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614 Massachusetts Avenue March 22, 1983
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
617-354-3358

.

SHOWROOMS · · ·Cambridge City Council
614 Massachusetts Avenue City HallCambridge, Massachusetts 02139

.
617-354-3358 Cambridge, MA 02139

ll Acton Road . · ·
Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824

RE : Incluslonary Housing Zoning
617-256-9251 Ainendment '

.

1280 Oaklawn Avenue
Cranston, Rhode Island 02920 Honorable Members of the Cambridge City Council:
1-401-463-6360

447 Wethersfield Avenue it is my understanding that consideration 'will be given by yourHartford, Connecticut 061 14 · · · · ·
1-203-249-4015 honorable body to the possibUity of consUerimg the above-noted

,
proposal in the near future. I would strongiy oppose any favorable

23 Daniel Street · · · · '
Milford, Connecticut 06460 consiAeration being given to a concept that 'would prevent desirable
1-203-877-2791 development of both housing and business structures in the City of

Cambridge. Where builders, today, can pick and choose their loca-
tions, they certainly would have no incentive to. construct in a

city that imposes onerous and unfair financial burdeiis upon them.

, .
From a competitive point of view, the City of Cambridge would

" simply be driving the most desirable form of adding to the tax base

to other communities, thereby giving said other communities a free
gift of new construction.

The City of Cambridge has done an excellent job in the last few years
in attracting desirable new construction to add the tax base. It'

would be an unmitigated disaster to prevent the continuation of this
new and highly desirable development by considering the crippling
impact that would result.

0

I am strongly in favor of providing needed assistance to all resi-
dents of our City who really need it. To provide this assistajice
requires money, in simple language. To "kill the:lgoose that lays
the golden eggs", in this case, new construction, would simply mean

that the needy people would either go without their assistance, or
other taxes would be required, The money must be found somewhere,
and handicapping new construction will certainly not provide needed
fund s . ,P

I trust that serious consideration will be given to my opposition.
\
tL
I

§
' T ·

,

'Sinc ly,
[ y"

'
K p

.i
d

¢
4.

A -

r1 . Barron
"

+

i

,.. t

"""""" CFB :db
FLjRNiWjME '

RENTAL " ' .
-

6l

ASSOC!ATIC)N ,

Of anaer|ca



.
, . % '

.' L,

1//// 5· "

, ,Comm. from Carl F. Barr p 1 opposIt1on to a
proposed amendment to thC Z ing Ordinances
Re : inclus ionary hous irlgr

\
.A"

gj

C

K

L

L

C.

1

e
C"

C

¥

In City Council,

March 28, 1983

,,>2 e1':e """ "d
< C

,iiU=L?d7^11| " f.

,7"n~m;"'
0



Cl G ¶O6

^T&Lj~r"4'"y i2""""
.

L3= ,

Qlity of (gallthtuIBE

MASSACHUSETTS

In City Council I /1/ 1983

A7·~' of ^WdµL6^& a~'A/l~<
d4/4'y"dW

R .. ·

c,9< a>""""";" 'f" ^e7'^yrg ·/=d·^V: Z,
, w

1Wc/^jc D'1%e Awj "OA a' ju9·4 jmvypjy

YEA NAY ABSENT PRESENT

,

Mr. Daniel j', Clinton

' "^ '

Mr,, Thomas W. Danehy
. W '

Mr. Francis H. Duehay I .

Ms. Saundra Graham IMr. Leonard j. Russell , 1/
Mr. David E. Sullivan 1/"

.

Mr. Walter j. Sullivan W '

Mr. Wylie 1/
Mayor Vellucci '

iY 3 "
—^lorfoA' >4 dby"""j /"m& "a/_

"



Co 4,3, 'KJS '

#."s'g

1 ;«"' Bity " C t E '

"""

,r.µmµ$W"

- "r '

E

·"" MAS SACHUSETTS

1'7;:' 3
In City Council 1 98

-uyr.xf5 Lr¥.

.-'
m

Jl

,
^a'¥^

a.µj'µ~""""""""""'~'">
¥

' ·'
. k

d,
pOQ"' .,""

' "

V
vt'f ' '

.
,

C
P

,. ,,,
.¶/µ

,,' E
.vi: -

" If,,.,,#-·""""'^"""2":3'*,,"::':::.i3,,f"'
,.

.':
.?

,

S. :

Ie4 % ·':: t: ..7

"""
.

.

.

e.,
.,K["'": :':,S:,:,"" 4>""' ^:

':::-"'

,jj¥·" ,,,7:::;"
,

'

.,
,,

· X

,. ,.==S
·" --"* ¥i' '"a ii' g ,,pP 'i " ' ,w¢µ'm'"=

" ' '

^}1

r 4.

"
,.-

"" ,..P-,'
·

'O$" Eg #':'7
.?,":^,i" ag* 4itf 10e' cB ,c·'";'.""U ,,..'"""""" aS:!:'::¢ ""':' '",¥ Q±*'"' 1'g" d', S -'"" ' " . t . .

L" """
,
g' '" W

.

' .,T .N.
'S ' -F,>" - *& S"" '": ." 49P' '

Q'.' #· a

'k?,

r . - - · · · ' " -' - - "·"' - ' ·'" ·· ' ' ·" ·'
' i i 'r ~m&&ui~E·¥

.
, ,.

_·.'-,"
n

-
·~2 Mummmc:,

'"..
f+]

-.
~..b «~robsm^*,y'cv» kw:

-.:F,,

.
7 t:

,

\
.

t F

k"

'Z

, t.
..

\ ' p' i

.
~

-
mctau

,
' f^" :?.i

-'
t¥

'
r·¢

--·
µ&u.

"
" "" ' ' " " 4j ¶ 'q

L

,. ;:
F, G

' I !

t It F

,q

I J ;,

;5

?!

i

)

)

i k

ti
YEA.

:

NAY i ABSENT
!

F'RE SE N "i"
·1

' " ' 'ii
" 'i !1

.Z

i' :' '}
6 'I

q G

,3 : st

' 3 'L fj

+. '+6.

.
·mw· p "' I * rnL<EQ~R

'.'.'· .'"'..."','
C&'

'
%¥R

-"
µ~b. Bc~^=k¢.x7 ~W%"

·...
C m'

-.' i
;i

t
<

7
¶

'· qt

t?
,1 ·

h

S

r p
I
t'

(V.

E ¶ S {
it ' t

kmm~m~h>~·,m3 w~x

-·.
mNm: FN

-..
t m newr£%o^mmk-sr /1

" KmNmaaqixm&

,. '
Nk.-.Drem«tpm

h

·\ :' 2 G

! I! i '
} : ' '

B

[ ? ! i

4
I !

i', i i

Mi"'o Daniel j 0 C1intor} i
i \ i

4

w m~nMAL = ^Nmimmim&HL( \

''''
wkKzruq€u

'·'..·
i '

d :
4 %

,
ii ^ 5

' L

%

X
:2" 3 k ?

iYir B Th om a s W
. Danehy

: )

_
i

+ ,

}

' '· ·" · . m!E."mu¥= k.mnmµlk

·"". -''
rCr .m =ELF µ. ==W'sNj

·'."-. ]*·.' - -

..
uza

."-'..,""
r.r3MFqmmt- h m¥Aurmg.b* uo

,' ,1 ) i
A ' i L

' ¥' y
S

P 7 E
G .; '

Mr . Fra nc i. s H « Duehay I i

_
I

- - "· -· ' '. · ' --· ' ' ' ' ' · · ' ' · ' ·' .'-I' 'I" ·' "··' ".".· "' " "m

··.
aa^= Mm~xman mttcwUyŝ"
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE.3
S!

J

:. ..

i,,:4r aDr'::" S' CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 0 (617) 498-9017

iMne do09

OFFICE OF
THE CITY CLERK

December 28, 1982

Mr. Ru88en B. Higley
City Solicitor
City Hall
Cambridge, MA

Dear Sir:

Enclosed you will find a propo8ed ameadment to the
General Ordinances relative to the salary for the Nyor and the City
CounciLZors which was pas8ed to be ordained at the City Council meeting
held on December 27, 1982.

Enclo8ed also you will find two amendment8, one an
amendment to the Zoning Ordinances relative to Affiliate Homing and the
second, a projmed amendment to the General Ordinances relative to the
compensation for the School Committee, which were p&88ed to a 8econd reading.

Would you kindly indicate your approval or dlmpproval
on the bottom of the above mentioned ordinance8 and return to thi8 office.

Your kind attention in this matter will be greatly
appreciated.

Very truly yuum ,

paul E. Re8ly, City Clerk

PEk/dl

Encm Ordinance #990 - Salary - MRyor and City Counci1lom
Fir8t Publication iki8s - Affiliate houdng
Fimt Publication i¥a86 - Salary - school Canmittee
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ORDINANCE NO. 990
Final Publication No. 2184. First publication in the Chror :,.:le on December 16, 1982! '

d.
>

.

V

'"
" j(e\) Citp of Canibribge ,

-i
.4

P

· '· 3 q0

V " , g4T \
7, b '

pO

1MijvE Doyek

In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred Eighty-Two

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an ordinance formerly entitled: "The General Ordinances
of the City of Cambridge" as revised in 1972 and now designated as "The
Code of the City of Cambridge".

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

That Chapter Two entitled: "Administration", Article XXII en-
titled: "Officers Generally", Section 2-191 entitled: "L,ist of Salaries
in General", is hereby amended by striking out the salaries of the Mayor
and City Council Members and by adding at the end thereof a new salary.

Each member shall receive the following salaries and are to be
paid monthly or weekly, unless otheruise stated:

Min imum Maxil11urn
,.

Annual Annual
Salary Salary

Mayor $16,445.00
City Council Member $15,310.00

The effective date of this ordinance shall be January I, 1'383.

Ufective July 1, 1983, the above positions shall receive an
additional wage increase of 6% of the salary of January I, 1983.

. In City Council December 27, 1982.

Passed to be ordained by a yea and nay vote:- Yeas 9; Nays 0; ·

Absent 0.
Z

fRobert W. Healy, City Manager.

ATTEST:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.
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FIRST PUBLICATION NC). 2185

"

yi Qlitp of €anibribge

In thc Ycar One Thousand, Nine llundrcd Eicjhty-'lWo

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an crdinance entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City ofCambridge.

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

The Zoning Map accompanying ordinance passed to bc ordaincd Scptcrnbcr 26,1977 entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of thc City of Cambridge" is hc:rcbyamended by amending the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:
I, In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new definition atits appropriate alphabetical location:

"Af f iliate housing. Any dwel ling (other than a dormitory or asorority or fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educationalinstitution and occupied primarily by persons who are cnploycd orenrolled at the educational institution. "

2. In section 4 .33
, of the Table of Usc Rogulations (InstitutionalUses)

, subsection lb) , Educational Purljc)scs, add to line 7 the words"or affiliate housing".

3. In Section 4 .56 Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection(C)
, add to the line 8 the words, "or affiliate housing".

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting held onDeceniber 27, 1982 and on or after january 10, 1983 the questioncanes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:
- Paul E. Healy

City Clerk.
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In thc Year One Thousand, Ninc Hundred E.i.gllty-Twj

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an ordinance formerly entitled: "The Goncral Ordinancc'sof the City of Cambridge" as revised in 1972 and now designated as "TheCode of the City of Cambridge".

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

That Chapter 'INO entitled "Administrati-on" is hereby amended by adding atthe end thereof a new Division Four entitlcd "Compcnsation for the Membersof the School Camiittee'° which reads as follows:

DIVISION FOUR

Section 2-222. CXJMPENSATION FOR THE MEMBERS OF THE SCHOOL CCM'4IT!EE

'µUnder the authority of Chapter 296 of thc Acts of 1982the elected members of the School Comnittee shall receive for thc:irannual ccnpensation the amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000)to be paid monthly or weekly.

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting heldon December 27, 1982 and on or after january 10, 1983 the questioncanes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:- Paul E. Healy, City Cierk

,

,
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In the Ycar Onc Thousand, Nine Hundred Ejcjl]ty-'hnc)

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an crdinance entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City ofCambridge.

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as /ol/ows:

The Zoning Map accompanying ordinance passed to be ordained Scptcnlbcr 26,1977 entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the City of Cambridge" is hcrcbyamended by amending the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:
1. In Article 2. 000, Definitions, add the following new definitior. atits appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dormitory or asorority or fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educationalinstitution and occupied primarily by persons who are employed orenrolled at the educational institution. "

2. In section 4 .33 , of the Table of Use Regulations (InstitutionalUses)
, subsection (b)

, Educational Purposes, add to line 7 tho words"or affiliate housing".

3. In Section 4 .56 Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection(C)
, add to the line 8 the words, "or affiliate housing".

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting held onDeceniber 27, 1982 and on or after january 10, 1983 the questioncanes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:- Paul E. Healy
City Clerk.
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In thc Ycar One Thous:ind, Nine tlunclrcd Eicjht-y-'lWo

AN ORDINANCE
In amendment to an crdinance entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of tho Cl ty ofCambridge.

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

'Me Zoning Map acccxrpanying ordinance passcd to }yj orda.i ncd S(j|)t(']'lll)"r 26,1977 entitled "The Zoning Ordinances of the Cit-y of Cambridge" .i
:; h"rc:byamended by amending the text of the Zoning Ord i.nances as follows:

V
1. In Article 2.000, Def initi.ons, add the followi.ng new dofiniticm atits appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than il dormitory or asorority or fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educat i.onalinstitution and occupied primarily by persons who rirc employcxl, orenrolled at the educational institutLon. "

2. In section 4 .33, of the Table of Use Regulations (InstitutiomlUses)
, subsection lb) , Educational Purµoscs, add to lino 7 tho words"or aff iliate housing"

.

3, In Section 4 .56 Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection(c)
, add to the line 8 the words, "or aUiiiate housing".

Passed to a second reading at the City Council meeting held onDecember 27, 1982 and on or after january 10, 1983 the questioncanes on passing to be ordained.

ATTEST:- Paul E. Healy
City Clerk.
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received i,,'
Qlity of QlaltlbtulgE ""

" gf qc 2 c f :: |'ry CLf. t(p ""

Oct 7 3oUK'82 massachusetts

CAMBR1DGE,MASS. Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws,
Tercentenary Edition and amendments thereto, that the

' Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire member-
ship of the City Council will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 6:30 p. m.
in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on petition of Councillor David Sullivan
to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:

+·

1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new
definition at its appropriate alphabetical locaki%ji~
"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other tha a

,Fnp~diz

dormitory o,r a sorority or fraternity house owiied ,e6&
or controlled by an educational institution and
occupied primarily by persons who are employed orenrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations
"" (Institutional Uses), subsection (b), Educational

Purposes, add to line 7 the words, "or affiliatehousing."

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regula-
tions, subsection (C), add to the line 8 the words,
"or affiliate housing."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at
this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan,
Chairman.
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! C.C,TO6,
b PUBLIC NOTICE

O' '
· RELATIVE TO ZONING

,

.
Qlity uf QlaltthtiijgE

¶ h

MASSACHUSETTS + 2
Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws,
Tercentenary Edition and amendments thereto, that the
Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire member-
ship of the City Council will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 6:30 p. m.
in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on petition of Cquijcillor Oayid Sullivan
to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:

I. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new
definition at its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a
dormitory o,r a sorority or fraternity house) owiied
or controlled by an educational institution and
occupied primarily by persons who are employed orenrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations
' (Institutional Uses), subsection (b), Educational

Purposes, add to line 7 the words, "or affiliatehousing."

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regula-
tions, subsection (C), add to the line 8 the words,
"or affiliate housing."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at
this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor Walter j. Suiiivan,
Chairman.



.- J HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Community Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2i38

6¶-495-4955

.

November 4, 1982

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan
Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Hoiising" of Educational Institutions

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment.

Attached is a copy of my letter to the Planning Board dated,.
,1

October 18, setting forth our objection in mo5.9$letail.
Ve"y(;"yiy yo ,

./ .,."" /
/

/' '

,

'Lewis A. Arm' tead

attachment:

» G.



..

. X.
.*

, · HARVARD UNIVERSITY
qP

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Community Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts 02i38

6'7-495_4955

>

r

November 4, 1982
,

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan
Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zbning ; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Housing" of Educational Institutions

4

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard' s opposition to the proposed amend-
ment .

Attached is a copy of my letter to the Planning Board dated ,-kOctober 18, setting forth our ob jection in motg,,detail.
J"
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., .. i" t HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Commcxity Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

6'7-495-49%

October 18, 1982

Planning Board
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" of Educa-
tional Institutions

Dear Members:

Thi8 will record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-

ment to the Zoning Ordinance which would extend the institutional
zoning regulations to any dwelling owned or controlled by an edu-

cational institution and occupied primarily by its employees or
8tudents.

A8 you may know, a similar proposal was originally included
in early draft8 of the imtitutional zoning regulations. How-

ever, we argued and the Department of Community Development staff
ultimately agreed, that the only appropriate objective8 of zoning

are the regulation of u8e8 of and improvement8 to property.
Nothing permit8 regulation or di8crimination under zoning based

upon the identity of the owner8 of the property and certainly not
ba8ed upon the educational or employment statu8 of the occupantm
Thi8 point ha8 recently been empha8izdd by the Massachusett8
Supreme judicial Court in it8 decision in CHR General, Inc. v.
City of Newton, decided September I, 1982:

A "fundamental principle of zoning U8 that] it deal8
baUcally with the use, without regard to the ownemhip,
of the property involved or who may be the operator of
the u8e."

Accordingly, a8 propo8ed (and enacted) the imtitutional u8e

regulation8 did not regulate or re8trict reUdentia1 houUng
owned by educational in8titution8 other than dormitorie8 and

» fraternity and 8orority hou8e8. j
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W r

~2

A further problem with the proposed amendment is that educa-

tional institutions would be singled out from other institutions
for regulation of their affiliate housing. No zoning considera-
tiom justify distinguishing a professor'8 house from a"home or a

rectory. Such a distinction would be not only legally impermis-
sible but also inconsistent with the policy of treating all
institutions equally which was repeatedly expressed at the time
the institutional use regulatiom were originally proposed.

By Chapter 565 of the Acts of 1979, the General Court con-
stituted Cambridge the only Massachusetts city or town with the
power to override the provisions of the Zoning Act protecting
educational and religious institutions from use regulation under
zoning. In doing so, the General Court expressly limited that
power to certain residential zoning districts. It is doubtful
that it was intended and ironic that it is now proposed that this
power be used to regulate otherwise proper residential usem

Finally, it is obvious that whatever the legalism8 may be,

this proposal would be counterproductive to the City's and
Harvard'g common objective of having Harvard provide where
possible for the housing needs of its employees and students,
thereby avoiding undue pressures upon the limited existing
housing stock.

we urge that you report unfavorably upon the proposed
amendment. -""

:'"/=A
'Lewis A. Armistead

» S:



' C.C,¶O6 PUBLIC NOTICE
O RELATIVE TO ZONING

Qlity nf QlatnljtiijgE g¥'fc?

MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk
(

' Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws,
Tercentenary Edition and amendments thereto, that the
Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire member-
ship of the City Council will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 6:30 p. m.
in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on petition of Councillor David Sullivan
to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:
1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new

definition at its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a
dormitory o,r a sorority or fraternity house) owiied
or controlled by an educational institution and
occupied primarily by persons who are employed orenrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations
(Institutional Uses), subsection (b), Educational
Purposes, add to line 7 the words, "or affiliatehousing."

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regula-
tions, subsection (C), add to the line 8 the words,
"or affiliate housing."

,

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at
this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan,
Chairman.
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CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL
CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS O2I39

(617) 498-9094

David E. Sullivan
City Councillor

MEMO RANDUM
TO : Planning Board

FROM: David Sullivan
RE: "Affiliate housing" zoning amendment

DATE: October 19, 1982

' On September 13, 1982 on my motion, the City Council
"

unanimously voted to submit a proposed amendment to the Zoning

' Ordinance to regulate "affiliate housing. " The proposal defines

that term as a dwelling (other than a dormitory, sorority ,'

or

fraternity) owned or controlled by an educational institution
and occupied primarily by persons who are employed or enrolled

at the educational institution. The proposed amendment then

treats such "affiliate housing" in the same way as a dormitory,

fraternity, or sorority. Under section 4. 56(c)(8) of the present

Zoning Ordinance , such uses are forbidden outside institutional
overlay districts , unless they are replacing previous institutional
uses on the site, have no greater adverse impact on the neighborhood,

and the Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit; they are

permitted within institutional overlay districts only if the

Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit and if any housing

units removed or converted are replaced indefinitely with an

equivalent number of units.
¢

W L, ',g 3C",Alb t: ," $V.z, "
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Policy issues

The proposal would amend language inserted in the Zoning

Ordinance by Ordinance No. 960, the institutional expansion

ordinance of june 22, 1981. Both the january 1981 COD "Revised

Strategy for Managing Institutional Expansion" (COD, Cambridge

Institutional Growth Management Plan, May 1981), and the june 16,

1981 Planning Board report on the existing ordinance, include as

its purposes preventing uses incompatible with neighborhoods

,y' because of activity patterns and overall impact, and regulating.
-..

displacement of residential units from the housing stock. These

purposes cannot be adequately served unless "affiliate housing"

is regulated -- its traffic, activity patterns, and other use

impacts are likely to extend the university campus into previously

quiet residential streets, and it removes residential units from

general availability to the Cambridge community.

After I presented this suggestion at the june 9, 1981 Planning

Board hearing, the Board's report expressed the concern that
policy problems raised by affiliate housing applied to private and

.

not merely institutional residences, and therefore limited the

remedy to "temporary" dormitory housing, To the extent that this
concern is a legal one, it is considered below. In policy terms,

experience has shown that the problems presented by educational

institutions' "affiliate housing" are every bit as serious as those

of their dormitories, and these problems do not occur to the salne

ektent with respect to any other category of owner. '

The difference between the proposed definition of "affiliate
housing" and the present definition of "dormitory" is the latter's
limitation to "a place of temporary residence for persons whose

permanent residence is elsewhere." Zoning Ordinance § 2.000.
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This distinction has proved impossible to administer in practice.
To establish whether a violation of the ordinance is occurring,

it requires an inquiry into the legal "domicil" of every resident

of an alleged "dormitory." The recent dispute over MIT'S acquisition

of the Fort Washington townhouses in Cambridgeport demonstrates

the difficulties. The new definition would resolve the problem

by limiting the inquiry to easily discovered fact situations

familiar to zoning administrators.

Legal issues

Both the original institutional expansion ordinance and the

proposed amendment are authorized by 1979 Mass. Acts ch. 565, as

amended by 1980 Mass. Acts ch. 387. This statute allows Cambridge

to "regulate and restrict the use of land or structures . . . for

educational purposes on land owned or leased . . . by a nonprofit

educational corporation" in certain low-density residential districts,
notwithstanding the usµa1 "Dover Amendment" exemption of G.L. ch.

40a, § 3.

One objection might be that the proposal regulates not "use,"

but rather ownersfiip and affiliation. The Supreme Judicial Court

disposed of this argument in Goldman v. Town of Dennis, 375 Mass.

197g 375 N.E.2d 1212 (1978), upholding a zoning by-law which

regulated condominium conversion of rented cottage colonies.

Although the by-law referred on its face to ownership, the court

held that the tom properly recognized that individual ownership

would likely produce year-round use, threatening greater impacts

than mere summer vacation occupancy. Similarly, the city of

Cambridge may recognize the use implications of university

.
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ownership or control coupled with occupancy primarily 'by affiliates.
A second opposing contention is that the proposed amendment

treats educational institution affiliates differently from others

(see policy discussion on page 2), thus violating equal protection

principles. The answer to this is that educational institutions in

Cambridge pose a much greater threat to the neighborhood integrity
which the original ordinance seeks to protect. "Equal protection

does not prohibit differences in treatment where there is rational

basis for those differences reasonably related to the purposes

which the regulation seeks to accomplish." Goldman, 375.Mass. at

200, 375 N.E.2d at 121LL (citation omitted). "(T)he reform may

take one step at a time, addressing itself to the phase of the

problem which seems most acute to the legislative mind." Williamson

v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. 483, 489 Q955)·

Finally, the Board should bear in mind the extreme deference

which courts accord zoning ordinances. "Every presumption . . .

must be made in favor of the validity of the zoning (ordinance),

and great weight given to a (city's) determination that necessity

exists for its adoption." Marshall v, Town of Topsfield, 13 Mass.

App. Ct. 425, 428, 433 N.E.2d 1244, 1246 (1982). A zoning "amendment

will be sustained unless there is no substantial relation between

it and the express purposes of the zoning act." Canteen Corp. v.

City of Pittsfield, 4 Mass. App. Ct. 289, 292, 346 N.E.2d 732, 735

(1976). It is noteworthy that the Canteen and Goldman cases

reached favorable results even under the more restrictive pre-l975

state Zoning Enabling Act.

For the above reasons, the Board should report favorably on
,

the proposed zoning amendment.
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5 November 1982

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, Ma. 02139

re: regulation of institutional expansion
hearing on November 5, 1992, 6:30 PM

Xonorable Members of the City Council:

Further pre-emption of the existing housing stock
for use by affiliat?s of large institutions is to be
resisted. The neighborhood in which I live, Mid-
Cambridge has seen Harvard University take over most
of the resi&mtia1 property on Prescott and Ware
Streets. I also mention Quincy St., which is felt to
be so much an extension of Harvard Yard that a serious
proposal was advanced several years ago to close this
major thoroughfare. Where will the piecemeal acquisi-
tion stop?

Isolation of institutional personnel in inward-
looking enclaves can only exacerbate the inevitable
frictions between our major universities and our
neighborhoods. If institutions ne'M! off-campus housing
for their affiliates, let the affiliates compete in the
open market f r that housing. If, as a result, these
people have onger journey to work, this is a small
price to pay to avoid fostering the expansion of vast
closed cities within our city. Besides, it can mean
a shorter journey to work for some of the many people
who work in Harvard Square but not for Harvard University.

I understand that you now have before you pro-
posed restrictions on institutional acquisition of
existing housing for exclusive use by affiliates of
institutions. For the sake of Mid-Cambridge and other
neighborhoods, I encourage you to act favorably on
this proposal.

Respectfully,
Cku,UM

john R. Pitkin

r
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M'au&l:or
Walter j. Sullivan

Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zbning; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment.

Attached is a copy of my letter to the Planning Board dated,j
October 18, setting forth our objection in moryµetail.

.d

vern,r/l yo S,

I

Lewis A. Arm' te'ad

attachment:
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HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Comml"xity Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2138

6'7-495-495$

October 18, 1982

Planning Board
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" of Educa-
tional Institutions

Dear Members:

This will record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment to the Zoning Ordinance which would extend the institutional
zoning regulations to any dwelling owned or controlled by an edu-
cational institution and occupied primarily by its employees or
students.

As you may know, a similar proposal was originally included
in early draft8 of the institutional zoning regulations. How-

ever, we argued and the Department of Community Development staff
ultimately agreed, that the only appropriate objectives of zoning

are the regulation of uses of and improvements to property.
Nothing permits regulation or discrimination under zoning based

upon the identity of the owners of the property and certainly not
based upon the educational or employment status of the occupants.
Thi8 point has recently been empha8izdd by the Massachusetts
Supreme judicial Court in it8 decision in CHR General, Inc. v.
City of Newton, decided September I, 1982:

A "fundamental principle of zoning [i8 that] it deals
baUcally with the use, without regard to the ownerdhip,
of the property involved or who may be the operator of
the u8e."

Accordingly, a8 proposed (and enacted) the institutional use

regulation8 did not regulate or re8trict re8idential housing
owned by educational in8titution8 other than dormitorim and

fraternity and 8orority hou8e8.
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A further problem with the proposed amendment is that educa-
tional institutions would be singled out from other institutions
for regulation of their affiliate housing. No zoning considera-
tions justify distinguishing a professor's house from a home or a

rectory. Such a distinction would be not only legally impermis-
sible but also inconsistent with the policy of treating all
institutions equally which was repeatedly expressed at the time
the institutional use regulations were originally proposed.

By Chapter 565 of the Acts of 1979, the General Court con-
stituted Cambridge the only Massachusetts city or town with the
power to override the provisions of the Zoning Act protecting
educational and religious institutions from use regulation under
zoning. In doing so, the General Court expressly limited that
power to certain residential zoning districts. It is doubtful
that it was intended and ironic that it is now proposed that this
power be used to regulate otherwise proper residential uses.

Finally, it is obvious that whatever the legalisms may be,

this proposal would be counterproductive to the City's and
Harvard's common objective of having Harvard provide where

possible for the housing needs of its employees and students,
thereby avoiding undue pressures upon the limited existing
housing stock.

We urge that you report unfavorably upon the proposed
amendment.

:"ij2EA
Lewis A. Armistead
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5 'qovember 1982

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, Ma. 02139

re: reguiation of institutional expansion
hearing on November 5, 19C2, 6:30 pm

Honorable Members of the City Council:

Further pre-emption of the existing housing stock
for use by affiliat?s of large insti"tutions is to be
resisted. The neighborhood in which i live, Mid-
Cambridge has seen Harvard University take over most
of the resi&mtia1 property on Prescott and Ware
streets. i also mention Quincy 3't., which is felt to
be so much an extension of jIarvard Yard that a serious
proposal was advanced several years ago to close this
major thoroughfare. Where will the piecemeal acquisi-
tion stop?

Isolation of institutional Dersonnel in inward-
looking enclaves can only exacerbate the inevitable
frictions between our major universities a:id our
neighborhoods. If institutions n2?c: c"Ff-campus :1ou,3ing
for their affiliates, let the affiliates compete in the
open market f r that housing. If, a.s a result, these '

people have onger jourmy to work, this is a small
price to pay to avoi2 fostering tie 2xpansion of vast

,'
. closed cities within our city. Besides, it can mean

7j'" " a shorter journey to work tor some of the many people
,j who work in Harvard Square but not for Harvard University.

0

I understand that you now have before you pro-
posed restrictions on institutional acquisition of
existing housing for exclusive use by afEiliates of

. institutions. For the sake of Mid-Cambridge and other
neighborhoods, i encourage you to act favorably on
this proposal.

Respectfully,
&RAM

john R. Pitkin

r
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Honorable Members of Ordinance Committee b

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regu]Ate "Af filiateHousing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Members:
,

.

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment
to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions..

" b

W
When the institutional zoning "regulations were finally recommended

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Conmunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passageof that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue ofaffiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time. ,

Institutional zoning was never intended to regulatC or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enttiusiastica11y and we. look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of that
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we urge the City Council not to support this change.

""'"""'"% YiP"
e nifer A. Page

Vi e President, External Relations
" j.\p/j)ity cc

:j/ Paul Healey, Clerk,
City of Cambridge

R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.
Lesley College
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Honorable Flembers of Ordinance Commit tee f

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regu]Ate "Af filiate

' Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Members:

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.
When the institutional zoning regulations were finally recommended

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Connnunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning 'was never intended to regulate or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enthusiastically and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of th-at
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we. urge the City Council not to support this change.

""'"""'"jL ijtµ"
e nifer A. Page

Vi e President, External Relations

jAp/j;z
cc:j/Paul Healey, Clerk,

City of Cambridge
R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.

Lesley College

i
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Honorable Members of Ordinance Commit tee f

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE : Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regul.:ite "Affiliate

; Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Members :
.

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.
When the institutional zoning regulations were finally recommended

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Conmunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning was never intended to regulatC or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enthusiastically and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of that
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we urge the City Council not to support this change.

""'"""'"jL )94a"
e nifer A. Page

Vi. e President, External Relations

jctp/j)z
cc:j/Paul Healey, Clerk,

City of Cambridge
R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.

Lesley College
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Honorable Members of Ordinance Commit tee
b

City Hall
Cambrid ge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regu]Ate "Affiliate

: Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Members:
.

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.
When the institutional zoning regulations were finally recornmended

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Conmunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning was never intended to regulate or restrict lousing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enttiusiastica11y and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of that
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we. urge the City Council not to support this change.

""'"""'"% ijtµ"
e nifer A. Page

Vi. e President, External Relations

jAp/j>
cc:j/Paul Healey, Clerk,

City of Cambridge
R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.

Lesley College
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,

Honorable Members of Ordinance Commit tee
p

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regu]..2te "Affiliate
Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Members :
.

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.

When the institutional zoning regulations were finally recommended
and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Conmunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning was never intended to regulate or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enthusiastically and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of that
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we urge the City Council not to support this change.

""'"""'"% iugA"
e nifer A. Page

Vi e President, External Relations

jAp/j,1
cc:j/Paul Healey, Clerk,

City of Cambridge
R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.

Lesley College
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Honorable Members of Ordinance Committee f

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Amendment to Regulmte "Af filiate

; Housing" of Educationzl Institutions

Dear Members:
P

.

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.
When the institutional zoning regulations were finally recommended

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Conmunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning legislation. There was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning was never intended to regulate or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enttiusiastica11y and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the results of that
process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort.

Accordingly, we urge the City Council not to support this change,

""'"""'"% igtµ"
e nifer A. Page

Vi. e President, External Relations

jAp/j>
cc

:j/Pau1 Healey, Clerk,
q City of Cambridge

R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.
Lesley College
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"- CAMBR1DGE,MAS$.
262 Sidney Street

! Cambridge, MA. 02139
'

.
November 4, 1982

.

Committee Clerk
City on Ordinance
City Hall

4F: ·r Ma88achusett8 Avenue
z ; Cambridge, MA. 02139

Re : Clinton Petition

,.,, Dear Sir:
- "G

ib

: For the past forty (40) years my neighbors and myself,
' ' ' 0

' employed the task of trying to keep the compani.es on
Sidney Street from taking over the land and houses in the
area9

:.Zoning laws, air, noise laws do not apply to them.

They go home to their homes outside of the city and return
at 7:00 A.M. to continue their noise, which I am sure is
a no-no,

So, let me state I am against the Clinton Petition,

Very truly yours,
Q· ;~Ll. SkuAc~~,

. , Reg na M. Sheehan
an abutter

0

HAND DELIVERED

7

/ · ,

:
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·' F·- CAHBR1DGE,MA$$.
262 Sidney Street

! Cambridge, MA. 02139

. November 4, 1982

?'

Committee Clerk
City on Ordinance
City Hall

.. Ma88achusetts Avenue
;i":;" Cambridge, MA. 02139

Re : Clinton Petition
Dear Sir:

: g

For the past forty (40) years my neighbors and myself,
employed the task of trying to keep the companies on
Siriney Street from taking over the land and houses in the
areag : Zoning laws, air, noise laws do not apply to them.

They go home to their homes outside of the city and return
at 7:00 A.M. to continue their noise, which I am sure is
a no—no,

So, let me state I am against the Clinton Petition.

Very truly yours,
Q· :c,jLl.SLuA'l~,

. . , Reg na M, Sheehan
an abutter

,

0

HAND DELIVERED
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Committee Clerk
City on Ordinance .
City Hall

.,qfs ' - ,Mamachusetts Avenue
m. Cambridge, MA. 02139

Re : Clinton Petition
Dear Sir:

q

For the past forty (40) years my neighbors and myself,V.

employed the task of trying to keep the companies on
Sidney Street from taking over the land and houses in the
area9

:.Zoning laws, air, noise laws do not apply to them,

They go home to their homes outside of the city and return
at 7:00 A.Pi. to continue their noise, which I am sure is
a no—no,

So, let me state I am against the Clinton Petition.

Very truly yours,
Qor :c~kLD
Reg na M, Sheehan
an abutter
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November 9
, 1982

To the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBJECT : Petition of the City Council to Amend the Zoning Ordinance
by Creating a New Use Category, "Aff iliate Housing" , and
Regulating Same in Section 4 .50, Institutional Use Regu-
lations .(

The Petition
The petition would define a new category of institutional use,"Affiliate Housijlg", characterized as a dwelling contrOllCd by an
educational ins'titution and occupied by employees or persons enrolledin that institution. Affiliate housing would be regulated as dormi-
tories now are.
Recommendation
The Planning Board does not recommend the adoption of the proposed
amendment . While the growing inf luence of educational institutions
through the ownership' and control of non-institutional res idential
property is of increasing and serious concern , the current proposal
attempts to employ zoning, a police power limited to the control of
uses of propCrty, to regulate the ownership of Property. The Board
does not believe that more ownership, as the only feature differenti-
ating two otherwise identical properties , is sufficient to def ine
such properties as different uses within the .authorized scope of
the zoning police power.

Hndinqs
1

. The Petition attempts to address a serious problem of the' effects
on communities and neighborhoods of the ownership and control of
residential property by large educational instituticjns . where
such onwership introduces short-term occupancy of dwellings by
persons whose commitment and community values are focused else-
where , or where such ownership artificially limits occupancy of
housing to only a limited segment of the comrunity, the ability
of neighborhoods to develop and be sustained as cohesive, sup-
portive soc ial units with a long term commitment to the ir. own

' social and physical well-being is seriously "impaired.
2

.. While certain forms of educational institutional control of the
housing units in City 's neighborhoods may have serious negative
impacts on those neighborhoods , such consequences are not neces-
sally , predominantly, or exclus ively the result of institutionalownership but more gener'ally a consequence of the predominant
position' of educational institional activities in the City which
are felt even though housing units may be privately held.
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83.
Ownership by an institution and occupany by affiliates of that '

institution do not materially distinguish that household unit
as a different use, as regulated by Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act,

"from one having the same living patterns and affiliation but
living in a rented unit owned by an independent, absentee owner-
or one that is owner occupied.

4. By any of the traditional standards used to distinguish uses
for z.oning purposes (kinds of" activities contained, number" of
family units, physical organization of the structures, physical
appearance, times of occupany, etc.) housing units owned hy ._.

institutimns cannot be differentiated from those owned otherwise.
5. Logical extension of arguments-made in support of the present

proposal (that the affiliated status of persons in institution- '

ally owned units therefore transforms such residential use into
an institutional one) would require that housing units owned by .

banks or insurance companies to serve their employees be con-sidered commercial/office uses and thus prohibited in residential
zones.

6. Recent Supreme judiciaZCourt action, as in case no. SJC"2789,
September 1,- 1982,. would seem to indicate that ownership as an
exclusive criterion can not be used to distinguish between uses
of property for zoning purposes, a position consistent with
generally held- assumptions about" the purpose and authority of
zoning.

7. The current definition of dormitory in the Zoning Ordinance is
inadequate and excessively vague; it should be more precisely
drawn to clearly reflect the physica1_ and other factors which
distinguish dormitory from standard dwelling units as a land use.

Public Fieariii¶

The Planning Board held a public hearing on Tuesday, October 19, 1982
at 7:45 p.m. in the Conference Room, City Hall Annex. Councillor
Diivid Sullivan, sponsor of the petition, briefly described the
petition and the problem it is meant to address. The petition would
establish two criteria for affiliate housing: ownership by an educa-
tional. institution, and occupancu by an affiliate of that institutiQn.Such housing would be regulated as dormitories now are in the Zoning
Ordinance (generally prohibited outside institutional overlay dis-
tricts). Suchadefinition simplifies the enforcement of the insti-tutional use regulation by eliminating the third criterion, place of
permanent residence, required by the definitionjf dormitories.
Mr. Sullivan contended that the fact of ownership and affiliation,' in combination, constituted land use extension of the educational "

institutions to the housing they owned, defined such housing as a
use distinct from housing under other ownership and therefore, sub-
jected such housing to control under the City's Institutional Use
Regulations.
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8
In general Board members expressed concern with the notion that
ownership alone would be sufficient to differentiate otherwise iden-
tical activities. At the hearing the following persons indicated
their support of the petition.

Mr. Robert LaTremouille, 348 Franklin Street
Mr. William Cavellini, 274 Brookline Street
Mr. John Pitkin. 18 Fayette Street

Speak"ing in oppQsition to the petition were the following:
Mr. Louis Armistead, on behalf of Harvard University,
Mr. Walter Milne, on behalf of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

In addition to public testimony the following were submitted to the
Planning Board for their consideration:

1. Memorandum, from Councillor David Sullivan to the Planning Board,
dated October 19, 1982, outlining the philisophical and legal

' support for the petition.
2. Memorandum, from Sandra Hudson, 371 Harvard Street, to the Plan- .

ning Board, dated October 18", 1982, expressing support for the
petition. ,

3. Letter, from john Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street, to the Planning
Board, dated October 19, 1982, supporting the petition. .

4. Letter, from Louis Armistead, Office of Government and Community
Affairs, Harvard University, expressing opposition to the peti-
tion.

5. Copy, Supreme judicial Court for the Commonwealth Case No. SJC-
2789, dated September 1, 1982"; submitted by Harvard University,
dealing with issues of ownership as they related to a munici-
pality's authority to control land uses under authority of
Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act.

Respectfully Submitted for the
P nn'ng Board

<,,,,, ,C|µy
Chairman

,C, "
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November 9
, 1982

To the Honorable , the City Council:

SUBjECT: Petition of the City Council to Ajnenfi the Zoning Ordinance
by Creating a New Use Category , "Aff iliate Hous ing" , and
Regulating Same in .Section 4 .50 , Institutional Use Regu-
lations .1

The Petition
The petition would define a new category of institutional use,"Affiliate Housing", characterized as a dwelling contr0li&i by an
educational ins'titution and occupied by employees or persons enrolled"
in that institution. Affiliate housing would be regulated as dormi-
tories now are.

Recommendation
The Planning Board does not recommend the adoption of the proposed
amendment . wh"i1e the growing influence of educational institutions
through the ownership and control of non-institutional res idential
property is of increasing and serious concern , the current proposal
attempts to employ zoning, a police power limited to the control of
uses of property, to regulate the ownership of Property. The Board
does not believe that more ownership, as the only feature differenti-ating two otherwise identical properties , is suff icient to def ine
such properties as different uses within the authorized scope of
the zoning police power.

Findinqs
1

. The Petition attempts to address a serious problem of the' effects
on communities and neighborhoods of the ownership and control of
residential property by large educational instituticms. Where
such onwership introduces short-term occupancy of dwellings by
persons whose commitment and community values are focused else-
where , or where such ownership artificially limits occupancy of
housing to only a limited segment of the coirumnity, the ability
of neighborhoods to develop and be sustained as cohesive , sup-
portive social units with a long term commitment to their own
social and phys ical well-being is seriously ""impaired.

2
. while certain forms of educational institutional control of the

housing units in City 's neighborhoods may have serious negative
impacts on those neighborhoods , such consequences are not neces-
sally, predominantly, or exclusively the result of institutionalownership but more gener"a1ly a consequence of the predominant
pos ition of educational institional activities in the C ity which
are felt even though housing units may be privately held.
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3. Ownership by an institution and occupany by affiliates of that
institution do not materially distinguish that household unit
as a different use, as regulated by Chapter 40A, the Zon'ing Act,
from one having the same living patterns and affiliation but
living in a rented unit owned by an independent, absentee owner-
or one that.is owner occupied.

4. By any of the traditional standards used to distinguish uses
for zoning purposes (kinds of activities contained, number of
family units, physical organization of the structures, physical
appearance, times of occupany, etc.) housing units owned hy ..-institutimns cannot be.differentiated frorn those owned otherwise.

5. Logical extension of arguments-made in support of the present
proposal (that the affiliated status of" persons in institution-ally owned. units therefore transforms such residential use into
an institutional one) would require that housing units owned by .

banks or insurance companies to serve their employees be con—
sidered commercial/office uses and thus prohibited in residential
zones.

6. Recent Supreme judicialCourt action, as in case NO. SJC-2789,
September 1,- 1982,. would seem to indicate that ownership as an
exclusive" criterion can not be used to distinguish between usesof. property for zoning purposes, a position consistent with

I generally held assumptions about the purpose- and authority of
zoning.

7. The current definition of dormitory in the Zoning Ordinance is
inadequate and excessively vague; it should be more precisely
drawn to clearly reflect the physical and other factors which
distinguish dormitory from standard dwelling units as a land use.

Public Eleariti¶

The Planning Board held a public hearing on Tuesday, October 19, 1982
at 7:45 p.m. in the Conference Room, City Hall Annex. Councillor
Diivid Sullivan, sponsor of the petition, briefly described the
petition and the problem it is meant to address. The petition would
establish two criteria for affiliate housing: ownership by an educa-
tional institution, and occupancu by an affiliate of that institution.Such housing would be regulated as dormitories now are in the Zoning
Ordinance (generally prohibited outside institutional overlay dis-
tricts). Suchadefinition simplifies the enforcement of the insti-tutional. use regulation by eliminating the third criterion, place of
permanent-residence, required by the definitionmgf. dormitories.
Mr. Sullivan contended that the fact of ownership and affiliation,in combination, constituted land use extension of the educational "

institutions to the housing they owned, defined such housing as a
use distinct from housing under other ownership and therefore, sub-
jected such housing to control under the City's Institutional Use
Regulations.
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In general Board members expressed concern with the notion that
ownership alone would be sufficient to differentiate otherwise iden-
tical activities. At the hearing the following persons indicated
their support of the petition.

Mr. Robert LaTremouille, 348 Franklin Street
Mr. William Cavellini, 274 Brookline Street
Mr. John Pitkin. 18 Fayette Street

Speaking in oppOsition to the petition were the following:
Mr. Louis Armistead, on behalf of Harvard University,
Mr. Walter Milne, on behalf of the Massachusetts Institute of

.
Technology.

In addition to public testimony the following were submitted to the
Planning Board for their consideration:

1. Memorandum, from Councillor David Sullivan to the Planning Board,
dated October 19, 1982, outlining the philisophical and legal
support for the petition.

2. Memorandum, from Sandra Hudson, 371 Harvard Street, to the Plan-
ning Board, dated October 18", 1982, expressing support for the
petition.

3. Letter, from john Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street, to the Planning
Board, dated October 19, 1982, supporting the petition.

4. Letter, from Louis Armistead, Office of Government and Community
Affairs, Harvard University, expressing opposition to the peti-
tion.

5. Copy, Supreme judicial Court for the Commonwealth Case No. SJC-
2789, dated September 1, 1982_, submitted by Harvard University,
dealing with issues of ownership as they related to a munici-
pality's authority to control land uses under authority of
Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act.

Respectfully Submitted for the
P nn'ng Board

.,,,,,,
,Cz7~

, Chairman
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November 9
, 1982

to the Honorable, the City Council:

SUBjECT: Petition of the City Council to Amend the Zoning Ordinance
by Creating a New Use category, "Affiliate Housing" , and
Regulating Same in Section 4 .50 , Institutional Use Regu-
lations .(

The Petition
The petition would define a new category of institutional use,"Affiliate Housing" , characterized as a dwelling contr0li& by an
educational ins'titution and occupied by employees or persons enrolled
in that institution. Affiliate housing would be regulated as dormi-'
tories now are.
Rec ommendat ion
The Planning Board does not recommend the adoption of the proposed
amendment . While the growing influence of educational institutions
through the ownership and control of non-institutional res idential
property is of increasing and serious concern , the current proposal
attempts to employ zoning, a police power limited to the control of -

uses of property, to regulate the ownership of Property. The Board
does not believe that more ownership, as the only feature differenti-ating two otherwise identical properties , is suff icient to def ine
such properties as different uses within the' authorized scope of
the zoning police power .

F'indinqs
1

. The Petition attempts to address a serious problem of the effects
on communities and neighborhoods of the ownership and control of
residential property by large educational instituticjns. Where
such onwership introduces short-term occupancy of dwellings by
persons whose commitment and community values are focused else-
where , or where such ownership artifiria11y limits occupancy of
housing to only a limited segment of the comirunity, the ability
of neighborhoods to develop and be sustained as cohesive , sup-
portive soc ial units with a long term commitment to the ir own
social and phys ical well-being is seriously "impaired.

2
.- while certain forms of educational institutional control of the

housing units in City 'S neighborhoocjs may have serious negative
impacts on those. ,n'Cighborhoods , such consequences are not neces-
sally , predominantly , or exclus ively the result of 'institutional
ownership but more generally a consequence of the predominant
pos ition of educational institional activities in the C ity which
are felt even though housing units may be privately held.
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3. Ownership by an institution and occupany by affiliates of that
institution do not materially distinguish that household unit
as a different use, as regulated by Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act,
from one having the same living patterns and affiliation but
living in a rented unit owned by an independent, absentee owner-
or' one that is owner occupied.

4. By anY of the traditional standards used to distinguish uses
for zoning purposes (kinds of activities contained, number of
family units, physical organization of the structures, physical
appearance, times of occupany, etc.) housing units owned hy .

instituticjns cannot be.differentiated from those owned otherwise.
5. Logical extension of arguments-made in support of the presentproposal (that the·.affiliated status of persons in institution-ally owned. units therefore transforms. such residential use into

an institutional one) would require that housing units owned by .

banks or' insurance companies to serve their employees be con-sidered commercial/office uses and thus prohibited in residential
zones.

6. Recent Supreme judiciaLCourt action, as in case No. SJC-2789,
September 1,- 1982, would seem to indicate that ownership as an
exclusive criterion can. not be used to distinguish between' usesof property for zoning purposes, a position consistent with
generally held assumptions about" the purpose and authority of
zoning.

7. The current definition of dormitory in the Zoning Ordinance isinadequate and excessively vague; it should be more precisely
drawn to clearly reflect the physical and other factors which
distinguish dormitory from standard dwelling units as a land use.

Public Hearing

The Planning Board held a public hearing on Tuesday, October 19, 1982
at 7:45 p.m. in the Conference Room, City Hall Annex. Councillor
Mvid Sullivan, sponsor of the petition, briefly described the
petition and the problem it is meant to address. The petition would
establish two criteria for affiliate housing: ownership by an educa-
tional institution, and occupancu by an affiliate of that instituticin.Such housing would be regulated as dormitories now are in the Zoning
Ordinance (generally prohibited outside institutional overlay dis-
tricts). Suchadefinition simplifies the enforcement of the insti-tutional use regulation by eliminating the third criterion, place of
permanent residence, required by the definition-,ot dormitories.
Njr, Sullivan contended that the fact of ownership and affiliation,in combination, constituted land use extension of the educational "

institutions to the housing they owned, defined such housing as a
use distinct from housing under other ownership and therefore, sub-
jected such housing to control under the City's Institutional Use
Regulations.
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In general Board members expressed concern with the notion that
ownership alone would be sufficient to differentiate otherwise iden_
tical activities. At the hearing the following persons indicated
their support of the petition.

Mr. Robert LaTremouille, 348 Franklin Street
Mr. William Cavellini, 274 Brookline Street
Mr. john Pitkin. 18 Fayette Street

Speaking in: oppOsition to'the petition were the following":
Mr. Louis Armistead, on behalf of Harvard University,
Mr. Walter Milne, on behalf of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

In addition to public testimony the following were submitted to the
Planning Board for their consideration:

1. Memorandum, frorn Councillor David Sullivan to the Planning Board,
dated October 19, 1982, ciutlining the philisophical and legal
support for the petition.

2. Memorandum, from Sandra Hudson, 371 Harvard Street, to the Plan-
ning Board, dated October 18, 1982, expressing support for the
petition.

3. Letter, from john Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street, to the Planning
Board, dated October 19, 1982, supporting the petition.

4. Letter, from Louis Armistead, Office of Government and Community
Affairs, Harvard University, expressing opposition to the peti-
tion.

5. Copy, Supreme judicial Court for the Commonwealth Case NO. SJC-
2789, dated September 1, 1982; submitted by Harvard University,
dealing with issues of ownership as they related to a munici-
pality's authority to control land uses under authority of
Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act.

Respectfully Submitted for the
P nn'ng Board

/ ~

"Arthur par;isa+~
Chairman

t
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Tel. 498-9011

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
ROBERT W. HEALY

City Manager November 22, 1982

,

To the Honorable, the City Council:

Enclosed please find copy of a report from the Cambridge

VLanning Board relative to a petition of the City Council to amend the

Zoning Ordinance by creating a new use category: "Affiliate Housing".

Very t uly yours,

RJe,t W, hA" ""
"

City Manager
\
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Re : Planning Board report on the petition of
David Sullivan to amend the Zoning Ordinances
by creating a new use category: "Affiliate
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November 9 , 1982

to the Honorable , the City Counc ii:
SUBJECT : Petition of the City Council to Amend the Zoning Ordinance

by Creating a New Use Category, "Affiliate Housing" , and
Regulating Same in Section 4 .50, Institutional Use Regu-
lations .(

The Petition
The petition would define a new category of institutional use,"Affiliate Housing", characterized as a dwelling contro1i& b"y an
educational" institution and occupied by employees or persons enrolledin that institution. Affiliate housing would be regulated as dormi-

. tories' now are.
Rec ommendat ion
The Planning Board does not recommend the adoption of the proposed
amendment . While. the growing influence of educational institutions
through the ownership and control of non--institutional residential
property is of increasing and serious concern , the current proposal
attempts to employ zoning , a police power limited to the control of
uses of property, to regulate the ownership of Property. The Board
does not believe that more ownership, as the only feature differenti-ating two otherwise identical properties , is suff icient to def ine
such properties as different uses within the authorized scope of
the zoning police power.

Undinqs
1

. The Petition attempts to address a serious problem of the- effects
on communities and neighborhoods of the ownership and control of
residential property by large educational instituticjns. Where
such onwership introduces short-term occupancy of dwellings by
persons whose corrunitment and community values are focused else-
where, or where such ownership artificially limits occupancy of
housing to only a limited segment of the comminity , the abilityof neighborhoods to develop and be sustained as cohesive , sup-
portive social units with a long term commitment to the ir own
social and phys ical well-being is seriously """impaired.

2
. While certain forms of educational institutional control of the

housing units in City' s neighborhoods may have serious negative
impacts on those neighborhoods , such'." consequences are not neces-
sally, predominantly, or exclusively the result of institutional
ownership but more generally a consequence of the predominant
pos ition of educational institional activities in the C ity which
are felt even though housing units may be privately held.



M

.

4

The Honorable, the City Council -2- November 9, 1982

83.
Ownership by an institution and occupany by affiliates of that
institution do not materially distinguish that household unit
as a different use, as regulated by Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act,
from one having the same living patterns and affiliation but
living in a rented unit owned by an independent, absentee owner-
or one that is owner occupied.

4. By anyt of the traditional standards used to distinguish uses
for zoning purposes (kinds of' activities contained, number of
family units, physical- organization of the structures, physical
appearance, times of occupany, etc.) housing units owned hy ._-instttuticms cannot be differentiated from those owned otherwise.

5. Logical extension of arguments-made in support of the present
proposal (that the affiliated status of persons in institution-ally owned units therefore transforms such residential use into
an institutional one) would' require that housing units owned by -

banks or insurance companies to serve their employees be con-sidered commercial/office uses and thus prohibited in residential
zones.

6. Recent Supreme judiciaZCourt action, as in case NO. SJC-2789,
September.' 1,- 1982, would seem to indicate that ownership as an
exclusive criterion can not be used. to distinguish between usesof" property for zoning purposes, a position consistent with
generally held- assumptions about the purpose- and authority of
zoning.

7. The current definition of dormitory in the Zoning Ordinance isinadequate and excessively vague; it should be more preciselydrawn to clearly reflect the physical and other factors which
distinguish dormitory from standard dwelling units as a land use.

Public Hearin'ji

The Planning Board held a public hearing on Tuesday, October 19, 1982
at 7:45 p.m. in the Conference Room, City Hall Annex. CouncillorDEtvid Sullivan, sponsor' of the petition, briefly described the
petition and the problem it is meant to address. The petition would
establish two criteria for affiliate housing: ownership by an educa-
tional institution, and occupancu by an affiliate of that institution.Such housing would be regulated as dormitories now are in the Zoning
Ordinance (generally prohibited outside institutional overlay dis-
tricts). Suchadefinition simplifies the enforcement of the insti-tutional use regulation by eliminating the third criterion, place of
permanent.r.esidence, required by the definitiormM dormitories.
Mr. Sullivan contended that the fact of ownership and affiliation,in combination, constituted land use extension of the educational "

institutionS to the housing they owned, defined such housing as a
use distinct from housing under other ownership and therefore, sub-
jected-such housing to control under the City's Institutional Use
Regulations,
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In general Board members expressed concern with the notion'that
ownership alone would be sufficient to differentiate otherwise iden-
tical activities. At the hearing the following persons indicated
their support of the petition.

Mr. Robert LaTremouille, 348 Franklin Street
Mr. William Cavellini, 274 Brookline Street
Mr. john Pitkin. 18 Fayette Street

Speaking in_oppOgition to the petition were the following:
Mr. Lcjuis Armistead, on behalf of Harvard University,
Mr. Walter Milne, on behalf of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

In addition to public testimony the following were submitted to the
Planning Board for their consideration:

1. Memorandum, from Councillor David Sullivan to the Planning Board,
dated October 19, 1982, outlining the philisophical and legal
support for the petition.

2. Memorandum, from Sandra Hudson, 371 Harvard Street, to the Plan-
ning Board, dated October 18", 1982, expressing support for the
petition.

3. Letter, from john Pitkin, 18 Fayette Street, to the Planning
Board, dated October 19, 1982, supporting the petition.

4. Letter, from Louis Armistead, Office of'Government and Community
Affairs, Harvard University, expressing opposition to the peti-
tion.

5. Copy, Supreme judicial Court for the Commonwealth Case NO. SJC-
2789, dated September 1, 1982, submitted by Harvard University,
dealing with issues of ownership as they related to a munici-
pality's authority to control land uses under authority of
Chapter 40A, the Zoning Act.

Respectfully Submitted for the
P nn'ng Board

,

,,,,,,
,Cr7~

Chairman
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CAMBRIDGECITYCOUNCIL
CITYHALL,CAMBRIDGE,MASSACHUSETTSo2i39

(617) 498-9094

DavidE. Sullivan
CityCouncillor

M E M 0 R A N D U M

TO: Planning Board

FROM: David Sullivan
RE: "Affiliate housing" zoning amendment

DATE: October 19, 1982

' On September 13, 1982 on my motion, the City Council '

unanimously voted to submit a proposed amendment to the Zoning

' Ordinance to regulate "affiliate housing." The proposal defines

that term as a dwelling (other than a dormitory, sorority,' or

fraternity) owned or controlled by an"educationa1 institution
and occupied primarily by persons who are employed or enrolled

at the educational institution. The proposed amendment then

treats such "affiliate housing" in the same way as a dormitory,

fraternity, or sorority. Under section 4.56(c)(8) of the present

Zoning Ordinance, such uses are forbidden outside institutional
overlay districts, unless they are replacing previous institutional
uses on the site, have no greater adverse impact on the neighborhood,

and the Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit; they are

permitted within institutional overlay districts only if the

Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit and if any housing

units removed or converted are replaced indefinitely with an

equivalent number of units.

0
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Policy issues ,

The proposal would amend language inserted in the Zoning

Ordinance by Ordinance No. 96O, the institutional expansion
f

ordinance of June 22, 1981. Both the january 1981 COD "Revised

Strategy for Managing Institutional Expansion" (COD, Cambridge

Institutional Growth Management Plan, May 1981), and the june 16,

1981 Planning Board report on the existing ordinance, include as

its purposes preventing uses incompatible with neighborhoods

because of activity patterns and overall impact, and regulating
displacement of residential units from the housing stock. These

purposes cannot be adequately served unless "affiliate housing"

is regulated -- its traffic, activity patterns, and other use

impacts are likely to extend the university campus into previously

quiet residential streets, and it removes residential units from

general availability to the Cambridge community.

After I presented this suggestion at the june 9, 1981 Planning

Board hearing, the Board's report expressed the concern that
policy problems raised by affiliate housing applied to private and

not merely institutional residences, and therefore limited the

remedy to "temporary" dormitory housing. To the extent that this
concern is a legal one, it is considered below. In policy terms,

experience has shown that the problems presented by educational

institutions' "affiliate housing" are every bit as serious as those

of their dormitories, and these problems do not occur to the same

extent with respect to any other category of owner.

The difference between the proposed definition of "affiliate
housing" and the present definition of "dormitory" is the latter's
limitation to "a place of temporary residence for persons whose

permanent residence is elsewhere." Zoning Ordinance §'2.000.
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This distinction has proved impossible to administer in practice.

To establish whether a violation of the ordinance is occurring,

it requires an inquiry into the legal "domicil" of every resident

of an alleged "dormitory." The recent dispute over MIT'S acquisition

of the Fort Washington townhouses in Cambridgeport demonstrates

the difficulties. The new definition would resolve the problem

by limiting the inquiry to easily discovered fact situations

familiar to zoning administrators,

Legal issues

Both the original institutional expansion ordinance and the

proposed amendment are authorized by 1979 Mass. Acts ch. 565, as

amended by 1980 Mass. Acts ch. 387. This statute allows Cambridge

to "regulate and restrict the use of land or structures . . . for

educational purposes on land owned or leased , . . by a nonprofit

educational corporation" in certain low-density residential districts,
notwithstanding the usual "Dover Amendment" exemption of G.L. ch.

40a, § 3.

One objection might be that the proposal regulates not "use,"

but rather ownersj'iip arid affiliation. The Supreme judicial Court

disposed of this argument in Goldman v. Town of Dennis, 375 Mass.

197, 375 N.E.2d 1212 (1978), upholding a zoning by-law which

regulated condominium conversion of rented cottage colonies.

Although the by-law referred on its face to ownership, the court

held that the town properly recognized that individual ownership

would likely produce year-round use, threatening greater impacts

than mere summer vacation occupancy. Similarly, the city of

Cambridge may recognize the use implications of university
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ownership or control coupled with occupancy primarily by affi,liates. 8

A second opposing contention is that the proposed amendment

treats educational institution affiliates differently from others

(see policy discussion on page 2), thus violating equal protection

principles. The answer to this is that educational institutions in

Cambridge pose a much greater threat to the neighborhood integrity

which the original ordinance seeks to protect, "Equal protection

does not prohibit differences in treatment where there is rational

basis for those differences reasonably related to the purposes

which the regulation seeks to accomplish." Goldman, 375'Mass. at

200, 375 N.E.2d at 1214 (citation omitted). "(T)he reform may

take one step at a time, addressing itself to the phase of the

problem which seems most acute to the legislative mind." Williamson

v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. LL83, LL89 (i955)·

Finally, the Board should bear in mind the extreme deference

which courts accord zoning ordinances. "Every presumption . . .

must be made in favor of the validity of the zoning (ordinance),

and great weight given to a (city's) determination that necessity

exists for its adoption." Marshall v. Town of Topsfield, l3 Mass.

App. Ct. 425, 428, 433 N.E.2d 1244, 1246 (1982). A zoning "amendment

will be sustained unless there is no substantial relation between

it and the express purposes of the zoning act." Canteen Corp. v.

City of Pittsfield, 4 Mass. App. Ct. 289, 292, 346 N.E.2d 732, 735

(1976). It is noteworthy that the Canteen and Goldman cases

reached favorable results even under the more restrictive pre-l975 -

state Zoning Enabling Act.

For the above reasons, the Board should report favorably on

the proposed zoning amendment.
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CAMBRIDGECITYCOUNCIL
CITYHALL,CAMBRIDGE,MASSACHU'SETTSozi39

(617) 498-9094

DavidE. Sullivan
City Councillor

M E lv! 0 R A N D U M

TO: Planning Board

FROM: David Sullivan
RE: "Affiliate housing" zoning amendment

DATE: October 19, 1982

On September 13, 1982 on my motion, the City Council
"

unanimously voted to submit a proposed amendment to the Zoning

' Ordinance to regulate "affiliate housing." The proposal defines

that term as a dwelling (other than a dormitory, sorority',' or

fraternity) owned or controlled by an educational insti"tution
and occupied primarily by persons who are employed or enrolled

at the educational institution. The proposed amendment then

treats such "affiliate housing" in the same way as a dormitory,

fraternity, or sorority. Under section 4.56(c)(8) of the present

Zoning Ordinance, such uses are forbidden outside institutional
overlay districts, unless they are replacing previous institutional
uses on the site, have no greater adverse impact on the neighborhood,

and the Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit; they are

permitted within institutional overlay districts only if the

Board of Zoning Appeal issues a special permit and if any housing

units removed or converted are replaced indefinitely with an

equivalent number of units.
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Policy issues

The proposal would amend language inserted in the Zoning

Ordinance by Ordinance No. g6o, the institutional expansion

ordinance of June 22, 1981. Both the january 1981 COD "Revised

Strategy for Managing Institutional Expansion" (CDD, Cambridge

Institutional Growth Management Plan, May 1981), and the June 16,

1981 Planning Board report on the existing ordinance, include' as

its purposes preventing uses incompatible with neighborhoods

because of activity patterns and overall impact, and regulating
displacement of residential units from the housing stock. These

purposes cannot be adequately served unless "affiliate housing"

is regulated -- its traffic, activity patterns, and other use

impacts are likely to extend the university campus into previously

quiet residential streets, and it removes residential units from

general availability to the Cambridge community.

After I presented this suggestion at the June 9, 1981 Planning

Board hearing, the Board's report expressed the concern that
policy problems raised by affiliate housing applied to private and

not merely institutional residences, and therefore limited the

remedy to "temporary" dormitory housing. To the extent that this
concern is a legal one, it is considered below. In policy terms,

experience has shown that the problems presented by educational

institutions' "affiliate housing" are every bit as serious as those

of their dormitories, and these problems do not occur to the same

extent with respect to any other category of owner.

The difference between the proposed definition of "affiliate
housing" and the present definition of "dormitory" is the latter's
limitation to "a place of temporary residence for persons whose

permanent residence is elsewhere," Zoning Ordinance § 2.000.
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This distinction has proved impossible to administer in practice.
To establish whether a violation of the ordinance is occurring,

it requires an inquiry into the legal °'domici1" of every resident

of an alleged "dormitory." The recent dispute over MIT'S acquisition

of the Fort Washington townhouses in Cambridgeport demonstrates

the difficulties. The new definition would resolve the problem

by limiting the inquiry to easily discovered fact situations

familiar to zoning administrators,

LeAal issues

Both the original institutional expansion ordinance and the

proposed amendment are authorized by 1979 Mass. Acts ch. 565, as

amended by 1980 Mass. Acts ch. 387. This statute allows Cambridge

to "regulate and restrict the use of land or structures . . . for
educational purposes on land owned or leased . . . by a nonprofit

educational corporation" in certain low-density residential districts,
notwithstanding the usµa1 "Dover Amendment" exemption of G.L. ch.

40a, § 3.

One objection might be that the proposal regulates not "use,"

but rather ownersjiip and affiliation. The Supreme judicial Court

disposed of this argument in Goldman v. Town of Dennis, 375 Mass.

1979 375 N.E.2d 1212 (1978), upholding a zoning by-law which

regulated condominium conversion of rented cottage colonies.

Although the by-law referred on its face to ownership, the court

held that the town properly recognized that individua1,ownership

would likely produce year-round use, threatening greater impacts

than mere summer vacation occupancy. Similarly, the city of

Cambridge may recognize the use implications of university
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ownership or control coupled with occupancy primarily by affiliates.
A second opposing contention is that the proposed amendment

treats educational institution affiliates differently from others

(see policy discussion on page 2), thus violating equal protection

principles. The answer to this is that educational institutions in

Cambridge pose a much greater threat to the neighborhood integrity

which the original ordinance seeks to protect. "Equal protection

does not prohibit differences in treatment where there is rational

basis for those differences reasonably related to the purposes

which the regulation seeks to accomplish." Goldman, 375'Mass. at

200, 375 N.E.2d at 1214 (citation omitted). "(T)he reform may

take one step at a time, addressing itself to the phase of the

problem which seems most acute to the legislative mind." Williamson

v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. 483, 489 (1955)·

Finally, the Board should bear in mind the extreme deference

which courts accord zoning ordinances. "Every presumption . . .

must be made in favor of the validity of the .zoning (ordinance),

and great weight given to a (city's) determination that necessity
.

exists for its adoption." Marshall v. Town of Topsfield, l3 Mass.

App. Ct. 425, 428, 433 N.E.2d l2/4jt, 1246 (1982). A zoning "amendment

will be sustained unless there is no substantial relation
be":

ween

it and the express purposes of the zoning act." Canteen Corp. v,

City of Pittsfield, 4 Mass. App. Ct. 289, 292, 346 N.E.2d 732, 735

(1976). It is noteworthy that the Canteen and Goldman cases

reached favorable results even under the more restrictive pre-l975

state Zoning Enabling Act.

For the above reasons, the Board should report favorably on

the proposed zoning amendment.
'

I
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OFFICEOFTHEPRESIDENT CAMBRIDGE,MASSACHUSETTSO2139

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 proposed amendment to
the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance to regulate "affiliate housing," so called,
which has been advanced by Counci11or David Sullivan and which is the sub-
ject of this hearing.

David Sullivan's proposal defines "affiliate housing" as a dwelling
(other than a dormitory, sorority, or fraternity) owned or controlled by
an educational institution and occupied primarily by persons who are em-
ployed or enrolled at the educational institution. The proposed amendment
then treats such "affiliate housing,"--even if occupied by a single em-
ployee--in the same way as a dormitory, fraternity, or sorority.

Ide believe that the proposed amendment is clearly unconstitutional,
in that it would restrict arbitrarily the use of property not on the basis
of the nature of the use, but on the basis of the character of the owner.
MIT'S legal counsel has noted that the very recent case of CHR General,
Inc. v. Cit,y gf, Newton, 387 Mass. 341 (September 1, 1982), makes it clear
that "A fundamental principal of zoning [is that] it deals basically with
the use, without regard to the ownership of the property involved or who
may be the operator of the use."

The situation in the CHR case resembles much more closely that pre-
sented by David Sullivan's amendment than does the situation treated in
the Goldman case, which David Sullivan has cited. The fact is that the
Goldman case--and the Court made this clear even if David Sullivan did
not--was dealing with the expansion of a non-conforming use. The Coun-
ci11or's cryptic statement that "the city of Cambridge may recognize the
use implications of university ownership or control coupled with occupancy
primarily by affiliates" can find no support in the practical effect of
his proposed amendment, under which other private owners could put their
property to identical use. The only difference lies in the character
of the ownership. And by attempting to regulate ownership, rather than
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the use of land, the amendment proposed by David Sullivan attempts an""

outrageous use of zoning regulation.

Putting these legal citations aside, let's look at it in simple
human terms . Under David Sullivan's amendment a house owned by MIT and
rented to an employee would constitute a zoning violation if the house
were located in an area zcned single family residential. Yet the same
employee could rent the very same house if it were owned by somebody
else. I have strong personal feelings about this because I am an em-
ployee of MIT and I live in Cambridge. If David Sullivan is allowed to
exclude me by law from available housing because of where I work, he

also could exclude me later because of my political affiliation or be-
cause I have white hair or on the basis of some other classification.

I hope the Council will find this proposal totally arbitrary,
discriminatory, and just plain wrong.

Sincerely yours,

,bgiµL-
Assistant to the President
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HARVARDUNIVERSITY g
,

Office of Government and ' 2 Garden Street

Community Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2i38

6¶-495-4955

.

November 4, 1982

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan
Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-

ment.

Attached is a copy of my letter to the Planning Board dated,
jOctober 18, setting forth our objection in morg,detai1.

/"

Very/;r¢i; y° I

./ ..""

/

i'
"Lewis A. Arm' teCid

attachment:

» a
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HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Comml"xity Affairs CambridgF Massachusetts 02i38

6¶-495-4955"

October 18, 1982

Planning Board
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" of Educa-
tional Institutions

Dear Members:

This will record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-

ment to the Zoning Ordinance which would extend the institutional
zoning regulations to any dwelling owned or controlled by an edu-
cational institution and occupied primarily by its employees or
students.

As you may know, a similar proposal was originally included
in early draft8 of the institutional zoning regulations. How-

ever, we argued and the Department of Community Development staff
ultimately agreed, that the only appropriate objectives of zoning
are the regulation of use8 of and improvements to property.
Nothing permits regulation or discrimination under zoning based

upon the identity of the owner8 of the property and certainly not
based upon the educational or employment statu8 of the occupants.
Thi8 point has recently been emphasizCd by the Massachusetts
Supreme judicial Court in its deci8ion in CHR General, Inc. v.
City of Newton, decided September 1, 1982:

A "fundamental principle of zoning [i8 that] it deal8
ba8ically with the use, without regard to the owner8hip,
of the property involved or who may be the operator of
the u8e."

Accordingly, a8 proposed (and enacted) the institutional use

regulatiom did not regulate or re8trict residential housing
owned by educational in8titution8 other than dormitorie8 and

fraternity and 8orority hou8e8.
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A further problem with the proposed amendment is that educa-
tional institutions would be singled out from other institutions
for regulation of their affiliate housing. No zoning considera-
tions justify distinguishing a professor's house from a home or a

rectory. Such a distinction would be not only legally impermis-
sible but also inconsistent with the policy of treating all
institutions equally which was repeatedly expressed at the time
the institutional use regulations were originally proposed.

By Chapter 565 of the Acts of 1979, the General Court con-
stituted Cambridge the only Massachusetts city or town with the
power to override the provisions of the Zoning Act protecting
educational and religious institutions from use regulation under
zoning. In doing so, the General Court expressly limited that
power to certain residential zoning districts. It is doubtful
that it was intended and ironic that it is now proposed that this
power be used to regulate otherwise proper residential uses.

Finally, it is obvious that whatever the legalisms may be,
this proposal would be counterproductive to the City's and
Harvard's common objective of having Harvard provide where
possible for the housing needs of its employees and students,
thereby avoiding undue pressures upon the limited existing
housing stock.

We urge that you report unfavorably upon the proposed
amendment. """

"0

:"'ii2=
Lewis A. Arrrastead
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·_ HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street
Community Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2i38

6¶-495-4955

November 4, 1982

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan
Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Housing" of Educational Institutions

C

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment.

Attached is a copy 3f my letter to the Planning Board date¢j..
October 18, setting forth our objection in mo59,,tietail. "

.r

"2L!b
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HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Comml"xity Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2138

6'7-495-495$

October 18, 1982

Planning Board
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" of Educa-
tional Institutions

Dear Members:

This will record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment to the Zoning Ordinance which would extend the institutional
zoning regulations to any dwelling owned or controlled by an edu-
cational institution and occupied primarily by its employees or
students.

As you may know, a similar proposal was originally included
in early draft8 of the institutional zoning regulations. How-

ever, we argued and the Department of Community Development staff
ultimately agreed, that the only appropriate objectives of zoning

are the regulation of uses of and improvements to property.
Nothing permits regulation or discrimination under zoning based

upon the identity of the owner8 of the property and certainly not
based upon the educational or employment statu8 of the occupants.
Thi8 point has recently been emphasizdd by the Massachusetts
Supreme judicial Court in its decision in CHR General, Inc. v.
City of Newton, decided September I, 1982:

A "fundamental principle of zoning [i8 that] it deals
basically with the use, without regard to the owner8hip,
of the property involved or who may be the operator of
the u8e."

Accordingly, a8 proposed (and enacted) the institutional use

regulatiom did not regulate or re8trict re8idential housing
owned by educational institution8 other than dormitorie8 and

fraternity and 8orority hou8e8.
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A further problem with the proposed amendment is that educa-

tional institutions would be singled out from other institutions
for regulation of their affiliate housing. No zoning considera-
tions justify distinguishing a professor's house from a home or a

rectory. Such a distinction would be not only legally impermis-
sible but also inconsistent with the policy of treating all
institutions equally which was repeatedly expressed at the time
the institutional use regulations were originally proposed.

By Chapter 565 of the Acts of 1979, the General Court con-
stituted Cambridge the only Massachusetts city or town with the
power to override the provisions of the Zoning Act protecting
educational and religious institutions from use regulation under
zoning. In doing so, the General Court expressly limited that
power to certain residential zoning districts. It is doubtful
that it was intended and ironic that it is now proposed that this
power be used to regulate otherwise proper residential uses.

Finally, it is obvious that whatever the legalisms may be,

this proposal would be counterproductive to the City's and
Harvard's common objective of having Harvard provide where

possible for the housing needs of its employees and students,
thereby avoiding undue pressures upon the limited existing
housing stock.

We urge that you report unfavorably upon the proposed
amendment.

'""i2=
'Lewis A. Arnu.stead
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Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Community Affairs Cambridge, Massachusetts o2i38

6'7-495-4955

.

November 4, 1982

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan
Chairman, Ordinance Committee
Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment to Regulate
"Affiliate Housing" of Educational Institutions

Dear Councillor Sullivan,

I wish to record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-
ment.

Attached is a copy of my letter to the Planning Board dateg.-
October 18, setting forth our objection in morg,detai1.

... .

.2'11Ezig

attachment:
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HARVARDUNIVERSITY

Office of Government and 2 Garden Street

Comml'nity Affairs Cambridg4 Massachusetts q2138

6'7-495-495$

October 18, 1982

Planning Board
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Institutional Zoning; Proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" of Educa-
tional Institutions

Dear Members:

This will record Harvard's opposition to the proposed amend-

ment to the Zoning Ordinance which would extend the institutional
zoning regulations to any dwelling owned or controlled by an edu-
cational institution and occupied primarily by its employees or
students.

As you may know, a- similar proposal was originally included
in early draft8 of the institutional zoning regulations. How-

ever, we argued and the Department of Community Development staff
ultimately agreed, that the only appropriate objectives of zoning

are the regulation of uses of and improvements to property.
Nothing permit8 regulation or discrimination under zoning based

upon the identity of the owner8 of the property and certainly not
based upon the educational or employment statu8 of the occupants.
Thi8 point has recently been emphasize/d by the Massachusetts
Supreme judicial Court in its decision in CHR General, Inc. v.
City of Newton, decided September I, 1982:

A "fundamental principle of zoning [i8 that] it deal8
ba8ically with the use, without regard to the owner8hip,
of the property involved or who may be the operator of
the u8e."

Accordingly, a8 proposed (and enacted) the institutional use

regulatiom did not regulate or re8trict re8idential housing
owned by educational institution8 other than dormitorie8 and

fraternity and 8orority hou8e8.
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A further problem with the proposed amendment is that educa-
tional institutions would be singled out from other institutions
for regulation of their affiliate housing. No zoning considera-
tions justify distinguishing a professor's house from a home or a

rectory. Such a distinction would be not only legally impermis-
sible but also inconsistent with the policy of treating all
institutions equally which was repeatedly expressed at the time
the institutional use regulations were originally proposed.

By Chapter 565 of the Acts of 1979, the General Court con-
stituted Cambridge the only Massachusetts city or town with the
power to override the provisions of the Zoning Act protecting
educational and religious institutions from use regulation under
zoning. In doing so, the General Court expressly limited that
power to certain residential zoning districts. It is doubtful
that it was intended and ironic that it is now proposed that this
power be used to regulate otherwise proper residential uses.

Finally, it is obvious that whatever the legalisms may be,

this proposal would be counterproductive to the City's and
Harvard's common objective of having Harvard provide where

possible for the housing needs of its employees and students,
thereby avoiding undue pressures upon the limited existing
housing stock.

We urge that you report unfavorably upon the proposed
amendment. """

'"1?2=
'Lewis A. Armistead
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Cambridge, Ma. 02139

5 November 1982

.
Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, Ma. 02139

re: reguiation of institutional expansion
hearing on November 5, 1%2, 6:30 pm

Honorable Members of the City Council:

Further pre-emption of the existing housing stock
for use by affiliatzzs of large institutions is to be
resisted. The neighborhood in which I live, Mid-
Cambridge has seen Harvard Univers'i'ty take over most
of the residmtial property on Prescott and Ware
Streets. I also mention Quincy :3't., which is felt to
be so much an extension of 1Iarvard. Yard that a serious
proposal was advanced several years ago to close this
major thoroughfare. Where will the piecemeal. acquisi-
tion stop?

Isolation of institutional personnel in inward-
looking enclaves can only exacerbate the inevitable
frictions between'our major universities and our
neighborhoods. If institutions n.2?c: oZf-campus :]ou:3ing
for their affiliates, let the affiliates compete in the
open market f r that housing. If, a.s a result, these
people have onger jourmy to work,"thi3 is a small
price to pay to avoid Fostering the 2xpansion of vast

m= . closed cities within our city. Besides, it can mean
?,': '

" a shorter,journey to work for some of the many people
.""' who work tn Harvard Square but not for Harvard Universtty.

0

I understand that you now have before you pro-
" posed restrictions on institutional acquisition of

existing housing for exclusive use by afEiliates of
. institutions. For the sake of Mid-Cambridge and other

neighborhoods, I encourage you to act favorably on
this proposal.

Respectfully,
&EEM

john R. pitkin
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5 ?qovember 1982

.

Committee on Ordinances
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, Ma. 02139

re: regulation of institutionai"expansion
hearing on November 5, 19e2, 6:30 pm

Honorable Members of the city Council:

Further pre-emption of the existing housing stock
for use by affiliates of large institutions is to be

resisted. The neighborhood in which I live, Mid-
Cambridge has seen Harvard University take over most
of the resid2ntia1 property on Prescott and Ware
Streets. I also mention Quincy .'3t., which is felt to
be so much an extension of Harvard Yard that a serious
proposal was advanced several years ago to clos? this
major thoroughfare. Where will the ,Uecemea1. acq'iisi-
tion stop?

Isolation of institutional personnel in inward-
looking enclaves can only exacerbate the inevitable
frictions between our major universities and our
neighborhoods, If institutions n2?c: oFf-campus :7ou:3inq

for their affiliates, let the affiliates compete in the
open market f r that housing. If, as a result, these
people have onger journ?v to work, this is a small
price to pay to avoid Eostering the 2xpansion of vast

m . closed cities within our city. Besides, it can mean
[j'! " a shorter journey to work for some of the many people

who work in Harvard Square but not for Harvard University.
0

I understand that you now have before you pro-
" posed restrictions on institutional acquisition of

existing housing for exclusive use by afEiliates of
institutions. For the sake of Md-Cambridge and other
neighborhoods, I encourage you to act favorably on
this proposal.

Respectfully,
&RAM

john R. Htkin
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OfjhceofthePresident
- Noyember 17, 1982

Honorable Members of Ordinance Comnjittee f

City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Institutional Zoning: Proposed
Ainendment to Regu].2te "Affiliate
Housing" of Educaftona1 Institutions

Dear Members:

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Amendment

to Regulate "Affiliate Housing" for Educational Institutions.
When the institutional zoning regulations were'finally recommended "

and passed into law, we worked closely with the staff of the Comirunity
Development Department and our Agassiz neighbors to support the passage
of that zoning 1egislatiQn. There. was an understanding that the issue of
affiliate housing had been appropriately resolved at that time.
Institutional zoning was never intended to regulate or restrict housing
owned by educational institutions.

The process by which the present version of the zoning ordinance
was created was a long one, characterized by cooperation among the
institutions and the City. Lesley College and the Agassiz neighborhood
participated enthusiastically and we look forward to similar cooperation
in the future. Unilateral piecemeal changes in the resu1ts· of that

'

process are dysfunctional to this cooperative effort."

Accordingly, we urge the City Council not to support this change.
.

""'""""jiL 4"e nifer A. Page
Vi e President, External Relations

jAp/j'
cc: Paul Healey, Clerk,

City of Cambridge
R. Lewis, Exec. V. P.

' Lesley College
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Comm. from Jennifer A. Page , Lesley College
in opposition to a proposed amendment to the
Zoning Ordinances Re : "Affiliate Housing".
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In City Council,

December 6, 1982 "
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0 r 4

t WE
P

OFFICE OF .

THE CITY CLERK

October 7, 1982

.

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclo8ed you will find & hearing schedule for the

Committee on Ordinances for Thumday, November 4, 1982 at

6:30 p. m. in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,

M&888chu8ett8 on 8 petition by Councillor David Sullivan

to mend the text of the Zoning Ordinances to add a nev

definition entitled "Affiliate Housing. "

Your kind attention in this matter will be gre atly

appreciated.

""' ZL?Z jY;i
Paul E. Hea1y, City Clerk.

.

PEH/d1

,

Enc. Affili8te howing hearing 8chedule.

0



y'q
c,c,,o6, PUBLIC NOTICE '

'

O
' RELATIVE TO ZONING

M

i,
,.,,

" Qhty of ea1nhtiijge
K
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MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws,
Tercentenary Edition and amendments thereto, that the
Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire member-
ship of the City Council will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 6:30 p. m.

in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on petition of Councillor David Sullivan

'

to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:

1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new
definition at its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a

dormitory o,r a sorority or fraternity house) owiied

or controlled by an educational institution and
occupied primarily by persons who are employed or
enrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations
(Institutional Uses), subsection (b), Educational
Purposes, add to line 7 the words, "or affiliate
housing."

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regula-
tions, subsection (C), add to the line 8 the words,
"or affiliate housing."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at
this time and be heard.

P

For the Committee,

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan,
Chairman.
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OFFICE OF
THE CITY CLERK

October 7, 1982

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclosed you will find a hearing schedule for the

Comdttee on Ordinances for Thursday, November 4, 1982 at

6:30 p. m. in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,

'

M&88achugett8 on & petition by Ccmncillor David Sullivan

to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances to add a new

definition entitled "Affiliate Housing. "

Your kind attention in this matter will be gre atly

appreciated.

""' "L?z jYji
Paul E. Hea1y, City Clerk.

W

PW/dl

,
Enc. Affiliate houUng hearing 8chedule.
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A" MASSACHUSETTS

Office of the City Clerk
T

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the
, . provisions of Chapter 40A, Section 5 of the General Laws,

Tercentenary Edition and amendments thereto, that the
Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire member-
ship of the City Council will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, November 4, 1982 at 6:30 p. m.
in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge,
Massachusetts on petition of Councillor David Sullivan,

to amend the text of the Zoning Ordinances as follows:
1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new

definition at its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a
dormitory o,r a sorority or fraternity house) owiied
or controlled by an educational institution and
occupied primarily by persons who are employed or
enrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations
(Institutional Uses), subsection (b), Educational
Purposes, add to line 7 the words, "or affiliatehousing."

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Insti"tutiona1 Use Regula-
tions, subsection (C), add to the line 8 the words,
"or affiliate housing."

Copies of this petition are on file in the office of
the City Clerk, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at
this time and be heard.

For the Committee,

Councillor Walter j. Sullivan,
.' Chairman.
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The Planning Board of the City of Cambridge will hold a public
hearing on October 19 , 1982 at 7 :4 5 pm in the Community Develop-
ment Conference Room, 3rd floor, 57 Inman Street, Cambridge,
MA on a petition by Councillor David Sullivan to amend the
text of the Zoning Ordinance as follows:

1

. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new
def inition at its appropriate alphabetical location:
"Aff iliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dor-
mitory or a sorority or fraternity house) owned or

' controlled by an educational institution and occupied
primarily by persons who are employed or enrolled'

at the educational institution:"
' 2

. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations (In"stitutional Uses) , subsection (b) , Educational Pur-
poses, add to line 7 the words," or affiliate housing."

3
. In Section 4.56 , Table of Insitutional Use Requlations,

subsection (C) , add to the line 8 the words," oraffiliate housing. "
'

Copies of this petition are on file in the Office of the CityClerk, City Hall, Cambridge, MA. Questions concerning thispetition may be addressed to Lester Barber at 498-9034.
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IN CITY COUNCIL

COUNCILLOR D. SULLIVAN September 13, 1982

ORDERED : That the attached proposed amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance be submitted, and be referred
to the Planning Board and the Committee on
Ordinances for hearing and report.

In City Council September 13, 1982.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 9 members.

Attest:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.

A true copy;

ATTEST:-

""'1t >'1,.,.
,~

a ;¶c*z aaµµ "^c:> '
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AMEND THE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new definition at
its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dormitory or a

sorority or fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educational
institution and occupied primarily by persons.' who are employed or
enrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations (Institutional
Uses), subsection (b), Educational Purposes, add to Line 7 the
words ", or affiliate housing".

3. Ia:Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection (C),
add to the line 8 the words ", or affiliate housing".
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IN CITY COUNCIL
COUNCILLOR D. SULLIVAN September 13, 1982

ORDERED : Tljat tijje attached proposed amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance be submitted, and be referred
to the Planning Board and the Comnittee on
Ordinances for hearing and report.
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AMEND THE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

7' Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new definition
a its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dormitory or a
orority oFfraternity house) owned or controlled by an educational

institution and occupied primarily by persons who are employed orenrolled at the educational institution."
2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations (InstitutionalUses), subsection (b), EducatiOnal Purposes, add to line 7 the

words ",or affiliate housing".

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection (c),add to line 8 the words ", or affiliate housing".
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AMEND THE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:
,

1. In Mticie 2. 000, Definitions, add the following new definition
as its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dormitory or a
sorority of fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educational
institution and occupied primarily by persons who are employed or
enrolled at the educational institution."

2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations (Institutional
Uses), subsection (b) , Educational Purposes, add to line 7 the
words ",or affiliate housing".

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsecticn (C),
add to line 8 the words ", or affiliate housing".
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IN CITY COUNCIL
COUNCILLOR D. SULLIVAN September 13, 1982

ORDERED : That the attached proposed amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance be submitted, and be referred
to the Planning Board and the Committee on
Ordinances for hearing and report.
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AMEND THE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS:

1. In Article 2.000, Definitions, add the following new definition
as its appropriate alphabetical location:

"Affiliate housing. Any dwelling (other than a dormitory or a
^':

sorority of fraternity house) owned or controlled by an educational
' inst"it'iition and occupied primarily by persons who are employed or

enrolled at the educational institution."
2. In Section 4.33, of the Table of Use Regulations (Institutional

Uses), subsection (b), Educational Purposes, add to line 7 the
words ",or affiliate housing".

3. In Section 4.56, Table of Institutional Use Regulations, subsection (C),
add to line 8 the words ", or affiliate housing". "
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C.Ub Sullivan order re: attached proposed
,' ani&ldment to the Zonin"g" Ordinances in ArticK
" 2.000 entitled "De£jnitions" Re: "Affiliate

Housing" be referred to the Planning" Board &
._

jj " Ordinance Committee.
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m41n City Council,
' '""'";"jg'

September 13, 1982
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