
.L e ^
%"

" '4¢

"&E'g!m": ""Aug /6 /li6 I&th&, Street
§9k}iyz" ""^ °"39C4MQR/D'GK:

MA$$,

lvis. Kathy Spiegelman
ActinR Assistant City !'/ianager

,

57 inman Street
Cambridge, i\qA 02139

Dear i'.'s. Spiegelmam

As you requested, I asked a ,grouD of !:1id-Cambridge residents.who have opposed the establishment of a !','!id-Cambridge i"Mghbor-
hood Conservation District to meet and discuss the issue further.
The meeting tocik place on Ii'ionday evening, JUV 26.

Everyone who attended the meeting was quite concerned about the
future of our community. We all expressed a great desire to
see the area improve and prosDer. None of us felt that the
establishment of a neighborhood conservation district would
contribute significantly to that ob jective, However, since
some of our neighbors feel strongly about this matter, we feltthat it would be best to continue netzotiating about the issue
in order to resolve it amicably.

To ensure the meaningfulness of future discussions, it is criti-cal that the current pror)osal's r)roponents be aware of our concerns
and that you provide us with additional data.

1. ','-,"e are unalterably opposed to the DroDosal in its
present form.

2
. Future program proposals should include incentive

components as well as regulatory components.
3 . The current Droposal seems to encommass three 'basic

factors: aesUctics, demolition, anti density/in-fill
development . It is unlikely that we will reach a com-
promise on the first matter so we ought to focus on the
latter two.

/1, We would like the following information.
A

. Demolitions
I) the number of buildings demolished in !i'jid-Cambridge

,

since 1977 by year and type of building
" " 2) reasons for demolition

3) aRe of building
4) what replaced the demolished structure

B
. In-f ill develounent

'

I) the number of in-fill develorments in !':"!id-Cambria@e
since 197? by year and type of develorment

2) the lmcation of the developments
3 ) a listing of which develcmments are objectionable

and why
C

.
Z oning Law

I) an explanation of why the r)roposal to establish
a neiEhborhood conservation ciistrict is not
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considered a zonixt€ law
2) a coDy and an explanation of the city's currentdemoiition ordinance
3) a ccmy and an explanation of the city's currenttcwnhouse ordinance

,

I look forward to continuing to work closely with you. ,Thank
you.

Sinc rely,

Edward B. Feinman
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cc: b'iayor Vellucci
Vice E/'ayor Russell
Councillor Clinton
Councillor Danehy
Councillor Duehay
councillor Graham

, Councillor D. Sullivan ·

Councillor \'/. Sullivanj'
Councillor '."·i'ylie
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c Coimn. from Paul E . Healy, City Clerk, trans-·1 · mitting comm. from EdWard B. Feinman, Re : a
±/¥

meeting recently held by a group of Mid- ," Cambridge residents who oppose the establish- '

merit of a Md-Cambridge Neighborhood Conser--
vation District.
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- In City Council,

September 13, 1982

, ^ X,~|7&c«/ tA/ :
Ui:7 :;y"?y"" /"""

yt7 ·1'77"

Y)/ZyjL'Sx-t
t _ __ _ _ W t _ _

W t t t m _

_ _ _ - - - __L- _ _ _ __ _ - -
W tm Ft r-k t WW t __ i




