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Notice of Decision 

Major Amendment 
CASE No: . PB 6 0 

-
PREMISES: 2440 Massachusetts Avenue 

ZONING DISTRICT: Business C-1 and Industry A-1 

PETITIONER: Edward J. Boyle 

APPLICATION DATE: October 7, 1986 

DATE OF HEARING: December 2, 1986 

PETITION: Major amendment to allow all acce·ss to the approved 
development at 244~ Massachusetts Avenue and fr9rn the 
approved development at 2456 Massachusetts Avenue to 
exit via a single entrance/exit point on the lot at 
2440 Massachusetts Avenue onto Massachusetts Avenue and 
to close the approved exit at Tyler Court. 

DATE OF MAJOR AMENDMENT PUBLIC HEARING: January 19, 1988 

DATE OF MAJOR AMENDMENT· DECISION: February 2, 1988 

DATE OF FILING MAJOR AMENDMENT: Febraury 5, 1988 

Decision: (summary). granted with conditions 

Appeals, if any, shall be mad~ pursuant to Section 17 of 
Massachusetts GEneral Laws Chapter 40A, and 'shall 'be filed within 
twenty (20) days after 'the date of filing of the above referenced. 
decision with the City Clerk; 

Copies o'f'-the complete decision and final plans, if applicable, 
are on file with the office of hte Community Development Department, 
and the City Clerk. 

February 5, 1988 'UaidL~ . 
Aut!Vr.i:ed Re~lanning Board 
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MAJOR AMENDMENT 

CASE NO.: P.B. #60 

PREMISES: 2440 Massachusetts Avenue 

ZONING DISTRICT:. Business c-1 and Industry A-1 

PETITIONER: Edward J. Boyle 

DATE OF DEClSION: February 19, 1987 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON MAJOR AMENDMENT: January 19, 1988 

DATE OF MAJOR AMENDMENT DECISION: February 2, 1988 

DATE OF FILING MAJOR AMENDMENT: February 5, 1988 

Documents Submitted 

1. Revised garage floor plans showing the combined layout for 
permits #60 and #75 with a widened garage portal for full 
access onto Massachusetts Avenue; Tsoi, Kobus, architects; 
dated November, 1987. 

2. Letter to the Planning Board from Olivia Golden, North 
Cambridge Stabilization Comm~ttee, dated January 19, 1988. 

The Proposed Amendment 

The request is to permit all access to the approved development 
at 2440 Massachusetts Avenue and from the approved development at 
2456 Massachusetts Avenue to exit via a single entrance/exit 
point on the lot at 2440 Massachusetts Avenue onto Massachusetts 
Av~nue and to close the approved exit at Tyler Court. 
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Public Hearing 

A public hearing wa~held on January 19, 1988. Mr. Boyle 
indicated that the ·current request is in response to the 
successful entreaties of the Planning Board that he and the 
abutting developers coordinate the design of their respective 
.developments to minimize the number of vehicular entry points to 
them and to otherwise improve the design of their closely linked 
projects. As legal issues have significantly complicated the use 
of Tyler Court the two projects can only proceed in the near 
future if Massachusetts Avenue is used as both entrance and exit. 
In Decision #75 the Planning Board previously granted the 
applicant the right to enter and exit via the Massachusetts 
Avenue portal of the devleopment authorized at 2440 Massachusetts 
Avenue. 
The Board was in receipt of a letter from the North Cambridge 
stabilizaiton Committee indicating opposition to the granting of 
the Major Amendment pending the release of the Trolley Square 
traffic study being undertaken by the Community Development 
Department (an April completion is anticipated). Michael. Brandon 
of Seven Pines Avenue also expressed his. opposition to the 
granting of the Amendment as there is no public benefit derived 
from allowing the less desirable traffic pattern to occur. 

Findings 

1. While Tyler. Court has been identified as the best exiting 
point for this d~vleopment by the City of Cambridge Traffic 
and Parking Department, that Department has found that the 
proposed alternative of entering and exiting from 
Massachusetts Avenue only is acceptable provided the cost of 
any measures that may be required after occupancy to 
eliminate identified traffic or circulation problems in the 
vicinity are borne by the applicant. 

2. The Traffic and Parking Department has not indicated that the 
Massachusetts Avenue solution is in any way dangerous or 
marginally acceptable. Only minor changes to the median 
strip on Massachus.etts Avenue are .likely to ever be necessary . 
to correct traffic related problems that might be generated 
by the development at full o~cupancy. · 

3. The current retail use on the site generates in a single day 
vehicle trips well in excess of that which would be generated 
by the._75 units of housing making use of the single driveway 
being requested. The Traffic and Parking Department and 
transportation specialists in the Community Development 
Department have consistently said that housing uses are to be 
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preferred to any other uses on this site·and that the traffic 
generated at the approved densities will have no discernible 
impact on-the traffic patterns in the vicinity of the 
development and along Massachusetts Avenue. 

4. It is only at the initiative of the applicant that the site 
under review has any access to Tyler Court. A significant 

.number of units (ca. 31) would be permitted on the site · 
without any Planning Board discretionary review; all of which 
could exist onto Massachuset~s Avenue as-of-right. The 
additional number of units authorized by the Planning Board 
through the Special Permit provisions of the Business c-1 
zoning district would not significantly magnify the impact of 
the traffic that would be generated by an as-of-right housing 
development. 

5. Mandating a Tyler Court access unnecessarily ties this 
development to a legal dispute between the City of Cambridge 
and other landowners regarding the use of Tyler Court and 
other streets in its; vicinity which is extan_eous to the 
current or future use of this site. The public benefit 
derived from a quality residential devleopment at this site, 
adjacent to the Linear Park and in a district for which th_e · 
future character is yet to be established, ·is substantial." 
Residential development is to be preferred above almost any 
other alternate commercial use which is allowed, 
substantially as_of right, in this District and on this lot •. 

6. Approval of a full Massachusetts Avenue access at this time 
will not prevent, with Planning Board review and approval, an 
exit onto Tyler Court at some time in the future should that 
prove feasible. 

Decision 

After review of the comments made at the public hearing,_ and in 
full consideration of the request made by the Planning aoard of 
the applicant and the permittee at 2456 Massachusetts to · 

·coordinate their respective developments to reduce points -of 
vehicular access to their sites, and based on the findings above, 
the Planning Board GRANTS a Major Amendment to Special Permit #60 
to permit_ alteration_to the approved achitectural plans. in a 
manner consistant with the above referenced revised plans in 
order to allow closure of the exit onto Tyler Court and further 
to permit. full access ·and egress to this site and 2456 
Massachusetts Avenue from a widened garage portal at 
Massachusetts:Avenue subject to the following conditions. 
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1~ Any future proposal to use the Tyler court· access shall also 
re~ire approval- of a Major Amendment to Perinit #60. 

. . . . -

·2 .. The permittee, in cooperation with the permittee for Special 
Permit #76, shall (1) post a bond or other surety in-an 
amount and in a form satisfactory to the Department of 
Traffic and Parking prior to the issuance of any certificate 
of occupancy for the building to pay for all costs associated 
with the closure ·or modification of the median traffic island 
in Massachusetts Avenue should that be deemed necessary by 
the Traffic and Parking Department and (2) initiate an 
analysis of the travel patterns of the residents of the 
dwelling units as they exit and enter the building, at a time 
and in a manner acceptable to the Traffic and Parking · 
Department, when 80% of the subject dwelling units have been 
occupied, which analysis is to be provided to the Traffic and 
Parking Department to determine whether any alterations to 
the median strip or other traffic control measures may be 
necessary to prevent significant additional vehicular trips 
on local residential streets originating from this 
development. 

Voting to grant the major amendment were Paul Dietrich, Acheson 
Callahan, Clarence cooper, David Kennedy, and -Alfred Cohn ~ 
consisting of mo're than two thirds of the membership of the 
Planning Board. Carolyn Mieth voted against the major amendment. 

For the Planning Board, 

Paul Dietrich, 
Chairman of the Planning Board 
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ATTEST: I, duly authorized 
representative of , have 
read this decision prior to action by the Planning Boardand 
hereby agree to the foregoing conditions as approved by the 
Planning Board. (PUD only) 

. 
A copy of this decision shall be filed with the Office of 
the City Clerk. Appeals if any shall be made pursuant to 
Section 17, Chapter 40A, Massachusetts General Laws and shall 
be filed within twenty (20) days after the date of such fil
ing in the Of~ice of the City Clerk. 

ATTEST: A 
the o f'ce 

with 

by ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~ riz d representa-
tive o ing Board. All plans referred to 
in the decisio filed with the City Clerk 
on such date. 

Twenty(20) days have elapsed since the filing of this deci
sion. No appeal has been filed. 

Date 
City Clerk, City of Cambridg.e 



. -EXHIBIT II A" 

CSTY HALL ANNEX, 57 INMAN STREET, CAMBRIDGE 02139 

MAR 13 1987 
~10':'ICS OF JECIS IO~: DATE: ··--... 

A TRUE COPY 1\TIE.ST: 
., .. I" A. I 

G.-,~;.i:1.$J, r. Ufl""A w"""' 
i 1/ 

joseph' E. Connarton 
City Clerk "' 

CASE ~:O: Special Pennit PB #60 

PREMISES: 2440 Massachusetts Avenue 

ZONING DISTRICT: Business C-1 and Industry A-1 

PETITIONER: Edward J. Boyle 

APPLICATION DATE: October 7, 1986 

DATE OF HEARING: December 2, 1986 

PETITION: Special Pennit for Multi-family Housing in a Business c-1 District 
Special Pennit to extend the Business C-1 District Regulations 
Variations· in the Height and Side yard Stetback in the Industry A-1 
District 

DATE OF PLANNING BOARO DECISION: February 17, 1987 

DATE OF FILING THE DECISION: February 26, 1987 

Dec is ion (summary) : Granted with conditions 

Appeals, if any, shall be made pursuant to Section 17 of 
Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, and shall be filed 
within twenty (20) days after the date of filing of the above 
referenced decision with t~~ City Clerk. 

Copies of the complete decision and final plans, if applicable, 
are on file with the office of Community Development and the 
City Clerk. 

Dat~ 7 
%vtt/ci&~~ 
Authorized Representative 
to the Planning Board 



Case No: PBt69 

Premises: 2465 Massachusetts Avenue 

Zoning District: Business C-1 and Industry A-1 

Petitioner: Edward J. Bo'yle 

Application Date: .October 7, 1986 

Date of Public Hearing: December 2, 1986 

Petition: Special Permit for Multi-Family Housing in a 
Business C-1 District 

Special Permit to Extend the Business C-1 District 
Regulations 25 feet1 

Variations in the Height and Setback Requirements 
of the Industry A-1 District 

Date of Planning Board Decision: February 17, 1987 

The Application 

The following documents w~re submitted in support of the 
application. 

1. Application form certified complete em October 7, 1986. 

2. Revised Dimensional Form submitted on October 12, 1986. 

3. Plans, elevations, entitled "2449 Massachusetts Avenue 
Apartments and Condominiums"1 

Tsoi/Kobus and Associates Architects; dated August 8, 1986; 

Various scales. 

Other pocuments 

1. Revised Plans incorporating new sheet A-le, dated November 
17, 1986, replacing sheets A-1 and A-2 in tpe original 
submission referenced above. 

2. Revised Plans, dated January 28, 1987 incorporating final 
changes ·to the plans as orlginally submitted. 

3. Work sheet, undated, from Lauren Preston, Department of 
Traffic and Parking analyzing the traffic generation for 
three projects undergoing Planning Board Special Permit 
review. 
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4. Memo to file from Lester Barber, dated 2/17/87 outlining 
information conveyed to the Planning Board from Lauren 
Pr·eston through conversations with Lester Barber and Betty 
Desrosiers of the Community Development Department. 

s. Letter to the Planning Board from Peter Kasch, Co-Chairman 
North Cambridge Stabilization Committee, dated December 2, 
1986 requesting a delay of decision. 

6. Letter to the Planning Board from Kate Mattes, Co-Chairman of 
the North Cambridge Stabilization Committee, dated January 6, 
1987, indicating reluctance to support the variance and 
special permit requested. 

7. Memo to Planning Board from Tsoi/Kobus and Associates dated 
January 30, 1987 detailing the rationale for the variances 
requested. 

8. Letter to the Planning Board from Theodore E. Daiber, 
Attorney for Robert Fawcet and Son Co., Inc., dated January 
30, 1987, requesting Board not to grant access onto Tyler 
Court from the Boyle Development. 

9. Memo to Planning Board from Tsoi/Kobus and Associates dated 
January 20, 1987 outlining changes in the Plan in response to 
community concerns. 

10. Letter to Paul Dietrich, Chairman, from Beverly Courtney of 
Brookford Street. 

11. Modified application from Tsoi/Kobus and Associates dated 
January 28, 19~7 incorporating final building designs and 
dimensional statistics. 

12. Letter to the Planning Board from Attorney Richard D. Walsh 
withdrawing objections to development at 2440 Massachusetts 
Avenue. 

Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on Tuesday, December 2, 1986. Mr. Ed 
Tsoi, Architect for the project, outlined the proposal and its 
conformance to the Business C-1 Special Permit requirements. In 
particular Mr. Tsoi stressed the importance of the special permit 
and variances requested along t~e rear portion of the lot in 
order to permit a more rational development of the site. The 
variances would affect only a small portion of the building and 
would allow some of the bulk of the building to be located in the 
least visible location rather than directly on Massachusetts 
Avenue. 

For most residents in the area traffic and parking demand 
generated were of major concern, particularly in light of the 
three major developments being proposed in the vicinity. 
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Additional parking at the rate of 1.5 spaces per unit was 
requested for. this and all other developments. 

Two direct abutters had maJor concerns. Mr. Robert Fawcett felt 
the use of Tyler Court as an egress for all of the cars was 
inadvisable given the heavy use the roadway now receives; Ms. 
Carol Shea, owner of abutting property at 2458-2469 Massachusetts 
Avenue, objected to the variance for the sideyard setback as it 
would negatively affect the development potential of her 
property. 

At subsequent Planning Board regular meetings the issues of 
parking quantity and use of Tyler Court continued to be major 
points of concern. 

In response, the Board indicated a reluctance to require more 
parking than is mandated by the Zoning Ordinance. And in regard 
to use of Tyler Court the Board must rely on the technical 
expertise provided by the Traffic and Parking Department, if that 
Department indicates that the street is adequate there is no 
reasonable basis for the Board to prohibit its use as proposed. 
As to the variances and special permit at the rear of the site, 
the determining factors relate to the public benefits derived 
from an improved design, i.e. does the public .benefit in terms of 
an improved development if the variances/special permit are 
granted. 

Findings 

1. The proposal con-forms to the dimensional requirements of the 
Business C-1 District and the Massachusetts Avenue Overlay 
District (with the variances granted in this decision). 
Specifically the proposal meets the requirements of footnote 
(n) which permits increased floor area and density in a 
Business C-1 District because: (1) at least 75% of the gross 
floor area is devoted to residential use; (2) all parking is 
covered and enclosed; (3) at least 15% of the lot is useable 
open space; and (4) the development has undergone and will 
continue to undergo design review by the Planning Board. 

2. The proposal also addresses the design and development 
objectives for Massachusetts Avenue as reflected in the 
Massachusetts Avenue Overlay District and the draft North 
Massachusetts Avenue Urban Design Guidelines Handbook: (1) 
the building will be consLructed of quality materials 
traditionally used in large masonry residential buildings 
along Massachusetts Avenue, i.e. brick with granite and 
limestone or similar quality materials for accents; (2) 
traditional building forms including bays, discrete window 
forms, articulated entries are important elements of the 
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design;· (3) the building fronts squarely onto Massachusetts 
Avenue without excessive height but sets back from the Linear 
Park side line to complement that public space with walled 
gardens; (4) while more· massive than the building now on the 
site or than many of the residential structures in the 
abutting neighborhoods, the building is so designed as to 
minimize its visual impact from those points where it will be 
most seen by the public, i.e. Massachusetts Avenue and the 
Linear Park. · 

3. The request to extend the Business C-1 District regulations 
25 feet into the Industry A-1 District is reasonable given 
the fact that much more than 50% of the site is in the 
Business c-1 District, the area affected is to·the rear of 
the site, the extension will permit a better and more 
sensitively designed building, and that the abutting property 
will not be negatively affected by such extension. 

4. The variations in the height and sideyard setback requested 
in the Industry A-1 District are reasonable and will permit a 
design that better serves the public int~rest: (1) the modest 
additional height will be placed in a small portion of the 
building least visible to the general public rather than in a 
location at Massachusetts Avenue where the public would be 
most affected by the height; (2) the waiver of the sideyard 
will eliminate a 10 foot setback which would serve no useful 
purpose, but likely create a visual blight and a maintenance 
problem, and permit more rational development of the adjacent 
site; (3) the variations are also reasonable given the very 
significant narrowing of the parcel to the rear making useful 
construction on that portion of the site difficult. 

s. The Traffic and Parking Department has reviewed the plans for 
the development and the two other developments proposed in 
the vicinity which have been seeking Planning Board approval. 
It is the Department's conclusion that the development as 
proposed, including the use of Tyler Court as an exit route 
for all vehicles, l.s appropriate and will not cause 
congestion or unreasonably negat·i vely iq>act the public. 
streets. With specific regard to Tyler Court the Department 
is of the opinion that the street as now configured can 
accommodate the additional traffic without detriment to the 
current or future use of the steet by abutters. 

6. While the Planning Board ooes not require the provision of 
parking in excess of that required by the Zoning Ordinance, 
it does note that the applicant has made every effort to 
provide additional parking as requested by the neighborhood 
and encourages maximum adherence to that stated intent. 
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Decision 

After review of the application material, comments made at the 
public hearing, and at subsequent regular Planning Board . 
meetings, and discussions with the staff of the Community 
Development Department, and other information available to the 
Board, the Planning Board GBANTS a Special Permit for 
Multi-Family Development in a Business C-1 District, GRANTS a 
Special Permit for the extension for the Business C-1 District 
regulations 25 feet into the Industry A-1 DistrictJ and GRANTS 
variations in the height.and sideyard setback requirements of the 
Industry A-1 District, all within the limits outlined in Appendix 
I with the following conditions: 

l. The Final Plans submitted to the Superintendent of Buildings 
shall be in general conformance with the revised documents 
s'ubmitted to the Board, dated January 28, 1987, and 
referenced above. 

· 2. The Building sball continue to undergo the standard design 
review process as outlined in Attachment II. The Planning 
Board shall certify to the Superintendent of Buildings that 
the final plans conform to all p~ovisions of this decision 
before issuance of any building permit. The design review 
process shall continue to focus in particular on the proposed 
use of materials and the detailing of structures and 
materials as they abut Massachusetts Avenue and the Linear 
Park. Final Plans shall include detailed landscaping 
including street trees along Massachusets Avenue and the open 
space along the Linear Park. 

3. Every effort shall be made to incorporate additional parking 
above that required by Zoning, as indicated in the submitted 
plans. 

4. A deed restiction incorporated into the condominium master 
deed, or the property deed where no condominium deed exists, 
shall limit the uses in the approved development to 
residential use. 

Voting to grant the permit were P. Dietrich, c. Mieth, J. 
Bruckner, A. Cohn and D. Kennedy constituting more than two 
thirds of the membership of the Planning Board. 

(FU·r he Plan~in9 Board;/ 

/ 'l.· /1- .. 1 I : -?i-1 v c:;;l> · 1 ... , 
(::> v '- L.· -;r ""' 

-David Kennedy ,._, / 
Vice Chairman 



REVISED SUmtrSSION 
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Floor Area Ratio 
(Floor Area) 

Max. Heiqht 
Max. Anqle Above 

Cornice Line 

Min. Lot Size 

Min. Lot Area 
per d. u. 

Max. No. d. u. 

Min. lot width 

Hin. yard setbacks 

Front 

Side L 

R 

Rear 

Ratio Usable 
Open Space 
(AreaJ 

Off-Street Parkinq 
Minimum No. Spaces 

Maximum No. Spaces 

No. Handicapped Spaces 

Bicycle Spaces 

No. Loadinq Bays 

... - .,..._...... po---.. 

Attachrrent I 
1\pplication No. PB H60 

Dimensional Form 
..•.. 

Allowed/Required1> 
Bus. C-1 l.O 
Ind. A-1 l.~ 
,64,804 )StN 

us. C-1 50avB(60'max.) 
lpd ·-· 45'-0" 

N/A 

S,OOO sf 

Bus. C-1 300 
Ind. A-1 1200 

67@ 

50. -0" 

None 
Bus. C-1 Nonp ~ 
And ~-~ N+Lfi.sl6'-0 us. - onf! ® 
Jnd t-1 H+L/7""11 '-6' 
no rear yard 

Bus. C-1 15% 
Ind. A-1 None 
( J, 720 ) sf 

Existing 

.12 
(2,660 )sf 

12'-0" 

Proposed Granted 

2.6 2.6 
J64 BOO ) sf '§4.800 ) 

Bu • ~-I 5(TavK ti ~' ma.x • 54' Maximum 
Ind. A-1 54' -o•"3 

N/A N/A NA 

22,352 sf 25,002 sf 25,002 ~q ft 

N/A . SOOsf 500 sq ft minimum 

74 53 53 rraximum 
varles-triangul~r varies-triangular existing conditions site _s_i._t._e __ _ 

22'-0" 

23'-0" 

54. -0" 

no rear yard 

88% . 
( 19,692 ) sf 

w· atbay 
4'-0" at bldK.b1ock __ . ___ _ 
J 8' -0" min. as proposed 
24'-0" max. (j) o• alonl blault valf-' 
28'-0" at ramp 

no rear yard 

30.2% 
'5,800 )sf 

30.2% minimum 
'5,800 l 

1/DU.: 53 20 70(53 legal. 11 tandem) 53 mbtimum 

N/A N/ A ..:N.;.:./;;.;.A __ 

4%, but not less than l ____! ) 3 minimum 

27 minimum l/2DU.:27 spaces 

none for residential 

CD With Design Review and 
@1.0 x 19,172 sf • 

1.25 x 3,180 sf+ 265l. 

2 27 

1 N/A NA 

25'-0" dim. extension special permit. 
575\6 sf G). Variance on height in Ind. A-1 r-1 uire 45'-0" 

i • 7288 sf maximum proposed=S4'-0" for 1,0. 3.f. 

64804 sf 



. 
A copy of this decision shall be filed with the Office of 
the City Clerk. Appeals if any shall be made pursuant to 
Section 17, Chapter 40A, Massachusetts General Laws and shall 
be filed within twenty (20) days after the date of such fil
ing in the Office of the City Clerk. 

·Twenty (20) days have elapsed since the filing of this deci
sion. No appeal has been filed. 

Date ------------------ City Clerk, City of Cambridge 
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

COMMUNITY OEVEL.OPMENT DEPARTMENT 

498·9034 

Attachnent II 
OESIGN REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Project -----------------------
Status as of ------------------
Stage of Review: Design Ceveloprent 2S% __ 

SO% __ 
90\ __ 

A:l:chit.ect:Lu:al Aspec:t:.s of SO% --
C'.c::lrlt::'ac Cocuments 90t --

100,--

'l!1is c:becJcl.ist is for m:nitcrl.nq the prog:ass of design for appz:cvei pe rouk t ~, 
~ by the c:cmm'idqe Plam.inq soam. Other zcn.inq requinalmts- are treated 
separately in dcc:umentaticn. of the Plazminq' Board hea::ing's azx1 t'e:" ""Emticns. 

All Ct'Jnmmity Oevelcprent Oepa.tbtent CUiilEUts shall be Dade within ten days of 
snJ:mitt:al of the required dcc:umem:s~ the Sl1tmitt:al shall cx:cr.1r at a meet::inq 
held ~ the Department Staff an:! the permit: g%antee. 

'n. City's c:cncepts for r. p r t ~.in areas are set forth in the azmn design 
dcommts such as the East Cazli?rld9! Rivez:fl:out Plan and Alewife Rental i::ation 
in sara detail. While specific requirements vary acc::m:!inq to the special featul:eS 
of my qiven site, c:ert:a.in gee 1 s az:e overarchinq azx1 thus worthy of spec; a 1 ncte 
at all phases of review: 

Att::active c:::amect:icns fJ::aA the ~ are essential; .ilqa:ts on 
the neighbo%hood must: be minim:i.%ed. 

'nle pnbl ic: an:! private realms shculd cane t.oqether .in as positive a manner 
as possible. 

Every im.ividrzal project should be canfully o:mceived am executed to t.~ 
mutual benefit of its iitmediate neighbors as 'Nell as to the area as a whole. 

Every possible physical amenity~ provided. 

ani J dinq materials and imagerJ shculd reflect the historic presence and 
c:harat:ter of Qmi:)ridge' s heritage. 

SUildinqs shculd ·be humanized in scale and shculli foster a sense of security. 



' C&SIQl ISStJE 

l. ~CN 'l'O 
st."PJO.m~~s ~JC 
'I'O c:rrt CCN't!:<'1' 

A. Irrac;e 

a. Orientation 
of entries 

c. 

Visnat 

Visla' 

Air (e~~fEial Jy 
smell f:an pu!dnq I 
vantiD; 1 rul:lbish 1 

etc.) 

Noise 

APP~· 



. CFS~ IS.stJE 

2. APP~~ 
OFP~ 

A. Mix of uses 

Office 

Pa:kinq 

Open Space 

s. Active qrouzxl 
·flc:lcz 

Rel.at:f.an to grade 

Transparency 

&lt:ries/ 
acces•ibi 1 i:t:y 

c. Pal:ki:lq 

Ratio 

p. Sense of 
securi.ty 

sw::vei.lJ.a.nc 

Scale 

E. Speci a 1 features 
which are unique 
to the project 

APPP.OVAL 

--



OESI~ IsstJ'£ 

A. Solid to ~.roici 

c. 1M IPQii1:icft 
of l::alk 
(inc:lndinq 
""'dcH mel 
wind iDpcts) 

E. Setback or b1i 'd 
to ptopc:ty line 

APP~ • 



. ' . 
, . 

CESIQt tsSU£ 

4. CftAILS OF 
etm.Om; 
ANC SI'l'E 
~ 

A. Materials 

a. t.iCJhtinq 

C. Signs 

D. Awn:lD;s 

- -
B. tandscapi.nq 

1'l:ees 

Other plant 
materfals 

r. ccnt:r.il:altic 
to public 
amenities 
(if required) 

G. Ma:intena%1ce 
ptog:am fer 
related public 
space (if 
requi::ed) 

CE'JE:UJPER 
pRjPQSAL 
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