EDWARD H. LINDE
PRESIDENT |

April 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 agrse,
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.
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However, as I ar 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 toc move from one city or town to another in
order to make certair that they reduce their operating costs
to levels that will kest 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 Carbridge 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. It
will 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.




April 8, 1992
Page 3

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, kusinesses 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 comritted to a regional solution to the clean
air problem, but is resolutely opposed to actions that would
unfairly restrict ané 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 trulypyours,




Statement by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
City of Cambridge State Implementation Plan
April 8, 1992

The Massachusetts Institute of Technology would like to express its
support for 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 traffic
mitigation measures in th2 past 18 years since the 1974 Clean Air Act.
Measures such as t-pass sales, telecommumisgting programs, flex work
schedule programs, bicycle programs and shuttle seyices have shown to
be effective means of vehicle trip reduction at MIT and at the many
businesses which 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 implemen:ation plan is not only a fair and equitable
answer to this serious dilemma, but also the most effective method in
attempting to reach the objectives of the 1990 Clean Air Act.

(pagZidon

Sarah J. Eusden
Assistant for Government Relations
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Ordinance Committee of the City Council

Cambridge City Council

Cambridge, MA 02139

Attn: City Clerk

Reference: Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance (VIR)
Dear Members:

As a member of the Cambridge business community I would
petition the Ordinance Committee of the City Council
' mot to adopt the proposed VIR 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 of trying to singlehandedly address a
problem that requires a unified regior wide program.

Your review and consideration of this matter will be
greatly fappreciated.

David G. Robinsan
President

DGR/tpt

Five Cambridge Center
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142-1493
617.492.1500
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Wednesday, April 25,1992

CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL / ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman

City Hall

Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Cor» AilAw TAIALL

Thank yt ’DM + W yosals for near-term ac-

tions rel the new Clean Air Act

State Imj k you for giving this is-

sue the p nce Committee, and for

giving Ct

We've w. . and won’t here repeat

ourselve: term actions and next

steps, we ndings and recommen-

dations. sbelow:

— It'sa nalterably opposed” to
the for sub-districting the
resic true that all residents

refuse to consider any constraints on their personal driving cr park-
ing within t1e City. CCLN still supports a version (the noce plan,
not the quadrant plan) of resident parking sub-districting, and be-
lieves that such a plan can bring actual benefits to City neighbor-
hoods — rot to mention reducing Vehicular Miles Traveled
(VMT’s) and so contributing to cleaner air. Thus we are most
pleased to cee that you plan further investigation and putlic dia-
logue on a resident sticker sub-districting plan centered on the
rapid transiz stops.

There may be some merit to imposing restrictions on City curbside
parking now 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 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 enforcement was to extract mitigations
and benefits from exemption violators in exchange for continued
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Cambridge Citizens for Liveable Neighborhoods

. Wednesday, April 29, 1992
P.0. Box 19, Cambridge, MA 02238 / (617) 354-5670

CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL / ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman

City Hall

Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Councilor Wolf:

Thank you for your mailing describing your proposals for near-term ac-
tions relative to the City’s progress in addressing the new Clean Air Act
State Implementation Plan. More generally, thank you for giving this is-
sue the prominence it deserves within the Ordinance Committee, and for
giving CCLN time to present its case.

We've written and spoken on this topic at length, and won’t here repeat
ourselves. Regarding your proposals for near-term actions and next
steps, we're in substantial agreement with your findings and recommen-
dations. In particular, we offer the comments herebelow:

— It's more or less true that “residents” are “unalterably opposed” to
the Manager’s four zone (quadrant) plan for sub-districting the
resident-only parking. However, it's not true that all residents
refuse to consider any constraints on their personal driving or park-
ing within the City. CCLN still supports a version (the noce plan,
not the quadrant plan) of resident parking sub-districting, and be-
lieves that such a plan can bring actual benefits to City neighbor-
hoods — not to mention reducing Vehicular Miles Traveled
(VMT’s) and so contributing to cleaner air. Thus we are most
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 now 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.

—  Youseek 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 enforcement was to extract mitigations
and benefits from exemption violators in exchange for continued
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operation as a commercial parking facility; this concept seems to
have died a premature death. The City doing what it promised to
do would be a big MOA improvement for us. More generally, if
none of the o.d rules are ever enforced, why should the public have
any confidence in future enforcement of the new SIP, whatever it
may be?

— One reason the City bank of commercial parking permiits is
bankrupt (again) is that the IPCC gave away its scart stock of 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 beefing 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 appointges are just more of the same, then don’t bother.

— Implied, but not specifically described, by your proposals is a struc-
tured effort fo 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 ccopera-
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
State to husile around on short notice once more. Included here-
with is our latter 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

&@Vm /%”/%“””‘5/’/

Daniel Geer Debra McManus
President ' Director

cc

Governor William Weld, Cambridge resident
The Cambridge City Council

Cambridge ECO

Conservation Law Foundation




CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

June 30, 1992

City Councillor Alice Wolf

City Hall .

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

| have recently had a chance to meet with members of the business community
to assess the result of the newly passed ordinances dealing with the clean air
issue. | 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 creati © f-= =W ramhridae communities
to work together to find a solution. Y |
has definitely allowed Cambridge to

marketplace. :
As | have stated in the past, the Che %W Ind

others to create a better public-prive
with you to make Cambridge a bette

With warm regards,

Robert D. Lewis

Dear Councillor Wolf:
Executive Director

859 MASSACHUSETTS AVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 {617) 876-4100
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CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

June 30, 1992

City Councillor Alice Wolf

City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

I have recently had a chance to meet with members of the business community
to assess the result of the newly passed ordinances dealing with the clean air
issue. | 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 solution. Your support in solving this complex issue
has definitely allowed CambridJe to remain competitive in a challenging
marketplace.

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

With warm regards,

Robert D. Lewis

Dear Councillor Wolf: .
Executive Director

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




CIDUKY OF CAMBRIDGE

Post Office Advisory Committee
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P. O. Box 390864
Cambridge, MA 02139-0864

Ms. Rona Turano
P. O. Box 390863
Cambridge, MA 02139-0863

Mr. Leon Taylor
P. O. Box 390877
Cambridge, MA 02139-0877

Mr. Robert Stern
P. O. Box 390874
Cambridge, MA 02139-0874
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Ms. Jacqueline Carroll
P. 0. Box 390881
02139-0881

Mr. Russ Tessier a
P. 0. Box 390861
02139-0861

Ms. Pamela Thomure
P. O. Box 390871
Cambridge, MA 02139-0871

Mr. Michael Sullivan
P. 0. Box 390872
Cambridge, MA 02139-0872

Mr. Mark Roderick
P. O. Box 390882
Cambridge, MA 02139-0882




CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

April 23, 1992

Honorable Cambridge City
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Mass. 02139

Dear Councilors:

The Clean Air Committee : would like to

thank the Cambridge City expressed by
various members of the c: osed Vehicle Trip
Reduction Ordinance. We concepts
articulated by Councillo: . —eew wvavy vuuncil's Ordinance

Committee and discussed at the Committee'’s April 14th meeting.

The importance 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 interim

ordinance will provide needed flexibility, and working together to identify
potentially useful measures, our city can help move the region toward our t
collective goal. 4 ‘

Measures like expanding the commuter mobility program (including municipal '
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 velricle fleets (including the City's own vehicles),
and adopting traffic policies which differentiate street usage, will
demonstrate commitment and desire to reduce air pollution.

859 MASSACHUSETTS AVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 (617) 876-4100
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‘CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

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 like 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 1l4th meeting.

The importance 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 Counciller
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 interim
ordinance will provide needed flexibility, and working together to identify
potentially useful measures, our city can help move the region toward our
collective goal.

Measures like expanding the commuter mobility program (including municipal
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.

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




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 survey 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 only 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 ecomomic 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. :

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

Sincerely,

Cambridge Chamber of Commerce
C}7én Air Committee

K Fo5>
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PRESIDENT
May 13, 1992

Honorable Cambridge City Council
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Aven
Cambridge, MA 02139 “ ‘ /u_,\cu
oy
Re: Proposed ¢
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 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 rlan
requirements for new development as part of a SIP can not ke
categorized as a non-controversial measure. We ask that such
requirements not be immediately adopted, but be deferred urtil
they are further reviewed and assessed, for the following
reasons:

BOSTON PROPERTIES « 8 ARLINGTON STREET « BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02116-3495 « TEL. (617) 859-2600
BOSTON, MA « NEW YORK, NY ¢« WASHINGTON, DC :
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EDWARD H. LINDE

PRESIDENT
May 13, 1992

Honorable Cambridge City Council
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Proposed SIP Ordinance

Dear Councilors:

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:

|
on behalf of Boston Properties, I would like to express our

BOSTON PROPERTIES - 8 ARLINGTON STREET « BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02116-3495 « TEL. (617) 859-2600
BEOSTON, MA « NEW YORK, NY « WASHINGTON, DC




May 13, 1992
Page 2

(1) 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 they
have been in the past) rather than added or duplicated in
separate SIP requirements. ‘

(4) Most importantly, the amount of completed development 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 1like,
and believe more widespread and enhanced efforts of this sort can
be implemented on a voluntary basis across the City as a whole.
This can do much to achieve clean air goals, and the very limited
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 the economy and
tax base of the City.

Very trply yours,

R
Ed é?d\gj Linde

N

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

Thursday, April 23, 1992
CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL / ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
Ms Alice Wolf, Councilor / Chairwoman

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 12139

Dear Counci % M

We're in rece il 92 clarifying City
policy regarc with the 1990 Clean
Air Act. We that the City, other
communities ate in forging a re-
gional plan « 2 of your proposed
resolutions.

We understai
“business fri¢
out that “tim
and develop:

: pressure tc appear

compelled to point

because the finance

ok in the ‘80’s, “in-

vesting” our regional savings in a multitude of projects which could not

hold their value. A truly “business friendly” Council (or State) will act to

restrain private speculation and short-sightedness, and make public poli-

cy supporting the long-range viability of the region. We hope the Coun-

cil can remember this as it proceeds to the next steps of Clean Air Act
implementation.

Best wishes,
CCLN Inc

(Feer

Daniel Geer
President

Philip Dowds

Director
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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, Councilor / Chairwoman

City Hall :

Cambridge, MA 32139

Dear Councilor Wolf:

We're in receipt of your draft order dated for 27 April 92 clarifying City
policy regarding municipal planning for compliance with the 1990 Clean
Air Act. We are in complete agreement with you that the City, other
communities and the State must start now to cooperate in forging a re-
gional plan of compliance, and we endorse all three of your proposed
resolutions.

We understand that the Council is under considerable pressure tc appear
“business friendly” in “these difficult times”. We feel compelled to point
out that “times are tough” especially in New England because the finance
and development industry was permitted to run amok in the ‘80’s, “in-
vesting” our regional savings in a multitude of projects which could not
hold their value. A truly “business friendly” Council (or State) will act to
restrain private speculation and short-sightedness, and make public poli-
cy supporting the long-range viability of the region. We hope the Coun-
cil can remember this as it proceeds to the next steps of Clean Air Act
implementation.

Best wishes,
CCLN Inc
(Feer
Daniel Geer Philip Dowds
President |

Director .




Mr. Andrew Hamilton

Conservation Law Foundation

3 Joy Street
Boston, MA 02108

Ms. Cheryl Souza
132% Oxford Street
Cambridge, MA 02140

Ms. Sabrina Birner
8 Chatham Street #2
Cambridge, MA 02139

Mr. Bill Cévellini
274 Brookline Street
Cambridge, .Ma 02139

Mr. Bob Lewis

Chamber of Commerce )
859 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Mr. Peter Madsen
47 Thorndike Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Mr. Carl Olson
209 Broadway
Cambridge, MA 02141

Mr. Andy Rubel
9 Chauncy Street #54
Cambridge, MA 02138

Mr. Gerald L. Hathorne

Polaroid Corporation
Technology Square
Cambridge, MA 02141

Mr. Eric Benson
Polaroid Corporation
Technology Square
Cambridge, MA 02141

Mr. John Pitkin
18 Fayette Street

Cambridge, MA 02139

Ms. Barbara Norfleet
79 Raymond Street.
Cambridge, MA 02140

Ms. Happy Green
33 Fenno Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

Mr. Richard Vendetti
28 Winter Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Mr. Robert J. LaTremouille

348 Franklin Street
Cambridge, MA 02139

Mr. Bill Zamparelli

7 Emmons Place
Cambridge, MA 02138

Mr. Jokn E. Mctarthy
1697 Cambridge Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

Mr. John Natale
92 Fourth Street
Cambridge, MA 02141

Ms. Carolyn Hcffman
10C Reed Street
Cambridge, MA 02140

Mr. Michael Cantalupa
Boston Properties

8 Arlington Street
Boston, MA

Ms. Sarah Eusden/M.I.T.
77 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139




BORDEN | BORDEN, INC.

GROCERY AND
IF ITs BORDEN-ITS SPECIALTY PRODUCTS

GOTTO BEGOOD DIVISION

JOHN H. SCHIERING
VICE PRESIDENT - GENERAL MANAGER
CANDY PRODUCTS

April 8, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
O0ffice 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 (VIR), as written, does not
adequately consider the impact its enactment will have on the economy of this
community.

We are a manufacturing business and employ over 600 people, most of whom are
Cambridge residents. We have chosen to remain in our current facility despite
the Tlogistical 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.

JHS:kc

134 CAMBRIDGE STREET
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02141-1819

TELEPHONE: 617/498-0504

180 EAST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS, OHIO 432153799

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 Cambridge, 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
people 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 lavel.

We look forward to discussing these issues in greater detalil.
Sincerely yours,

o .
/ n

/ y 7 ','; _// 4
et LN ity
Carl W. Rausch (

Chairman, CEO

?

Vice President - Findnce

BAUref

BIOPURE Corporation, 68 Harrison Avenue, Boston, MA 0211} Telephone 617/350-7800 Telefax 6£7/350-6614




SULTANA REALTY TRUST
P.O. BOX 71
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02141

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 rationaie 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 it
is 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, successful 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



Mayor Kenneth Reeves
April 8, 1992
Page Two

affect their business. 1In our currently difficult economic
environment, uncertain 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 tell
you 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.

Uy oo

Varney Hintlian
Trustee

Sultana Realty Trust
Tarvis Realty Trust

VH:cd



HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Orrice or GovernmeNT, CommuntTy 2 GarpEN STREET
anD PusLic Arrairs ' Canmpringe, MassaciuseTTs 02138
617-495-4955

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 (VIR) Ordinancze as currently drafted. Harvard believes that

even a revised VIR 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 determine that the Parking
Freeze remains in effect even after the VTR Ordinance has been adopted.
Although clearly not inter.ded by the City of Cambridge, based on recent
judicial decisions, some g-oups 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 traffic
first became an importans issue in Cambridge, Harvard has undertakzn
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 throughcut




the day, minimizing peak hour traffic.

*Placing a large proportion 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.

*Developing a geographically compact, pedestrian-oriented campus
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.

*Employing a faculty /staff 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 policies have resulted in a situation in which the
University's Auto Efficiency Ratio ("AER") would be better than that
expected to be required vnder the VIR 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 conzerns follows.

POINTS OF CONCERN IN PROPOSED VTR ORDINANCE
*No target AER has yet been identified. Thus, there is no real way to
anticipate the impact of the Ordinance on an individual employer.

*With regard to zoning requirements for parking, the proposed
Ordinance only invites the Planning Board to revise zoning. It is
critical to the prccess 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 trensit.

*The VIR 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 notablz achievements in limiting automobile use within
its large student population is completely ignored in calculating the



AER.

*The VTR Ordinance only counts employees arriving during rush
hour, so the substential 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 comgilation 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 ser day fine for failure to implement any 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 bz included as part of the Harvard University
worksite. Harvarc 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
Clty to achieve responsibl2 traffic management measures that are part of a
regional plan to reduce air pollution.

Sincerely,

g, e

Happy Green
Director of Community Relations



Praxis International Inc. Richard D. Stewart

Four Cambridge Center President
Cambridge, MA 02142-1489 Chief Executive Officer
Chairman
(617) 661-9790 Tel
P BAXIS (617) 497-1072 Fax
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 behalf of four related
Cambridge-based companies: Praxis International, Computer Corporation of
America, Segue Partners, and MarketPulse. We are a family of companies that
has evolved from Computer Corporation of America founded in Cambridge cver
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 environment of the
computer software field -- which, as you know, is currently experiencing strong
recessionary pressures. Through good business practices and efficient
operations, however, we are a profitable and debt-free corporate citizen of
Cambridge.

It is, thus, extremely disturbing to learn of proposed restrictions on 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 commitment to 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 ir volve ourselves in government affairs in Cambridge
but we will be watching the outcome of the city's action on this proposed
ordinance with 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 actin a
way that places unique burdsns on any business that operates within its borders,
even when there is no real resulting benefit to the public.

Sincerely,

TR DA

Richard D. Stewart



%@ THE S'I'rlde Rite corroranon

FIVE CAMBRIDGE CENTER ®* CAMBRIDGE, MA 02142
617/491-8800

Amold Hiatt
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

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's
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 orn
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 if
there had been a cloud over the certainty of our ability to provide
access to our employees in whatever way was best for them, and if
that cloud had hung only over Cambridge, it would have weighted our
decision towards other 1locations 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. I
would ask you to carefully consider how this can be done in the
most productive way, without disadvantaging either businesses now

DIVISIONS: STRIDE RITE STRIDE RITE SOURCING SPERRY THE KEDS STRIDE RITE
INTERNATIONAL CORP. INTERNATIONAL, INC. TOP-SIDER, INC. CORPORATION  CHILDREN'S GROUP, INC.




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 towerds a
regional solution and also makes decisively clear that the City of
Cambridge wants businesses to stay and grow within its borders.

Sincerely,

Arnold Hiatt

AH:ets
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1. YMCA

820 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusctts
02139-3296

(617) 661-9622
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United Way

FAMILY

932 &PR -8 A I0: 1
CAMBRIDGE MA.

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 placzs
this city in 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-wide progrem
to promote "Clean Air".

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard A. Foot
YMCA President

YMCA Mission:

Tc put Christian principles

in:o practice through programs
that builc healthy body,

mind, and spirit for all.



FRPuthnam

K 1 Fumiture Leasing Company, Inc.

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
614 Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, Mass. 02139
617-354-3358

FAX: 617-354-5571

April 7, 1992
SHOWROOMS

614 Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, Mass. 02139

617-354-3358 The Ordinance Committee
11 Acton Rd.

Chelmsford, Mass. 01824 Cambr:ldge City Council

508-256-9251 City Hall

92G Worcester Rd. Cambridge, MA 02139
Framingham, Mass. 01701

508-879-8383

1280 Daklawn Ave. Re: Vehicle Trip Reduction Ordinance (VTIR)

A
Cranston, Rl 02920 ) rr:
401-463-6360 e
7 Jansen Court Gentlemen: -z
203-953-4015

i FDOIHEAVE
Nz QLK 8- ¥y Z6)
xﬁ

W. Hartford, Conn. 06110

23 Daniel St Please record my opposition to the proposed VIR ordinance.
Milford, Conn. 06460
203-877-2791

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
ones.

. 2

Carl F. Barron

CFB/b.6842

Member of

ATNET




California Products Corporation

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

April 8, 1992

HAND DELIVERED

City Clerk

Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138

Attn: Cambridge City Council
Ordinance Committee

Vi 300140y ]
65:0 #d 8- Wiy 7ztm
A

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 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 restrictions. 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 cities of Bostor:, Watertown or
Somerville don'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 irom the

whole region.

We therefore believe that the proposed VIR 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.

Mgc

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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THRW Fasteners Diviston 265 Third Street ’ l l

ntrois & Fasteners Grou Cambridge, MA 02142
Contr P 617.494 5500

April 8, 1992

Cambridge City Council Members
c/o City Clerk

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

LB A

Kathleen Schoonmaker
Operations Manager

KS/ob

TRW Inc.
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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 VIR 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 unified region wide program.

Your review and consideration of this matter will be
greatly fappreciated.

id G. Robinson
President

Ordinance Committee of the City Council
DGR/rpt

Five Cambridge Center
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142-1493
617.492.1500



Al'tllll' D l-ittle Karl P. Fagans

Vice President
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o Acorn Park
Cambridge, Massachusetts

33 APR -8 MY 4 24 02140-2390
USA

CAHBR‘SGE MA. Telephore

617.864.5770

April 8, 1992 ;???;1_1522

Telex
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 Reduction
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 controls 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.

Veyy truly yours,




CAMBRIDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

April 8, 1992

&
&
Mr. Joseph E. Connarton o= b
City Clerk & ® g
City Hall Z & of
Cambridge, MA 02139 D - <
=l
£ T b
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Attn Mr. 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 recom:mended to the Board that the Chamber, which

represents approximately 800 member businesses and institutions, that
the SIP not be enacted.

This letter expresses the Bcards opposition 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 o7 revenues and contributions will further

negatively affect support for community organizations, schools, and the
City's arts and cultural programs.

The Chamber supports a comprehensive reglon wide program to improve
alr quality. It 1s recognized and documented that the northeast corridor
from Washington D.C. to Portland, ME 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 MASSACHUSETTS AVE. CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139 (617)876-4100




The City Council must take the leadership that is needed to protect
Cambridge, 1ts citizens, and businesses from the negative fmpact 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.

Sincerely,

Tl o

Robert D. Lewlis
Executive Director

L

cc  Honorable Kenneth E. Reeves, Mayor
James C. Hawkins, President
Karl Fagans, Chair Clean Air Committee
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Rarpger Enginesrs. Inc.
One Broadway

Camtiidge, MA 02142

April 7, 1992

04-08-92 12:24PM BADGER CAMB USA

Telephone: [647] 494-7000
Telex: H2.1442

City of Cambridge
795 Massachusetts Ave.

Cambridge, Ma.

Attn:

Joay Connarton

City Clerk

Subi:

Trip Ordinance

A Raythaan Company

Proposed SIP Amendment and Vehicle
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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.

quality problems.

Badger is aware of and committed to finding solutions to air

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.

/kac

ce: J. Turner

E.J. Kelley
A.W. Glauner
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Corporate Real Estate

Polaroid Corporation
575 Technology Square
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Polaroid

April 8, 1992

committee on Ordinances
Ccambridge 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 doninate 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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administration.

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 techno.ogy based company, these functions need
to be in proximity to marketing, finance, and corporate

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.

GLH/jp

cc:

Robert Ww.
Joseph E.

Very truly yours,

POLAROID CORPORATION

i

Gerald L. Hathorne
Manager
Corporate Real Estate

Healy, City Manager
Connarton, City Clerk

Wendy B. Jacobs, Esquire - Foley, Hoag & Eliot

Donald A.

Polaroid:

Drisdell, Esquire - Deputy City Solicitor

- Benson

Booth

Brown, Jr.
deLima
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.

1.

Auto Efficiency Rate
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.

Impact on Polaroid

Using an assumed single Citywide AER Base of 1.95 would
result in a requirement that Polaroid reduce 40% of its
single 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

Employer-Based Vehicle Trip Reduction Plan and Citywide

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.

Proposal

a. The Citywide Auto Efficiency 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 PROPOSED
VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTION ORDINANCE AND SIP AMENDMENT
(DRAFT DATED MARCH 20, 1992)

3.

GLH/jp

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.

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
unrequlated spaces on streets which are within the Industry
B Zone near our buildings, to supplement our off-street
parking. If those spaces were lost to us, more of our
employees would be forced into our parking lots which are at
Oor near capacity.

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 Polarcid it is

needed for such groups as:

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




MONITOR COMPANY
25 FIRST STREET
CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141

April 7, 1992

Mayor Kenneth Reeves
Office of the Mayor
City of Cambridge

Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Mayor Reeves:

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 envircnmental
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,

Mownre oa VLo

Maureen Vibert
Controller

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed State

Telephone: (617) 252-2000  Telex: 49574353 Facsimile: (617) 252-2100
Incorporated
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Polaroid

CAMBRIDGE MA.

April 8, 1992

Committee on Ordinances
cambridge City Council
City Hall :

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Members of the Ordinance Comnmittee:

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.
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