LESLEY PORTER OVERLAY DISTRICT

Comparison of Development Potential within the Lesley/Porter Overlay
District

I. Summary of Development Potential

MT. VERNON UNIVERSITY
LOTS HALL LOT CHURCH LOTS
LOT AREA 25,272 sf 137,538 sf 28,070 sf
Two lots divided by
Mt. Vernon Street, A single large lot Two contiguous lots
nearly equal in size
Existing GFA 0 231,500 sf 15,192 sf
Two accessory Single institutional/ Church and adjacent
parking lots retail/office building landscaped lot
with parking
Max. GFA under 50,544 sf 275,076 sf 14,035 sf
Existing Zoning (Residential*/Dorms) | (Residential*/Dorms) | (Allowed Institutional)
FAR: 2.00 FAR: 2.00 FAR: 0.5
Max. GFA under 75,544 sf 368,845sf 95,210 sf
Proposed Zoning (Institutional/ (Institutional) (Institutional)
Residential*/Dorms)
FAR: 2.0 FAR: 2.5 FAR: 2.5
30,544 sf of 343,845 sfof 70,210 sfof
institutional use plus | institutional use plus institutional use plus
25,000 sf of exempt 25,000 sf of exempt 25,000 sf of exempt
retail use, divided retail use retail use
between two bldgs.
Current Proposed 59,144 sf 321,035 sf 100,000 sf
GFA
50,544 sfof 296,035 sf of 70,210 sf of
institutional use plus | institutional use plus institutional use plus
8,600 sf of exempt 25,000 square feet of 29,790 sf of
retail exempt retail institutional use
transferred from other
lots

*Exclusive of any residential inclusionary housing bonus

Lesley Porter Overlay Districts

GFA Comparison

CDD 5/27/09



IL. Detailed Analysis of Development Potential by Use

MT. VERNON UNIVERSITY CHURCH LOTS
LOTS HALL LOTS '
Lot Area 25,272 sf 137,538 sf 28,070 sf

Existing Zoning

Business C

Business C

Residence B

Retail/Office 31,590 sf 171,923 sf 0
(FAR 1.25) (FAR 1.25)
College/University 31,590 sf 171,923 sf 0
(FAR 1.25) (FAR 1.25)
Other Institutional 31,590 sf 171,923 sf 14,035 sf
(FAR 1.25) (FAR 1.25) (FAR 0.5)
Dormitories 50,544 sf 275,076 sf 0
(FAR 2.0) (FAR 2.0)
Residential* 50,544 sf 275,076 sf 10,575 sf
(FAR 2.0) (FAR 2.0) (FAR 0.5/0.35)
Proposed Zoning Business C Business C Business C
Retail/Office/Other 31,590 sf 171,923 sf 35,105 sf
Institutional** (FAR 1.25) (FAR 1.25) (FAR 1.25)
College/University 50,544 sf 343,845 70,210 sf
(FAR 2.0) (FAR 2.5) (FAR 2.5)
Dormitories/ 50,544 sf 275,076 sf 56,168 sf
Residential * (FAR 2.0) (FAR 2.0) (FAR2.0)

* Exclusive of 30% FAR bonus for inclusionary housing
** Exclusive of any ground floor retail that may be exempt (up to 25,000 sf per building)

Lesley Porter Overlay Districts

GFA Comparison

CDD 5/27/09
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Harmonizing AIB & North Prospect Church

Cambridge City Council — Ordinance Committee
Wednesday May 27, 2009

Brian Kopperl, 17 Arlington Street

5 Reasons Why the AIB Should Be Spread Out More Evenly
Across the Church Lot and the Sears Building’s Back Lot

1. The Church is the Iconic Structure and Defining Landmark of
the Neighborhood. After 142 years in its present location, the Church
structure and its relationship to the historic Avon Hill neighborhood is
owed deference. It would be inconsistent with principles of historic
preservation, particularly when less invasive and still viable development
options exist, to destroy the integrity of the Church, chop off half of its
size and move it such that only 3,000 square feet of open space on the
lot remains. We say: Keep the Church on the North end of the lot!

2. Open, Public Space is a Quality of Life Issue for the Community. If
the AIB dominates the entire Church lot, Mass Ave would lose valuable Open,
Green Space. Instead of an open sculpture garden on the Church lot that the
public could access, as the neighbors propose, Lesley’s proposal would fill
essentially the entire Church lot with large buildings that would be closed,
private and institutional. Know this: The Library will require a Lesley ID!

3. There Is No Need to Cram the AIB on the Church Lot. Don’t Stuff the
Entire AIB onto the Church such that it destroys all of the Lot’s Open Green
Space. Instead, use the space behind the Sears Building to (a) reduce the
building footprint on the Church lot and (b) proceed with underground
parking that is needed to accommodate the AIB and the parking that
everyone knows will be lost behind Sears Bldg. and West side of Mass Ave.

4. Serious Up-Zoning of the Church Lot is at Issue. Contrary to the
suggestion made by Lesley, the Overlay District as currently proposed
represents a serious “Up-Zoning” of the Church lot from Residence B to
Business C- Commercial. The proposal runs counter to the protective
residential zoning that was designated for the Church lot by the
Cambridge City Council over 20 years ago.

5. A Congested Porter Sq. Would Result from the 2 AIB-size

Developments Lesley Plans for The Church and the Sears Back Lot.

By Its Own Renderings (see attached), Lesley University will add a Second,
Equally Large Development on the Sears Back Lot within 10-20 years.

Consider: How institutional will Porter Square be then? How little open
space will there be at Porter Square then? How much public benefit?

Reply. Use the Sears Building’s Back Lot for half the AIB and preserve
meaningful open space on the Church lot for the community and AIB both
to enjoy! That would be a result of “get and give” by Lesley, not just get.
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May 26, 2009

VIA E-MAIL and Federal Express
- Margaret Drury, City Clerk
Cambridge City Hall

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambnidge, MA 02139

Re:  Lesley Porter Overlay District and re-zoning petition
Dear Ms. Drury:

Please consider this as a supplement to my letter of April 13, 2009 on behalf
of the Oxford Courts Condominium regarding the proposed re-zoning of parts
of Porter Square by implementation of a proposed “Lesley Porter Overlay
District.” Please forward this letter to the members of the Ordinance
Committee of the City Council prior to the meeting scheduled for 4:00 P.M.
on May 27",

The Oxford Courts Condominium, with 103 households and six commercial
units, abuts the parcels owned by Lesley University that are the subject of the
re-zoning petition on the westerly side of Massachusetts Avenue. Most of the
attention of the public and the Ordinance Committee of the City Council has
been drawn to the issues concerning proposed changes to zoning on the
easterly side of Massachusetts Avenue, which are being proposed to
accommodate the incorporation of the Arts Institute of Boston into the Lesley
campus.

However, the independent proposed changes to the Lesley parcels on the
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westerly side of Massachusetts Avenue, which are not necessary to the AIB proposal, will have a
direct and substantial impact on the 104 households at Oxford Courts and the many other abutters and
neighbors on Arlington Street, Mt. Vernon Street and Upland Road.

The petitioners have depicted the proposed zoning changes on the westerly side of Massachusetts
Avenue as a down-zoning of those parcels; for instance, touting a proposed reduction from an as-of-
right height limit of 55 feet to the 45 feet proposed for those parcels in the re-zoning petition.
However, a closer analysis reveals that the proposed changes to the zoning scheme for the parcels
westerly of Massachusetts Avenue is more accurately characterized as an up-zoning of those parcels,
which would allow Lesley University to build siructures with substantially greater floor area and
height than would be allowed under the present zoning scheme.

The Lesley parcels on either side of Mt. Vemon Street are presently in a Business C zoning district.
The Lesley proposal would allow for greater impact than under the present zoning in three crucial
respects: floor area ratio, height, and setbacks.

Floor Area Ratio would nearly double under the Lesley Proposal.

Under present zoning (see Table 5-3, Table of Dimensional Requirements — Business Districts), these
parcels are limited to a floor area ratio (“FAR”) of 1.25 for non-residential structures. While
residential structures may have a maximum FAR of 2.0, Lesley University has stated that it desires to
erect administrative buildings on these parcels rather than dormitories, and has agreed that dormitories
would be prohibited under the proposed overlay district provisions. Accordingly, it is appropriate to
consider the base FAR against which to compare Lesley’s proposal as 1.25.

The lot nearest to the Oxford Courts Condominium, which is between the Condominium and Mt.
Vernon Street, contains 12,007 square feet of land. At the allowed FAR of 1.25, this would allow a
building with 15,009 square feet of gross floor area.

Under the Lesley proposal, an FAR of 2.0 would be allowed. - In addition, ground floor retail space
would be excludable from FAR. Assuming approximately 5,000 square feet of retail, a building of
approximately 29,000 square feet of gross floor area could be constructed. This is an effective FAR of
2.4, or nearly twice that allowed under present zoning.

Given this very substantial proposed increase, Oxford Courts believes that it is inappropriate to grant
the increase requested in allowed FAR for the Lesley lots westerly of Massachusetts Avenue as part of
the proposed re-zoning. Lesley’s consent to a prohibition against dormitories might justify some
slight increase in FAR, but certainly not the proposed change of nearly a doubling in allowable FAR.

Height would increase substantially under the Lesley proposal.

Under present zoning in the Business C district, in which the Lesley lots westerly of Massachusetts
Avenue lie, 2 maximum height of 55 feet is allowed. However, for properties abutting a residential
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district, the maximum height is reduced to 35 feet within 50 feet of a residential district. The Lesley
parcels westerly of Massachusetts Avenue abut a Residential C1 district to their rear, in which the
maximum height is 35 feet. The lots are approximately 100 feet deep. Therefore, approximately half
of the area of the Lesley parcels, measured from the rear lot line forward, would have an allowed
maximum height of only 35 feet under present zoning. Lesley ignores this limitation in portraying its
proposal as a reduction in the allowed height.

The Lesley proposal is to have a maximum allowed height of 45 feet. For the rear half of the parcels,
this would be an increase of approximately 29 percent in allowed height, and not the downzoning of
the parcels as stated by Lesiey in its proposal. If Lesley intends for the proposed maximum height on
the lots westerly of Massachusetts Avenue to remain subject to the 35 foot height limitation where
they abut a residential district, the proposed ordinance should state this fact explicitly so there will be
no confusion about this important provision.

Oxford Courts believes that it is appropriate to limit the entire Lesley parcels to the thirty-five foot
height limit to which the rear half of the parcels is presently subject. As we have previously pointed
out, given the grade change between the front and the back of the parcels, and the requirement in the

* Ordinance for measurement of height from the mean grade, this will allow for a sufficient height at the
front of the parcels, where they abut Massachusetts Avenue, of about forty feet, which would
accommodate a commercial structure with three floors with sufficient ceiling heights of fifteen, twelve
and twelve feet, respectively. This will meet Lesley’s stated needs for these parcels. The maximum
height proposed by Lesley for these parcels is far in excess of what Lesley needs given its own stated
intention to build three-story buildings on these parcels.

Side Yard Setbacks would be decreased under Lesley’s interpretation.

Lesley has proposed no change in side yard setback requirements from the required setback in the
underlying Business C zoning district. Lesley has stated publicly that it believes the present side yard
setback requirement in the Business C district is a zero setback. However, Section 5.42 of the Zoning
Ordinance providges as foliows: ’ ' ’

In Office, Business or Industrial districts no building shall be erected
within ten (10) feet of the side lot line of any abutting lot, all or the
major portion of which is in a Residence district.

Well over half of the Oxford Courts property lies in a Residence C-2 zoning district. Accordingly, at
least “the major portion” of the Oxford Courts property is in a Residence district. It follows that no
building may be erected within ten feet of the side lot line of the lot on which the Oxford Courts
Condominium is built.

The proposal by Lesley to be subject to a zero side yard setback therefore can be interpreted as a
proposal for a less restrictive regulation than under present zoning,
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Given the greatly increased building mass that Lesley is seeking the right to build, Oxford Courts has
proposed, and believes that it can only be adequately protected, by a twenty foot side yard setback
requirement. Under present zoning limitations on FAR, the lots adjacent to Oxford Courts could
easily accommodate a side yard setback of 20 feet, and Lesley’s proposal for increased FAR, which
Oxford Courts believes is excessive, is the only logical reason Lesley is reluctant to agree to a side
yard setback sufficient to protect Oxford Courts. Accordingly, the Overlay district should include a
side yard setback requirement of a minimum of twenty feet as an explicit requirement for the lots
westerly of Massachusetts Avenue.

Comparison of present zoning scheme io Lesley proposal.

Under the present zoning scheme in the Business C zoning district, even if side yard setback
requirement is 0 feet where the Lesley lots abut the Oxford Courts property, the present limitations on
- FAR are likely to limit the footprint of a proposed new building in such a way as to require a setback
of at least ten feet just as a function on limitations of the volume of building that an owner could build.
The lower FAR allowed under present zoning would likely result in a two-story building occupying a
smaller footprint than could be accomplished under Lesley’s proposal. Under present zoning,
approximately 15,000 square feet of gross floor area could be built on the 12,000 square foot lot
immediately abutting the Oxford Courts property. As a practical matter this would likely be a two-
story building with a 7,500 square foot footprint. Computer generated illustrations comparing
maximum development of the Lesley parcel immediately abutting Oxford Courts under both the
present zoning scheme and the proposed zoning scheme, are attached to this letter.

Accordingly, under the present FAR limitations, a side yard setback would be at least more likely to
result even if one were not required, since the FAR limitations would effectively impose a side yard
limitation as well. This protection is eliminated under the Lesley proposal, which increases the FAR
so dramatically that a building could be constructed that would utilize more of the lot, thereby
allowing Lesley to take advantage of the zero setback it claims (subject to dispute) is allowed in the
underlying Business C district. Accordingly, an explicit side yard setback requirement greater than
that in the underlying district is necessary to protect the Oxford Courts property.

We look forward to exploring these issues with the Committee at the upcoming hearing.

Very truly yours,

#—”

Howard P. Speicher

Enclosures

cc: James J. Rafferty, Esq.
Beth Rubenstein, Assistant City Manager
Susan Brand, Esq.
Peter Cardellichio

506750v.4
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The North Pros Church

Our iconic white-steepled New England Church was invented here. It was
a badge of settlement, the way the Tremont Street Shul was for Jews, St.
Peter’s Church in North Cambridge for Catholics the Islamic Society for
Moslems and the Church of the Latter Day saints for Mormons.

Massachusetts Avenue can be defined by its churches, 3 points of respite
from H rd to Alewife Brook.The First Parish Church in Harvard Square,
has thé€’large open space of its cemetery. The Church of St. John the
Evangelist, Tip O’Neil’s church has an adjacent open space. Finally,
there is the North Prospect Church, starkly white next to its @y
green. .

Walking or driving down Arlington Street,the North Prospect Church is
almost always in full view. this was planned. From the Cambridge
Chronicle of December 15, 1866: “The new street, leading westerly from
North Avenue....will hereafter be called Arlington Street...The church will
stand on the easterly side of North Avenue [now Mass Ave] opposite the
new street.” The name Arlington was chosen to honor the Union dead
buried in Arlington VA. '

So we move from an area of settlement, through the revolution, with
William Dawes pounding down Mass. Ave, to a Civil War remembrance.

Church Restoration

The restoration of a bulding includes respect for its social and physical
context, and that is not evident in the Lesley plan.."Restoration”; is a

political goal to justify moving the church to gain more space. W ;LI‘)’R//%

At Sturbridge, houses were brought in to create a mock village. In
Cambridge we have the real thing.

I was recently told the Church is too tall next to the Sears building. So If
Church restoration is desired, knock down the Sears building.
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The Overlay Petition ‘-

I call the Overlay Petition “Death by a Thousand Cuts”--a form of Zoning
by torture; it needs advanced city skills to decode.

Community Damage

It has been suggested that the abutters behind the Church SHOULD BE
WILLING to give up what they have for the “common good,” and I'm
uoting:, “Ihere is a trade-off between a ‘common good’ for the many
versus a ss for a few.. it is inevitable.” What “common good?” What
“inevitability?” General Patton said something like this: “Don‘t be a fool
nd die for your country, let the OTHERM.O.M die for his.”

So,the inhabitants of the houses on Frost Street g¥odfa fall on their
-swords, for the “common good.” I don't think “sacrifice” is called for here,
I think *common sense” is called for here and some humility

Schools are built for the “common good:” they can also do enormous
damage to a neighborhood. Speaking of money, for isn’t this what we are
also talking about? How does Lesley propose to pay for what it wants to

build? I think we should know this-- Just think of all the motionless cranes
-in Harvard’s Allston project

W S I‘ ’
: “Trees, air quality, playground-
What large trees will be preserved?...What are these people bringing to
the table to offset the green space....increased congestion and having to
listen to a major construction project?”
Ih

This is from [a homeowner who woukld be affected by@%e Oaktree)
development the OTHER side of Porter Square. WE NE FIED
DEVELOPMENT PLAN that does the least damage to three distinct
neighborhoods--Agassiz, Avon Hill, and the PSNA.

Keep the church where it is, as it is.
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Request for Delay of Zoning Permit: Proposed Lesley Building Roseland/Mass Ave.
Notes for the Ordinance Board Meeting of 27-May-09

I have lived in Cambridge for almost 20 years, most of that time at Newport Road. Since moving to Newport
Road, | have been proud to see our neighbor, Lesley, grow from a tiny college to an internationally recognized
university and | am personally happy to welcome their arts program to the area. However, | do not believe the
current plans are best, both for Lesley, and more importantly for the area and Cambridge.

I would like to cover two major areas of concerns:

1. Building Size, Plans & Location, including:
a. Impact of large building construction — length of building time & disruption
b. Long-term issues of area definition: setbacks
c. Permit for overlay v. building site: pre-empting rights of future abutters and future community
needs/issues
2. Parking
a. Growth of Lesley and parking
b. Event Parking

Any large building which links the Porter Square station to Mass Ave South is clearly a critical structure: It will
change the area in ways we can only imagine. A building this large, with no green space and no setback, will not
only change, but entirely re-define the entry way to Agassiz: It will change our neighborhood forever. These
plans should be made with the utmost care, and | am happy that the ordinance committee will hear us on these
issues.

1. LARGE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION:
LARGE COST AND ASSOCIATED POSSIBLE DELAYS:

The building as currently proposed would be the largest construction undertaken by Lesley, a small
university. What if they run into funding issues? Even Harvard, with the largest endowment for a
University in the world, has had to stop projects due to funding issues. The larger the project, the more
likely that unexpected additional costs or other funding issues will be encountered and delays encountered.

LENGTHY CONSTRUCTION TIME:

Even if that does not happen, the impact of such a large building and the length of time it will take to
complete it, right on Mass Ave and in our back yards, is lengthy. They are projecting 2 years, but 2 years
easily becomes 3 or 4, as we all know. Even with 2 year’s construction, many of the local shops are not sure
they will be able to survive the disruption of street traffic and the loss of street parking associated with the
construction. A significant collapse of leases and multiple empty window fronts may not be recovered for
years to come.

ISSUES WITH LACK OF SETBACKS AND GREENERY:
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While the current lot is not necessarily the best use of the land, the greenery and the current setback helps
create a sense that one is entering a less commercial area than the area north of Porter Square. Removing
all of the green space and moving the buildings right to the edges of the property is simply too large a
change for the area: Agassiz is more desirable than North Cambridge partially because it is less
overwhelmed by buildings such as this one is currently proposed to be. Setbacks will also be important to
allow the thousands of students who will visit the library to get in and out without blocking the sidewalk.
Similarly for events held in the proposed gallery: the setbacks will be necessary for all of us.

OVERLAY PLANS VERSUS CHURCH PARCEL PLANS:

| applaud the working group and Lesley for addressing a potential longer-term plan for the other spaces in
the immediate area. It is important for all to have some idea of what might happen over time. However, |
do not believe that considering a potential plan is the same as granting a permit. Lesley is not certain what
they will do in the future, or when they will do it. We do not know how this building will impact the area,
and future plans should encompass those changes and the needs of the community at the time. Granting a
permit for unknown plans for the overlay parcel pre-empts the rights of future abutters.

PARKING:

GROWTH OF LESLEY AND CURRENT PARKING:

I have been proud to see our neighborhood college grow into a full-fledged University with some 7,000+
students enrolled in full or part-time classes. While Lesley has purchased parking in the area, they have not
actually increased available parking by any significant amount during this time.

10 additional cars on our back streets are enough to make it impossible to park within 5 blocks of our
building.

Parking on our back streets is increasingly difficult to find, particularly in the evenings after work. As there
have been no significant residential developments in the area that do not provide parking, one can only
assume this is likely due to the growth of Lesley. Students living in the area are within their rights to share a
visitor’s permit with a part-time student who is coming in to work on a project with them, etc.

The growth of part-time students and faculty is large and this addition of AIB alone adds close to 1,000
students and faculty. Note, too, that other arts schools, such as the Museum School at the MFA, report 5x
the number of students taking individual classes than students enrolled in a degree program. It is in the
interest of Lesley and Cambridge to provide parking for these students.

EVENT PARKING:

I have been thrilled to attend a number of the art shows at the current tiny AIB gallery. However, on one
occasion | noted that the crowd was large for an opening {(with approximately twice as many people spilling
out into the main body of the building than were able to be inside the gallery) and on this occasion, | also



g

noted illegal parking on the shoulders at Roseland. Similarly, a recent singing event at the church was also
associated with obvious illegal parking on the shoulders at Roseland. Event Parking needs to be taken into
account and should be encompassed in this building plan before it is approved.

| urge the ordinance committee to request a delay to any permit and request Lesley to consider options:
including building a smaller structure on this site and a larger structure, perhaps, on the lot behind Porter
Exchange with associated parking. Despite two years of conversation, only one significant plan has been
proposed. It would be in the community’s interest, the interest of Cambridge AND the interest of Lesley to
consider other options. The working committee was small, with only a few members who were actually right in
our area. The community as a whole is only just now hearing about many of these plans, and we need to work
together with Lesley to make this project one which will create the best impact for all of us.

Amery Burnham,

1 Newport Road, No. 6
02140
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- significantly altered- upward. We ate not aware of any other ‘similar

~ allowances along Massachusetts Avenue and do not: beheve it is ]usuﬁed :
o jhere foraparucular user. o

from 1,25 to. 2, 5 on the; Westerly side of Mass. Ave;, and from" - S
-5 (Wlth ‘TDRs).on the eastetly. side of the street; and: then allows - o
sfer-of the mﬂated densn:y rlghts from the: Westerly 31de to the -

‘l- .



i f-~'-é‘15ace--w1ﬂrrits'hﬁighe.rfdéns'ity‘of use;would still have demands on patking,

?-RétaﬂUses

- trash disposal;: pedestrian access needs; etc. even'if it is not counted in

- FAR.FARisa measurement tool to balarice ‘proper land use’ density.
- .. Instead, there should be adherence to a requirement for small store front -
. build-outs along Mass. Ave as a buffer from the institutional use as the

: g sv{'ftfé‘étﬂs‘cape.;Théyﬂa;t.‘e: wotk/study/ spaces which are welcoming to those
‘studying’at the college, but do not bring activity from the surrounding -

. neighbothoods; even though there may even be a-gallery open to the’

5

- We understand that Lesley has not fer‘_ifc:,wed?‘:the‘]apane'sé; grocery store’s -
Jlease on the Exchange Building’s first-floor. The related sushi bar out in
- .- frerit of the space needs fresh sea food/produce ‘from-the store, and 7
- they will be hatd pessed to stay in businessiif the store leaves. Although i
ot techinically affiliated, the Blue Fin Restaurant across from the store =
se sighificant foot traffic. It seems: that the ‘critical mass of the

o cuttent food coutt will be broken and the-first floot will eventually be

 reclaimed by Lesley for institutional uses. These stores and restaurants:
. - Here-aré real ‘neighborhood institutions. Tt sets the tone; ‘combiried with -
- the gew blank Citi bank space as just how this instimfional ‘campus will -
7 “feel/AWe hope Porter Squate does not go the -way of Hatvard Square
O withe above-matket ‘rents “and' ‘the -ubiquitous - automatic ‘bank teller :

- “machines. These issues need to be ‘balanced and commitments made

* trough real master planning,

20.203.3 Height -

1. This section pre-supposes V‘moving_.of a historic structure and is
premature and: sets up the changing of the “historic character of Porter

- “Squate, Cleatly Porter Square and the surrounding  residential
-~ neighibothood are of great historic character. In addition to the historic

3 o

o ,. oposalthat retéil"shduld’nofgco&nt in FAR'is unreasonable inza"
 city which counts first floor parkin g in FAR on other projects. This built

Groundﬂoor [Institutional -uses do not" necessatily enliven the-

. -public; (eg Catpenter Center - Department - of -Visual Studies at



~value of individual buildings and groups of buildings, one of the
‘impottant historic qualities of the neighborhood is the view down

gli;,-i',\\jrjgi'fsge:‘no? justification, "ihélﬁdjng.' any: compelling urban design

tlington Street of the church. While we. suppott active re-use of the - . -

. teason, for moving the church and: diminishing - this - historic view

- corridor dating from the late 1800’s when Atlington Street was laid out.

2 Webeheve ‘that Grgd’e is measured as the average;hgightﬁstarﬁng- at
- the point where the property abuts. the public way, and that it should not
~startat the height of the tetaining wall, The Building Department should -

. be consulted to assute that grade is measured hete in the ‘'same ‘way that

‘it is elsewhere in Cambridge. This measurement obviously affects height . .

L . and the impact on adjacent residential properties.

200034 Setbacks

Whlle the zomng c,héng,e, would 'sigiﬁﬁcanﬂy ‘\re.duce,"' the 4,0113”61'.1'«' space

., tequirements for Lesley, there ate no-specific alternatives. for enhancing -

the Mass. Ave street-scape and enhancing the greenspace and pedestrian
opetann, T eenpe and enhanciog the gresnspice and podes

Theparkby the",,bete,r T Stop- has :béeﬁ a des1gn cha]lenge for the .
- community —to quote one of Roxbury’s neighborhood planners, “one

~man’s vest-packet -park is another man’s vacant lot”. "The T has

- ‘significantly improved this park, but cannot reasonably redesign its basic -

- form. Greenspace setbacks in retail districts ‘only work when well

designed in combination with a ground floor use that both enliven, and

in effect, protect the space from inappropriate use. Adding benches, bike

racks, adeél’Coming swaths.of. green as a relief from the dénsity of .

.. -tarmac of 2 major street are all approptiate treatments to be considered

i in'a Master Plan greenspace study. Thisties back to the' community-scale.
- retail needs where there needs to be a spill over: of lively activity and -
. nightlighting to make a space of appropriate depth for active urban use.



- Thee needs to.be a traffc, pasking and loading plav specific 0 g el .
- build-out -plan.- Short-term ‘parking for retaﬂ/busmesslscnmal to-
- making the zetul along Mass. ‘Ave. continue to succeed. The only
... appfopiate place to -build ‘structured “parking - (with “tecycling, “stotage; .
~ trash disposal) is behind the Poster Exchange Building‘ Adding secure. .
~ bike: lock-up, Zip Car spaces ‘and requiring employets' to subsidize T~ < -
passes all'move us away from the almighty car ~ but it is'a reality of our
. ae andimuit be considered in this planning process. Along with pacling
-+ comes proper design of ingress and cgress arid fmpict-on abutting
e streetsWhere1s the traffic study: that demonstrates ;hOiV"cd*’efEfégﬁygly; o
.- ddd -extra ~demand/. auto use to an. alfeady . busy: thoroughfa.re?Tlns
. should be-requited as a base to build upon, not as an aftef-thought affer © ~ 7 L

. approving density that snatls our streets and sidewalks. -

7. In addltlon to the ‘Qirerlaymaldng no ptovisiOns‘ for trafﬁcandparhng 5
It in fact, eases the parking requirements for Lesley by allowing . -
- deviatigns from ‘the" parking requirernents to-be ‘permitted by Special .

- emmit tather than-through- the.variance process ‘which is the more- -+~
- stangent- legal “standard. requited - elsewhere. - We' do ‘not.see the

{ A'j}f‘df?alléWiﬁg”tlﬁs»pr'oiri'sio’n'.fcirjra'pariﬁ(:ulaf user. e

Opespace requitements. are reduced, again without any plan.to justify ..
.. -the.reduction: In-addition, details of;'tllis_,seCﬁOn?such as allowing any 10,
.. foot by 10-foot square of un-built space to be counted-as open’ space; -
~and area under a building overhang to be counted as open space seem to
be antithetical to the concept of open space. LR

- 20.203:7 Special Perrni Critetia

Our final major issue has to"do with the criteria upon ‘which Special
- pettits ‘issued ‘undet this Ovetlay would be judged. The provision .of - -
- greatest concernt hete is the phrase, “Conttibute to the vitality of Porter ~
- Squate by concentrating academic activities.. ”. We do not support the .
. premise that a concentration of academic activities is in"the best intefest™. .-
* . of our'neighborhood of a key tois vitality, R




m‘x

Jon

' Clearly, ‘we ate requesting that 2 detailed

blanket z

proposal this fule may not be ade
could be expanded. :

ATB can‘make a format for visitoss to
. and make this a real iterative planning

implementing zoning changes, .

" developed by Lesley prior to constructio
. sequencing such planning ptior to broad
- process. In -fact, any:ne
: mounUngconcemsregardmg the Ovetlay.

.MésterPlan be di:Yelopedi'prjor to - .

oning relief.- But we also believe ‘that there needs to ‘be’ far greater
 ‘outreach by-Lesley to the community on such plan. We undérstand-that the

\

 display mastet planning work and maybe their new audio visual expansion with
Py mas login theit thoughts and suggestions
process.- T

. City-has @ specific legal notice- requirement, However, for such a large scale,
quate as'a thoughtful planning practice; and it -

'Wéfwdifild;—l:ijkc;to;.suggestt that their vacant. first floor. stotéfrbntr~<be~ used to

: A,Werequest that ‘yourn'otv pass. the proposed Leéleyf'betef.’Overlay. |
- District; until a-detailed Master Plan be’ reviewed and apptoved~~ ptior “to

rstan that construction and development mean jobsand revenue for

fact, any:necessary ré-zoning

nor continue to be-a constructive

the City, and believe that that is a vety positive thing for all of us. However,

- making short-term decisions which affect the community for years:to come is
~ not good: land use or economic’ Pplanning. We are'in no way suggesting that -
- Lesley: not bring the AIB to Cambridge i
. presence in’ the . community. Detailed d

evelopment plans “will ‘have “to ‘be

Thank you for you consideration 'o,f the issues,

13 Adington Street
Ige, MA 02140

; L1 daM. Haar

n under any scenatio, and therefore
zoning changes. should not:slow the- D
process may be enhanced given the - =



Ms. Margaret Drury

City Clerk ,
City Hall MAY 2 §
cyhal 02138 2009 MAY 2% P 3 83
OFFICE OF 1N i
CAMBRIDGE. MA ssmﬁnﬁ'é%‘%s
May 26, 2009

Dear Ms. Drury,

Enclosed please find four Protest signatures to add to the citizen’s Protest filed last Friday
May 22,2009. Would you kindly add these four to those already submitted? I have also
included a complete list of all Protest signatures, as of 5 /26709,

Thank you for your kind consideration in this matter.

K

arah M., Farri'_ngfon
18 Frost Street, Cambridge
617-864-2163



Owner Name (s) Address Date Signed
Shalom I. Newman 1775 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 1 5/13/09
Margaret E. Curtis 1775 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 8 5/14/09
Guy Rachmuth 1783 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 2 5/10/09
Adam Looker 1783 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 3 5/14/09
Sarah Jatko & Jeffrey R. Layton 1783 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 5 5/16/09
Nora J. Etkin 1783 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 7 4/27/09
Brigitta Ralston 1 Newport Road, Unit 4 4/25/09
Amery A. Burnham 1 Newport Road, Unit 6 5/13/09
Stuart J. Lipsky 1 Newport Road, Unit 8 5/13/09
James R. Hickey & Marcie A. Mitler 2 Newport Road, Unit 2 4/27/09, 5/20/09
Zuzana Nagy 2 Newport Road, Unit 5 4/30/09
Andrew Milia & Salma Abu Ayyash 2 Newport Road, Unit 8 4/27/09, 5/20/09
Patricia P. Rieker 3 Newport Road, Unit 2 4/28/09
Rhoda Kesler Unger & Burton Maurice 3 Newport Road, Unit 4 5/12/09
Unger

Janet Reckman 4 Newport Road, Unit 1 4/26/09
Janet Reckman 4 Newport Road, Unit 3 4/28/09
Gladys Friedler 4 Newport Road, Unit 4 4/24/09
Ann D. Rodney 4 Newport Road, Unit 5 4/25/09
Constance Procaccini 4 Newport Road, Unit 6 4/30/09
Martha Hass 4 Newport Road, Unit 7 4/27/09
Susan Isenstein 4 Newport Road, Unit 8 4/26/09
Ellen Fox 5 Newport Road, Unit 4 4/29/09
Mary Christie 5 Newport Road, Unit 6 5/13/09
Shalom I. Newman 6 Newport Road, Unit 2 5/13/09
Byung Hee Byun 6 Newport Road, Unit 4 4/28/09
Joan Hutchinson 6 Newport Road, Unit 7 5/19/09
Joan Hutchinson 6 Newport Road, Unit 8 5/2/09
Guido Ruggero Farielio 7 Newport Road, Unit 3 4/24/09
Richard C. Farrington 8 Newport Road, Unit 3 5/19/09
Richard C. Farrington 8 Newport Road, Unit 4 5/19/09
Dr. Wallace J. Gardner 1791 Massachusetts Avenue 4/22/09
Peter Lang 1 Frost Terrace 5/5/09
John L Farrington & Sarah M. Farrington |20 Roseland Street 5/18/09
John L Farrington & Sarah M. Farrington |22 Roseland Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 28 Roseland Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 1 Frost Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 3 Frost Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 5 Frost Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 6 Frost Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 18 Frost Street 5/18/09
Richard C. Farrington 135-137 Oxford Street 5/18/09
Virginia Youngren 139 Oxford Street 5/18/09
Andrea E. Kadomiya & Ron Kadomiya 9 Frost Street 4/26/09
Mary Jeanne Tufano & Peter Tufano 10 Frost Street 5/2/09
Dr. Robert L. Muellner 11 Frost Street 5/19/09
Alison M, Roberts & Theo Forbath 21 Frost Street 5/17/09

Patrick Tai & Hu-Tam Ho Tai

11 Forest Street

5/19/09




Owner Name (s) Address Date Signed
Jonathan Haar.& Linda Haar 13 Arlington Street 4/22/09
Morris Halle & Rosamund Halle 10 Arlington Street 4/24/09
Nancy Bromberger & Sylvain Brombef4 Arlington Street, Unit 12A 4/25/09
Graeme Fincke & Heidi Urich 11 Arlington Street 4/25/09
Marjorie Yates 36 Upland, Unit 3 4/26/09
Ronald Cruickshank 5A Lancaster Street 4/26/09
Robert Gregory Scapicchio 1776 Massachusetts Avenue, Unit 2A 4/28/09
Susan Napier 7 Lancaster Street 4/30/09
Barbara J. Thomas 18 Upland Road, Unit 4 4/30/09
Victoria Oliva 15 Upland Road, Unit 6 5/1/09
Kathy Dalton 6 Arlington Street, Unit 12 5/4/09
Mordecai Danesh 9 Upland Road 5/4/09
Patricia Haseltine 24 Mount Vernon Street 5/5/09
Wendy Schoener 15 Arlington Street 5/9/09
Stephanie Adelman & Jo Adelman 9 Lancaster Street, Unit 1 5/17/09
Michael Moskowitz 9 Lancaster Street, Unit 2 5/21/09
Bernard Steinberg & Roslyn

Steinberg 9 Lancaster Street, Unit 4 5/17/09
Bernard Steinberg & Roslyn ) :
Steinberg 9 Lancaster Street, Unit 5 5/23/09
Marvin E. Gilmore 26 Mount Vernon Street 5/20/09
Michael K. Davis 34-36 Mount Vernon Street, Unit 36 5/15/09
Gulrez Arshad & Sara Arshad 40 Mount Vernon Street, Unit 2 5/22/09
Joyce Porter Barringer & Paul

Barringer 12 Upland Road, Unit 12 5/18/09
Linda E. Mar 16 Upland Road, Unit 2 5/16/09
Elliott Sirkin 18 Upland Road, Unit 1 5/17/09
William Thibodeaux 21-23 Upland Road 5/21/09
Valentina P. Ugali 22 Upland Road 5/22/09
Valentina P. Ugali 26 Upland Road 5/22/09
Andrea Wilder 12 Arlington Street 5/23/09




North Prospect Church, Feb, 20, 2009, from Arlington Street
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Crelnfnce  Commities: H
: I have been grgsident of the Agassiz neighbourhood for over 50 yrs and of the
Newport Condominiums since 1976. Our complex of. 84 apartments 15 separated from
Roseland/ Mass Avenue site by a single 2 story home. 38 of our units in the North
bldg, including bedrooms face the proposed site.

No attempt was made to,g?f;i:it the opinions of other Newport residents or abutters
of the progress of the proposal. My own attempts to leam more about the project
were unsuccessful. Despite repeated inquiries to some representatives of the
Leslie/Community study Committee over several months, I was pnsuccessful in
btaining any information on the status of their discussions. Out of frustration, I
began attending various community and official city meetings in early January. What
I have heard at these meetings alarmed me. Many of my neighbors at Newport and
elsewhere in this Northeast edge of the Agassiz neighborhood have become very

concerned about the present Leslie- proposed Art Institute and its
placement on the church property.

However, I speak only for myself. I wholly support the AIB in

Cambridge but I am apposed to the proposed zoning change for multiple
reasons. All of these relate to the proposed location of art
institute. This building will adversely impact the quality of life

in our neighbourhood. The height, density and mass of the building
proposed for the Roseland site will adversely impact an historic
neighbourhood already on the edge of a commercial zone. Even after
the initial two year disruption during construction with attendant
poise, dust and large vehicles moving equipment in and waste out, the
increase in traffic and pedestrians coupled with noise from
ventilation, heating and other equipment to be located on the roof
of the projected building well be very disruptive. For writers,
artists and scholars who work at home . Bhis disruption may become,
dptolerable.

I also wofry about the ipnadeguacy of the parking study and the
negative impact on traffic and parking due to the accompanying influx
of visitors to the AIB for both daytime and evening events and by the
influx of 500-600 students Many students will choose to live and park
With their permits in our neighbourhood, an area where parking is
already a challenge.

As a science professor whose lifetime research has focused on toxic
agents and their effect on genetic integrity and development, I am
concerned about procedures planned for removal of know asbestos
contaminants at the church and for removal of toxic chemicals from
the photographic laboratories planned for basement facilities of AIB.

There have been many comments re the increase in yalue of our properties and the
contrary, the decrease. Only time will tell but I and the many I have spoken with
chose to live here here because it was and gemains a neighborhood, however fragile
and not because it was a investment.

There are glternate sites that have been proposed by residents at
open meetings for placement of the AIB on Lesley properties at Porter
Square which are far more amenable to our community. Lesley should
examine these options before forcing us to accept, at our back door,
a project that has many negative effects on me and my neighbors.

Qjm\:xgs (Cei) Verenes
b N&D\@\* R 2y



Gordon Moore
9 Rutland Street
Meeting

The most important question is Why give Lesley University twice as
much development space as they need to bring the Art Institute of
Boston (AIB) to Porter Square?

We should limit the growth of the number of students, staff, and faculty on Lesley’s
Porter Campus to that population which will not overwhelm the adjacent neighborhoods.
The AIB itself will bring 600 students plus staff and faculty. Doubling the developable
space available to them beyond that needed for the AIB would enable them to bring an
additional 600-800 students and staff. This is just too much student pressure in Agassiz,
which is already heavily over-populated with students

These are already congested neighborhoods. Granting Lesley all this capacity on its
campus will:
* Increase traffic and congestion
* Increase Cambridge sticker parking in the daytime and art show visitors at night,
thus further competing for space with neighbors already space-bound;
* Increase the number of students competing for affordable housing;
* More than double construction impact on the neighborhoods.
* Put more pressure on the neighborhoods through which students walk day and
night (example is the problem that neighbors next to the Radcliffe quad have with
noise and occasional vandalism).

Other negative impacts include:

* Moving the North Prospect church from its current location and negatively
impacting views from Arlington Street and other perspectives;

* Creating a dense and high development on the Avenue, which effectively moves
density greater than Business C down the Avenue, canyonizing it like Harvard-
Central Square;

* Ignoring the abutters plight, such that they will be boxed in by the development.

* Putting the survival of the large trees on Mass Ave at risk.

The question is how to structure the overlay district zoning to enable Lesley to bring the
600 AIB students, staff, and faculty to the Campus but limit further development and
reduce the density of their development on the Church property.

H



There are two problems with the Overlay District as proposed. Both can be easily fixed
and fixing them would limit the size of their overall development potential and
encourage them to locate the AIB behind the Porter Exchange Building

First, Remove Lesley’s request for unlimited FAR on any developed

site.
In 20.203.2 (1)a. the sentence should be modified to delete

“....without limit as to the FAR on any individual lot .”
o Result: The full developable square footage is available but the majority
of the dense FAR is directed to the parking lot behind the Porter Exchange
building.

Second, remove the setback and height waivers for historical structures.

In 20.203.3 (1), remove the phrase in each that reads “However, the height of any
historic structure...... and 5.43” and in 20.203.4 remove the phrase “....provided,
however, .....Overlay District.”



Ronn fixe]rod

Support for Lesley Porter Zoning District-
Ordinance Committee Hearing May 27, 2009

I am speaking in support of Lesley’s Overlay Zoning District in
Porter Square. . I have been a resident of the Porter Square area
for over forty years and an architect and urban designer. I have
passed through Porter Square almost daily walking to the
Porter Square T to commute to work since 1981.

There are many positive measures this zoning district will do
for our neighborhoods:

1. It will balance development across its campus bringing a
nationally known art school to Cambridge and
Massachusetts Avenue. The school’s presence on Mass.
Ave. will give it the prominence it deserves to be a part of
Porter Square and the community.

The location is well suited for many reasons. Mass. Ave is
the central commercial corridor of our city. Additional
commercial or educational development along Mass. Ave
is helpful to the economic health of the city, and
contributes to the health of the street when continuous
active storefronts and public uses are located at the street
level. The day and night activity brought by a school,
with students coming and going at all hours increases the
safety of the street, and provides new marketing potential
for existing uses along the Avenue.

2. Porter Square is a major transit hub in Cambridge with
the only subway and commuter rail station complex in
Cambridge and this education oriented zoning district is
what should be near this transit hub. Traditional
development standards show that reasonable density like
this district surrounding the station helps development
that is transit oriented also helps surround neighborhoods
with good retail services for the neighborhood.



3. Massachusetts Avenue at Porter Square is a wide retail /
business street in Cambridge. The AIB on east side and
new Lesley buildings on the west side of the Avenue will
fill in what have been open and unfriendly spaces for too
many years. Including the church property at Roseland
and Mass.Ave, the zoning district corrects the only flaw in
the continuity of an overall B district that starts at Harvard
and goes out to Arlington.

4. Lesley has been a good neighbor, and this overlay district
reflects the positive moves Lesley University has made
integrating itself into our neighborhoods without
overwhelming them. '

Thank you for your consideration and positive support for this
new and important district for our neighborhood and city.

Ron Axelrod, Member Lesley Working Group
26 Shepard Street



