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MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION SUBMITTED BY COUNGILLOR .

/[ J57
/ Dgte

Counc1llor David Sulllvan has notlfled the City Clerk of his
intention ot move Reconsideration of the vote of the City Council
. on January 31, 1983, failing to pass to be ordained the Quinton
rezoning" pet1t101 as amerded by the draft submitted- by the Commu-
nlty Development Department and motions of the City Counc11

i it

Signature



L Bonglas A, Randall

Attorney ut Faw
1372 Bancoch Street
@uincy, Massachusetts 02169 :
Bouglus A, Randall Yelephone
Dougl; T Franklin (BTY) ¥%2-88%0

Glristopher 8. Pitt (81%) ¥72-11%8

January 31, 1983

Robert W. Healy
City Manager’
Cambridge, MA

RE: Cambridgeport Industrial Area Rezoning

Dear Mr. Healy:

Presently before the City Council is a petition for the com-
Prehensive rezoning of that portion of the city known as the
Cambridgeport Industrial Area. Public hearings on this petition,
as originally filed by Mr. Gary Quinton on behalf of the Simplex
Steering Committee, were held by the City Council and the Planning
Board on November 4, 1982 and November 9, 1982, respectively.

In response to comments made by members of the public and concerns
voiced by Councillors and Planning Board members at these two
hearings, the City's Community Development Department hasg drafted
amendments to the original "Quinton Petition" which have been
presented to the City Council in the form of a "Substitute
Petition," to be considered for ordination at the Council's
January 31st meeting.

A question has been raised whether the Substitute Petition
may be validly ordained without a further public hearing under
G.L. c.40A, §5. I am of the opinion that it can, and set forth
here reasons for this opinion.

In the past two years, six Petitions have been filed with
the City Clerk seeking to rezone all or part of the so-called
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Cambridgeport Industrial Area. t Two2 of these were limited in
scope, but the other four, including the 1982 Quinton proposal
now before the City Council, have all been comprehensive in
nature, prouposing to create a new comprehensive zoning plan to
guide the imminent redevelopment of this under-utilized area.
Public comments regarding these sundry plans were aired at public
hearings before the City Council and Planning Board on zt least
seven dates in 1981 and 1982. The participants to the ongoing
debate have remained largely the same: MIT - owning some 60%

of the land affected, smaller commercial and industrial interests,
the Simplex Steering Committee - representing existing residential
neighborhoods within and adjacent to the area, and the Community
Development Department - seeking to strike an acceptable com-
Promise among competing interests., While no two plans have been
identical, each has attempted in differing degrees to reconcile

- the development aspirations of area landowners with existing

uses and.with the present and future needs of the greater :
Cambridge community. 1In other words, the planning issues arising
from the Cambridgeport Industrial Area are not new, nor are the
opinions of participants concerning the various directions pro-
posed for its redevelopment.

1. The Cambridge Industrial Area lies roughly between Massachusetts
Avenue to the north, the Boston University Bridge rotary to the
south, Brookline Street to the west, and the PennCentral Branch
railroad tracks west of Vassar Street to the east. ‘

of the larger Cambridgeport Industrial Area, bordering on Massa-
chusetts Avenue. A June 29, 1981 filing by Decia Goodwin et al.

addressed only the southern tip of the area, from Chestnut Street
to the B. U. Bridge. :

3. Three filings have originated from either RoseMarie or Gary
Quinton et al. on behalf of the Simplex Steering Committee -
March 26, 1981, August 3, 1981 and September 30, 1982. A second
March 26, 1981 Proposal was filed on behalf of the Planning Board.
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Although at first glance the Substitute Petition appears
almost entirely new, it is in fact substantially similar to.the
original Quinton Petition. First and foremost, with two minor ex-
ceptions, both address in a comprehensive fashion the same area
of land - and the exceptions are parcels originally affected by the
Quinton Petition but omitted from the Substitute Petition.

Second, the new districts created in the Substitute Petition
each contain use and dimensional restrictions similar or identical
to those in the new districts of the original Quinton Petition.

It will be seen that the Business BB-3 district of the Substitute
Petition is almost identical to the new Quinton Business BC-2
district. Each create new and similar Industrial IB2 abd IB3 dis-
tricts. The Substitute's new Residence ClA is substantially
similar to Quinton's ClB, except that its inclusionary housing
provisions have been eliminated. Inclusionary housing was also
omitted from the Quinton Industrial IAl district, leaving a
district very similar to the IB2 district. Both utilize the
existing Business BAl classification. Overlay districts origi-
nally proposed by Quinton have been incorporated into overlay
concepts in the Substitute Petition: the Fort Washington Overlay
District protections are provided for by special regulations within
the Cambridgeport Industrial District Overlay. Similarly, many
of the Housing Requirement Overlay provisons have found their way
into the PUD-6 district requirements.

Third, review of the zoning maps accompanying each proposal
will reveal similar districting concepts. The base and overlay
districts of the Substitute Petition impose restrictions analogous
to those of the Quinton Petition for most of the area. Where

there are differences, the Substitute Petition is less or equally
restrictive.
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Judicial review of analogous situations in Massachusetts and
elsewhere has generated a rule with respect to the need for further
notice and hearing where proposed zoning legislation is amended
after the required public hearing but prior to enactment. .As was
stated by our Appeals Court in Carstensen v. Cambridge Zoning
Board of Appeals, 1981 Mass.App.Adv.Sh. 315, 416 N.E.2d 522, 526

(1981), "[plroposed ordinances under consideration by a city
council may under go substantial changes or be abandoned entirely"
[without further hearing]. Generally speaking, a second or

further hearing is required only when the change or amendment to
the proposed is "of a fundamental character," or 'change[s] the
identity of the proposal." Town of Burlington v. Dunn, 318 Mass.
216, 218-20, 61 N.E.2d 243, 244-45 (1945). See also 1 Anderson,
American Law of Zoning, §4.15 (1976); 1 Rathkopf, The Law of
Zoning and Planning, §10.04 (1982); 7 Rohan, Zoning and Land Use
Controls, §50.03[2][c](1982); and cases cited therein. Thus no
further hearing was required in the Burlington case where an
amendment was proposed by the Planning Board after the public
hearing which altered the proposed zoning district lines, adding
a number of parcels to a business zone. Nor were further hear-
ings held required in Doliner v. Town Clerk of Millis, 343 Mass.
10, 175 N.E.2d 925 (1961) (changes in zoning district classifica-
tion of various parcels); Sullivan v. Board of Selectmen of
Canton, 291 Mass. 115, 196 N.E.2d 185 (1964) (more than doubling
area to be less restrictively zoned); or Johnson v. Town of
Framingham, 354 Mass. 750, 242 N.E.2d 420 (1968) (changing uses
to be permitted in amended district classification, requiring
special permit for use proposed to be allowed as of right,’ and
changing the section of the by-law into which these now provi-
sions would be inserted). In none of these cases was the provi-
sion as finally enacted deemed to be of a fundamentally different
character from the original amendment proposal. ‘

A different result was reached in Fish v. Town of Canton,
322 Mass. 219, 77 N.E.2d 231 (1948), where the amendment as
enacted bore no resemblance whatsoever to the original proposal,
The original proposal, as presented to a public hearing conducted
by the Planning Board and as contained in the Town Meeting
Warrant read: "To see if the town will vote to repeal in its
entirety the present zoning by-law of the Town of Canton or take
any other action in relation thereto.! The Planning Board:dis-
approved this article, and the Town Meeting voted it down, but
at an adjourned session an amendment was offered to the article
which did not repeal the zoning by-law but amended certain use
and dimensional regulations and rezoned certain parcels of land.
The Court held this amended article to be of a "truly fundamental"
character from that originally proposed and struck down the
amendment .
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Just as it is clear from a review of the authorities that
the test to be applied in such cases is a subjective one, it is
also clear that the substitute Cambridgeport rezoning petition
does not fall neatly into one line of cases or another. The
changes wrought in the original Quinton petition are numerous.
In some cases, district lines have been redrawn within the area
to be rezoned, and the specific use and dimensional restrictions
have been reworked. The essential goals of the two proposals,
however, are substantially similar, and most districts in the
Quinton petition have a direct analogue in the substitute.

One further and significant point is made by Rathkopf in
discussing the need for further hearings where the proposed
resoning is a comprehensive one:

Most of the cases so holding deal with
a proposal affecting a single parcel of
land or a relatively small area or a reg-
ulation affecting few uses or landowners.
However, the rule which has evolved in
such cases has also been invoked in cases
in which there has been a challenge to the
manner in which a particular parcel has
been rezoned where its rezoning was part
of a general comprehensive revision of
zoning classifications of large areas of
a community, where the prepublic hearing
proposals for such parcel differed from
the classification accorded it thereafter.

One purpose of a public hearing is to
learn what the views of members of the
community toward the proposal are. In
particular, its purpose is to hear the
views of landowners with respect to class-
ification proposed to be given their or
their neighbors properties. A public
hearing with respect to a proposed general
revision of the zoning map may result in
many changes in the zoning as originally
proposed and each further public hearing
on the new proposals would have tendency
to promote further objections and further
changes. If each change from that proposed,
no matter how small in relation to the
mapping of the whole, were to require a
new notice of public hearing, specifying
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the various manners in which all lands
were to be zoned, not only would the
legislative process become excessively
burdensome and expensive, but the land-
owners would be left without any definite
knowledge of the zoning status of their
and their neighbors' properties for long
periods of time.

The requirements of due process should
be satisfied by a notice of hearing which
indicates that a comprehensive revision
is to take place, which advises persons
interested where and when a map of the
proposed rezoning (and accompanying text)
may be examined, and that the proposals
shown thereon may be changed as a result
of further study or of the views expressed
at the public hearing, thus imposing the
burden upon interested persons to keep
themselves informed of changes in the
proposal. .

Rathkopf, op.cit. at §10.05, p.10-23. There is no doubt that
this proposal is comprehensive in nature, seeking to rezone an
area containing over 4 million square feet of land (about 100
acres) into a variety of base and overlay districts. Where, as
here, there have been numerous public hearings addressing a
variety of proposals for the rezoning of the same general area,
and where the planning department has made its views known, it
must be concluded that the views of members of the community
have been made abundantly clear to the City's legislative body.
I1f, following the enactment of the amended proposal some affected
individual could establish that he had been adversely prejudiced
by the lack of opportunity to comment upon this latest scheme,
perhaps the amendment could be invalidated as to that individuals
property, but it is difficult to imagine that any Cambridgeport
landowner could be unaware of the various proposals placed before
the City Council. :

In mu opinion, no further public hearing is required before
the Substitute Petition for rezoning the Cambridgeport Industrial
Area may be ordained. It is my further opinion that if enacted,
this comprehensive zoning amendment can survive judicial scrutiny
on this point.

Respectfully submitted,

g A Raolall

Dougilas A. Randall
DAR/pn
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January 21, 1983

January 24, 1983 (1st. revision)
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SUBSTITUTE VERSION OF THE CAMBRIDGEPORT PETITION AS AMENDED
ON MONDAY, JANUARY 31, 1983.

imo

T .

| e



e e e At s s a5 . e bt e it . s bt e, et e e e e e s

AMEND THEZ TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

Create a new Business B-3 District by amending the Zoning
Ordinance as follows:

1.

6.

Amend Section 3.10, Division of the City into Zcning Districts
Dy inserting a new number 19 as follows:

19. Business B-3 District
Renumber existing numbers 19-27 as 20-28.

Amend Section 4.30, Table of Use Requlationé, by adding 3-3
after Bus, B, B-1, B-2 to the heading of column eighrt.

Add a new line to subsection 5.33 Business Districts bpetween
line Bus, B-2 and line Bus. C as follows: :

Bus. B-3 3.0 none . 300 none none none none 120 none

Delete footnote 5, subsection 5.33 and substitute therefore
the following:

"5, A dwelling in a Business B or Business B-3 District
shall be subject to the same dimensional requirements and
other restrictions as a dwelling in a Residence C-3 Districsz,
except a dwelling in the Business B-3 District shall have a
maximum height of 120 feet."

Delete footnote 10, subsection 4.40.and substitute thersicre
the following: :

10. Except in a Business B or Business B-3 District the use
shall be subject to the limitations speciiied in Section
4,27.
Amend subsection 6.36, Schedule of Parking and Loading Requirs-
ments by adding B-3 after Bus. 3-1, B-2 to the heading oI
column Zour, '
Crszte a new Industrial 3-3 Uistrizt -y amending the Ioning
! Amerd Secticn 3,10, Zivisicn »f the Cioy into Ioning Cistrizis
by inserting a new numper 21 23 :zolicws,
22, Industry 3-3 DistricT ........:.... Light Industry and lizat
lanuzacturing.
renumber existing numbers 22 - 23 o 13-29,
2. imenc Secticn 1,30, Table oz use ulations, bv adding 2 new ZistTict

roo)
2

- ":C"‘"°;"“- rrs_-yi - -l —m T Sl - Trrm T "“?;"‘C"
cesignetion 7 TO Tnhe TwelIll CoLumm neading.
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3. In subsections -

AT T fmm1d —— .l _ . .
and 1.33 «23C.3> (Coligge Cr universiIy not exemot ov staTuta) .
3 - ~~ial Al = - z oA AS e ’

: +23C. (nen-commercial rssearch -ac:l:-v}o: The Tzbls ¢f Use

a - - - ! )

egulations ade the superscTizt 30V 1o entriss in <he
iy LEerICTiT /" C entriss In the

austrv 3-1,3-7 and 0-3 cclum znd add the follewing Zootnote in :

subsection 4.!0,

ne i/ : -t .
30. Mo in the Industry B8-3 Distric:.” v

o <« 3A. In Section 4.34 (Office and Laboratory Use) of the

’ ﬁé Table of Use Regulations, add the superscript "51"
1/31/83 &% to the entries for the Ind. B-1, B-2, and B-3 column

V,WMJ*Q@“ "~ and add the following footnote in Section 4.40:

v 51. In the Industry B-3 district permitted only as an
accessory use on the same lot as the principal use
and subject to the restrictions of Section 4.2lzg,
but the accessory office and laboratory use may
occupy as much as 40 percent of the gross floor
area.

sy

4., Add a2 new line 0 subsection 35.3¢, Industrial Districts, ‘lzble 5-4
Table of Dimensicnal Requirsments as follow:

'"B-3 1.5 none --- ncne 0 0(b) 0() ©80(c) ncne” -

)

5. Amend subsection 6,36, Schecule of Parking and Lcacz:g Requirements oy -z~
adding B8-3 after Ind. B-2 o the third colum head c¢ing.

e -

C. In Article 13.000, ?lznned Devnloomenc Districts, acdd the Zollcwing
new section establisning regula:zon for PUD ovn*’av districts in
the .Cambridcgeport Industrial Area,.

13.70 PCD=-6 DISTRICTS: A, B, C, AND D: DEIVZLOPMENT CONTROLS

13.71 Purpose., The PUD-6 disftricts are intended 0 provide for
the creation of a high guality mixed use urban environment
which permits develooment Of general and techniczl (research
anéd develorment) cffices with supeorting commercial aczivi-
ties, light industrial uses, at a largsr sczle than he
Dase zcne. . e = . The PUD=-5 districz:s
are also intended to prowvide a grocess which encouracss
investments and cuidses the nature ©f speciiic Trooosals o
Maximizs zfuzlic zeneficzs, Desvelcotment Prozcsals wizhi
PUD=5 Zisztricis shell Z€ Zonsiszeni-wizh =2nhe Zdswal:

SClicizss 22 =ne Zamizriizezcrt Sevicalizzoicn Tlanoz
Zarizsd in Sec=idn 13.T.LILL.



this Section 13.72, alone or in combination with each other,
shall be allowed upon permission of the Planning Board,.
Where a development parcel or a portion of =z develorment
parcel has a base zoning designation of Residencs C=1
the base use and dimensional ) regulations shal
apply.

13.72 Uses Allowed in the PUD=6 Districis, The uses lis=ad in

13.7271 Residential Uses,

(1)  Single and Two - Family Housing -

(2)  Townhouse Development

(3) Multi-family Development

(4) Hotel Development _
Any special permit for townhouse or multi-family dwellings
required elsewhere in the ordinance may be grantad by the
Planning Board as part of a planned unit development in~
PUD 6 L]

Townhouse and multi-family uses are prohibited in PUD-6
Districts "C" and "D".

13.722 Transportation, Communication, Utility Uses and Institu-
tional Uses. All uses listed in Sections 4.32 and 4.33 and
which are allowed as of right or special permit in the base
zoning district.

13,723 Office and Laboratory Uses.  All uses listed in-Section 4.34.

13.724 Retail Business and Consumer Service Establishments.

(1) Stationery and office supply store.

(2) Printing and reproduction service establishment,
photography studio.

(3) Other stors for retail sale of merchandise locatad in
e a structurs primarily contzining non-retail uses, 2ro-
ﬂﬂﬁ? mh\ vided that no such establishment shall excsed 133% CI o€
;§$ 7 gross £lcor area of the structure. . 7 - . . ~
¢ 1/31/83 T e T T0E w2 R [P ’ oo -
3 P
QNMWMWW% (4) Barber snco, teauty shop, laundry and dry clszaning
pick=-up zc¢ancv, shoe rspalr, ssli-ssrvice _zundry, o
cther similzr =2scarzlisnmenis,
(%) fagTaurant ner =zzzinc and Inking esszzz.olszomernts
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(6) Theater or hall for public gatherings.

(7) Bowling alley, skating rink, tennis center, Or
other commercial recreation establishments.

13.725 Light Industrial Uses.

13.726

13.73

13.731

13.732

13.733

13.74

13.741

for entry and use by the occupants oOr

Manufacturing, processing, assembly and packaging'of
products listed in Section 4,37(a), (b) 1-153, and 4.37(L).

Other Uses. Any use not listed in subsections 13.721=
13.725 shall be allowed only upon written determination
by the Planning Board that such use is consistent with
the objectives of the PUD-6 district and is necessary to
support the predominant uses in the district.

District Dimensional Requlations.in all PUD-6 Districts.

The minimum size of the development parcel for PUD-6 Districts shall
be one (1) acre. The Planning Board may allow development
parcels containing less than one acre, but at least 25,000
square feet if the predominant use of the development is

‘devoted to multi-family or town house use, There shall be

no specified minimum lot size for lots located within a

development parcel. The Planning Board shall approve all
1ot sizes located within a development parcel. A develop- ,
ment parcel within the PUD-6 districts may contain non-con- x
tiguous lots located in any oOther. of the PUD-6 districts. i

There shall be no minimum width for the development parcel
and no minimum width for lots located within the development
parcel. There shall be no other minimum required front,

rear, and side yard requirements for a development parcel

or for lots located within a development parcel except as maybe

re quired in Section 13.79.

Floor Area Ratio. In no case shall the built floor area
ratio of any contiguous portion of a development parcel
exceed 4.0.

Open Space Regquirements in all PUD-6 Districts.

Definition of Open Space., For the purpose Of this
Sectiocn 13.74 open space shall mean a part Cr 2arts cf a
develcpment pazcel, loif, or building reserved IO0r the zur-
ocse 0f providing light and alr, Or scenic, rscrezticnzal,
or similar purposes. Such oOpen space shall be available

the building(s) with
which it is associated and the general public, except whers
such open space is devoted to residentizl uses listed in
Section 4.31 4, e, f, and g. Open space shall include
parks, plazas, lawns, landscaped areas, water podies,
decorative plantings, pedestrian ways as listed in sub-
section 14.452, and active and passive recreaticn areas, .
including playgrounds and swimming pcols. -



13.742 Minimum Open Space Reguirements

13.743 Where non-residential and residential uses listed in Section

(1) The minimum amount of open space to be provided cn
development parcel shall be equal to 15 percent of

land area.

(2) The required open space on the ground level 'shall have
a minimum dimension of 20 feet; such required open
space shall not have a slope greater than 10 percent.

(3) Open space at other levels must be open to the sky.
These arzas shall have a minimum dimension or the

(10) ree; and a minimum area of 200 square feet.

(4) At least 50 percent of the open space requlreq in this
subsection 13.742 shall be provided at finished grade

level.

~1

each
~ne

4,31 4, e, £, and g are mixed in a PUD, the required minimum

usable open space for those residential uses shall be calcu-
lated in relation to the portion of the development parcel
which the residential floor area is to the total £loor area

of the PUD.

Open Space in PUD-6 Districts. Open space required to be
provided in non-residential areas should be generally intended
to enhance the public elements of the Cambrldgepor; Industrial

District - its streeets, sidewalks and public parks. In addition,

among the open space features provided two areas designed for
active general public use at locations convenient to the neigh-
borhood would be desirable. Such aresas would serve the ‘ol‘cw~no
cbjectives; !

(1) ~ tot lot/playground activity area.

ol 3 ] me mma
(2, landscaped sitting arsz,

M A m e e < -
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15.75 Parking and Loading Reguirements in all PUD-6 Districts. Develcpment in
the PLD-6 diStTicts Snall conrorm to the orc-street parking and leoading
requirements set forth in Article 6.000, including all landscaping
requirements.

13.76 Sign Requirements in all PUD-6 Districts. v
: Zusiness signs shiculd not de visually intrusive or cdominate the
public enviromment; therefore, signs shall be allowed only in
conformance with the requirements of subsection 13.26(Parkway Overlay
District). ‘

13.77 Develooment Review. The Planning Board in reviewing develop-
ment proposa.ls in the PUD-6 districts shall find that the
proposed development provides substantial public benefits
which contribute to achieving the purpose and cbjectives oI
the PUD-6 districts as stated in Section 13.71 and that the
development proposed adequately addresses all of the develop-
ment objectives of the Cambridgeport Revitalization Plan as summarized
in Section 13,7.1C.1. o

13.78 Required Housing.in the PUD-& Districts.

—
(92 ]
-~J
(€9}
—

Applicability. In order.to provide new housing resources in the develop-
ment area, a plan approved by the Planning Board for the provision

of the following residential uses listed below shall be required

before a special permit for any plammed unit develcpment in the

PUD-6 Districts may be granted.

(1) Single and Two - Family Dwellings =
(2) Townhouse Development
(3) iulti-Family Dwellings

i e e e e m e — e i a1 PRI VT AERoe—
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13.782 Locaticn. To rzinforce axisti:g,:esiéen;i;% ;a::e??f_fj?1‘v
' provide an appropriate tullsr Detweern ?31ft%:€ ;fi:;::;-f:a
areas and future potential non-rssidential c.ewe.v,‘_&w_..b;a_.ﬂ..‘l
—“— ‘. . - p 2 - ] k ‘."\ “-"‘ "AQ-“\,\_ *v-
requireé ncusing shall e develorzed vithin ‘“f Rest-;;c_ ~:
district located at a depth of 200' paral¢§L to and east Of
ookl Street Det: Franklin <. 7= 2 SrzoTE
3rcokline Straet Detween rran; - | .
. o -
and Pacific Streets or within close proximity Eo tha; dlZEEli;i‘S
. . 1 close il 1 St
glsewhere within the PUD-6 District : tQ the ?guegt ;d:;ce et
&annot be reasonably, physically located within the Reside:
E¥rict. '
13.783 Quantity Requirements. Any planned init develcrment subject to S

this section 13.78 shall provide a housing plan for the dgveigpment
of 100% of the maximum number of housing units allo¥able in tge . :

S To. . A g TN sion .
base district (Residence C-1) as required and specified in subsec .
15.782.

J 7 ay ze & lcped
j ired in =his Section 13.78 may 2e Cevellt
13.784 The nousing required 1o ;“i?nifzk‘* 1373 may se coves
i 1 i £ TLim [ DWEG e AT AU wia weew : .
in stages within the Zim imi o S s '
;?nai gevelopment Plan as approvad by the Planning 30a

No approved PUD plan shall allow the total FaR on the supbject development
R ° parcel to exceed L.5 until all housing requirec in this section 13.78
: 4 15 constructea. Should the required housing fail to be constructed in
5} conformance with tne housing plan as approved by the Planning soard, includin;
any approved scheaule of construction, no further construction shall take
L v place within the aevelopment parcel that 1s not in conformance with the
” ~applicable base :zoning regulations, '

- - |

" ‘ - .
13.785 Inclusionary Housing Requirements, The residential

e : ) : : develop-
L ment required in this Section 13.78 shall mnake a,ovi~4of Sgr
JPraL " Do - - ; - =9 -V Lo.00 IQY
m&fﬁj85_ﬁ units sulfable IO0r, affordable SV, and availabls o low oo -
: i Moderate income houssholis in 32 amCunT ecual to 26 ami-o
\(&""’?ﬁi}“‘ 13 unzits shall == 2vallazizs =78 1A 4 SN P e ==y
i dnie oo Smes vailanie Lo 7. =9W lnccme housenolds and 13
15£I° snall ce available o nederate income nouseholds Al
uUslonary hcousing units sh ) T
T Z ! 5 shall meet th quir ~re ~F
Section 11.7Q." € requirements cf
13.736 Notrhing in  zhais Seczicn 13.7% sn2ll Trevant the fuliillman-
of the recuirsmenzs of =2:is Sacz=ign 13.7% in advance 2% znv
applicazion for aporcval 27 2 slanned gmis develoment in
PCT=-5. Once the reguirsments 0F =his Ssc=icn 13.°3% aeve
Tesn me: sulssecuent olanned tnis develcToenis may oricsed
WiInouT reafsrence 32 the racuirsmenis oF.=ni:s Zac-—-o- 3L
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13.79 Sgecific Distrigt Peculaticns -
\ .- FRr, - -
12,791 2.0.D. §="A" Diszrict
3,791 01 2Lilding Hzight -
3 1 2eiliin ol Sl
~CcT excssd 127 Izst =xZszzs T
Duilding is nctel usg, T2 REX gls
12,721(2) TAR - The maximum ratio ¢f flcor zrez T =n5=2l arsz 2%
the davalczment parcsl shzll Ze 3.0,
13.79 asidentizl Zensitv Tne minimim laznd arsz Iz zzch
[T X2 LT el s wBiiS &
Gwelline uniz snall ze 1200 sguars Zset.
13.792 2,U.D. 4=-"B" District -
13.792(1) Builéing Height - The maximum height of any kbuilding shnall
not exceed 50 feet.

13.792(2) EAR - The maximum ratio of floor area to total aresa of
the development parcel shall be 1.5.

13.792(3) Residential Density - The minimum land ar=za 7 >r each
- dwelling unit shall be 1200 sguare feet.

13.793 P.U.D. 6="C" District -

13.793(1) Building Height - The maximum height of any building
shall not exceed 85 feet, except where the principal
use of the building is notel use, the height nay »>e
increased to a maxinum of 150 feet.

#2,783(2)  FAR - The maximum ratio of floor area to tcota
the develcpment parcel shall be 2.0.

.~J
v
i
o
(V]
O
h
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13.70 Special Review Requirements.

13.7.10.1 Development Objectives. In evaluating a development proposal
in the PUD-6 Districts the Planning Board shall consider the
following development objectives.

13.7.10.1(1)

Housing Objectives. The Cambridge Revitalization Plan
supports housing construction and rehabilitation to help
satisfy housing demands generated by new business develOp~
ment. The location of both residential and business
development can be planned to reduce land use conflicts in
the Cambridgeport revitalization area. The following
objectives support nousing that encourages the continued
diversity of the neighborhood while remaining compatible
with the residential and business community that is now in
Cambridgeport. ' ,

- New housing should pe available for households of all
income levels toO reflect the neighborhood‘s diverse
population.

- Housing for low= and moderate-income households should
pe mixed with market-priced housing wherever possible.

- Rehabilitation of existing homes and renovation of
former industrial puildings for housing should be
encouraged. :

- New construction should provide housing units in a range
of sizes to accommodate both small and large nouseholds.

- Apartments suitable for the elderly should be included
in large-scale housing developments.

- Housing for both renters and homeowners is desirable.

- The density of new nousing should be similar to that of
the adjacent residential neighborhood. Near Massachu-
setts Avenue, & greater density of developmentc would be
appropriate.

- The location and design of new nousing should reinforce
the existing rasidential area and reduce the proplem
0f incompatible uses.

Ny~ d - . — - P . -~ ~ " A
Susiness Development Onactives, -0€ Campridgencr

-

Revitalization Plan supports business development Y

encouraging new firms to move O the revitalization ar=a
and established firms to strengthen their~investment in
the area. 1The following objectives encourage the <ind <
pusiness development that will contribute the mcsi =0 th

-

economy and residents CrL Cambridge.

e TR £ T G e T - e e mie s m— PR -



13.7.10.1(3)

13.7.10.1(4

)

. B\Z

- Businesses now in the Cambridgeport revitalization area
should be encouraged to remain.

- Both commercial and industrial companies should be
recruited to provide a healthy economic base.

- Special emphasis should be placed on attracting busi-
nesses that provide Cambridge residents with employment
opportunities encompassing'a broad range of skill and
educational levels. :

- Inexpensive office and manufacturing space should be
available for companies just getting started.

- Businesses should be located away from residential areas

or should provide appropriate buffers to avoid problems
arising frcm incompatible land uses.

- The scale of development should be compatible with nearby
structures. In particular, tall buildings and high
density development should be located away from residen-
tial areas.

Parks and Open Space Objectives. Improvements in open

space and recreational facilities are needed in the

Cambridgeport revitalization area to make the physical

environment more attractive for the benefit of Cambridge-

port residents and employees.

- The appearnace of public ways should be improved by
planting trees, repairing or replacing lighting fixtures,
and, where possible, relocating utility wires underground.

- Developers should include landscaping and cpen space
areas on their project sites.

- New buildings should be carefully sited and landscaped
to avoid the problem of conflicting land uses.

- Existing parks should be upgraded on a regular basis
with landscaping and new equipment.

- An on-crade pedestrian crossing of the railroad tracks
hould be constructed tO link the Camzridcgepcr:
eVLtalization arsa with recreationzal Zzacilities zlong
the Charles River,

- Land should be acguired for a park with recreational
facilities to serve all Cambridge residents,

TranspCcrtation Objectives, Transportaticn improvements
are needed L0 enccourace new development in the revitzli-
zation area and to handle the traffic that cdevelorment
will bring,




- Roadways should be repaved or reconstructed where needed
throughout the area.

- Motor vehicle access to the area should be improved,
particularly at Massachusetts Avenue and Memorial Drive.

- The capacity of the revitalization area to handle traf-
fice should be increased relative to the traffic expected
from new development projects. Widening streets,
changing traffic signals, and improving intersections
will be necessary. The construction of new highways is
neither desirable nor financially possible.

- Traffic patterns should be altered to discourage through
traffic and the use of residential streets by commuter
and truck traffic.

- Additional public transportation through the revitaliza-
tion area should be provided to alleviate traffic
increases from new development. Future use of the
railroad corridor for public transportation should be
considered.

- Walking and bicycling should be encouraged throughout
the area. Access can be improved by repairing and
constructing sidewalks and by building an on-grade
pedestrian bicycle path across the railroad tracks.

13.7.10.2 Hotel Development. Hotel use along or in combination with
other uses may be allowed only if such development meets the
following criteria: :

(1) Where the development parcel is adjacent to Massachusetts
Avenue, the principal pedestrian entrance shall be located
on Massachusetts Avenue. '

(2) Building facades and rooflines shall be articulated and
expanses of unbroken wall plane shall be limited,

(3) Ground floor levels shall contain uses wnich are active
and create a safe and inviting pedestrian environment.
These uses mzy include, but are not limized =0, ratall

uses such 3s resiauranis Or theatres.,



fcllows:
- = 1 a, - -
12,10  CAMBRIDGEZDOET INDUSTRIAL OVEZRLAY DISTRI
15.41 Purgose - It is the purpose of this Section 15,40 to augment an
al-sr -ne existing base zoning regulations in porticns cf the
_Cambridcepcrt industrial arez Lo reflect more orecisely the
capacity QOf the arsz to zccommodate new cdevelopment wizhout und:
necative impact on adjacen: residential neighborhcods and =<
encourage the re;edu icn or expansion of industrial uses.
.42 Anml_cabLl§:v - Cambridgeport Industrial Overlay District shall
De an cver.zvy district cn the Zoning Map ss=zblished by Ssacticn
3'20. -
The use of land within said district shall Ze controllad v the
pertinent rsgulations within the base zoning district, sxcsept
as medified by the raguirsments of this Sectlon 15.40 which
shall supersede regulations imposed by the base zoning map
designation. '

15.43

13.431

Create 2 new Overlay District by amending the Zoning Ordinance as

Soecific District Reculaiicns - Modificazicns -0 the requlize-~
mencs o- the base zoning cistrict shell e as detailed nelow,
Buildinc Helcht Limitactions - Wo *uLlenc sncxl exceed a neicht
Ot sixty (PW) rfeet.s=~- 7 % L e M- T éﬁ:f

Limitations for Uses on anv Lot Or
Juncred feec O tne P~rcpertv Line O

- Purpose. Lt ;s the zurpose of this’ Sec:
augment ex: isting zoning requlations in ¢
encourage develogment wnich will (1) reco

o!
r

2 112 cae
nistoric sanlf:canca of Fort Washingrten, (2) Drotect
and enhance the use and esnjoyment of Feorz Washlngion,
and (3) articulats For:t Washington as 3 well-defined

urban park.

T

vy s = mte



(3)

(6)

1S
_and use standards .
|

No building, struc*urc or land - subject to subsection 15,432

T Beme :==2 may be used, erescted or designed to

be used, in whole or in part, for any use wizhcout a

special permit from the Planning Board. :

The Planning 3oard shall determine that :the grogosad

use will meet the purposes of this Section 13.432 . ..

rhat the critsria specified in Section 10.43 will De

satisfied.

Dimensional standards, e,
Maximum Building Height. The transition from Fort
washington, a public open space, to private :
development should not be abrupt. Therefore, the
maximum height of buildings ]

shall be 35 feet. ’
"Any new structurs constructed
shall be sec back at least 50 feat
from Fort Wasaington.
ifs;:es§ S.¢ms snould nCT Ze wisually insrisive Cr Zcminzzs
raf Pus-ic envirdnment; thersiores, sicms shall ze zllcwed
Cn.y IoL conIcrmancs wizth subsection 15,18 (Pariovav (verizy istrizs

o
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E. Create a new Planned Unit Development District-7 by amending the
Zoning Ordinance-as follows:

13.80

13.81

13.82

13.821

13.822

13.823

13.824.

12,325

13.83
13.831
13.832

43,333

13.834.

13.833

PUD-7 .

purpose. The PUD-7 pistrict is intended toO permit and encouradge
the renovation and reuse of the Ford Assembly Plant building,
the provision of a buffer of low density housing along Henry

and Sidney Streets, and :guarantee that new development would not
preclude the installation of roadway improvements necessary to
serve the Cambridgeport Industrial Area.

Uses allowed in’the PUD-7 District.

Reéidential Uses - All uses 1isted in Section 4.31d through g.

(1) Any special permit for townhouse development Or multi-
family dwellings required elsewhere in the ordinance may
be granted by the Planning Board as part of a planned unit

development in PUD-7.

Transportation, Communication, Utility Uses and Institutional

Uses.  All uses listed in Sections 4.32 and 4.33 and which are
allowed as of right or by special permit in the base zoning dis-
trict.

Office and Laboratory Uses. All uses listed in Section 4.34.

Light Endustry, wholesale Business and Storage. Manufacturing,
processing, assembly and packaging of products listed in
Section 4.37(a), (b) 1=15, and 4.37(f).

Other Uses. Any use other than uses 1isted in Article 4,00 upon
written determination by the planning Board that such use 1is
consistent with the objectives of the PUD-7 and is necessary to
support the predominant uses in the district.

District Dimensional Requlations.

Development Parcel Size. As required in puD-6, Section 13.721.

Maximum ratio of floor area tO total area of development parcel
shall be 2.0.

Sscidantizl Densitv. o~v =ne purpose ©I computing razijernzizal
Gansgity zhe minimun 1and zrea IOr each ielling unit shal- =2
1200square  feet. Residential density shall be computed based
on the entire develcopment parcel.

Maximum height of any tuilding shall be 83 feet.

There shall be 0o minimum width for the development Darcel, and
no minimum width for 1o%s located within the development narczl,
There snhall pe 10 mininum regquired frons, rear, anc side yazd

;
requirements for a develooment parcel Cr for lots lccated

e e e = T

o
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* within a develcoment varcel, The Planning 3card shall ztprove
all such =uilding setbacks,

*3.84 Qoen Spacz Recuirsmenizs, COgen Scace snall ze zrovided as
raguirec in 2UD=-6, Sacticn 13.74.

13,85 Parkinc and Loading Recuirements., Develcopment in the 2UD-7
D1striCtT sna.l con-orm to cthne ofi-street parking and loading
requirsmentsset forth in Article 6.00Q, including 21l land-
scaping rsquirsments,

23.36 Sign Requirements in the YUD-7 District. As rsquirsd in the ZUD-6

-~ - = oy - y
J1STTICIS, SeCTion 13./0.

13,37 Scecizl Limizzticns whers the base zoninc district is Rasidence

c-1A.

Y

13,871 Notwithstanding other provisicns of this Secticn 13.70, all
uses within that portion cf a development 2arcel having 2
base zoning designation of Residence C-13A shall meet =he use
and Z4imensicnal recuirsments of that zcne. '

12,38 Reguired Housing in PUD-7 District, Residence C1-A Districs
Area. -

RPN

13.381 Applicability. In order to provide new housing rescurcss in the ' ‘ !

PUD-7 District, a plan approved by the Planning Board fcr the. '
provision ot the following residential uses listed below shall be ‘
required pefore a special permit Zor any planned unit development

in the PUD-7 District nayoe grantad.

(1) Single and Two-Family Dwelllngs o
(2) Townhouse Development e 1/NJ83 j
(3) Multi-family Dwellings

. ; o
12.3882 Lecation., 7o reinforce existing residential catzerns and =z
Srzvide an agproeoriats bullsr zetween axisting rasidenzial
are2zs znd Iuzurs SCiantisl ncn-residentizl ZsvellTment, ine
raculilrsd ncusing shall ze lccatad witiin the Fesidence C-'1:A
2lsIrict zcrdering Henrv znd Sidney Strseis, ’
- AaA- ' i
22385 Quantity Requirements., Any olann
this secticn 13.88 shall provice
o34 1391 CI the nanimum numter <o
resilence C-14) as rs:
. )
1
13,338 <mis Seczicn 13.23 zzv e fsvelosed in
csciiied in 2 PUI-7 Tinzl Zevelzzman:
znning 2card, -0
No avproved PUD plan shall allsow the total FaR on the supject deveicpment
parcel to exceed 1.5 until all housing requirs¢ ir :his section 13,88
1s constructec. Snould tne reguirsc “ous*nc fail o e Ionstru :

U) ct

coenformance with tne hou

el VR SRR
cr D rg (D L (!

N I O VR ¥ P

any approved scheaule of ¢ TuCTiOn, NO further IonstTucIich
ce witnin cthe cevelopmen barce; that 15 net in conIormancs W
licable base zcning rsgulazicns
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Create a new Section 11.70

11.70

1.

71

11.72

1.

1.722

1.724

21

1.723

e—— s

Low and Moderate Income Household Inclusiconarv Housing Recuire-
ments.

Puroose. This Section 11.70 is intended to regulate the pro-
vision of low and/or moderate income family housing as a com-
ponent of new developments in the City of Cambridge wnhere
required elsewhere in this ordinance by assisting in the provi-
sion of adeguate housing for all citizens of Cambridge; by
encouraging a reasonable mix of housing opportunities in city
neighborhoods and in commercial development; and by miti a*ing
the escalation of the cost of housing in Cambridge as a resul

of new large scale commerc-al development.

General Recuirements for IncluSLOnarv Housing Units.

The required low and moderate inccome units shan te intended
and deszgned for families and shall contain a mlnlmum of two
bedrooms. For the purpose of this Section 11.70 a family
shall be three or more persons related by blood, marriage or
operation of law, or as defined by any public subsidy program :
employed. ' - )

Where a multi-family dwelling is to be devoted exclus*ve1y to
elderly residents the above restrictions in this Section 11.721
as to unit size and size of household shall not apply. |

The required units shall be diépersed throughout the cevelop-
ment and not concentrated in any one locaticn.

For the purposes of this section, low and moderate income
households shall be as defined by quidelines estaplished from
time %0 time by the Federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development Or any successor agency, Or as cdefined in any
Federal, State or City housing program which will
the provision of housing units for low and mcderz

t2 inccme
households.
All households occupying the low and mccderzte incCme units
shall be cert;zﬁ.efq as eligikle by the Cambridce =Zousing
Authority where the units are to be rented by the Communizy
Development Oeoartmen* with the assis e ¢f a2 neichzcrhcced
advisory commit<se where :tiie units zar Qld; <2r as
racuirsd Ty anv suzsidy Ircogram sxglic 23 snhz2ll ==
cifered 30 =Znat eligibls ncusencliis 3: T TCrs than
zairzy {30, cercent of zheir eligizle o zgencid
income for zhe units orovided (mCnIhRiy rzzacs 'Tzxss
Z0r purchased units). : i
All income eligible househiolds to occupy subsidized units shall be :
selected by an Advisory Committee made up of residents of the neigh-
borhood in which the subsidized units are proposed. Said ccmmittee
to be avpointsd by the City !lanager.
The appl; an:.shall astz2blish such restriciicns, condizicns, -
and/6r limizazicns as are necessary 2C ensurs That Thg Lnlis '
intanded Io0r lcw and mcderzzes Inclme hcCusenclis,

, will ze Dermanenzly

availabls Z0r low and mcdsrats lnccme acusenclis.,




11.7251

11.7252

11.74

2725

Where the units are proposed to be sold to eligible low or
moderate income households such assurance shall be made
through any one or more of the following mechanisms:

(a) a right to repurchase each such unit for its original
cost plus reasonable adjustments for inflation and
owner improvements, by the City or any non-profit housing
assistance corporation designated by it,

(b) aright to participate in the net cash profits realized
from sale Of the unit to a successor family not qualifying
as a low or moderate income family, by the city or any
non-profit housing assistance corporation designated by
it where the rights in Section 11.7251(a) above have not
been exercised. The City or its designated agent shall
receive one half of all profits realized up tc a maxi-
mum of $25,000 for each unit, which amount shall be
adjusted annually by the Community Development Department
using the Consumer Prise Index for the Boston metropolitan
area as published by the U. S. Department of Labor,

(c) sale to a qualifying low or moderate income family,

(d) c¢o-=tenancy agreements,

(e) limited equity cooperatives, Or

(f) any other similar mechanisms.

Except as to any such conditions in this subsection 11.725 the
issuance of a building.permit shall be conclusive determina-
tion of the compliance with the provisions of this Section
11.70. ’ _

No requirement of this Section 11.70 shall apply where it is
in conflict with any rule, requirement, Or provision of a
subsidy program employed.

Where the nousing is to be constructed in staces the required

low and moderate income units shall be provided in each stage
in the same proportion as required for the total development.

Compliance. All deeds, agreements, site olans, and other docu-
Tents necessary =0 comply with the orovisions ¢f this Section
11.°0 shall »e submi=zzed =0 ths Community Developmen: Ceparz-~
nent for review pridor 0 a formal application fcr & sullding
permit, Within sixty-five (65) days of such submittal the
Department shall make a report to the Superintendent of
Buildings as to whether all regquirements of this Section 11.70

have been met. I
any development subj :
canied by such written repor: from the Community Develcoment

S
.

Department.

Where residental development requires a Special Permit Ifrcm

the Planning Board, that 3card shall enforce the prcvision
0 ac

ondition of the Special Permit

[P



"13.885 Inclusionary Housing Requirements. The residential develop-

ment required in this Section 13.88 shall make orovision for
units suitable for, affordable by, and avallaole to low and
mederate income households in an amount equal to ¥ units.
4 units shall be available to low income households and ¢
units shall be available to moderate income households. All
inclusionary hOuSLng units shall meet the requirements of

Section 11.70.

|
]
'
'
|
i
N
!
'
I
'
H
]

R R - AF
shall £ &=hme folfillmenc O
13.836 Mething in =his Section 13.83 shall 9reyen e Teliem
. - i -’ s R o - - ‘ .\- ;. - o= .—--‘_
swa raguirsmerzs of this Secticn 13.88 -q‘a§;t=1c*n= e SO
solication £ al F 2 olanred uniit develcpment L4 = .
2 icazion for approval Qr & pLannec 2velor _im 2UD-
5ppi-33; ~-=Lc:“"*'==f~1=ﬂts 0f this Seczicn 13,88 have Zesn Q€L SUD
© clopmed umi relc : e 3 .;i=nhgQuT relZsrsnce
-Zi£=§5 "?-;'=5 2ait develcoTmenis Ray ,r%ceec Wl1InCUT I
= “ LTl - :—-:‘..'.5.‘-,. —ad - ‘_“ : S h
=5 *=ne recuirsmenis Oof this Sac=icn 13.3¢,
13.89 Review Guidelines.
' 3 ! ! i =2ria snumerzted
I b ; eral stzndards and cricer.a SnUn )
13,891 In addition =0 the general sta dazds e SEiTer e e e
. in Secbnon 10.40, Special Permits and Ar-ic-= .-.:”3 Etvien
3 vel 4 \ £ davel nt in PUD-7.snall
Unit Develcoment any planned unlt ceve-Qpme
meet the following: -
3 wi=h =he cdevelcpment
shall be consistent wlilh 18 C2 g
T proposal shall ish = - o
(1) ogieCt ve.. of the Cambridgsgor< Revitalizaticn 2lan as
summar--,é in Section 13.7.30.1.
| £ ilit in izs odnvsical
(2) Makes provisicas I0r, :aC;leatES,'Of in ;,%qlqé,b:?,cn
\ :orm not sSreclude the implementation OL TIanss -,_5-
: mamie  im e T i iimine . walocations or
mprév mencs, including rcad widening, re-qca- ;;;*fﬂnﬁ
- ansicns =hat would allow commercial =zzz2iZic destinec
- 1P ‘- - - X oL e
eo:~ ne Czmpridcepors industrial arez S8 2JYPESsS LS
b zn EmMOrlCgepoi- = > ‘
neichzarnced's residential areas.
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Create a new Residence C-1A zoning district by amending the
Zoning Crdinance as follows: '

Insert a new line in table S5-1, Table of Dimensional Requirements-
Residential Districts, between existing lines Res. B and Res. C-1
as fcllows: '

(a)
Res. C-1A .65 5000 1650 50 el
H+L g+ (€) 35 203
5 =

In Section 3.11 insert a new line S and renumber existing line 5
and following accordingly:

5. Residence C-1A District Multi-family dwellings

Amend Section 11.152, Townhouse Deveiopment by inserting a new

line (2) as follows and renumbering existing lines (2) and (3)

as appropriate:

(2) Residence C-1A .65

Elsewhere in the ordinance amend all Sections containing references

to Resicence C-1 by inserting before same the designation Residence
C-1A or any other abbreviation thereof that is appropriate.



H . Recodifv 2rticle 11.000 Svecial Regulations as follcws:

"Article 11.000 Special Regulations

11.10 Townhouse Development

11.20 Community Residences and Personal Cars Lodging
11.30 Fast Order rood Establishments

11.40 Development Consultation Procedurs

11.50 Employment Plan Compliance Procedure

11.60 Massage Service Establishments”

11.70 Inclusionary Housing Requirement
I . Create a new Article 15.00Q Qverlay Districts and recodify old
Sections 11.50, 11.60 and 11.70 as new Sections 15.10, 15.20
and 15.30 to read as follows:
"Article 15.000 Overlay Districts
15.10 Harvard Square Overlay District
15.20 Parkway Overlay District
15.30 Flood Plain Overlay District
15.40 Cambridgeport Industrial Overlay District”
J. Amend Section 5.34 Industrial Districts, Table S5-4, Table of
Dimensional Requirements, Footnote (c) by replacing it with the
following new Footnote (c);
" (c) Where a lot is within 100 feet of a Residence C-1 or Residence C-liA
:oni%g district line, the maximum-tuiling height shall be determined by
a 30° setback plane beginning at an elevation 35 feet zbove the Residence
C-1 or C-1A zoning district boundary line."
X, the provisions of this zoning ordinance are severabis, I° z
court nolds invalid any such provision, or its spolication of
anV Perscn, JTImeTir, 0T CirTsimsTancs, the valiZiT o ame aehas
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AMEND THE ZONING AP BY CHANG
AS FOLLOWS:

( Note: legal descriptions

TG THE DISTRICT DESTGNATIONS

to be provided )
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COMMONWEALTH F MASSACHUSETTS

MIDDLESEX, SS . CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL

WRITTEN PROTEST AGAINST A PROPOSED CHANGE
IN THE CAMBRIDGE ZONING ORDINANCE PURSUANT
TO CHAPTER 40A, SECTION 5, MASSACHUSETTS
GENERAL LAWS '

There is pending before the City Council a proposed amendment
to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance, submitted by Gary Quinton, et al
dated September 36, 1982, and entitled Cambridgeport Area Rezoning
Petition.

The undersigned, being the owners of an area of the land proposed
to be included in said proposed change of zoning, or of the area of
the land immédiately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,’
hereby protest and object to said proposed amendﬂént in accordance
.with Section 5 of Chapter 40A of the Masséchusetts General Laws and
say that the proposed rezoning will not promote the health, safety
and general welfare of the inhabitanﬁs of the City of Cambridge for
£he following reasons:

1. The proposed améndments do not meet the developments prospects
for the areé insofar as they fail to proVide‘adequate density and flex-
ibility to guide néw development over a twenty year period.

2. The proposed amendments do not recognize the unique ownership
pattern, land and development costs and the range of needs of the City
and of the adjacent neighborhood.

3. The proposed amendments will result in a pattern of develop-
ment that will be disruptivé internally to the existing;industrial
operations and one that does not allow a desirable transition from
the adjacent neighborhood to the new development.

4. The proposed amendments constitute spot zoning.

n%///ﬂﬁ/ Y P75 Frmany
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4 5. The proposed amendments‘fail'to allow for the reasoﬁable
use and enjoyment of the undersigneds' land area and unreasonably
restricts the future use of said land area.

6. The proposed amendments were not properly publiciy_ad—
vertised concerning the public hearing requirements of Massachusetts
General Laws Chapterv40A.

7. The proposed aﬁendments did not receive the proper public
hearing required by Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A.

8. The proposed amendments are substantially similar to
proposed zoning amendments which were unfavorably«acted'upon'within
the last two years by the‘City of Cambridge.

And, the undersigned furthef hereby protest and object to said
proposed amendment in accordance with Section 5 of Chapter 40A of
the Massachusetts General Laws and state that the proposed aﬁendment
fails to conform with the provisions for initiatiné zoning o:dinahces
or by-laws, an amendment, addition or repeal thereof under Chapter 40A

of the Massachusetts General Laws.

Joseph S. Junkin, President John K. Bissland, President
California Products Corporation Treasurer 1

169 Waverly Street Wm., S. Simpson, Inc.
Cambridge, MA 02139 300 Sidney Street

20 Chestnut Street

' 4 Cambridge, MA 02139
John Desmond, Trustee '

Cox Realty Trust By their attorney,
225 Sidney Street :
625 Putnam Avenue T~ : \
Cambridge, MA 02139 -~

Lawrence W. Frisoli
FRISOLI & FRISOLI

801 Cambridge Street -
Cambridge, MA 02141
(617) 354-2220
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: .Q " 2i0" “If sound planning of an arsa allows the rich and
0A --middle class, it must also allow the poor. And if the
-7/ Varea will accommodate factories, it must also find
: ““space for workers.” So rules the New Jersey
"y . Supreme Thust, resffirming its position that exclu-
ﬁ. _T:gianary subaran zoning violates the state constitu-
RN tion. The urenimous decision, written by Chief Jus-
Q\ or tee Rebert Wilentz, blends passion, precision and
:*firmness, 1t's stirred controvarsy. It also merits ap-
\ “““plause. S ’ :
AN, 2 TEight yesrs ago, the court ruled that developing
* . Aubtirbs could not close their daers to poor people. It
~ ordered (e coramunities to rezone, taking regional
L s weil as local hovsing needs into account. But the
Q ~:suburban towus made only faint gestures of compli-
Y ssance while their lawyers warred in court against
g. “builders and civil rights groups.
> 7" "In its new ruling, the high court requires that
{ _‘towns encourcge low- and moderate-income hous-
L\ «.ing by applying for subsidies and providing tax in-

ducements ¥or buildsrs, A state-prepared develop-:

soment plan will dstermine whether a municipality
' Filst abide by thils ducirine. Ciearly impatient with
*Jelly, the court even threatens to hold up all build-
Lo s . - ;
- ing i a community that fails to comply.

A Lt B

s
e

. “Zoning PeopleIn,NotOut .

Critics complain that the court intrudes unfairly
on home rule. But their argument is shaky. As the
court notes, the power to zone is delegated to munici-
palities by the state and must be exercised for the -
general welfare, S

Will the opinion prevail? The answer isn’t clear.
Aware of the radical implications, the court called
for gradual implementation. The troubles of the
housing market and shrinking funds for subsidies
may frustrate this ruling even more than legal bat-
tles frustrated the first. Over time, however, zome

. change seems inevitable — and highly desirable.

Besides denying housing opportunity, exclusion-

- ary zoning is a major cause of school segregation. A

study by the Joint Center for Political Studies ranks
New Jersey’s public schools among the nation’s

- most segregated by race, largely because minorities

are concentrated in places like Newark, Camden’
and Trenton. ‘ ' :
The court made clear that extreme economic
segregation, even if deeply rooted, is constitution- -
ally impermissible. “The decline of our cities and
the increasing economic segregation of our popula-
tion are not just isolated problems for those left be-
hind in the cities but a disease threatening us all.” -
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COMMONWEALTH G MASSACHUSETTS

MIDDLESEX, SS CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL

WRITTEN PROTEST AGAINST A PROPOSED CHANGE
IN THE CAMBRIDGE ZONING ORDINANCE PURSUANT

° TO CHAPTER 40A, SECTION 5, MASSACHUSETTS
GENERAL LAWS '

There is pending before the City Council a proposed amendment
to the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance, submitted by Gary Quintoné et al
dated September 30, 1982, and entitled Cambridgeport Area Reéoning
Petition. |

The undersigned, being the owners of an area of the land proposed
to be included in said proposed change of zoning, or of the area of
the land immediately adjacent extending three hundred feet therefrom,
hereby protest and object to said proposed amendment in’accordance
with Section 5 of Chapter 40A of the Massachusetts General Laws and
say that the proposed rezoning will not promote the health, s%fety
and general welfare of the inhabitants of the City of Cambridge for
the following reasons:

1. The proposed amendments do not meet the developments prospects
for the area insofar as they fail to provide adequate densityJand flex-
ibility to guide new development over a twenty year period.

2. The proposed amendments do not recognize the unique ownership
pattern, land and development costs and the range of needs of Ehe City
and of the adjacent neighborhood.

3. The proposed amendments will result in 'a pattern of dévelop—
ment that will be disruptive internally to the existing industrial
operations and one that does not allow a desirable transition from
the adjacent neighborhood to the new development.

4. The proposed amendments constitute spot zoning.

\/'» 546/004/ 27 ///7 éx/fa %zf‘///} /2, .f//ki’ e ﬂ/y
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5. The proposed amendments fail to allow for the reasonable
use and enjoyment of the undersigneds' land area and unreasopably
restricts the future use of said land area.

6. The proposed amendments were not properly publiclyzad-
vertised concerning the public hearing requirements of Massaéhusetts
General Laws Chapter 40A. A é

7. The proposed amendments did not receive the proper éublic
hearing required by Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A. |

8. The proposed amendments are substantially similar to
proposed zoning amendments which were unfavorably acted upon @ithin
the last two years by the City of Cambridge.

And, the undersigned further hereby protest and object tb said
proposed amendment in accordance with Section 5 of Chapter 40é of
the Massachusetts General Laws and state that the proposed améndment
fails to conform with the provisions for initiating zoning ordinances
or by-laws, an amendment, addition or repeal thereof under Chépter 40A

of the Massachusetts General ILaws.

Joseph S. Junkin, President John K. Bissland, President

California Products Corporation Treasurer
169 Waverly Street Wm. S. Simpson, Inc.
Cambridge, MA 02139 300 Sidney Street

20 Chestnut Street

Cambridge, MA 02139
John Desmond, Trustee

Cox Realty Trust By their attorney,

225 Sidney Street :
625 Putnam Avenue v
Cambridge, MA 02139 - - 4

Lawrence W. Frisoli
FRISOLI & FRISOLI
801 Cambridge Street
Cambridge, MA 02141
(617) 354-2220
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\ NUMBERS OF INGLUSIONARY UNITS REQUIRED . 6)

page 9 and 24

To clarify the number of housing units required to be built and
required to be available to certain income levels.

_ amd 13'%3
Amend Sections 13.785 and 13.885%s follows:

"13.785

"13.885

Inclusionary Housing Requirements, The residential develop-
ment required in this Section 13.78 shall make provision for
units suitable for, affordable by, and available tg, low and
moderate income households in an amount equal to~523units,

‘units shall be available to low income households and 29
units shall be available to moderate income households. All
inclusionary housing units shall meet the requirements of
Section 11.70."

Inclusionary Housing Requirements. The residential develop-
ment required in this Section 13.88 shall make provision for
units suitable for, affordable by, and available to low and
moderate income households in an amount equal to 8' units.a

4 units shall be available to low income households and 4
units shall be available to moderate income households., All
inclusionary housing units shall meet the requirements of
Section 11.70."

3.3 ety

Qutrraivey leguunermonts. an pou.d- felied +
“this MI37) ohatl mmﬂgée QM«?%
v e levelgornens 300 aunits. . AL,
Nontham st § e pofs b
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~ D. Sullivan S Compromise industrial zoning amendment

" Amend the CDD:substifute:dra %‘as’follows:

&. amend the zoning map by eliminating the C.I.D. overlay,
"~ . by changing IB-2 to IB-3 between-Pacific and Erie Streets
~(extended), and by inserting the Fort Washington Overlay
(including text) as in the Quinton Petition. P

b. amend the text on page MHby inserting after item B.3. the
following: oo T o g%k

3A. / In Section 4.34 (0ffice and Laboratory Use) of the
-</ Table of Use Regulations, add the superscript "52"

to the entries for the Ind. B-1, B-2, and B-3 column

~~and add the following footnote in Section h.oho: . -

\.

52. In the Industry B-3 district permitted only as an

B accessory use on the same lot as the principal use
and subject to the restrictions of Section 4.21g,
but the accessory office and laboratory use may
~occupy -as much as 40 percent of the gross floor
area.

A I
DA



City of Cambridge

In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-Three

AN ORDINANCE

In amendment to an ordinance entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City
of Cambridge".

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

The Zone Map accompanying crdinance passed to be ordained September 26, 1977
entitled "The Zoning Ordinance of the City of Cambridge" is hereby amended
by rezoning the Cambridgeport Industrial District. The petition would amend
the zoning map by changing the district designations for several areas, as
shown on the accompanying map as follows:



AREA EXISTING ZONING

1 Business B/Industry B
2 Business B/Industry B
3 Business A/Bus. A-1/
Bus. B/Ind. B

4 Industry B

5 Business A/Industry B
6 Industry B

7 Business A/Business A-1
8 Residence C-1

9 Industry A
10 Industry B
11 Industry A/Industry B
12 Industry B
13 Industry B -
14 Industgy;A/Office 3
15 Residence C~1
16 Business B/Industry B

(* NEW DISTRICTS)

[

PROPOSED ZONING

* Business C-2

~w

Industry A-2

v * Residence C-1B

' Open Space
Business A-1
Industry A-l
Residence C-1
Open Space

* Residence C-1B

" Industry B-3
Industry B-2 .
Open Space

*Fort Washington Overlay
District

* Industry A-3
Open Space

*Housing Requirement Overlay
District

e ————— o .
S ———————————————. .

The text of the Zoning Ordinance would be amended by creating
six new zoning districts as identificd above and modifying certain

requlations as noted below:

Subsection 11.82 of Section 11.80, Employment Plan
Campliance Procedure, would be amended to include
the Cambridgeport Revitalization District,

A new section 11,90, Low and Moderate Income Housing, is proposed
which outlines special requlations for certain higher density residential
developments in the Res. C-1B district. It requires a percentage of low
and moderate income housing to be provided. x

The new Housing Requirement Overlay District mandates the provision
of low and moderate incame housing simultaneoulsy with the construction
of certain commercial developments larger than 20,000 squarc feet.

: Full text and legal description of.this petition are on file in the
Office of “he City Clerk, City Hall,

ridge, Massachusctts.
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Cambridgeport
__Industrial District
Proposed Zoning

Quinton Petition

— 2-30-82
Max Du/
FAR Ht. Acre
| Residential
C1 75| 35 | 36
cis 65| 35 | 27
Special | | .
permit (1.0 | 40 | 40
Business
BA1 1.0 | 35 | 36
BC2 25| 75| 72
Industry
IA1 . |1.25{ 45 | 36
1A2 40 | 70 | 36
IA3 20| 85 | 72
B2 15| 8§ | =
IB3 1.5 | 60 | =
Qveriays
Housins (sp) _
Requirdment | = | en | =
Fort  (sp)
Washmgto?w - | 38 | -




OF CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

}ANN]NG BOARD

ALI. ANNEX, 57 INMAN - STREET, CAMBRIDGE 02139

December 7, 1982

To the Honorable, the City Council:
SUBJECT: A PETITION TO REZONE THE CAMBRIDGEPORT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT
' AND ADJOINING PORTIONS OF THE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD, BY
GARY QUINTON, ET AL

The Petition

The petition would rezone all of the Cambridgeport Industrial District
using a variety of newly created, as well as existing, zoning districts.
In summary it would do the following:

1. Create’ a new low density residential district in the vicinity of
the Simplex site that would allow density bonuses in exchange for
the provision of low= and moderate=-income housing;

2. Create an exclusively industrial zone over much of the eastern
_portlon of the district,

3. Impose low- and moderate-income housing construction requirements
on new commercial development in certain parts of the district:

4, Significantly lower the allowed height and floor area ratio over
all of the district.

Recommendation

While in agreement with many of the objectives which give form to the
proposal the Planning Board does not recommend its adoption, Rather
the Board suggests a rezoning based on the general principles out=
lined in a memo to the City Manager, dated November 1, 1982, from
Kathy Spiegelman, Assistant City Manager and summarized as an enclosure
with this recommendation. The Board would be happy to assist in the
development of a rezonlng package based on such principles should the
Council be so disposed.

Fiﬁdings

 The comments and objections to earlier Quinton petitions-which the Board '

has enumerated on previous occasions apply still to the current one.

- The reduction in permitted floor area and height throughout the
district is desirable as is new residential development to buffer the existing
neighborhood; housing for mixed incomes should be included in all
new residential development,



The Honorable, the City Council -2- December 7, 1982

- The balance between residential and commercial/industrial develop-
ment is inappropriate in the Simplex area.

- The area devoted to exclusively industrial development is too
extensive and too restrictive,

= Inclusionary housing may be more approprlately achieved through other
than zoning mechanisms,

Public Hearing

The Planning Board held a public hearing on the petition on Tuesday,
November 16, 1982, at 7:45 P,M. Mr. William Noble outlined the essen-
tial details of the petition. Two principal changes from similar
earlier petitions were noted:- .

1. A new BC-2 district is created along Massachusetts Avenue that sig-
nificantly reduces FAR and height along the Avenue.

2. A new housing overlay district which mandates inclusionary housing

construction in conjunction with commercial development above a
certain size.

In response to questions posed to the Board, Chairman Parris indicated
that he felt the inclusionary provision of the C1-B district was -
unworkable without public. subsidies, the restriction on office develop=-
ment was too severe, and that the contemplated number of new residen-
tial units could be a possible burden on the school system.

Speaking in favor of the petition were Peter Valentine, Gary Quinton
and Robert LaTremouille,

Speaking in opposition were Cathy Donaher (MIT and Miles Caras
(40 Pearl Street, 4 Brookline Street). ,

© s o it



Development Principles for Cambridgeport Industrial District

Area I - An active mixed use, commercial and residential area that
would allow the highest and most dense development in the Cambridge-
port Industrial District. A floor area ratio (FAR) of ca. 3.0 with
heights of about 10 to 12 stories (100-120') are appropriate in a
standard business zoning district.

Area II - A diverse area with low scale residential development along
the Brookline Street edge merging into higher density office and
research development in new and renovated structures in the bulk of the
area. =

Land use goals could be achieved by reducing the density of development
permitted in the area as-of-right through residential zoning along
Brookline Street and a standard office/industrial zone elsewhere in

the district. Floor area might range from .75 to 1.5 and height from
35 to 85 feet., 2Zoning overlay districts could be used to impose addi-
tional restrictions or bonuses to ensure gradation in the scale of
development from low density (.75 FAR, 35' height) at Brookline Street,
somewhat higher densities in the mid section to the most intensive
development in the east (ca. 2.5 FAR, 100' height). Height and floor

area increases above the as-of-right level might be tied to demonstrated

cooperation in the improvement of roadway access at Lafayette Square
and Memorial Drive. Desirable mixed income in the residential develop-
ment could be achieved through the use of agreements with landowners
outside the zoning controls.

Area IITI - An existing low scale industrial area with considerable
vacant land. The dewelopment potential of the area should be reduced
(to minimize traffic impacts on adjacent neighborhoods). Industrial
uses should be encouraged in preference to exclusive office and
research activities. Rezoning might reduce the FAR to 1.5 and limit
the height to 60' (modified near residential districts) and in addition
limit the amount of office use permitted on any given site.

Area IV - Another low scale industrial area with extensive existing
industrial and office/research uses near residential neighborhoods.
‘New zoning should reduce the amount of development potential with an
FAR limit of 1.5 and a height of 85' (again modified near residential
districts). The existing mixed use nature of the district would be

~encouraged to continue.

Area V - Ancarea where a new residential buffer to protect and expand
the existing residential neighborhood is desirable, where mixed resi-
dential/ office reuse of the Ford Assembly Plant building is possible,
and where significant roadway improvements serving more intensive
development in the upper section closer to Massachusetts Avenue are
needed.

Rezoning could create a low-scale, exclusively residential zone along
Henry and Sidney Streets and reduce the potential intensity of develop-
ment at the Ford Assembly Plant site (to 2.0 FAR, 85' height) with
residential and office uses permitted. Roadway improvements might be
tied to development above a certain threshold (see Area II above).

© e et
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City of Cambridge

In City Council ... ///”/Zj .........................

The Ordinance Committee

comprised of the entire membership of the City Council

to which was referred a petition submitted by Gary C. Quinton, et gl to amend the ?oning ’
Ordinances of the City of Cambridge by rezoning the Cambridgeport Industrial District
and also by amending the map by changing the district designations for several areas
met on Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 7:03 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, City
Hall. Councillor Walter Sullivan presided and called for the proponents to appear.

In response to the call of the Chair, the Committee heard from Gary C. Quinton of

5 Newton Street, who submitted a letter dated September 30, 1982 for the consideration
of the Ordinance Committee in which he stressed the need of zoning to promote develop-
ment which would assist and stabilize Cambridge neighborhoods, which in the past had
received less consideration than the development of office and commercial zoning
areas. In his letter Mr. Quinton requested a change in emphasis and restrictions on
unbridled office development and stated his opposition to the expansion of tax

exempt conglomerates, resulting from the expansion of institutions such as M.I.T.
leading to pressures on homeowners or tenants to sell or move, the loss of jobs and
tax revenues provided by local business and industries.

Mr. Quinton further stated that the above issues are addressed in the rezoning plan
as submitted to the City Council and requested the Council to act favorably on the
petition as submitted. By letter dated October 10, 1982 Gary Quinton submitted a
correction to the original petition, in order to make the petition conform to the

text of the map as submitted, which corrected page had been referred to the Planning
Board for their recommendations.

The Committee heard from William Noble, 38 Green Street who presented a prepared text
to the members of the Ordinance Committee dated November 4, 1982 (which is appended
to this report as APPENDIX A).

In his discussion before the Committee, Mr. Noble stated that this petition comes -
from the people and that five hundred members of the community had signed it, record-
ing themselves in favor of the Neighborhood Plan For the Cambridgeport Industrial
District because it had the greatest potential for producing affordable housing for
low and moderate income families, a diversity of job opportunities, including

quality jobs not requiring a college degree, and much needed parks and open space.
(The petition was made part of the record as APPENDIX B).

The Committee heard from William Cavelini, 274 Brookline Street who recorded himself
in favor of the petition.



REPORT

Committee on  (,.dinances

Petition of Gary C. Quinton, et al to rezone
in the Cambridgeport area.



The Committee was in receipt of a letter from Ronald S. Simons, 76 Egmont Street,
Brookline, which the City Clerk read from the rostrum recording himself in favor
of the petition as submitted (the communication is appended to the record as
APPENDIX C).

The Committee heard from Joseph Aiello, 20 River Street who recorded himself

in favor of the petition as submitted. :

The Committee heard from Patricia Nagle, 22 Whitney Street, who urged favorable
action on the petition and urged that the City Council provide middle class and
low-income housing for the people of the area and stressed the fact that the Com-
mittee had been ready to compromise in order to produce a well balanced plan for
the community. i

At 7:37 p.m. the Chair declared the hearing closed for the proponents. The Chair
called for the opposition to appear. :

In answer to the call of the Chair, the Committee heard from Walter L. Milne,
Assistant to the President of M.I.T., who read a prepared statement dated November 4,
1982 (which is appended to the record as APPENDIX D). i

In his letter to the Committee, Mr. Milne stated that the petition whlch is the
subject of this hearlng is the third version of a petition submitted to the City
Council on two previous occasions and that M.I.T. supported fully in June of 1981 a
zoning petition which had been submitted to the Planning Board and based on an
extensive study by the Community Development Department. He further stated that
these petitions provided a mixed use development that would serve well the Cambridge-
port area and the entire City. He stated further that in a few months, M.I.T.

will select a developer for the area and move into the public process.of review and
consultation, not only with the several public agencies involved, but'also with

the private groups and individuals interested in the project. He added that he
hoped to select a developer in the fall and that a period of eighteen months would
transpire before any actual construction would begin. ;

The Committee heard from James Caragenas, 4 William Street who recorded his
opposition to the Quinton petition and stated that many people had signed the
petition without full knowledge of the subject matter. |

At 7:45 p.m. the Chair declared the hearing for the opposition closed.. At this
time, Councillor Duehay stressed that the statement submitted by M.I.T., was well-
intentioned, but that it will not work in the best interests of the neighborhood.

At this time Councillor David Sullivan stated that the petition before.the Com-
mittee would provide housing which was needed in the area and that the City
Council should act and not allow M.I.T. to do what it wants to do. He. further
stated that the petition should be treated as a petition which would reaone
Cambridgeport and that zoning restrictions would be helpful. He added that he
would work with the neighborhoed and the Council in order to resolve this matter.
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At this time Councillor Wylie stated that both sides had reached an impasse in

their deliberations and that he did not see a solution to their differences, there-

fore the City Council should take some action and effect a compromise between the
two .contending factions.

Councillor Graham stated that the rezonlng should be solved before the developers
become involved.

Mayor Vellucci stated that M.I.T. must sit down with the City Coﬁncil and the
neighborhood and provide a plan which will provide housing for the area and that

the neighborhood groups should continue their activities in.order to ensure this
result.

Councillor Graham then stated that M,I.T. does not wish to do anything for the City
which has deverse people with needs that should be addressed. She further stated
that the City Council should not allow Cambridge people to move out of the City
because of the lack of alternative solutions for their housing.

The hearing was closed at 8:24 p.m. on the motion of the Chair.,

At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehay, the proposed
zonlng amendment was referred to the City Council without recommendatlon pending
receipt of the report from the Planning Board.

¢
H
§

For the Committee

Councillor Walter J. Sullivan
Chairman
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In City Council....... November 8, 1982

The Ordinance Committee
comprised of the entire membership of the City Council

to which was referred a petition submitted by Gary C. Quinton, et al to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge by rezoning
the Cambridgeport Industrial District and also by amending the
map by changing the district designations for several areas.

At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehay’ the
proposed zoning amendment was referred to the City Council without
- recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Pianning
Board. :

For the Committee

Councillor Walter J. Sullivan,
Chairman
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At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehay’ the
proposed zoning amendment was referred to the City Council without

- recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
Board.
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recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
Board.
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At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehaj’the
proposed zoning amendment was referred to the City Council without

recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
Board.

For the Committee

Councillor Walter J. Sullivan
Chairman ‘



City of Cambridge

In City Council November 8, 1982

The Ordinance Committee

comprised of the entire membership of the City Council

to which was referred a petition submitted by Gary C. Quinton, et al to
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge by rezoning
the Cambridgeport Industrial District and also by amending the
map by changing the district designations for several areas.
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recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Pianning
Board.

For the Committee

Councillor Walter J. Sullivan

Chairman :
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the Cambridgeport Industrial District and also by amending the
map by changing the district designations for several areas.
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At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehay the
proposed zoning amendment was referred to the City Council without

recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
Board.

For the Committee i
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Councillor Walter J. Sullivan,
Chairman



City of Cambridge

’ In City Council November 8, 1982

The Ordinance Committee

comprised of the entire membership of the City Council

to which was referred a petition submitted by Gary C. Quinton, et al tq
amend the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge by rezoning
the Cambridgeport Industrial District and also by amending the
map by changing the district designations for several areas.

B

At the conclusion of the hearing on motion of Councillor Duehaf' the
proposed zoning amendment was referred to the City Council without

recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
Board. '

For the Committee

 Councillor Walter J. Swllivan,
- Chairman
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For the Committee
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recommendation pending the receipt of the report from the Planning
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Chairman
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Wé;liam S. Noble ///////// November 4, 1982
38 Green Street ‘ _ : Cambridge, MA

Presentation to Ordinance Committee

Cambridge City Council

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies and
Gentlemen. What we and others have fought for over 10 years is
in imminent danger of being lost. The situation on this council,
where each of the contending parties has had the power to block
prev’ous rezoning plans, but no one of us seems' to have the power
to cnact, favors the status gquo. And the status quo favors only
one party, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT).

Right now MIT is unilaterally moving to select its own
private developer for a key section of the Cambridgeport
Industrial District (CID), all without the slightest input from
the city or from the neighborhood. After shutting down a serious
mediation effort one year ago to side step any need to
compromise, MIT has proceeded, by itself, to map the future of
the CID. T

If we here tonight do nothing to break the impasse, one

- party will be quite pleased. The Council must act or its

inaction will speak for it. Let us try to give you some reasons
for action. :

The fundamental choice before you in the Quinton Petiticn
centers on developable land. Other factors and areas are
significant, but as far as timing and impact are concerned they
are secondary. To see why the Quinton Petition handles the key
area near Massachusetts Avenue and close to Central Square as it
does, we need to lay out some of the assumptions behind the
petition. ’

First, diversity is a valuable asset of this city; it must
be maintained and encouraged in all its aspects.

Second, the supply of affordable housing is shrinking
dramatically. Sites for replacement are limited, often po rly
situated. The Simplex site is the best, large, undevelope | site
for nousing available today in Cambridge. i

Third, to build housing today, we need a reliable financing
source. Money for affordable housing is not likely to come from
the current Washington administration.

Fourth, industry is an essential economic component of this

.city, and the CID is a traditional industrial area. Existing
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industries that are paying taxes and providing jobs should be
protected, and new industries should be encouraged to locate in
the CID. ‘

Fifth, while considerable open space is available to -
residents of lower Cambridgeport, there is almost none available
to people living around Central Square or in Area 4 across Mass
Ave. A good-sized park is needed to improve the quality of life
in upper Cambridgeport.

~ Sixth, the entire CID must be zoned as an integral unit. By
our calculation, the area contains roughly 129 acres. Large as
.it seems, it is not large enough to encompass all uses proposed.
There is a real size constraint and that constraint makes it
necessary to pick and choose among uses.

© Within this framework, we developed the plan illustrated on
the maps in front of you tonight. And, if you accept these
premises -- premises which spring directly from neighborhood
concerns and the neighborhood planning process -- then you must
of necessity arrive at a rezoning plan like the Quinton Petition.

Tonight, we will not go over the dimensional requirements
for each district. We would however, like to point out where and
how this plan differs from previous submissions. :

First, we have watched construction of another MIT
production -- 1000 Mass Ave. -- and find it out of scale with its
surroundings. We, along with Riverside residents, learned that
the Business B-1 district did not require housing along Green
Street. - ' ‘

In part because of the drawbacks and complexity of the BB-1
and in part to grant more development flexibility, this petition
prcooses a Business C-2 zone for Massachusetts Avenue. This
district permits an FAR of 2.5 and a maximum neight of 75 feet.

Cor mercial development could now extend to within 15 feet of
Gr en Street. '

Second, we have deleted the area along Brookline Street
rezoned to Residence C-1 last summer. We are pleased that this
- change, included in an earlier Quinton Petition, has now been

made. ;

Third, all office use, not just certain categories, must now
be accessory in the Industry B-3 district.

Fourth, we are proposing a new Housing Requirement Overlay
District to help housing developers and the city provide
affordable housing.

i€
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Without slighting the importance of open space -- a 3 acre

park at Pacific and Sidney is a most important .part of the

petition -- or the importance of traffic planning or proper

buffer zones, Gary and I would like to focus on two of the major
goals of the petition: housing and industry.

We believe the greater part of the former Simplex land can
and should be used for new housing. We also propose housing
alorjy Henry and Brookline Streets in lower Cambridgeport; but,
under the Quinton Petition, most new housing would be built near
Central Square. We think this makes good sense. A major reason
for Central Square's decline has probably been the lack of a
stable, surrounding neighborhood. New housing on the Simplex
land will help to remedy that lack. It also makes good sense to
locate housing conveniently to stores and transportation.

- The land proposed for housing is owned, for the most part,
by MIT. The Institute has recently stated its intention to take
over the other side of Mass Ave and to take more buildings there
off the tax rolls. In the future, MIT will expand up Mass Ave.
If, however, MIT has no intention of expanding in Cambridgeport,
we challenge MIT to sell this land to a housing developer so that
not only possibilities for rental housing but also possibilities
for home ownership can be created.

At the 40 units to the acre allowed by special permit in the
Cl-B, we estimate that 300-350 units of new housing could be
created. It is very important to understand that this would
require far more than the "edge" along Brookline Street mentioned
in MIT's request for proposal. A mere strip of housing along
Brookline Street will do little to help Central Square, little to
solidify a residential pattern in upper Cambridgeport, and next
to nothing to replace lost housing units.

With a Cl1-B District in place will new housing be built? We
believe thet it will. The Cl1-B provides a generous bonus to the
housing dev2loper. By itself, however, the proposed inclusionary
requiremen’ might dampen developer interest. This is why we
added the .ousing Requirement Overlay. Applying an idea which
origirated in San Francisco and was tried by the CDD, we assess
the impact of office development on the housing stock of the
-city. The formula takes into account the amount of office space
occupied by an office employee, the average number of Cambridge
jobholders who live in Cambridge, the fact that we are
encouraging family housing, and the inclusionary percentage-~ of
‘the C1-B district. Office developers are given a base exemption
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of 20,000 square feet. From that point on the formula requires
that housing units be constructed for each additional 10,000
square feet of office space. Thus, a 200,000 square foot office
building, such as the Cambridge Center building in Kendall
Square, would be required to build 18 units of housing.

: In this way, office developments contribute to increasing
the housing supply of the city in which they locate. They can
not simply "externalize" their impact. For Cambridgeport, where
we hope this overlay concept will serve as a pilot program,
mixed-income housing should become feasible, since up to one-half
of the required units will be financed by new office developments
located in the BC-2, the IB-2, the IA-2 and the :IA-3 districts.
Should other areas be opened to office construction, we urge
strongly that the provisions of the housing requlrement overlay
be extended. ‘

We recognize that fine tuning of the C1-B and the Housing
Requirement Overlay may be necessary to produce the best results,
and we welcome suggestions.

I would now like to introduce Gary Quinton.



INDUSTRY AND REZONING THE CID

We are prepesing a new type of industrial zZene, ﬁuf industrial zene is
specifically designed te pretect and énhance the industrial use eof the area. -
It is net; however, a dead zene, or a zene reserved for the-unlikely rebirth
of the textile, sheoe, or socap industries, Rather it is a zone designed te
offer low ﬂcale; light industrial space to manufacturing companies with ne
more theu 25% office space. SR

By reserving this area for light industrial uses we will also reduce the
pressures on existing industry to leavgi‘bg forced out, or tetcenvert to
other less desirgble uses,

-In order to survive the enormous marke; pressure, a viable light industrial
zone must meet certgin requirements, A small isolated zone, such as that
recqmmended in earlier petitions would be a disaster. To create an island
of industry in the midst of other uses would tend to choke any possibility for
expansion. Su:rounding the zone with housing or hi-rise office development

would quickly eliminate any number of industrial uses, This would put undue

pressure on existing industries to leave the area. An industrial zone must

'élso have adequate truck access in order to move goods efficiently through

the area,

We bglieve than an industrial zone, such as the one we are proposing, is
feas;ble. Richard Bonz, a consultant hired by the Riverside/Cambridgeport
Community Corporation to study industrial possibilities>initherCID has found _
that there is a definite market for light industrial space, and that long=-term
lease space can be built at prices competitive with the land around Route 128.
Furthermore, this zone would encourage those companies already located in
the CID to stay and expand their operations as we believe many of them

would like to do.
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The creation of an exclusive industrial zone of the size proposed here,
with the street improvements recommended in the Quinton petition, will do more
than preserve and attract the type of diverse industries that Cambridge needs.
It will provide the jobs that we now realizé cannot be guaranteed by the
Cambridge Resident Employment Plan, It will also prevent\the loss of tax;

’ wshlohienal -
producing properties to imgmesidml use., If the zoning here is left unchanged,

'MIT will have free reign tc iulfill the goal of expanding its campus along

Mass, Ave.

For years_people in Cambridgeport have had to deal with the mess MIT
has created; rubble.replacing factories, tiny tax payments replacing serious
revenues, a few jobs where there had been many. We have alread& seen MIT's
lack bf concern for the neighborhood. iast month a dangerous chemical spill

at MIT raised questions about the institute's ability to act responsibly.

Questions are also being raised about the handling of radiocactive wastes at

MIT and the careless contamination of a number of machinists who were not told
that the materials they were handling were radioactive. If MIT is so callous

towards its own people, how can be believe that the institute feally cares

‘labout the people of Cambridge. When MIT's foremost goal in its plans for the

Simplex area development is the highest return on its investment, we must

ask if this will be at the expense of the city. Or will MIT pickup the tab

for increased taxes, more city services, more traific and sky rocketiﬁg rents?
Will thei pay more in lieu of taxes when they encroach on the tax base with
more tax;exempt uses as they have done alone Albany Street and élan to do along
Main Street and Mass. Ave.? | |

For ten years the people of Cambridgeport have been waiting for answers
from MIT, Not once has the institﬁte come into the neighborhood to express

its ideas about development, During those same ten years, the people Sf

Cambridgeport have been fighting for their neighborhood, having open méetings,

B e T B N R . . - B B
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kvdeveloping plans and holding réferendums.

This is why we need new zoning. This is why the Quinton Petition must
be passed. The existing uses must be protected and room must be made available
for new industries to locate in Cambridge, We must take advantage of the last
large parcel of land available for housing. We must use some of this land
to provide much needed open space iﬁ an area of the city with one of the
lowést percentages of open spa%e. The Cambridgeport Industrial District is
a part of Cambridge and must be kept that way. This land must be developed,
but it must be developed in such a way as to block the removal of tax producing
uges and the expansion of non~-taxable institutional uses.

To do all this the Council muét pass new zoning for the Cambridgeport
Industrial District and this zoning must benefit the city and put to good use
the resources of the land. We knOW»that this will not be an easy task for
the Council but we are hopeful that the Council will act in the best interests
of the entire city when it makes its decisions, - o

| This_zoning'petition»is not associated with any faction of the City Council
or with any individugl councillor, This petition comes from the neighborhood
fgnd is supported by the people of Caﬁbridgeport. However, since 1974 every
city councillof present today hes in'his or her oﬁn way, supported thevgoals
represented in this petition. We hope that it will be viewed by all councillors
~with the idea in mind thit the Cambridgeport Industrial Distriét and its |
future development will aave an enormous impact on the entire city of Cambridge.

The Quinton Pétition is b#sed on the premise that Cambridgeport and
Cambridge need more affordable housing; a diversity of jobs and more open
space and the people of Cambridgeport support this., They have stood behind
these goals since 1974 when they established the Neighborhood Planning Process
Priorities and again Qhen they véted overwhelmingly to support them.i: a

neighborhood-wide referendum. I have before me a petition in support ofgthe

Quinton proposal which reads as follows:

YT - . . - R B
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"We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the Neighborhood Plan
for the Cambridgeport Industrial District (the Revised Quinton Petition),
because it has the greatest potential for producing affordable housing for

low=~ and moderate-income families, a diversity of job opportunities, including

- quality jobs not requiring a college degree, and muche-needed parks and open

space, ' #
This petition is signed by 500 Cambridge residents. More people are
signing it everyday, all of them residents of Cambridge asking you to pass

responsible zoning for the Cambridgeport Industrial District.

/
l
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l‘lllﬂ/df 7/ /////iijober, 1982

We, the unders:.gned Cambridge residents, support the
Nelghborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District /

(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest pot tial
for producing affordable hous:.ng for low and moderate income fama.lles,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the underasigned Cambridge residents, uupport the
Nelghborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable hOuSLng for low and moderate income famlllas,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District’
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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. October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housmng for low and moderate income famllles,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality Jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Octltober, 1L9g2

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,

a diversity of job opportunities including gquality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Oclober, 1982
We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest poten

N L

for producmng affordable h0u51ng for low and moderate income famll*cs,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality Jjobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.,
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T .~ October, 1982
"“, .
H, ,
We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the"

Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District

(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest p

otential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space. %
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OcLobcr, 1982

we, the undcralgnud Cambrldgc residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housxng for low and moderate income fdMllLCb,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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!; , Qctober, 1982
|
We, the undersigned Cambridge resxdents, support the
Nelghborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District _
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producxng affordable housxng for low and moderate income fam;llcg,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space
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S ‘
October 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable hOUSlng for low and moderate income fam;lleb,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the

Neighborhood Plan for the Cambri
(the Revised Quinton Peti

for producing affordable

a diversity of job opportuni
a college degree, and muc

Name

tion),b

dgeport Industrial District
ecause it has the greatest potential
housing for low and moderate income families,

ties including quality jobs not requiring
h-needed parks and open space.
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Oclober, 1987
We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate lnconme families,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Oclober, 14987

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District .
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a colle djjzij, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Nelghborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable hou31ng for low and moderate income families,

a diversity of job opgortunities including quality Jjobs not requiring
a college degree, anf)much—needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality Jjobs not requiring

2

a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Qc L'ol)cr‘; 1982
We, the underaigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space. !
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October, L9872

We, the underaigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing for low and moderate income fanmilies,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Ocltober, 1982

We, the underaigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producmng affordable housxng for low and moderate income famllidu>
a diversity of job opportunities including quality Jjobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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Oclober, 1982

We, the underaigned CambrldgL residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District

(the Revised Quinton Petition),bz2cause it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housmng for low and moderate income fdMlllbb,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the underaigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affordable housing ‘or low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities ‘ncluding quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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October, 1982

We, the undersigned Cambrldge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District.
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potentlal
for producing affordable housmng for low and moderate income famllles,

a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not'requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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1‘. October, 1982
L

) We, the underaigned Cambridge residents, support the
Neighborhood Plan for the Cambridgeport Industrial District .
(the Revised Quinton Petition),because it has the greatest potential
for producing affoxrdable housing for low and moderate income families,
a diversity of job opportunities including quality jobs not requiring
a college degree, and much-needed parks and open space.
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

November 4, 1982

The Honorable Walter J. Sullivan
Chairman, Council Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge, Mass. 02139

Dear Mr. Chairman:

MIT wishes to be recorded in opposition to the rezoning petition sub-
mitted on September 30, 1982, by Gary Quinton et al on behalf of the Simplex
Steering Committee. That petition, which is the subject of this hearing,
is a third version of a petition submitted to the Council on two earlier
occasions. Neither earlier petition received more than three votes in
Council.

Our strong opposition to this petition is based on the substance of
the petition. We also object to its timing.

As Councillors will recall, MIT supported fully in June of 1981 a re-
zoning petition which had been submitted by the Planning Board and which
was based on an extensive planning study by the Community Development De-
partment. After the time on that petition expired, MIT submitted a year
ago its own PUD petition modeled on that proposed by the CDD and the
Planning Board. Those petitions provided a framework for mixed-use de-
velopment and for public review, fundamental elements of modern zoning
that we feel serve well the Cambridgeport neighborhood and the whole of
the city. The Simplex Steering Committee petition provides for neither.

When MIT submitted its own petition last year, we indicated we would
seek to gain approval of that compromise plan for the Simplex Development
Area; and, if that failed, move ahead without further delay with the re-
vitalization and economic development of this underutilized and deterio-

rated district. As the Council knows, we have been proceeding on that
course.

We mailed to developers last spring a kit, which defined a selection

process and development guidelines, and sent copies of that kit to the
City Council, the City Manager, the Planning Board, the Community
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page 2.

Development Department, and many others. We are now in the last stage of
that selection competition. In its timing, the Quinton petition would
appear quite obviously to be an attempt to derail this orderly process.

The development teams currently contending to be selected by MIT
have each reviewed this latest petition from the Simplex Steering Com-
mittee. They all have indicated that developing the site within the terms
of that petition would be impossible and that they would not move ahead
on that basis. It is our judgment, accordingly, that the Quinton peti-
tion, if adopted, would fail to advance the redevelopment of this area
and would fail also, therefore, to produce needed new jobs and tax rev-
enues for the City.

Within a few months, MIT will select a developer for the Simplex
area. At that time we will move once again into a public process of re-
view and consultation not only with the several public agencies whose
cooperation will be needed in order for any development to go forward,
but also with the range of private groups and individual citizens inter-
ested in this project. This approach is not only desirable but necessary.

Accordingly, to realize the true potential of this area, and its in-
herent benefits in new jobs and taxes, we respectfully request that the
Quinton petition be disapproved.

Sincerely yours,

<

Walter L. Milne
Assistant to the President

cc: City Council
City Manager
Planning Board
Kathy Spiegelman
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c/eona/d cS. Simona /g

Real Estate /

76 EGMONT STREET
BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02146

TELEPHONE NUMBER 617 - 734-3640

Novempes 1, 1992

Camaeipee Ciry Covmere
Camor106E | M.

DeAR (ouﬂ/c/ume(

I HAVE REVIEWED THE @(///\/7'0/1/ Perimron FIR
REZONING THE INpusseIpe  DISTRICT  INTO A MIXED
USE OF HOUSING, COmmERCIAL, B9 LgHT INPAI AL

Twis REzZoNNE pPLAY 1S INNov#TIVE BNVD O NTHINS

TUE INSIeHT NECESSARY TO PROVIDE FOR $OC/ETIES NEEDS

Iy THE 20 yesrs I Have REEy wy twe KEve Eirare
Bus /NESS | T HAvE NEVER SEEN B GREATEX NEEO FoR
HovSINg THAN Too#Y. THE Bonwawés L owy %7

MBVAGE  RRE  100% OcCcupiss Bno HAVE HAD A
WBITING LUT OVER THE PHAST 3 YEAL,

TH My OPINIoN | ALLOWHE THE Appcovit OF THE
PROPOSEP  RE ZON/NG WoOuLp HELe To PROVIPE THE
Commowiry wirh B [FEASOWABLE Ao WOtKASLE
PLpv  FoR  DEVELOPMEWT
Youes ﬁ(w %
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d?ona/a’ <S. Simona
cf? eal Estate

76 EGMONT STREET
BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02146

TELEPHONE NUMBER 617 - 734-3640

Novempes 1, 19¢ 2

Cameerpee  Ciry Covnere
CHMLRIPEE MK

Dear Covwcieton !l

I HAVE REVIEWED THE @/wnw Perimron FIR

FEZONING THE INDUSTIIFE DsTRICT  INTO H M IXE D
USE oF Housing, commeikcisl, A LT JNPAI 7L

Twis PEzZoNNE pLBV 1€ INNovgTIvVE RIVD <O NTH1 WS

ThE [NSIGHT NECESSARY TO PROVIGE FOR $0C/ETIES HEED,

Iy THE 20 ye#rt T HévE BEEW 1N THE Cene Eirwre
BUs INESS | T HAvE NEVER SEEN B GREHTEX NEE/ FOR
HOVSING THEN Tolhy. THE Boiowes L owy %
MAWAGE  RRE  100% OCcupisp AvD HAVE WAD A
WHITING LUT OVEL THE PAST 3 yYEAKT,

IA( My OP//‘/IOA// PLLOWIN ¢ THE Applovit OF THE
PROpOSEr  RE Z0NING WOULD HELP To PRIVIPE THE
Commow ity with K [FEASOWABLE AND WOKASELE
PLpv  FoR  DEVELOPMEWT

foues  Teory

Eale



cRona/a’ SS. Simona
c/?m[ Estate

76 EGMONT STREET
BROGKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02146

TELEPHONE NUMBER 617 - 734-3640

Novempeg 1, 1972

Copmeerpee Ciry Covnere
CHmor106E , MH .

DeAR Covcieron €

T Have Reviswer THE Qv imrony  PETITION FIR

REZONING THE INOUSTRIC  DETRICT  INTO A MIXED
USE  oF HOUSING, COmmERCIAL, A0 LIBHT INPI T

Tois PEzoNNE PLAN 1S INNOVRTIVE PWD  CONTAINS

THE INfIeHT /\lEc.E}l?My T0 PROVIDE FOR SOC/ETIES HEEDL,

Iy THE 20 yewel, I wave BEEy 1y Tie Kese Eirare
BUs/NESS | T HAvE NEVER SEEN B CREATEX NEED FOR
Hovling THAN ToohY. ThE Boieomés L owy 4%
MAWAGE  BRE  100% OcCcupiesr FAwo HAVE HHD A
WHITING LUT OVEL THE PAST 3 YEAKS

TN My opiNio | frrowine THE Appgoval OF THE
PROPOSEP  RE ZO0N/ING WOULp HELe To PRIVIPE THE
Commow ity with KB [EASOVABLE ANVD WOLKHELE
pLpv  FoR  DEVELOPMEWT

Voues  Teory

(et Dt
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Petition of Gary Quinton, et al
rezoning in the Cambridgeport area.
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