate this goal as a regionai strategy
under the ozone SIP for mssachusetts, which.will likely be
classified a "serious" non"attainment area for ozone under the
new clean Air Act.l

Comprehensive pcrking and transportation demand management
programs covering cities or regions should logically incorporate
this same goal of no net increase in VMT. Achieving this goal
will require puttiW in place a number of strategies
simultaneously:

o parking freezes and parking management regulations designed
to limit the availability of and/or increase the price of
parking;

o Requirements that large employers create and implement tripreduction plam for their employees;

o Improvements in transit, including both public
transportation and Qther for7n6 of ma66 transit such as
carpools and vaRpQo1B;

'

o Measures to make non-vehicle transportation (walXinq and
bicycling) more attractive arid convenient: and

%

o changes in zoning and land use regulation to encourage
mixed-use and cluster developments that are more conducive
to reducing or eliminating the need for automobile trips.

1 The Environmental f'rotection Agency initially dasignated
the eastern and western thirds of the state a8 being in serious
non-attainment and the middle third as moderate non"attainment.
On March 15, 1991, Gevernor William Weld requested, pursuant to
the clean Air Act, that the entire state be designated as being
in the "serious" category. EPA is expected to act favorably on
his request.

5
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, In addition, while they do not reduce VMT per se, efforts toI promote the use of "clean" fuels, e6pecially by centrally-fueled
fleet vehicles, will help to achieve pollution reductimn goals.

" The approach taken in the proposed Ordinance include6 some
but not all of these elements. There is nothing wrong with the
concepts behind the Ordinance's basic approach of reducing bc)th
exi3ting and future commuting trips by requiring employers to
create trip reduction plans, protecting neighborhood parking
spaces, and providing incentives tor conversion of vehicles to
the use of "clean fuels." a true comprehensive ordinance would,
however, add provisions concerning parjcing and transit arid would
include a more aggressive and enforceable employer-based tripreduction requirement.

A. The rmpQKtance of Pnrkinq Manaqement
The incjmsion of the agreed"upon parking freeze is

critically important for poLicy, as well as legal, reasons.
Recent evaluations of emp1oyer"based trip reduction programs in
the United states and canada establish unequivocally that the
price and availability of parking is the singie lno8t criticaldeterminant of mode choice (Biiatt, 1990; Higgim, 1990; Pratt,
1990; Shao, 1991: Shoup and Willson, 1990; Valk, 1990; Willson,
Shoup, and Wachs 1990). without reducing the availabiiity
and/or increasixi¢j the price of parking, the types of employer-
based strategim contemplated in the Ordinance have little hope
of success. As one recent federal review concluded:

Localities aisQ should insure parking supplies are k8pt on
the tight side. · 0 P jzoningj codes should be revised in
support of [transportatlon systems management] and [parking
management] strategies to insure a tight supply. posUMy
new maximum requirements might be added to codes for this
purpose. (USDOT/UMTA, 1989)

Parking restrictions applicable to future developments are
necessary to ensure that hard-won trip reductiom achieved by
existing employers will not be negated by the addition of
thousands of future trips. Ag demonstrated above, the 7 million
square feet of development planned in Cambridge will, even with
trip reduction requirements in place, add thousands of parjcing
spaces and hundreds of thousands of vmt unless the City limits
the number of allowable parking spaces.

Off-street parking restrictions must therefore be added to
the Ordinance. Thi6 portion of the Ordinance mut3t include a cap
on the tQtal number of space8 to be added in the city each year,
out to an appropriate future date, such a8 january i, 2010. In
adciition to the overall cap, the ordinance should include
project-specific limits on allowable parking for new
developments. This would best be accomptished by repealing the

6
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minimum parking requirements currently contained in the zoning
code and replacing them with maximum parking allowances. parking
allowances should be varied for different areas of the citydepending upon an area's proximity to transit, land u6e patterns,
resident parking considerations, and other relevant factorm

The intent of these parking management program would not be
to discourage growth but to ensur8 proper management ot a lhiited
resource: parjdng. Properly conceived and executed, a parking
management program would channel development to those areas
closest to the city's rich supply of regional transit services;
encourage aggressive implementation of Vehicle Trip Reduction
Plans; spur improvements in transit services, bicycling and
pedestrian amenitie6, and ridestiaring programs throughout the
city; help preserve a supply of on-street residential 8paces and
short-term spaces for retail customem; and maintain roadway
capacity for future development.

A compreiiensive parking management program would not impQse
unnecessary hardship on employers, employees or cievelopers. A
well"designed parking management program would instead protect
the interests of Cambridge residents and retailers in preserving
on"street parking capacity for local uses while rewarding
appropriate behavior by developers, employers and out-of-town
employees. one of the chief benefits to both developers and
existing employers would be reductions in the cost of providing
parking. Even "free" parking spaces cost between $1,000 -$15,000 to construct. Annual maintenance, taxes and other costa
can be as high a8 $ioo/year/space. Thus, 6mall but significant
savings can be achieved by reducing the use of existing spaces
and substantial savings can be realizod by avoiding the need to
build new spaces as part of expansion or new development.
Surveys of employers who participate in parking managerient and
transportation demand management programs also report other
benefits such as decreased absenteeism and tardiness of employees
who ¶witch to transit, vanpools or carpools and no longer need to
Eight rush hour traffic on congested roadways. Other benefits
cited by employers include freeing tor other purposes Land
previously used for parking, improving public relations, and
reiieving employee stress. (Wegmann, 1989)

B. Transit, walkinq an9 BiCVclinq
Another area in which the Ordinance could be improved is in

the enhancement of transit and para"transit services within the
city. The City has identified a reduction in intra-city vehicle
trips by cambridge residents as a high priority. The obvious
alternatives to driving within Cambridge are walking, bicycling

7
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and transit µspeeiaily local buses).2 Improving transit in to
and thrcmgh the city will al8o help reduce VMT by out-Qt-town
commuters who currently choose to drive.

A number oE transit measure6 could and should be added to
the ordinance. One important program would be the creation of a
coowiinated program to provide shuttles from transit statioiw
(including Porter Square, with its commuter rail terminus) to
work 8ites and shopping areas. While the city has been requiring
individual employers and developers to provide such shuttles, itwould make more senge to have current and new businesses
contribute to the funding of a single program.

The city should also work with the MBTA to ensure that allpossible measures have been taken to maximize regional transit
facilities. Among these measures, the most obvious is the repeal
of the city's prohibition against bus stop signs, a highly
unfortunate situation which has persisted tar too long. Inaddition, the city, in coorUnation with the MBTA, should

I schedule a series of public meetings to solicit suggestions for
9 improvements in MBTE. bus routing. changes in bus schedules must,

, however, be based or, both regional and local considerations orthere is the danger that "improvements" could actually increase
overall regional VMT.

c. vejiicle Trip ReductiQx1 Requirements
The vehicle trip reduction requirements in the proposed

Ordinance should be strengthened in several ways, First and
foremost, the conceE·t of "Automobile Efficiency Rate" ("AER")
neecis to be defined and refined and aggreGsive citywide and site-
specific or district-based AER goais need to be established.

Because the gozl of "zero VMT growth" does not lend itselfto a clear standard for individual work sites, a more site-relevant goal must Ee adopted. The city's choice is the
Automobile Efficiency Rate, defined as the number of commuters
ciivided by the number of work-related vehicle trips arriving atcommuting destinaticms between 6 a.m. arid 10 a.m.

This measure is very useful, but there are two difficultiesinherent in its use for individual work"sites and for the city as
a whole, First, there are numerous ways to calculate its value.
For example, data obtajmed from the Central Transpprtation
Naming Staff (Table T) diows that the aer for Cambridge
commuters in 1980 was 1.64. This differs signiticantiy from the

2 As a matter of fairness, it would make mQr8 sense for
fees generated by the re6idential permit program to be dedicated
to improving progralr6 such as these that will directly benefit
residents, rather thaii the Commuter Mobility Program which is
targeted primarily to out-of-town employees of Cambridge businesGes.

8
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figure of 1",95 cited in the supporting memorandum. The
supE'Qrting documentation for a revised, proposed Ordinance must
indicate how this number was calculated and how it will be
calculated in the future.

"
The second, and more signiHcant, problem with the use of

ths AER is the difficiilty in relating it back to a goal that
' reflects progress in reducing mobile source air pollution.

Without such "reality check," the City could create a detailed
system of tracking "vehicle trip reductimn credits" without
having a legitimate means of amessing the impact of itsprograms on air quality. Rather than choosing an arbitrary goal
for a small percentage increaGe in AER, the Ordinance should tie "

the AER target to the overall goal of no net gmwth in vmt.

It would not bc difficult to establish what value of the
citj/wide AER would result in a leveling off of VMT over some
given time period and for an a6sumed level of economic growth. a
comprehensive Ordinance could thus include the standard of zerovmt growth implemented by calculating a citywide AER target atwhieh growth of VMT would become zero (for an assumed level of
commercial and residential development and an appropriate target
year). Establi8hing an appropriate target and target year willprobably require calculating how long VMT stabilization would
take given different growth scenarios and choosing the target
mo3t likely to respond to planned growth.

While a citywide AER target should be established, the tripreduction program should be designed to achieve that target by
requiring employers to adhere to district-based AER targets,
which would vary based on factors such as proximity to transit,anci,/or site-specific targets. Many trip reduction ordinance6
require employers to improve upon whatever their current mode

split is. This approach is healthy because it a6sulnes that allbusinesse6 can make unproveuients in their current transportation
deinand management efforts. The orciinance should therefore
require annual improvements in each employer's AER designed to
achieve the goal of zero net VMT growth and/or 3%/year reductions
in VOC emissions. This requirement diould be imposed even if an
employer already haG an AER at or above the UWwide or districttarget. Unless a business can show that it is aiready spending
substantially on trip reduction prcjgramB, and that a hardship
woiild be required to produce further improveivients in the AER, no
trip reduction credits should be issued to an¥ employer that
cannot demonstrate actual improvements in thetr baseline AER.

The Vehicle Trip Reduction Plans to be produced by employers
will not achieve whatever goai the ordinance sets unless
busirles8es receive technical aB6i8tance in writing the plans and
the city has the capability to review and approve the plans. To
do the job right for 240 such pians, the city will probably need
approximately three Full-time employees. This program should be

9
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funded through an annual filing fee that employers pay at thetime the plans are submitted.

V

iii. conclusiQn$

CLF is well aware that the City of cambridge cannct, byitself, produce a lw'elling off of regional VMT growth or ensurethat the Clean Air Act's emission retiucUon goals are met. We
are already working on many of the regional transit improvements
and transportation demand management programs cited in thesupporting memorandum and would welcome the city's participation

,in our advocacy efforts.
Regional parjcing and transportation demand managem.ent

strategies are already being put in place in Ma66achusetts.
Beginning May 1, the developer Qt any project generating morethan 3,000 new vehicle trips/day will be requireci to perfcmn an"indirect source analysis" for submission to the Secretary ofEiwironmental ztffairs. Tranaportation demand management and
other mitigation measures will be required to ensure zero netgrowth in hydrocarbon emi6sicjns. Under another statewide
program, the Oepartment of Public Workg has proposed "curb cut'°
regulations designed to ensure that developments whicii generate
trafUc impacting on state highways will be required to reduce
vehicle trips as a condition of gaining access to the statehighway. Programs si:ch as these will serve t,o ensure that new
suburban development, includirig employers who attempt to move out
of Cambridge or Boston to avoid regulatory restrictions, isadequately regulated.

I
rDeSPite these statewide efEorts, individual cities such as

cambridge will also Eave to enact comprehensive parking and
tramportation demanG management ordinances. CLF remains ready
to work with the CitY" of cambridge and state to ensure that any
such prQpQsed Ordinar.ce acMeves maximum reductions in regionalVMT while providing a much wider range of travel options forCambridge's residentE and workers and maintaining a positiveclimate for economic growth.

.
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TABLE I
J,?GQ CAMBRIDGE joURNEY To HORfC DATA

mDE KSMEEE PERCENT

Single Occupant Atito 37,885 42.4t
2-Person carpool 10,255 11.7t
3-Person carpool 2,538 2.9'k
4+ Carpool 1,700 1.9%
Taxicab 310 0.4*
Motorcycle 199 0.2Q:

Bus 12,953 14.7%
Subway 5,194 5.9*
Cominuter Rail 626 0.7%
Walk 13,266 is.n
Bicycle 1,649 1.A
Other 499 0.6*
work At Home 1,413 1.6%

+ mmmmmmmmwwwwrww~~~~w~~

Total 87,885 IOO.O%

Total commuters*

Auto Efficiency Rate = " "": , **Total comnuttng vehtcles

(87,885 - 1,413)
= ~

52,887

= 1.64

hnciucies Total commuters minus Work At Home

**Includes all private automobiles, taxicabs, and motorcycles

Source: central Transportation Planning Staff
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' acommonweatthofMassachusetts

ExecutMeOfficeofEnYronmentalAffairs

Departmentof
Environmental Protection

William F. Weld
Governor

DanldS.Greenbaum
Commlssloner

March 20, 1992

Robert W. Healy
City Manager
Cambridge city Hall
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Dear Mr. Healy:

My staff and i have reviewed a draft Cambridge Trip Reducticm Ordinance
which you are proposing in accordance with the August, 1990 Memorandum of
Agreement between the Department and the City of Cambridge. I appreciate the
extensive and creative work effort that has gone into the development of this
proposal. The proposed ordinance which includes programs to control vehicle
miles of travel to and in Cambridge would clearly enhance the city's
commitment to improving air quality.

It is my understanding that the city will be moving quickly to submit
the proposal to the Cambridge City Council for enactment as a city ordinance
and then will make a formal submittal to the Department for subsequent

' processing as an amendment to the Massachusetts State Implementation Plan
(SIP). I would encourage you to make this submittal at the earliest possible
date; we then intend to process this submittal simultaneously with other
parking control and trip reduction measures currently before us for other
core communities in the region.

The proposal, which would be submitted as a revision to the existing
Cambridge parking Freeze once it is favorably acted on by the city council,
must meet certain federal criteria to make it substitutable and enfcmceable.
Any SIP revision must demonstrate that the air quality benefits of the
revision are equal to or better than the existing parking freeze. iiiaddition, any such proposal should containmonitoring and tracking provisions
which will allow both the state and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
to determine that the air quality goals of the proposal are continuously
being met.

OneWinterStreet 0 Boston,Massachusetts02108 · FAX(617)556-1049 · Telephone(617)292-5500



T

4

-2-

In closing, let me reemphasize that I am very encouraged with the
progress the City of Cambridge has made in this difficult task. I look
forward to receiving your formal submittai in the near future.

S' erely,r"r

I

Damel S. Greenbaum
Commissioner
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V CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS02139
O; 'O,,, ::' r"

'4ine Tel. 349-4300
Fax. 349-4307

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
ROBERT W. HEALY

City Manager

RICHARD C. ROSSI

Deputy City Manager

March 20, 1992

To the Honorable, the City Council:

Shortly after preparing the package of materials for Consent Agenda hem #3, I
received the attached letter from Daniel S. Greenbaum, Commissioner of the Department
of EnvironmentalProtection (DEP).

I think Commissioner Greenbaum's very positive response to a draft of my proposed
Trip Reduction Ordinance is a critical step in the process toward developing a SIP revision.
Commissioner Greenbaum indicates that the proposed ordinance would clearly erihance the
City's commitment to improving air quality. He also commends the extensive and creative
work that has gone into the development of this proposal.

Commissioner Greenbaum also encourages us to formally submit this proposal to
DEP so that it might be considered simultaneously with other parking control and trip
reduction measures affecting other core communities in the region. I think this reference
by the Commissioner emphasizes the need to move toward final action by the Cijy Council
as soon as possible.

Ve ly your

^ ^d

.
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, ,V

Robe ". ealy
City Manager



Consent Agenda # 4

Letter from Conmissioner of the Dept.
of Environmental Protection regarding a
proposed SIP revision.

In City Council,

March 23, 1992
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SUBSTITUTE ORDER
CALENDAR ITEM # 2

IN CITY COUNCIL

April 13, 1992

VICE MAYOR CYR

ORDERED: That this City Council, as a matter of public policy, go on record, not supporting
the creation of four zones throughout the city.

In City Council April 13, 1992.

Adopted by a yea and nay vote:
Yeas 9; Nays 0; Absent 0.

Attest:- Joseph E. Connarton, City Clerk.

::::"' ¢-µe tL=
Joseph E. Connarton

City Clerk
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IN CITY COUNCIL

April 6, 1992

COUNCILLORRUSSELL
COUNCILLORSULLIVAN
COUNCILLORTOOMEY
COUNCILLORWALSH

WHEREAS: The City of Cambridge has already instituted a temporary parking freeze and is
in the process of establishing a comprehensive "Vehicle Trip Reduction
Ordinance"; and

WHEREAS: Members of the Cambridge community and the Municipal Government have
labored long and spent tremendous and personal financial resources to achieve an
improved quality of life fjr its residents; and

WHEREAS: The neighboring communitiesas well as the Commonwealthhave thus far failed
to begin similar plans; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the City of Camtridge "Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance" not be
implemented until such time as the surrounding communities and the
Commonwealthhave presented and initiated their proposals.

REFERRED TO THE PETITION - CARRIED 5 - 4 - 0.

COUNCILLOR WALSH HAS FILED RECONSIDERATION ON THIS
MATTER.
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YEA NAY ABSENT PRESENT

Mr. Ed Cyr k""

Mr. Francis H. Duehay

jMr. jonathan S. Myers V"

Mrs. Sheila T. Russell W

Mr. Walter j. Sullivan W

Mr. Timothy j. Toomey, jr. v'"

Mr. William H. Walsh ~
Ms. Al ice K. Wolf ~"
Mayor Kenneth E. Reeves l~""
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YEA NAY ABSENT PRESENT

Mr. Ed Cyr J"
Mr. Francis H. Duehay ul"

Mr. jonathan S. Myers jl
Mrs. Sheila T. Russell .

""""" ,7
Mr. Halter j. Sullivan l/
Mr. Timothy j. Toomey, jr. ,/
Mr. William H. Walsh U,/

Ms. Alice K. Wolf \//Mayor Kenneth E. Reeves jl
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IN CITY COUNCIL

COUNCILLORRUSSELL
COUNCILLORSULLIVAN
COUNCILLORTOOMEY
COUNCILLORWALSH

WHEREAS: The City of Cambridge has already instituted a tempo'a'y parking freeze and is
in the process of establishing a comprehensive "Vehicle Trip Reduction
Ordinance"; and

WHEREAS: Members of the Cambridge community and the Municipal Government have
labored long and spent tremendous and personal financial resources to achieve an
improved quality of life for its residents; and

WHEREAS: The neighboring communities as well as the Commonwealthhave thus far failed
to begin similar plans; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the City of Cambridge "Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance" not be

implemented until such time as the surrounding communities and the

Commonwealthhave presented and initiated their proposals.
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IN CITY COUNCIL

April 6, 1992

COUNCILLOR RUSSELL
COUNCILLORSULLIVAN
COUNCILLORTOOMEY
COUNCILLOR WALSH

WHEREAS: The City of Cambridge has already instituted a tempora'y parking freeze and is
in the process of establishing a comprehensive "Vehicle Trip Reduction
Ordinance"; and

WHEREAS: Members of the Cambridge community and the Municipal Government have
labored long and spent tremendous and personal financial resources to achieve an
improved quality of life for its residents; and

WHEREAS: The neighboring communities as well as the Commonwealthhave thus far failed
to begin similar plans; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the City of Cambridge "Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance" not be
implemented until such time as the surrounding communities and the
Commonwealthhave presented and initiated their proposals.



Consent Order # 7

Councillors Russell, Sullivan, Toomey
and Walsh the "Vehicle Trip Reduction
Ordinance" not be implemented.

E

,

.

In City Council,

April 6, 1992
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Date

Qurillor klsh has notified the City Cl«k of his inWrtim Id mve reccx6ideratimof
the vote taken on April 6, 1992 to refer to the petition an order not to
implement the "Vehicle Trir Reduction Ordinance."

> ·

ubmabaLLL
Signature

.
,

~
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Calendar Item # 2 O r61 ' ' '

' Councillor Walsh has notified the
City Clerk of his intention to move
reconsideration of the vote taken on

, April 6, 1992 to refer to the petition
( an order not to implement the "Vehicle

Trip Reduction Ordinance."

Gi«l%-j)a~&h JijtQ~

OnAALL:A Old
CL~uudd

In City Council,

April 13, 1992
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