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RECE“\/EE APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS

Cafza T i a2
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INSTRUCTIONS:
In order to obtain permission for a driveway cut or opening you must first get approval from the Department »
Services on the zoning requirements for off-street parking, including the cooperation of your immediate abuttors.

1, choosing the lot that represents your lot,s position, i.e. corner or interior. You must also include a sketch of the prbpbsed drﬁ'ewaw
including dimensions, on Drawing 2. You may then calculate the cost of the driveway by using the formula based og your chose] of
surfaces. You must also include signed forms from abutters on the sides and rear of the property and from al} proper%w ners'

located across the street(s) from the property. S e Sk
=3
Once you have gathered this information on the application, it should be submitted to: s
Zoning Officer ke
Inspectional Services -—
831 Massachusetts Avenue ~
Cambridge, MA 02139 1

If the application is approved by Inspectional Services, it will then be sent on to Traffic and Parkmg, theH:stor‘ne’al Commission
and the Department of Public Works. If approved by Public Works, the application and backup will be! Sen} to the City Council
for their approval. Once the City Council approves, the driveway curb cut can be installed. However, thgqu co§t>of the cut must

be paid to Public Works before the work will start.

If, however, Inspectional Services denies your application you may then appeal to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 0

DATE: | /R /4R /O

-PART It

Address of proposed curb cut or off-street parking facility: éa(/ 6 4 P f/té’ )0 S7 g
: 1

Frontage: 6O - SO &'}eéWT - Ké//f) Block and Lot: § /ﬁ' L G
. . . . . /

Setback (distance from building to sidewalk): /  LoonT <o ‘ f 272

Distance from proposed driveway to surrounding structures and property line: /0 % ”, 14 _ A/ 'é 2% A’L

Dimensions of proposed driveway: /O X/O a/&é/ /8 1'(35’ ?A»ZKA/{ /‘):Jl DETR; /)
2
Location of any trees, sign posts, fire hydrants, utility poles, etc., in direct vicinity of proposed driveway: / <t D é V"M h

v

& Plot plan is included J
m Sketch of driveway with cost estimate is included

‘W All abuttor’s forms are included




DRAWING 1:

PLEASE INDICATE LOCATION OF HOUSE AND DRIVEWAY:
BE SURE TO GIVE DIMENSIONS OF LOT.

CORNER LOT

s
otV

INTERIOR LOT

CORNER LOT




DRAWING 2:

SKETCH OF PROPOSED DRIVEWAY WITH COST ESTIMATE

"CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

PROPERTY LINE
B
SIDEWALK
A
/" \ AN

STREET
A = FT. +3=______YARDS |
B=__  FL+3= YARDS - — ﬁ%ﬂ;

A
AXB= SQUARE YARDS W / e
M M o A7 K ,

COST ESTIMATE: W W ((/
BRICK: SQUARE YARDS x $70/SQUARE YARD = $_7
BRICK ON CONCRETE: SQUARE YARDS x $85/SQUARE YARD = $__
CONCRETE: SQUARE YARDS x $40/SQUARE YARD = $
ASPHALT___°__SQUARE FEET x 1 TON/40 SQUARE FEET x $125/TON = §
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS SCHEDULED DATE FOR CONSTRUCTION: /o

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS STATED FEE: ' §

The undersigned agrees to pay the stated fee for the driveway installation in full within two (2) weeks of the estimated starting
date of construction before the Department of Public Works shall proceed with constructlon

Owner’ s signature: %M?@W W&W “ Date: /@(’ E “ 2007 ¢
Address: Sﬁ( Z M WM / / W ﬂ 2/ j 9 |

Funds Received: $

Check Number:

@{7"59/5/,/?00



APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
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PART II: INSPECTIONAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

/
Application approved D Application denied

Reason:

Signature: \ ]A\/\W _ ~ Date: Z/ 25 / g2

. v v . /\/O o
T 2o (o [ Sl S G

PART III: TRAFFIC AND PARKING DEPARTMENT

E Application approved D Application denied

Reason:

Signature: n]/ ‘ SRR "7 Dater - 3 - '\018’”

o Sy

Teffe  Fegain

/

PART IV: HISTORICAL COMMISSION

/
%plicaﬁon approved D Application denied

Reason: 1}\) {- ce QL@O,,MJ L,fa“DJ\AL D’lODZ/\)‘?‘b{

e Sioh Bk e fastea
Title: %CM& Pr’b P FA : ka .

PART V: PI}BLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

[E(Application approved [] Apphcam" denled@/‘i//ﬁ /é@ ief—/%'q;f ééé

Signature: / / 7 o ) o a Date: ‘5/ / /é/éﬁ
e S gttt o) e

@ Cow#h«dcr'/oww s respans St é/e fer-ail Ce/ s} cssecieated. whths Thor
/N.Sf&f//afNM /«yCu% CLZL Huawcye \» S _

@) Eutrne Sidte um £, Cd)/ér % & Rendeony /g,o./mf Lo (g,uﬁ-c"L e
will be e Stovel to —7«/ of Cpmbpndoc Sﬁaeo /v,




THis pthironlas beon ehady submusted & e
Copy C21 k, and Is fere Wdﬂ/@d it aqdsdor 4

s
To the Members of the Cambridge Council and Zoning Board: 7W

We, the undersigned, wish to go on record as regards the application of Margaret
Morrisey, owner and developer of 64 Garfield Street, for a curb-cut onto Sacrgnentog
Place. As there is no procedure for direct public hearings into curb-cut decisiofis;: plegge

accept and consider this petition when evaluating your decision. ‘7‘ e B

- 22 3

We are generally opposed to the application for numerous reasons. i;’,,: >
e

Tl
A. The curb-cut would have to pass through what is now a retaining w?giiat the

end of Sacramento Place. The neighborhood, and Sacramento Place spEIm“}ica@
have had trouble with flooding in recent years, and numerous steps havedbeen
taken to control water flow, including construction of the retaining wall, a berm in
Sacramento Field, and the general sewer redesign taking place currently
throughout the Agassiz neighborhood. A driveway through the retaining wall
would surely drain runoff from the higher-level Garfield Street yards onto
Sacramento Place, exacerbating already-difficult drainage problems.

B. Construction of a driveway and parking area would violate green space
ordinances. Zoning regulations are clear that driveways and parking areas are not
to be counted as green space. The Council should note that installation of such
will reduce the required green space to a level below that required by law,
necessitating the need for a variance hearing before the Zoning Board.

C. Ms. Morrisey applied for a construction variance, then withdrew the

~ application in the face of public opposition. When ten residents of Sacramento
Place attended the first scheduled zoning hearing to voice their opposition to the
proposed construction, Ms. Morrisey made the decision to apply for the curb-cut
separately, thereby circumventing public review and input. Additionally, at that
zoning board hearing, Ms. Morrisey was instructed to get a complete report on the
proposed changes to the property from the Historical Commission, indicative of
the Commission’s support for the construction. Again, rather than pursue this, Ms.
Morrisey withdrew her Zoning Board application in favor of a curb-cut
application, thus circumventing the appropriate review of the Historical
Commission (the property is listed as a historical site).

D. A fire hydrant and a street light/utility pole would have to be moved. Neither
house at the end of Sacramento Place wishes to have the utility pole or streetlight
anywhere but midway between the two houses, as a matter of safety and
convenience. Additionally, if the utilities are moved, this would most likely result
in the loss of currently-available parking space. The construction required to
move the utilities is in and of itself a nuisance which will further make parking
unavailable.

E. The added traffic is unwelcome on Sacramento Place. Children of families on
Sacramento Place now use the space requested for a curb cut as a safe dead-end
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/ street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbatlng that street’s traffic
issues.

Ms. Morisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this
matter for the rest of our lives.
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street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only-the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbating that street’s traffic
issues.

Ms. Morrisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this
matter for the rest of our lives.
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street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbating that street’s traffic
issues.

Ms. Morrisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this
matter for the rest of our lives.
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To the Members of the Cambridge Council and Zoning Board:

We, the undersigned, wish to go on record as regards the application of Margaret
Morrisey, owner and developer of 64 Garfield Street, for a curb-cut onto Sacramento
Place. As there is no procedure for direct public hearings into curb-cut decisions, please
accept and consider this petition when evaluating your decision.

We are generally opposed to the application for numerous reasons.

A. The curb-cut would have to pass through what is now a retaining wall at the
end of Sacramento Place. The neighborhood, and Sacramento Place specifically,
have had trouble with flooding in recent years, and numerous steps have been
taken to control water flow, including construction of the retaining wall, a berm in
Sacramento Field, and the general sewer redesign taking place currently
throughout the Agassiz neighborhood. A driveway through the retaining wall
would surely drain runoff from the higher-level Garfield Street yards onto
Sacramento Place, exacerbating already-difficult drainage problems.

B. Construction of a driveway and parking area would violate green space
ordinances. Zoning regulations are clear that driveways and parking areas are not
to be counted as green space. The Council should note that installation of such
will reduce the required green space to a level below that required by law,
necessitating the need for a variance hearing before the Zoning Board.

C. Ms. Morrisey applied for a construction variance, then withdrew the
application in the face of public opposition. When ten residents of Sacramento
Place attended the first scheduled zoning hearing to voice their opposition to the
proposed construction, Ms. Morrisey made the decision to apply for the curb-cut
separately, thereby circumventing public review and input. Additionally, at that
zoning board hearing, Ms. Morrisey was instructed to get a complete report on the
proposed changes to the property from the Historical Commission, indicative of
the Commission’s support for the construction. Again, rather than pursue this, Ms.
Morrisey withdrew her Zoning Board application in favor of a curb-cut
application, thus circumventing the appropriate review of the Historical
Commission (the property is listed as a historical site).

"~ D. A fire hydrant and a street light/utility pole would have to be moved. Neither
house at the end of Sacramento Place wishes to have the utility pole or streetlight
anywhere but midway between the two houses, as a matter of safety and
convenience. Additionally, if the utilities are moved, this would most likely result
in the loss of currently-available parking space. The construction required to
move the utilities is in and of itself a nuisance which will further make parking
unavailable.

E. The added traffic is unwelcome on Sacramento Place. Children of families on
Sacramento Place now use the space requested for a curb cut as a safe dead-end
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street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbating that street’s traffic

issues.

Ms. Morrisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this

matter for the rest of our lives.
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We, the undersigned, wish to go on record as regards the application olﬁMep@rgtb A [0 05
Morrisey, owner and developer of 64 Garfield Street, for a curb-cut onto Sacramento
Place. As there is no procedure for direct public hearings into curb-giifjﬁé@isﬁbﬁ%&p;hzaw; LERK

To the Members of the Cambridge Council and Zoning Board:

;o

accept and consider this petition when evaluating your decision. ~*"'“"ESE MASSACHUSETTS
We are generally opposed to the application for numerous reasons.

A. The curb-cut would have to pass through what is now a retaining wall at the
end of Sacramento Place. The neighborhood, and Sacramento Place specifically,
have had trouble with flooding in recent years, and numerous steps have been
taken to control water flow, including construction of the retaining wall, a berm in
Sacramento Field, and the general sewer redesign taking place currently
throughout the Agassiz neighborhood. A driveway through the retaining wall
would surely drain runoff from the higher-level Garfield Street yards onto
Sacramento Place, exacerbating already-difficult drainage problems.

B. Construction of a driveway and parking area would violate green space
ordinances. Zoning regulations are clear that driveways and parking areas are not
to be counted as green space. The Council should note that installation of such
will reduce the required green space to a level below that required by law,
necessitating the need for a variance hearing before the Zoning Board.

C. Ms. Morrisey applied for a construction variance, then withdrew the
application in the face of public opposition. When ten residents of Sacramento
Place attended the first scheduled zoning hearing to voice their opposition to the
proposed construction, Ms. Morrisey made the decision to apply for the curb-cut
separately, thereby circumventing public review and input. Additionally, at that
zoning board hearing, Ms. Morrisey was instructed to get a complete report on the
proposed changes to the property from the Historical Commission, indicative of
the Commission’s support for the construction. Again, rather than pursue this, Ms.
Morrisey withdrew her Zoning Board application in favor of a curb-cut
application, thus circumventing the appropriate review of the Historical
Commission (the property is listed as a historical site).

D. A fire hydrant and a street light/utility pole would have to be moved. Neither
house at the end of Sacramento Place wishes to have the utility pole or streetlight
anywhere but midway between the two houses, as a matter of safety and
convenience. Additionally, if the utilities are moved, this would most likely result
in the loss of currently-available parking space. The construction required to
move the utilities is in and of itself a nuisance which will further make parking
unavailable.

E. The added traffic is unwelcome on Sacramento Place. Children of families on
Sacramento Place now use the space requested for a curb cut as a safe dead-end
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Consent Communication #3

A communication was received
from Lawrence Wolff et al.,
transmitting opposition to a curb
cut application at the premises of
64 Garfield Street.

" In City Council March 18, 2002

TABLED ON MOTION OF
VICE MAYOR DAVIS. -

" In City Council May 20,2002
" REFERRED TO

APPLICATIONS AND
PETITIONS #2. :
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’{o Qambnd%e Cxty Council
From: Jay and Sheila Jasanoff

AR Lala af Ay mg,g%igm

oposed dnveway at 64 Garfield Street

941 ]i

We are homeowners at 74 Garfield Street, Cambridge. As the abutters of 64 Garficld
Street, we are opposed to the proposed curb cut involving the breaching of the
retaining wall, the moving of a utility pole and fire hydrant, and the opening of 2
driveway onto Sacramento Place. Our understanding is that this series of moves will
bring the pole into the immediate vicinity of our back yard and affect the quality of
the very limited open space we possess at the back of our house.

We urge the members of the City Council to reject the applicatioﬁ for this curb cut,
Respectfully,

4 4 Qe

Jey H. Jasanoff

AR tla T LY T
Sheila Jasanoff
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Consent Communication #10

A communication was received
from Jay and Sheila Jasanoff,
transmitting opposition to the
proposed curb cut at 64 Garfield
Street.

In City Council April 22,2002

PLACED ON THE TABLE.

In City Council May 20, 2002

REFERRED TO
APPLICATIONS AND
PETITIONS #2.
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We the abutters of 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, are opposed to the proposed curb cut
involving the breaching of the retaining wall, the moving of a utility pole and fire hydrant

and the opening of a driveway onto Sacramento Place. We urge the members of the City

Council to reject the appliéation for this curb cut.

\. /ﬁx,\ Péfép ST CLAH@ 2/ &&CI‘?HM&\A) /LZ

@1-// M (ool 5&9 kosle, Il Sacraimeto Pl
M nd (i < Sz (“OP/

W Lmy Wolt £ " 23 Sgcraminty, Phce

%W/ //M Fensorain O Klass 3D Sacrm et Place .

?M (O ?cm K Lass IZ Surmnntlio T8

N
\

i e i
A003014 20

$SYH IINANYD
€€b v 81 Ydv 100

Y
2 g

S113SnH
HY3ITI A

s
[



RURY

AN

(il S

Consent Communication #9

A communication was received
from Peter St. Clair et al.,

~ transmitting opposition to the

proposed curb cut at 64 Garfield - -
Street. '

. In City Council April 22,2002 '

PLACED ON THE TABLE.

- In City Council May 20, 2002

. REFERRED TO

APPLICATIONS AND

PETITIONS #2.



Joachim Theilhaber
Nathalie van Bockstaele
10, Sacramento Place
Cambridge, MA 02138
Tel. (617) 868-2212

To: Cambridge City Council
Re: Proposed curb cut at 10 Sacramento Place to accommodate entry to
house at 64 Garfield Street (owner: Margaret Morrissey).

Cambridge, March 2nd 2002

Dear Council Members,

As residents at 10, Sacramento Place, we are writing to express our
opposition to a proposed curb cut at the end of our street. This curb cut is
meant to accommodate entry to a house actually located on neighboring
Garfield Street (64, Garfield Street; owner: Margaret Morrissey).

We are opposed to this project on the following grounds:

Safety of our handicapped child: our older son is autistic, and is very bad at
estimating the danger from moving vehicles. Part of our intent in moving to
Sacramento Place, which is a dead end street, was to live near minimal car
traffic. We fear that opening an entrance at the end of the street, in-line with
the street, will result in both increased traffic, and especially much faster
traffic, as cars speed down the street to gain the directly opposed driveway.

Danger of new. devastating floods: in past years drainage on Sacramento
Place has been a critical issue. Five years ago, major flooding (2 feet of
water outside the houses) occurred, filling the basements of several houses
on the street and causing major property loss, in our case the loss of a
furnished basement and countless personal records of years past.

While the construction of a berm in the adjoining field may have since
alleviated the problem, it is obvious that opening an additional, large passage
into the street from the adjoining, higher ground (Garfield Street is at least 3
feet higher than Sacramento Place) may easily tip back the drainage
equilibrium and re-instore frequent flooding.



We have been told that Ms. Morrissey, the present owner of the house at 64
Garfield Street, cannot open a driveway directly onto Garfield Sreet because
of the historical status of her house. It would be the ultimate irony that to
preserve the appearance of a single house on Garfield Street, and
accommodate a single owner, disruption to the lives of all residents of
Sacramento Place would be required.

Looking forward to our attendance during your vote on this matter, we
remain -

Sincerely Yours,

Pomeclit Tleditey |\ ofitte



Dear Ms. Drury,
Please receive the attached letter, regarding the proposed curb cut at 10

Sacramento Place, meant to accommodate entry to a house at 64 Garfield

Street (owner: Margaret Morrissey).

Sincerely,
Joadli.  Tlodletdm

Joachim Theilhaber
10, Sacramento Place
Cambridge, MA 02138 '

Tel. (617) 868-2212
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Consent Communication #6

A communication was recelved -
from Joachim Theilhaber and ! S
Nathalie van Bockstaele, SIS '
transmitting opposition { to a curb’ _
cut application at the premises of e
64 Garfield Street. o ‘__.' » BT )
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In City Council March 18 2002

TABLED ON MOTION OF
VICE MAYOR DAVIS.
In City Council May 20, 2002

APPLICATIONS AND -
PETITIONS #2. |

g

. «
- .
-~
p 3
Wb
- {-J
~ T - (2
S

¢



S

PEN

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS

ABUTTOR’S FORM
To Whom It May Concern: . ,
As owner or agent of \_56 /éj ﬁW .
approval

Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare D disapproval

of the installment of:

Off-Street Parking Facility located at é 7/ 6/4 A i/IG// §7 / o B, /7%

Signer-\? %W | DateEQ/\/\‘\ ezaof - Q Cl\

Addresxxsg (;d\‘("((“&lé N¢ 0 @’Mb M -




CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS
¢ ABUTTOR’S FORM

To Whom It May Concern:

As owner or agent of {}(’m’d—’ S:;l 6/ Wﬁz 94:

approval

Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare E] disapproval

of the installment of:

Off-Street Parking Facility located at A 6/ f RE —I//Z // S'f ()ﬁrﬂ/i - /77 9 -

Signed:_ A e : j// / 37/ 02—

Address: Lﬁ { %

To Whom It May Concern: / /
As owner or agent of / ’// Y4 %’ 02
ﬂ w approval

Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare D disapproval

of the installment of:

Off-Street Parking Facility located at___ % B -// el St (ome M

Signed: /’rw )\( Date:

Address: (ﬂ’ ' &L{Hé’d gT/\ t‘;l—

To Whom It May Concem

As owner or agent of ;é /4)/4:[ ip//e[ STL

&/ approval

Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1 do hereby declare D disapproval

of thé installment of:

Of‘f-Street Parking Facility located at L 9/ 5’ /4 / ! rfé/ 5 7 /]éﬁ%% /7, 8.

%L__Z? M-———\\ ,g:; Date /"‘Z 7~ 02

Signed: ot WESORR

Address:
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ity of Cambcidge

- PROCEDURE WITH RESPECT TO DRIVEWAY CUTS, .-
OPENINGS AND OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES OR FACILITIES

1. An applicant may obtain an Apphcatlon for Dnveway Cuts and Openlngs at the Department of Publlc Works
©oor lnspectlonal Servnces Department. : .

~2. . In addition to the application itself,{and the sketch requfred oh the application form), the applicant must include
-a plot plan to scale which illustrates the driveway cut and the layout of the proposed on grade, off-street
parking space, spaces or facility.

3. The applicant must also include signed forms from abutters on the sides and rear of the property and from all
property owners located across the street(s) from the property. If the applicant is unable to obtain these signatures,
he/she must include a statement with the application that an attempt was made to secure the required signatures

and that it was not possible to obtain them and indicate the reasons why it was not. possible to obtain the
signatures. . : ]

4, The applicant shall submit the application, together with the plot plan and the abutter s forms shall be first
. submitted to the Inspectional Services Department, located at 831 Massachusetts Avenue. The Inspectional
Services Department will (1)immediately send a copy of the application to the City Clerk’s Office to start the
neighborhood association notification process,and (2)review the application for completeness of application,
inclusion of abutter’s forms and compliance with the City of Cambridge Zoning Ordinance.

Curb cut requirements are detailed in Section 6.40 of the Zoning Ordinance. Following are some of the more
significant requirements that must be met to comply with zoning:

a. A curb cut cannot be located closer that twenty five (25) feet to a street intersection _er within fifteen (15)
feet of a crosswalk. .

b. The driveway must be at least ten (10) feet wide."
c. For lots having less than 100 feet of frontage, a maximum of only one cﬁrb cut is al|owed.

d. The required size of the parking space is 8 1/2 feet by 18 feet. The parking space.cannot be located within
the front yard setback. - :

* If the Inspectional Services Department makes a determination that the curb cut is pot in compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance, the applicant has the following options: discontinuing the application process; modifying the
application to bring it into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance; appealing the Inspectional Services
determination to the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA); or requesting from the BZA a variance from the Zoning
Ordinance. If the applicant is not successful with the appeal or variance request before the BZA, recourse is
through the courts.

5. The City Clerk will notify neighborhood associations in the area of the petitioner and will send a copy of this
notification to the applicant. Notification will include a copy of the plot plan or drawing submitted with the
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application and will request that the neighborhood association inform the City Clerk whether it approves or
disapproves of the application. Petitioners are urged to contact their neighborhood association eatly to avoid

delay. . _.

If the Inspectuonal Service Department (or the Board of Zoning Appeal) approves the application, inspectional
Services will then send it to the Department of Traffic, Parking and Transportation. If Traffic and Parking

refuses to ‘approve the appllcatlon, it will so mform the applicant.

If the application is approved by Traffic and Parking, that depa'tment will then send the application to the
Historical Commission. |f the Commission approves, the Commission will send the application to the

" Department of Public Works. If the Commission disapproves the application, the applicant may appeal under

statutes and ordinances governing the administration of historically designated properties, information about
which may be obtained from the Commission. ,

If the Department of Public Works (DPW) approves the application, DPW will send the apphcatlon to the City

' Clerk’s Ofﬂce If DPW dlsapproves the appllcatlon it will notlfy the appllcant

"~ When the ’City Clerk receives a response from the neighborhood association(s),or, if no response is received,

then no sooner than 21 days after the initial notification of the neighborhood associations (see no. 5 above)the

. Clerk will place the application on the next City Council agenda. If the City Council approves the application,

the City Clerk will notify the applicant and will send the application back to the Department of Public Works.
The cost of the driveway construction will be calculated and the driveway will be put on the schedule and a
date assigned for construction. The applicant must pay in full for the construction cost, based on the cost
indicated, within two weeks before the estimated start of construction. No constructlon will begin unless the
full cost of the driveway has been paid for in advance.

In certain cases, the Department may arrange with the applicant to have the driveway done by a private
contractor; however, the contractor will have to post a bond, obtain a permit from the DPW and have his work
inspected as to city standards before the bond is released. In this case the contractor will have a direct
relationship with the applicant and the city will not intervene unless the contractor does not meet city
requirements for driveway construction.

APPLICANTS ARECAUTIONED AGAINST EXPENDING ANY MONEY ONMODIFICATIONS TO THEIR PROPERTY

IN ANTICIPATION OF THEIR APPLICATION BEING APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL.

If a curb cut is required in connection with a project for which a building permit from the Inspectional Service
Department is required, the building permit will not be issued until approval for the curb cut is first obtained
from the Council. In extraordinary cases, an incremental (foundation, site work, etc) building permit may be
issued if the following conditions, as a minimum, are met; the application has been initiated with the
Inspectional Services Department, approvals from abutters have been obtained, a hardship is demonstrated,

and the applicant states that he/she is proceeding at his/her own risk.
, A ‘
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340 Harvard Street
Cambridge, MA 02139

February 14, 2002

To Whom it May Concern:

This is to inform you that I have tried to reach the following abutte‘rs, but to no avail.
74 Garfield Street, (out of the country until June, 2002)
58 Garfield Street
23 Sacramento Place
Thank you,

Margaret Morrissey
Owner, 64 Garfield Street
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February 14, 2002

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: 64 Garfield Street
Curb Cut for Parking

This is to advise you that as the owner of the property located at 2 Sacramento Place,
Cambridge, | have had the opportunity to review the plans for the above curb cut. As a
result, | want to write this letter in full support .

| feel the plan as submitted is extremely well designed and done in a thoughtiul
manner so as to take all potential problems including design into full consideration.

Very truly yours,

Catherine Lennon
Owner of 2 Sacramento Place

€280TI6FLTO XVd ¢v:T0 20/T1/¢0



UNIVERSITY CITY REALTY I LLC
796 BEACON STREET
NEWTON CENTRE MA 02459

617 969 1800

January 29, 2002

Engineering Department
-147 Hampshire Street
Cambridge MA 02138

Re: 64 Garfield Street
Please consider this our request to remove part of the concrete wall at the rear of our
property to install a driveway and parking area. We will continue the wall approximately

2 feet into our property and install bituminous pavement on the driveway and parking
area all as per the enclosed plan.

Sincerely,

/M/ Wz

Margaret ITissey
Owner
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February 14, 2002

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: 64 Gartield Street
Curb Cut for Parking

This is to advise you that as the owner of the property\located at 2 Sacramento Place,
Cambridge, | have had the opportunity to review the plans for the above curb cut. As a
result, | want to write this letter in full support .

| feel the plan as submitted is extremely well designed and done in a thoughtiul
manner so as to take all potential problems including design into full consideration.

Very truly yours,

Catherine Lennon
Owner of 2 Sacramento Place
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: UNIVERSITY CITY REALTY Il LLC
796 BEACON STREET
NEWTON CENTRE MA 02459

617 969 1800

January 29, 2002

Engineering Department
147 Hampshire Street
Cambridge MA 02138

Re: 64 Garfield Street
Please consider this our request to remove part of the concrete wall at the rear of our
property to install a driveway and parking area. We will continue the wall approximately

2 feet into our property and install bituminous pavement on the driveway and parking -
area all as per the enclosed plan.

Sincerely,

Margaret
Owner



340 Harvard Street
Cambridge, MA 02139

February 14, 2002

To Whom it May Concern:

This is to inform you that I have tried to reach the following abutters, but to no avail.
74 Garfield Street, (out of the country until June, 2002)
58 Garfield Street
23 Sacramento Place
Thank you,

Margaret Morrissey
Owner, 64 Garfield Street
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William Dwyer
Superintendent of Streets
147 Hampshire St.
Cambridge MA 02139

Dear Mr. Dwyer,

I’m very grateful to you for taking the time to speak with me yesterday
regarding my concerns about the curb cut at the end of Sacramento Place,
and about the proposal to'move the telephone pole ten feet closer to my
house. When you visit Sacramento Place, I trust you’ll see how extremely
close that would bring the pole to my house, with all the wires, and the noise
of the transformer, and the light of the streetlight just outside my children’s
windows. I trust it will also be clear to you on Sacramento Place that the
street level is much lower than that of Garfield St and Sacramento St, which
is why Sacramento Place has repeatedly been a flooding disaster over the
years that I’ve lived here; and dynamiting the concrete wall at the end of the
dead end will make us all the more vulnerable to disastrous flooding. It seems
unfair to disrupt our neighborhood so significantly for the sake of creating a
driveway for a new investor on Garfield Street; I’ve lived on Sacramento
Place for 16 years without a driveway, parking my car on the street. I'm
enclosing a copy of our Sacramento Place petition, so that you will see that
the residents are strongly opposed to this curb cut; on the application for the
curb cut there are “abuttors” on Garfield Street who “approve” of the curb
cut, but they are completely unaffected by it; we the residents of Sacramento
Place (including 12 children right now) will have to live with the
consequences of flooding, traffic, and moving the pole, the wires, and the fire
hydrant; thank you very much for talking this through with me the other day.
I hope that those who make eventually make this decision will be able to take
our concerns into account. Because I will be out of town on March 21, I
have formally requested that the hearing on the telephone pole at Pole and
Conduit be postponed until after my return on March 26. As you’ll see, my
house is the one that would be most affected by moving the pole, so I'd like
to have my voice heard when the issue is discussed. Thank you again.

Xours sincerely,

22 Sacramento Place
Cambridge MA 02138

(617) 876-7820
email: wolff@bc.edu



Pole and Conduit Commission
Attention: Nancy Oates, Richard Scali

Monday, March 11, 2002
To the Pole and Conduit Commission:

I live at 22 Sacramento Place, and have just received the notice of the meeting of Pole and
Conduit to be held in ten days on March 21 about moving the telephone pole at the end of
Sacramento Place ten feet closer to my house. I will be out of town on March 21 and can
not attend the meeting, and, since I am the person most directly involved in this decision, I
respectfully request that the issue be postponed for discussion at a future meeting when I
can attend. '

I would like to outline for the Commission the reasons why I strongly oppose moving the
telephone pole with all its wires ten feet closer to my house. As you will see on Sacramento
Place, there are barely ten feet between the pole’s present location and my house, so that the
new location will put the telephone pole with all its wires at an extremely close distance of
several feet from my house. First, I am concerned about this for reasons of safety, both for
the extreme closeness of the wires and pole to my house in case of an accident, and also for
the ladder access to the upper floors of my house in case of a fire emergency. I have three
children who sleep in bedrooms on the third floor. I am particularly concerned about the
additional fire hazard of moving a transformer so much closer to the house, in case of
accident; the transformer would, again, be very close to where the children sleep. Second, I
am concerned about this move as damaging to my property, since I would have a pole
covered with wires only several feet from my house, and I would have the light from the
streetlight and the noise from the transformer only several feet from my house.

It is my understanding that this move has been proposed to accommodate the new developer
at 64 Garfield Street who wants to put in a driveway at the end of Sacramento Place for that
property’s convenience and value. I, however, have been living at 22 Sacramento Place for
16 years, raising a family of three children, and parking my car on the street. I am deeply
disturbed that the city of Cambridge is now contemplating this movement of the telephone
pole with all its wires, a move which endangers my family and damages my property.

For all these reasons, I hope that Pole and Conduit will reject this proposed moving of the
telephone pole, and I hope that you will therefore postpone the hearing for a time when I can
be present to voice my concerns. I have to be out of town from March 15 to March 26, and
it is too late for me now to do anything about that. Since my house and my family are most
directly concerned by the proposed move, it would seem to me extremely unfair to the spirit
of Cambridge democracy to hold this meeting at a time when I can not possibly attend.

Thank you for your consideration,

oy s [
Wolff

22 Sacramento Place
Cambridge MA 02138

tel. (617) 876-7820
email: wolff@bc.edu



Mr. Dwyer,

Thank you for taking the time to consider the enclosed letter of opposition to the curb-cut
application of Margaret Morrisey, signed by nearly every inhabitant of Sacramento Place
and nearby residents of Sacramento Street.

Please note that all of the signatures gather by the Ms. Morrisey in support of her
application — save one - are from Garfield Street residents, who will be unaffected by the
proposal. The other comes from a non-resident property owner on Sacramento Place, who
also will be unaffected on a day-to-day basis.

Those of us who have signed the enclosed letter will be affected every day, and very
significantly, if this massive construction project were allowed to proceed (requiring
moving utilities, a hydrant, breaking a retaining wall, dealing with subsequent drainage
issues). We see a large public detriment as the costs of the proposal, and no public
benefits.

We urge you to reject the application now before you.

Thank you for consideration,
Aidao tiendlg . ol

Michael D. Schindlinger
(abutter to proposed curb-cut)
23 Sacramento Place
Cambridge, MA 02138
617-876-7374
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Uity of Cambridge

- PROCEDURE WITH RESPECT TO DRIVEWAY CUTS,
OPENINGS AND OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES OR FACILITIES -

1. An applicant may obtain an Application for Driveway Cuts and Openings at the Department of Public Works
or Inspectronal Services Department . o

2. . In addition to the apphcatron itself,(and the sketch requrred on the apphcatron form) the apphcant must include
“.a plot plan .to scale which illustrates the driveway- cut and the layout of the proposed on grade, off-street
parking space, spaces or facility. .

~ 3. . The applicant must also include signed forms from. abutters on the sides and rear of the property and from. all
property owners located across the street(s) from the property. If the applicant is unable to obtain these signatures,
he/she must include a statement with the application that an attempt was made to secure the required signatures
and that it was not-possible to obtain them and indicate the reasons why it was not -possible to obtain the
signatures. . :

. 4. * The applrcant shall submrt the apphcatlon together with the plot plan and the abutter s forms shall be first
submitted to the Inspectional Services Department, located at 831 Massachusetts Avenue. The Inspectional
-Services Department will (1)immediately send a.copy of the application to the City Clerk’s Office to start the
neighborhood association notification process,and (2)review the application for completeness of :application,
inclusion of abutter’s forms and compliance with the City of Cambridge Zoning Ordinance.

Curb cut requirements are detailed in Section 6.40 of the Zoning Ordinance. Following are some of the more
significant requirements that must be met to comply with zoning:

a. A curb cut cannot be located closer that twenty five (25) feet to a street intersection or wrthln fifteen (1 5)
feet of a crosswalk.

b. . The driveway must be at least ten (10) feet wide.
c. For lots having less than 100 feet of frontage, a maximum of only one curb cutbis‘ allowed.

d. The required size of the parking space is 8 1/2 feet by 18 feet. The parking space cannot be Iocated within
the front yard setback. : .

If: the Inspectronal Servrces Department makes a determrnatron that the curb cut is not in comphance with the
Zoning Ordinance, the applicant has the following options: discontinuing the_apphcatron process; modifying the
application to bring it into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance; appealing the Inspectional Services
determination to the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA); or requesting from the BZA a variance from the Zoning
Ordinance. If the applicant is not successful with the appeal or variance request before the BZA, recourse is
through the courts. '

5. The City Clerk will notify neighborhood associations in the area of the petitioner and will send a copy of this
notification to the applicant. Notification will include a copy of the plot plan or drawing submitted with the
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application and will request that the neighborhood association inform the City Clerk whether it approVes or

disapproves of the application. Petitioners are urged to contact their_neighborhood association early to avoid
delay.

If the Inspectional Service Departme‘nt‘(or the Board of Zoning Appeal) approves the application, Inspectional
Services will then send. it to the Department of Traffic, Parking and Transportation. If Traffic and Parking
refuses to approve the application, it will so inform the applicant.

If the application is approved by Traffic and Parking, that department will then send the application to the
Historical Commission. 1f the Commission approves, the Commission will send the application to the
Department of Public Works. If the-.Commission disapproves the application, the applicant may appeal under
statutes and ordinances governing the administration of historically deStgnated properties, information about
which may be obtained from the Commussmn

If the Department of Public Works (DP-W) approves the application, DPW will send the application to the City

. Clerk’s Office. |f DPW disapproves the application, it will .notify the applicant.

When the City Clerk receives a response from the neighborhood association(s),or, if no response is received,
then no sooner than 21 days after the initial notification of the neighborhood associations (see no. 5 above)the
Clerk will place the application on the next City Council agenda. If the City Council approves the application,

- the City Clerk will notify the applicant and will send the application back to the Department of Public Works.

The cost of the driveway .construction ‘will be calculated and the driveway will be put on the scheduie and a
date assigned for construction. The applicant must pay in full for the construction cost, based on the cost
indicated, within two weeks before the estimated start of construction. No construction will begin unless the
full cost-of the driveway has been paid for in advance.

In certain cases, the Department may arrange with the applicant to have the driveway done by a private
contractor; however, the contractor will have to post a bond, obtain a permit from the DPW and have his work
inspected as to city standards before the bond is released. In this case the contractor will have a direct
relationship with the applicant and the city will not intervene unless the contractor does not meet city
requirements for driveway construction.

APPLICANTS ARECAUTIONED AGAINST EXPENDING ANY MONEY ON MODIFICATIONS TO THEIR PROPERTY
IN ANTICIPATION OF THEIR APPLICATION BEING APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL.

If a curb cut is required in connection with a project for which a building permit from the Inspectional Service
Department is required, the building permit will not be issued until approval for the curb cut is first obtained
from the Council. In extraordinary cases, an incremental (foundation, site work, etc) building permit may be
issued if the following conditions, as a minimum, are met; the application has been initiated with the
Inspectional Services Department, approvals from abutters have been obtained, a hardshup is demonstrated,
and the applicant states that he/she is proceedlng at his/her own risk.



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS
ABUTTOR'’S FORM

As owner or agent of 2( J,g,c,/"ﬁ MEATS /’L .

D approval
Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare ﬂdisapproval

of the installment of: v /é/ / /
Off-Street Parking Facility located at Z 4 éf, /g// / M// M

/] ;

/
S (i /
Signed: "l d \Avf (/M ,//l Date: -{ ( / é’i
Address: < / S /WW /// )

To Whom It May Concern:

A Savramenky 7 e

As owner or agent of

, D approval
Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare > disapproval

of the installment of: "
Off-Street Parking Facility located at ﬁé/’ /,/5 foé/&/ 7 / @// Z//%

g

Signed: i//d//bw/l &L WZ) %’ ’ Date: / 0 //Qb ROO )\

Address:g c;z A §}(5{,1/Zf{ ;V.VE(’M/W ;D/d (2

To Whom It May Concern:

As owner or agent of // .AW P j

L__] approval
Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare m disapproval

of the installment of: /
48}
Off-Street Parking Facility located at Zj// O//l///%é/

Signed: %mm 7f Ly BL //’ Q é/& »{2 5 [,,Q
Address: // /?/”/ﬁM ///ﬂ




.CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

'APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY CUTS AND OPENINGS
ABUTTOR’S FORM

To Whom It May Concern: -

As owner or agent of

D approval
Cambridge, Massachusetts, I do hereby declare D disapprovél

of the installment of:

* Off-Street Parking Facility located at

Signed: - ‘ ' Date:

Address:




To the Members of the Cambridge Council and Zoning Board:

We, the undersigned, wish to go on record as regards the application of Margaret
Morrisey, owner and developer of 64 Garfield Street, for a curb-cut onto Sacramento
Place. As there is no procedure for direct public hearings into curb-cut decisions, please
accept and consider this petition when evaluating your decision.

We are generally opposed to the application for numerous reasons.

A. The curb-cut would have to pass through what is now a retaining wall at the
end of Sacramento Place. The neighborhood, and Sacramento Place specifically,
have had trouble with flooding in recent years, and numerous steps have been
taken to control water flow, including construction of the retaining wall, 2 berm in
Sacramento Field, and the general sewer redesign taking place currently
throughout the Agassiz neighborhood. A driveway through the retaining wall
would surely drain runoff from the higher-level Garfield Street yards onto
Sacramento Place, exacerbating already-difficult drainage problems.

B. Construction of a driveway and parking area would violate green space
ordinances. Zoning regulations are clear that driveways and parking areas are not
to be counted as green space. The Council should note that installation of such
will reduce the required green space to a level below that required by law,
necessitating the need for a variance hearing before the Zoning Board.

C. Ms. Morrisey applied for a construction variance, then withdrew the
application in the face of public opposition. When ten residents of Sacramento
Place attended the first scheduled zoning hearing to voice their opposition to the
proposed construction, Ms. Morrisey made the decision to apply for the curb-cut
separately, thereby circumventing public review and input. Additionally, at that
zoning board hearing, Ms. Morrisey was instructed to get a complete report on the
proposed changes to the property from the Historical Commission, indicative of
the Commission’s support for the construction. Again, rather than pursue this, Ms.
Morrisey withdrew her Zoning Board application in favor of a curb-cut
application, thus circumventing the appropriate review of the Historical
Commission (the property is listed as a historical site).

D. A fire hydrant and a street light/utility pole would have to be moved. Neither
house at the end of Sacramento Place wishes to have the utility pole or streetlight
anywhere but midway between the two houses, as a matter of safety and
convenience. Additionally, if the utilities are moved, this would most likely result
in the loss of currently-available parking space. The construction required to
move the utilities is in and of itself a nuisance which will further make parking
unavailable.

E. The added traffic is unwelcome on Sacramento Place. Children of families on
Sacramento Place now use the space requested for a curb cut as a safe dead-end
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street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbating that street’s traffic
issues.

Ms. Morrisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
~development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this
matter for the rest of our lives.
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

(617) 349-4260
FAX (617) 349-4269
tty/TDD (617) 492-0235
D. MARGARET DRURY ' . DONNA P. LOPEZ
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK

February 27, 2002
Dear Neighborhood Representative:

This office is in receipt of a copy of an application from Margaret Morrissey, requesting a curb cut af the
premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts. The City Council has directed that all curb cut
petitions be submitted to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations for the locality where the curb cut would be
made, so that the association may have an opportunity for review, prior to action by the City Council.

Please indicate by return mail your approval or disapproval of the petition within twenty-one days from the
date of this letter. If the response is "disapproval" please state reasons. Be sure to sign the form and include a
daytime phone number. I have enclosed a self-addressed stamped envelope to facilitate your reply.

As soon as this office has received both the completed application and your neighborhood association
response, I will place the petition on the agenda for the next City Council meeting. If I do not receive a response
from your neighborhood organization by twenty-one days from the date of this letter, I will place the petition on the
agenda for the next City Council meeting.

If your neighborhood association cannot complete its review by twenty one days from today, you may
extend the reply time another seven days by requesting an extension by letter to me with a copy to the petitioner.

However, I urge you to make every effort to complete your review as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation. .
Sincerely yours,

D.aCargaret Drury ; i
City Clerk :
Agassiz Neighborhood Council - Terry Delancey
hereby approve disapprove of said driveway petition.

Comments:

Signature of authorized association representative

Daytime telephone no.

cc: Petitioner

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

(617) 349-4260
FAX (617) 349-4269
tty/TDD (617) 492-0235
D. MARGARET DRURY : DONNA P. LOPEZ
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK

February 27, 2002
Dear Neighborhood Representative:

This office is in receipt of a copy of an application from Margaret Morrissey, requesting a curb cut at the
premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts. The City Council has directed that all curb cut
petitions be submitted to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations for the locality where the curb cut would be
made, so that the association may have an opportunity for review, prior to action by the City Council.

Please indicate by return mail your approval or disapproval of the petition within twenty-one days from the
date of this letter. If the response is "disapproval" please state reasons. Be sure to sign the form and include a
daytime phone number. I have enclosed a self-addressed stamped envelope to facilitate your reply.

As soon as this office has received both the completed application and your neighborhood association
response, I will place the petition on the agenda for the next City Council meeting. If I do not receive a response
from your neighborhood organization by twenty-one days from the date of this letter, I will place the petition on the
agenda for the next City Council meeting.

If your neighborhood association cannot complete its review by twenty one days from today, you may
extend the reply time another seven days by requesting an extension by letter to me with a copy to the petitioner.

However, I urge you to make every effort to complete your review as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation. ’
- Sincerely yours,

D-"Margaret Drury 23
City Clerk
Agassiz Neighborhood Council - Joan Squeri
hereby approve disapprove of said driveway petition.

Comments:

Signature of authorized association representative

Daytime telephone no.

cc: Petitioner

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
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(617) 349-4260
FAX (617) 349-4269 >
~ tty/TDD (617) 492-0235
D. MARGARET DRURY DONNA P. LOPEZ
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK

February 27, 2002

Dear Neighborhood Representative:

This office is in receipt of a copy of an application trom Margaret Morrissey, requesting a curb cut ar the
premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts. The City Council has directed that all curb cut
petitions be submitted to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations for the locality where the curb cut would be
made, so that the association may have an opportunity for review, prior to action by the City Council.

Please indicate by return mail your approval or disapproval of the petition within twenty-one days from the
date of this letter. If the response is "disapproval" please state reasons. Be sure to sign the form and include a
daytime phone number. I have enclosed a self-addressed stamped envelope to facilitate your reply.

As soon as this office has received both the completed application and your neighborhood association
response, I will place the petition on the agenda for the next City Council meeting. If I do not receive a response
from your neighborhood organization by twenty-one days from the date of this letter, [ will place the petition on the
agenda for the next City Council meeting.

If your neighborhood association cannot complete its review by twenty one days from today, you may
extend the reply time another seven days by requesting an extension by letter to me with a copy to the petitioner.
However, I urge you to make every effort to complete your review as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.
- Sincerely yours,

D Margaret Drury
City Clerk

Agassiz Neighboghtod Council - Joan Squeri

hereby approve disappraye of said driveway petition.
Comments: : M

\ N

Signature of autliorized'a'ssbciat’ion representativ
: o By
Daytime telephone no. 2 l a

cc: Petitioner

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139



To the Members of the Cambridge Council and Zoning Board:

We, the undersigned, wish to go on record as regards the application of Margaret
Morrisey, owner and developer of 64 Garfield Street, for a curb-cut onto Sacramento
Place. As there is no procedure for direct public hearings into curb-cut decisions, please
accept and consider this petition when evaluating your decision.

We are generally opposed to the application for numerous reasons.

A

C.

The curb-cut would have to pass through what is now a retaining wall at the
end of Sacramento Place. The neighborhood, and Sacramento Place specifically,
have had trouble with flooding in recent years, and numerous steps have been
taken to control water flow, including construction of the retaining wall, a berm in
Sacramento Field, and the general sewer redesign taking place currently
throughout the Agassiz neighborhood. A driveway through the retaining wall
would surely drain runoff from the higher-level Garfield Street yards onto
Sacramento Place, exacerbating already-difficult drainage problems.

Construction of a driveway and parking area would violate green space
ordinances. Zoning regulations are clear that driveways and parking areas are not
to be counted as green space. The Council should note that installation of such
will reduce the required green space to a level below that required by law,
necessitating the need for a variance hearing before the Zoning Board.

Ms. Morrisey applied for a construction variance, then withdrew the
application in the face of public opposition. When ten residents of Sacramento
Place attended the first scheduled zoning hearing to voice their opposition to the
proposed construction, Ms. Morrisey made the decision to apply for the curb-cut
separately, thereby circumventing public review and input. Additionally, at that
zoning board hearing, Ms. Morrisey was instructed to get a complete report on the
proposed changes to the property from the Historical Commission, indicative of
the Commission’s support for the construction. Again, rather than pursue this, Ms.
Morrisey withdrew her Zoning Board application in favor of a curb-cut
application, thus circumventing the appropriate review of the Historical
Commission (the property is listed as a historical site).

A fire hydrant and a street light/utility pole would have to be moved. Neither
house at the end of Sacramento Place wishes to have the utility pole or streetlight
anywhere but midway between the two houses, as a matter of safety and
convenience. Additionally, if the utilities are moved, this would most likely result
in the loss of currently-available parking space. The construction required to
move the utilities is in and of itself a nuisance which will further make parking
unavailable.

The added traffic is unwelcome on Sacramento Place. Children of families on
Sacramento Place now use the space requested for a curb cut as a safe dead-end
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street for skating, chalk, etc. Additionally, generations of families have lived in 64
Garfield Street without the need for anything other than public parking. Adding
more parking spaces would only increase neighborhood traffic in an area that is
already struggling with traffic issues (see the Oxford St traffic-calming plans).
This additional Sacramento Place traffic would include not only the occupants of
the 64 Garfield property, but also their guests, deliveries, workmen, etc. All such
traffic would also pass down Sacramento Street, exacerbating that street’s traffic

1ssues.

Ms. Morrisey is developing the property not for her own residence but as a real estate
development project. Thus her concerns are primarily economic in shaping her decision
to add parking to the property. The rest of us will have to live with the outcome of this
matter for the rest of our lives.
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK MLWR 1S A S

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
(617) 349-4260
FAX (617) 349-4269
tty/TDD (617) 492-0235
D. MARGARET DRURY DONNA P. LOPEZ
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK

February 27, 2002
Dear Neighborhood Representative:

This office is in receipt of a copy of an application from Margaret Morrissey, requesting a curb cut af the
premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts. The City Council has directed that all curb cut
petitions be submitted to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations for the locality where the curb cut would be
made, so that the association may have an opportunity for review, prior to action by the City Council.

Please indicate by return mail your approval or disapproval of the petition within twenty-one days from the
date of this letter. If the response is "disapproval" please state reasons. Be sure to sign the form and include a
daytime phone number. I have enclosed a self-addressed stamped envelope to facilitate your reply.

" wAg'§oon as this office has recéived both the completed application and your neighborhood association
response, I will place the petition on the agenda for the next City Council meeting. If I do not receive a response
from your neighborhood-orgariization by twenty-one days from the date 6f this letter, I will place the petition on the
agenda for the next City Council meeting.

If your neighborhood association cannot complete its review by twenty one days from today, you may
extend the reply time another seven days by requesting an extension by letter to me with a copy to the petitioner.
However, I urge you to make every effort to complete your review as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,
it;argaret Drury ; j
City Clerk
Agassiz Neighborhood Council - Terry Delancey
—trereby approvc isapprove of said driveway petltlorl
Comments e k,a/v(, M,L @rmxp\, Pe{}, S‘f” W J)A. W%’r«/
W0 ko ot armnd Elooe

Slgnature of authorized assomatlon representatlve
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Daytime-telephoné no."

cc: Petitioner

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139



OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

y .
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE MWIHR22 A o 58
(617) 349-4260 Y
FAX (617) 349-4269 “h AcH L’!té%%s
tty/TDD (617) 492-0235
D. MARGARET DRURY : DONNA P. LOPEZ
CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK
February 27, 2002

Dear Neighborhood Representative:

This oftice is in receipt of a copy of an application from Margaret Morrissey, requesting a curb cut af the
premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts. The City Council has directed that all curb cut
petitions be submitted to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations for the locality where the curb cut would be
made, so that the association may have an opportunity for review, prior to action by the City Council.

Please indicate by return mail your approval or disapproval of the petition within twenty-one days from the
date of this letter. If the response is "disapproval” please state reasons. Be sure to sign the form and include a
daytime phone number. I have enclosed a self-addressed stamped envelope to facilitate your reply.

As soon s this office has received both the completed application and your neighborhood association
response, [ will place the petmon on the agenda for the next City Council meeting. If I do not receive a response
from your nelghborhood Grganization by‘twenty-one days from the date of this Tetter, I will place the petition on the
agenda for the next City Council meeting. =

If your neighborhood association cannot complete its review by twenty one days from today, you may
extend the reply time another seven days by requesting an extension by letter to me with a copy to the petitioner.
However, I urge you to make every effort to complete your review as soon as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.
+Sincerely yours,

Q

DMargaret Drury
City Clerk

Agassiz NWd Council - Joan Squeri
hereby approve disgppraye of said driveway petition.
Comments: _ - M\/
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_Slgnature of authorlzed ass001at10n representatw'; RAER A B /
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Daytime télephoiié no.
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cc: Petitioner

CITY HALL, 795 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
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18 Sacramento Place
Cambridge, MA 02138

June 10, 2002

HAND DELIVERED

D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Application for Curb Cut by University City Realty, Ill, LLC, a/k/a Margaret
M. Morrissey, for premises numbered 64 Garfield Street, Cambridge

Dear Ms. Drury:
| believe that the referenced application is on the agenda for tonight's City Council
meeting. In any event, would you please include the enclosed memorandum with
attachments in the record. | have provided several copies. Thank you.

Sincerely,
(. —

]

Lessing A. Kahn

Encl.



Memorandum (with Attachments "A" and "B") re Application for Curb Cut by University
City Realty, 11, LLC, a/k/a Margaret M. Morrissey, for premises numbered 64 Garfield
Street, Cambridge
Date: June 10, 2002
To: Cambridge City Council

From: Lessing A. Kahn

cut application.

Open at its southern end at Sacramento Street, Sacramento Place is a short, dead-end
residential street that ends with a curb, about three feet of land (with no sidewalk), and
then a retaining or bulkhead wall about three feet high. The wall, which extends a long
way on both sides of the southern end of 64 Garfield Street, separates the higher, northern
land, from the lower land of the northern end of Sacramento Place and the adjacent
properties. The wall is topped by a wooden fence, which is about five feet high. Older
present or former residents of Sacramento Place assert that the wall and fence have
existed for at least fifty years.

University City Realty III, LLC, is the owner of 64 Garfield Street. See Attachments
"A" and "B". The deed to the owner recites that its property is "bounded...southerly: by
land of owners unknown...." The deed does not state that the property is bounded
(southerly) by either Sacramento Place or a wall. Attachment "B".

Although there is very little procedural or substantive law specific to the curb cut
application process, it may be safe to say that it should not be a vehicle for finessing
issues about real estate interests between a proposed curb cut and an applicant's property.
Until the ownership of the land and the rights in the retaining or bulkhead wall at the
northern end of Sacramento Place are clarified, there is a question as to whether the
applicant has standing to prosecute its curb cut application.

For many years, and notoriously, the residences on Sacramento Place have been
subject to flooding during periods of heavy or sustained rain. Due at least in part to
inadequate drainage, water runs onto residential lots and collects in the basements of
homes. During my tenancy, this has occurred several times. On one occasion, the water
rose to about four feet in the basement. Within the past few years, the City of Cambridge
undertook to improve the drainage system that serves Sacramento Place. Although it
may be difficult to quantify the degree of flooding before and after the City's work, the
flooding of the residential lots and collection of water in the basements of homes has
continued.

As part of its "curb cut" project, the applicant proposes excavation and construction
that will remove part of the retaining or bulkhead wall and result in a declination from the
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applicant's land to Sacramento Place to provide a driveway. Common sense may not be a
reliable substitute for civil engineering or water flow control expertise. Against the
historical background however, which includes the City's ineffectual efforts to alleviate
the flooding problem, it would seem that the applicant's excavation and construction
plans deserve a high level of scrutiny. The City may have engaged in some oversight of
the applicant's plans under, for example, Art. 6.45 of the Zoning Ordinance. On the other
hand, Sacramento Place residents have expressed frustration of their efforts to examine,
review, and respond to the applicant's excavation and construction plans during the
application process, because, among other things, the written materials which applicant
submits to City personnel undergo changes, presumably as the result of communications
to which the residents are not privy. In short, the application process to date has largely
consisted of a competition between pro- and contra-application contingents for the
private attention of City personnel, including City Councilors. The manner in which the
applicant has obtained approval of its proposed excavation and construction plans by City
personnel has not enhanced the Sacramento Place residents' confidence in the City's
decision-making process.

Since displacement of the "common enemy" rule by a "reasonable use" rule (Triangle
Center, Inc. v. Department of Public Works, 386 Mass. 858, 862-865 (1982); Tucker v.
Bedoian, 376 Mass. 907, 916-919 (1978)(concurring opinion)), it is clear that both
government entities and private parties may be liable for a "private nuisance," viz., "when
a property owner creates, permits, or maintains a condition or activity on his property that
causes a substantial and unreasonable interference with the use and enjoyment of the
property of another," Murphy v. Chatham, 41 Mass. App. Ct. 821, 823, review denied,
424 Mass. 1106 (1997), quoting Doe v. New Bedford Hous. Authy., 417 Mass. 273, 288
(1994), and citing, among other cases, Schleissner v. Provincetown, 27 Mass. App. Ct.
392 (1989)(town's storm water disposal system which periodically flooded plaintiff's
property constituted nuisance)(synopsis in original). Not surprisingly, facts which give
rise to allegations of private nuisance have been used to support other legal theories of
recovery. See, e.g., DeSanctis v. Lynn Water & Sewer Commission, 423 Mass. 112, 118-
120 (1996)(negligent trespass). For a discussion of the remedies available upon a finding
of private nuisance, including categories of damages and injunctive relief, see Schleissner
v. Provincetown, supra, pp. 393-397.

o —
Lessing A. Kahn




The Commonwealth of Massachusetts William Francis Galvin - Public Browse and Search Page 1of2

ATTACHMENT "A'" (Page 1)

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
William Francis Galvin

Secretary of the Commonwealth
One Ashburton Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02108-
1512
Telephone: (617) 727-9640

UNIVERSITY CITY REALTY Ill, LLC Summary Screen

Help with this form

The exact name of the Domestic Limited Liability Company (LLC): UNIVERSITY CITY REALTY
I, LLC

Entity Type: Domestic Limited Liability Company (LLC)

Identification Number (FEIN, Trust ID, etc.): 000763578

Date of Organization in Massachusetts: 08/01/2001

The location of its principal office:
No. and Street: 300 FIRST AVE.

City or Town: NEEDHAM State: MA  Zip: 02494-0000 Country: USA

If the business entity is organized wholly to do business outside Massachusetts, the location of that
office:

No. and Street:

City or Town: State: Zip: Country:

The name and address of the Resident Agent:

Name: PAUL G. ROBERTS

No.and Street: 300 FIRST AVE.

City or Town: NEEDHAM State: MA  Zip: 02494-0000 Country: USA

The name and business address of each manager:

Title Individual Name Address (no PO Box)
First, Middle, Last, Suffix Address, City or Town, State, Zip Code
MANAGER ROBERT KEEZERS 796 BEACON ST.
NEWTON CENTRE, MA 02459-0000 USA
MANAGER MARGARET M. MORRISSEY 340 HARVARD ST.
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02138-0000 USA

MANAGER STEVEN A. MILLER 25 WOODBINE RD., #6
NATICK, MA 01760-0000 USA

The name and business address of the person in addition to the manager, who is authorized to

http://co.../CorpSearchSummary.asp?ReadFromDB=True&UpdateAllowed=&FEIN=00076357 3/14/02



"fhe Commonwealth of Massachusetts William Francis Galvin - Public Browse and Search Page 2 of 2

ATTACHMENT "A" (Page 2)

Title Individual Name Address (no PO Box)
First, Middle, Last, Suffix Address, City or Town, State, Zip Code
SOC SIGNATORY PAUL G. ROBERTS 300 FIRST AVE.
NEEDHAM, MA 02494-0000 USA
SOC SIGNATORY ROBERT KEEZERS 796 BEACON ST.
NEWTON CENTRE, MA 02459-0000 USA
SOC SIGNATORY MARGARET M. MORRISSEY 340 HARVARD ST,
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02138-0000 USA

SOC SIGNATORY STEVEN A. MILLER

25 WOODBINE RD., #6
NATICK, MA 01760-0000 USA

The name and business address of the person(s) authorized to execute, acknowledge, deliver and
record any recordable instrument purporing to affect an interest in real property

Title Individual Name Address (no PO Box)
First, Middle, Last, Suffix Address, City or Town, State, Zip Code
RES/}E mggssw PAUL G. ROBERTS 300 FIRST AVE.
NEEDHAM, MA 02494-0000 USA
RES/}lé z;i?ggsw ROBERT KEEZERS 706 BEACON ST,
NEWTON CENTRE, MA 02459-0000 USA
RES/}(LS z&gg&sw MARGARET M. MORRISSEY 340 HARVARD ST.
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02138-0000 USA
REQE Eiggssw STEVEN A. MILLER 25 WOODBINE RD., #6
NATICK, MA 01760-0000 USA
__ Consent __ Manufacturer __ Confidential Data __ Does Not Require Annual Report
__ Partnership __ ResidentAgent __ For Profit __ Merger Allowed

Select a type of filing from below to view this business entity filings:
ALL FILINGS

Annual Report

Certificate of Amendment

Certificate of Cancellation

Certificate of Consolidation

© 2001 - 2002 Commonwealith of Massachusetts @
All Rights Reserved Help

http://co.../CorpSearchSummary.asp?ReadFromDB=True&UpdateAllowed=&FEIN=00076357 3/14/02
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1, Jean Bagnaschi, Executrix of the Estate of Eileen M. McElamey, pursuant to powers of
sale Middlesex Probate No. 00P5966EP

of Carlisle, Middlesex County, Massachusetts,

Being married, for consideration paid, One Million Two Hundred F ifty Thousand
(81,250,000.00) Dollars

Grant to University City Realty HI, LLC of Cambridge, Middlesex County, Massachusetts
Qo0 FINST fRue, NO&&/J‘-M, Masy o277
with quitclaim covenants

A certain parcel of land and the buildings thereon being at present numbered 64 Garfield
Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts, and bounded:

NORTHERLY: by Garfield Street, sixty and 90/100 (60.90) fect;
EASTERLY: by land now or late of Warren and Brandeis, Trustees, by a
line parallel with and distant Easterly 670.90 feet from the
Easterly line of North Avenue, one hundred ten (110) feet;
SOUTHERLY: by land of owners unknown, sixty and 90/100 (60.90) feet;
WESTERLY: by land now or late of Worcester, one hundred ten (110)

feet.

Containing 6, 699 square feet of land. Be all measures more or less or however otherwise
bounded or described.

-

For grantor’s title see deed of Ednaw Miner dated 8-1-57 and recorded with Middlesex
South District Registry of Deeds, Book 8998, Page 128.

Witness my hand and seal this .32 _day of

//Jla? Bagnasclf

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
J-3 2001

Middlesex, ss.
Then personally appeared the above-named Jean Bagnaschi and acknowledged the

foregoing to be her free act and deed, be

My commission expires: 9-11-03

ATTACHMENT '"B"



CCM-101

City of Cambridge

Calendar Item #1

IN CITY COUNCIL
June 10, 2002

ORDERED:  That the Commissioner of Public Works be authorized to construct curb cuts over
sidewalks in front of estates upon the streets as hereinafter named, the expense thereof to
be charged to the appropriation for Public Works Department, Paving (Edgestones and
Sidewalks). The entire cost of material and labor furnished to be repaid to the City by the
owners of abutting estates, and authorization is conditioned upon use of materials
specified by the Department of Public Works and the Department of Traffic, Parking and
Transportation.

Margaret Morrissey 64 Garfield Street
Said curb cut is granted subject to the following conditions:

1. Existing hydrant and utility power pole must be relocated.

2. All costs associated with the installation of the curb cut driveway are the
responsibility of the contractor/owner.

3. The entire sidewalk, curbing and roadway paving for width of property shall be
restored to City of Cambridge specifications.

In City Council June 10, 2002.
Adopted by a yea and nay vote:-

Yeas 5; Nays 3; Absent 1.

Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.

A true copy;

e K9 Waigess 540

D. Margaret Drury
City Clerk
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AGASSIZ NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL CP

Terry Delancey, Executive Director 20 Sacramento Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

Phone: (617) 349-6287
Fax (617) 497-4388

May 30, 2002

Margaret Drury

City Hall

795 Massachusetts Ave.
Cambridge, MA 02139

Dear Margaret,

| am writing this request due to a miscommunication between our two offices. A while back
we received a letter from your office, requesting our position on the 64 Garfield Street curb
cut issue. Once we received neighborhood reaction on the issue, we sent back our form,
stating that we take a neutral stance, but that some neighbors had concerns about the

cut. -

Recently it has come to our attention that our past chairperson Joan Squeri had received
the same request of information from the City, and approved the cut. We spoke with Mary
Beth in your office who informed us that in order to clear this up, we would need to write
you a letter. We would therefore like to request that the letter of approval by Joan Squeri
be rescinded from the consideration of the Cambridge City Councilors, and please follow
our letter which takes a neutral stance on the issue.

Please let me know if | can further help clear up this issue. Thank you very much for your
assistance on this.

o,

Sincerely,

'/3221
Terry Delancey
Executive Director

R0V E- NI T00E

WWw.agassiz.org



Consent Communication #8

A communication was received
from Terry DeLancey, Executive
Director, Agassiz Neighborhood
Council, clarifying their
neighborhood association response
to the curb cut application at 64
Garfield Street.

In City Council June 10, 2002

REFERRED TO CHARTER
RIGHTE #1.



Applications & Petitions #2

An application was received from
Margaret Morrissey, requesting a
curb cut on Sacramento Place at the
premises numbered 64 Garfield
Street. See also Calendar Items #3,
4,5,6.

In City Council May 20, 2002
CHARTER RIGHT EXERCISED
BY VICE MAYOR DAVIS.

In City Council June 10, 2002

MOTION TO TABLE -
FAILED.
3-5-1.

ORDER ADOPTED WITH
CONDITIONS.
5-3-1.





