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MINUTES OF THE CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL 
ORDINANCE COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, July 21, 2026 
 
ORDINANCE COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Councillor McGovern, Chair 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler, Chair 
Councillor Al-Zubi 
Vice Mayor Azeem 
Councillor Flaherty 
Councillor Nolan 
Councillor Simmons 
Councillor Zusy 
Mayor Siddiqui 
 
A public meeting of the Cambridge City Council’s Ordinance Committee was held on Tuesday, 
July 21, 2026. The meeting was Called to Order at 3:00 p.m. by the Co-Chair, Councillor 
Sobrinho-Wheeler. Pursuant to Chapter 2 of the Acts of 2025 adopted by Massachusetts General 
Court and approved by the Governor, the City is authorized to use remote participation. This 
public meeting was hybrid, allowing participation in person, in the Sullivan Chamber, 2nd Floor, 
City Hall, 795 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA and by remote participation via Zoom. 
 
At the request of the Co-Chair, Interim City Clerk Crane called the roll. 
Councillor Al-Zubi – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 
Vice Mayor Azeem – Present/Remote 
Councillor Flaherty – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 
Councillor McGovern – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 
Councillor Nolan – Absent* 
Councillor Simmons – Absent* 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 
Councillor Zusy – Absent* 
Mayor Siddiqui – Present/In Sullivan Chamber 
Present – 6, Absent – 3. Quorum established. 
*Councillor Nolan was present in the Sullivan Chamber at 3:05p.m. 
*Councillor Simmons was present and remote at 3:06p.m., then in the Sullivan Chamber at 
3:11p.m. 
*Councillor Zusy was present in the Sullivan Chamber at 3:04p.m. 
 
Co-Chair Sobrinho-Wheeler offered opening remarks and noted that the Call of the meeting was 
on a Zoning Petition by Douglas P. Brown, et al., to amend the Cambridge Zoning Ordinance in 
Articles 2.000, 5.000, 6.000, 11.000, and 19.000 with the intent of amending height, setback, and 
open space requirements, adding step back and building depth and width requirements, and 
adding minimum off-street parking requirements for residential uses in Residence C-1 districts, 
including the Affordable Housing Overlay, as well as reducing the Project Review Special 
Permit threshold from 75,000 to 20,000 square feet for residential uses in Residence C-1 
districts, among other changes. Present at the meeting was Melissa Peters, Assistant City 
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Manager for the Community Development Department (CDD), Jen Caira, Deputy Chief of 
Planning, Evan Spetrini, Senior Manager for Zoning and Development, ReBeca Mapure, 
Associate Zoning Planner, and Megan Bayer, City Solicitor. The Petitioner, Doug Brown, was 
present via Zoom. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Doug Brown who gave a presentation titled “Zoning 
Amendments to Promote Sensible Neighborhood Development.” The presentation was provided 
in advance of the meeting and included in the Agenda Packet. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Melissa Peters who offered brief opening remarks. 
Evan Spetrini provided a summary of CDD’s memo relative to the proposed amendments 
(Attachment A). Also included in the Agenda Packet was a report from the Planning Board on 
the Petition.  
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler opened public comment. 
 
Young Kim, 17 Norris Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed amendments 
in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Carolyn Fuller, 12 Douglass Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Bill McAvinney, 12 Douglass Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Carl Nagy-Koechlin, 52 Carruth Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed amendments in the 
Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Margaret Donnelly Moran, 362 Green Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the 
proposed amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Suzanne Blier, 5 Fuller Place, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed amendments in 
the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Joe Adiletta, 68 Walker Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed amendments 
in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Sara Barcan, 280 Franklin Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Carol Lynn Alpert, 99 Cushing Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Marilee Meyer, 10 Dana Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed amendments 
in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
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Susan Kale, 5 Foch Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed amendments in the 
Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
David Hattis, 393 Broadway, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed amendments 
in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Susan Schlesinger, 34 Glenwood Avenue, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Helen Walker, 43 Linnaean Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
David Halperin, 14 Valentine Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Lee Farris, 269 Norfolk Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Neheet Trivedi, 41 Magoun Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Karen Brushett, 51 Cushing Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Jessica Sheehan, Plymouth Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Justin Saif, East Cambridge, MA, spoke in opposition to the proposed amendments in the Doug 
Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Patrick Barrett spoke in opposition to the proposed amendments in the Doug Brown et al. 
Petition. 
 
Heather Hoffman, 213 Hurley Street, Cambridge, MA, spoke in support of the proposed 
amendments in the Doug Brown et al. Petition. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor McGovern who made a motion to 
close public comment. 
Interim City Clerk Crane called the roll. 
Councillor Al-Zubi – Yes 
Vice Mayor Azeem – Yes 
Councillor Flaherty – Yes 
Councillor McGovern – Yes 
Councillor Nolan – Yes 
Councillor Simmons – Yes 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler – Yes 
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Councillor Zusy – Yes 
Mayor Siddiqui – Yes 
Yes – 9. Motion passed. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor Zusy who shared concerns related to the 
Planning Board’s review and recommendation of the Brown Petition. Councillor Zusy raised 
concerns related to the increase in demolitions, the loss of trees, impact in neighborhoods, safety 
issues, and how the current language in the Multifamily Housing (MFH) Ordinance encourages 
luxury development, not affordable housing. Councillor Zusy shared her support for the Brown 
Petition, noting that it provides improvements through setbacks, stepbacks, open space, parking, 
and design review.  
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Vice Mayor Azeem who pointed out that MFH was a 
big policy change within the city that should have continued public discussion for future 
amendments. The Vice Mayor added that the City Council has spent a significant amount of time 
discussing issues and concerns, such as parking and permitting, among others, and supports 
having those continued conversations. Vice Mayor Azeem shared that he was in opposition to 
the Brown Petition and the proposed changes to the Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO), adding 
that it could impact state funding and delay or prevent affordable housing projects. Vice Mayor 
Azeem moved to forward the Doug Brown et al. Petition to the full City Council with a negative 
recommendation. Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler shared the Committee would have further 
discussion and return to the motion after others had the chance to speak. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor Al-Zubi who shared that she echoes 
everything that the Vice Mayor said.  
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor Flaherty who emphasized that the housing 
challenges in Cambridge should be looked at as a broader regional issue. Councillor Flaherty 
highlighted the difference between affordable housing, affordability, and MFH. He pointed out 
that the current MFH Ordinance is encouraging developers to replace naturally occurring 
affordable housing and displacing middle-income residents and not helping with affordability. 
Councillor Flaherty shared his support for recommendations within the Brown Petition, such as 
changes to open space, setbacks, and design review, but shared concerns about moving the 
Petition forward because it may impact future City Council amendments to MFH. Councillor 
Flaherty urged the City Council to consider making thoughtful changes that keep neighborhood 
character and create affordability that would better help the community and families. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor Nolan who noted that the Petition brought 
forward important concerns to consider related to demolition, the loss of naturally occurring 
affordable housing, open space, and neighborhood impacts. Councillor Nolan agreed with Vice 
Mayor Azeem regarding the potential impacts to the AHO. Councillor Nolan also agreed with 
having continued conversations related to MFH and future amendments and recommendations 
from CDD. Councillor Nolan asked if a negative vote on the Petition would prevent the City 
Council from considering future zoning amendments as well as more information related to 
naturally affordable housing and demolition. Megan Bayer provided a detailed overview of state 
zoning laws and the impact of negative action taken by the City Council. Megan Bayer added 
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that it would not prevent consideration of substantially different amendments. Melissa Peters 
shared that the City has seen an increase in demolition and applications since the adoption of 
MFH. Melissa Peters explained that a small amount of building permits have been issued 
because the permitting and design process takes time, adding that it is still too early to fully 
evaluate the Ordinance's long-term impacts. Melissa Peters pointed out that increased housing 
development was an intended outcome of the Ordinance. Councillor Nolan shared that she would 
support moving the Petition forward with a negative recommendation. 
 
Councillor Sobirnho-Wheeler recognized Mayor Siddiqui who made a motion to extend the 
meeting to 5:15p.m. 
Interim City Clerk Crane called the roll. 
Councillor Al-Zubi – Yes 
Vice Mayor Azeem – Yes 
Councillor Flaherty – Yes 
Councillor McGovern – Yes 
Councillor Nolan – Yes 
Councillor Simmons – Yes 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler – Yes 
Councillor Zusy – Yes 
Mayor Siddiqui – Yes 
Yes – 9. Motion passed. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Mayor Siddiqui who shared that she would also like to 
understand more about the concerns raised regarding the loss of naturally occurring affordable 
housing. Mayor Siddiqui agreed with previous Committee Members related to the proposed 
changes impacting the AHO and would not support the Petition. Mayor Siddiqui shared it is 
important for the City Council to continue to work on amendments that are already being 
discussed and considered regarding MFH before taking on new recommendations. Mayor 
Siddiqui added that she agreed that the Petition brought forward important issues that can be 
discussed in the future. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor McGovern who asked for clarification 
regarding how the data was determined that many of the demolished units were naturally 
occurring affordable housing, referenced on the presentation slide titled “A Case Study of 85 
Current Projects”. Doug Brown responded and provided an overview of the data and how it was 
analyzed, adding that the demolished properties were older buildings that provided affordable 
housing and were replaced with market-rate developments that do not provide affordable units. 
Doug Brown shared concerns related to the displacement of existing tenants, adding that smaller 
projects are limiting the number of new affordable units that can be created. Councillor 
McGovern acknowledged the concerns raised by the Petitioner and agreed with previous 
speakers that concerns related to unit sizes, parking, demolitions, and permitting should continue 
to be discussed through review of the MFH Ordinance. Councillor McGovern also agreed with 
the concerns raised related to impacts to the AHO, emphasizing that it is an important affordable 
housing resource. Councillor McGovern shared he supported moving forward with a negative 
recommendation. 
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Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler reviewed the process of how the Committee can move forward 
with the Petition.  
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Vice Mayor Azeem who made a motion to 
forward the Doug Brown et al. Petition to the full City Council with a negative 
recommendation. 
Interim City Clerk Crane called the roll. 
Councillor Al-Zubi – Yes 
Vice Mayor Azeem – Yes 
Councillor Flaherty – No 
Councillor McGovern – Yes 
Councillor Nolan – Yes 
Councillor Simmons – Yes 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler – Yes 
Councillor Zusy – No 
Mayor Siddiqui – Yes 
Yes – 7, No – 2. Motion passed. 
 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler recognized Councillor Simmons who made a motion to 
adjourn the meeting. 
Interim City Clerk Crane called the roll. 
Councillor Al-Zubi – Yes 
Vice Mayor Azeem – Yes 
Councillor Flaherty – Yes 
Councillor McGovern – Yes 
Councillor Nolan – Yes 
Councillor Simmons – Yes 
Councillor Sobrinho-Wheeler – Yes 
Councillor Zusy – Yes 
Mayor Siddiqui – Yes 
Yes – 9. Motion passed. 
 
The Ordinance Committee adjourned at approximately 5:10p.m. 
 
Attachment A – Memo from CDD 
Attachment B – Communications from the public 
Attachment C – SIGNED Planning Board Report Doug Brown 20260720 
 
Clerk’s Note: The City of Cambridge/22 City View records every City Council meeting and 
every City Council Committee meeting. The video for this meeting can be viewed at: 
Jul 21, 2026 Ordinance Committee - Cambridge, MA 
 

https://cambridgema.v3.swagit.com/videos/394072


344 Broadway, Cambridge 
617-349-4600 

cddat344@cambridgema.gov 

Melissa Peters | Assistant City Manager for Community Development 
Sandra Clarke | Chief of Administration & Operations 
Jennifer Caira | Deputy Chief of Planning 
 

To: Cambridge Planning Board 

From: Community Development Department (CDD) Staff 

Date: July 8, 2026 

Re: Brown, et al. Zoning Petition 

Overview 

Petitioner: Douglas Brown, et al. (group of 10 or more registered 
voters), represented by Douglas P. Brown 

Zoning Articles: 2.000, 5.000, 6.000, 11.000, and 19.000, Sections 5.22.1, 
5.28.25, 5.40, 6.31, 6.35.1, 6.44, 11.207.5.2.1, 
11.207.5.2.3, 11.207.5.2.4, 11.207.6.1, 19.23, and Table 
5.1 

Petition Summary: Amend height, setback, and open space requirements, 
introduce step-back and building depth and width 
requirements, and reinstate off-street parking minimums 
for some residential uses in Residence C-1 districts, 
including the Affordable Housing Overlay, as well as 
reducing the Project Review Special Permit threshold from 
75,000 to 20,000 square feet for residential uses in 
Residence C-1 districts, among other changes that would 
impact religious uses in C-1 districts and AHO citywide. 

Planning Board Action: Recommendation to City Council. 

Memo Contents: Summary of the proposed zoning, background information 
on the topic of the Petition, and considerations and 
comments from staff. 

Attachment A
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CDD Staff Report 

The stated intent of the petition is of “promoting sensible neighborhood development by adjusting height, 
setbacks, parking, open space, and design review requirements.” 

Summary of Proposed Changes 

The table below summarizes the changes proposed by the petitioners, highlighting applicability in C-1 
Zoning Districts, the AHO, and citywide. 

Subject Current Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Maximum height for 
residential uses and 
AHO in C-1 

• Base height is 4 stories / 45 ft 
• Increase up to 6 stories / 74 ft if: 

a) Inclusionary housing applies 
b) Lot area ≥ 5,000 sq ft 

 

• AHO in C-1 – 9 stories / 100 ft 

• Base height is 4 stories / 45 ft 
• Increase up to 6 stories / 74 ft if: 

a) Inclusionary housing applies 
b) Lot area ≥ 5,000 sq ft 
c) All abutters exceed 3 stories 
 

• AHO in C-1 – 6 stories / 74 ft 
Minimum setbacks 
for residential & 
religious uses in C-1 
and AHO citywide 

• Side or Rear min. 5 ft 
• Side yard reduction allowed if 

total of two sides ≥ 10 ft and 
there’s no existing abutting 
building within 10 ft 

 

• AHO citywide – Side no min. 
• Rear min. 5 ft 

• Side or Rear min. 10 ft 
• Side yard reduction to 5 ft 

allowed if total of two sides ≥ 15 
ft and there’s no existing 
abutting building within 10 ft 
 
 

• AHO citywide - Side min. 10 ft 
(can be reduced per above) 

• Rear min. 5 ft (no change) 
Minimum step-backs 
for residential & 
religious uses in C-1 
and AHO citywide 

• No requirements • 5 ft side and rear step-back per 
floor above 3rd story 

Maximum lot depth 
and width for 
residential and 
religious uses in C-1 
and AHO citywide 

• No limitations on façades based 
on lot depth or width 

• 60% of lot depth for side façades 
• 80% of lot width for rear façade 

Minimum Parking in 
C-1, including AHO 

• 0 spaces per unit 
• Reduction allowed by BZA 

special permit (retained from 
prior zoning) 

• 0.5 space per dwelling unit for 
buildings with 4+units 

• Reduction still allowed, but 
affordable housing not included 
as a basis for reduction 
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Open Space (OS) 
citywide, including 
AHO 

• Private OS may include at-grade 
space or balconies/decks, with 
min. dimensions 

• Publicly Beneficial OS may 
include open-air or covered 
areas like loggias/arcades 

• AHO exempt from Private OS 
dimensional limitations 

• Waivers for non-residential to 
residential conversions by-right 

• Private OS must be at grade, 
cannot include balconies/decks 

• Private and Publicly Beneficial 
OS redefined to be a “portion of 
a lot” and exclude “portion of a 
structure” 

• Waivers for non-residential to 
residential conversions by 
Planning Board special permit  

Project Review 
Special Permit 

• 75,000 sf for residential uses 
citywide (except AHO) 

• 20,000 sf for residential uses in 
C-1 (except AHO) 

 

Effects of the Petition 

Several provisions within the petition may have major substantive implications for residential building 
feasibility, mainly for AHO and inclusionary projects. 

In general, the petition would bring the AHO development standards significantly closer to those of the 
base zoning. The reduction of maximum AHO height in C-1 districts from nine to six stories, new parking 
requirements, and the changes to setback and open space requirements, combined with the introduction 
of a new step-back, lot depth, and lot width requirements that would apply citywide, including within 
designated AHO corridors and squares, remove most of the current incentives for 100% affordability. There 
are currently 3 AHO projects in the pipeline located in C-1 districts that could potentially be impacted by 
this amendment. If passed, such projects may require redesigning, additional review, and adjustments to 
funding and timelines. Other proposed changes that would apply to AHO projects citywide could impact 
any AHO units in the pipeline without building permits. 

Another large impact would be on inclusionary development. Reintroducing parking requirements would 
substantially impact feasibility. Requiring that abutters exceed three stories for inclusionary projects to 
qualify for the 6-story height allowance would severely limit opportunities for 6-story development since 
buildings that are 4 stories or more are less common in C-1 districts and “all abutters” would need to meet 
that standard. Additional limits on open space, lot depth and width, and step-back requirements 
compound the setback requirements in ways that would make 6-story inclusionary development even less 
feasible, especially on lots closer to the 5,000 sf threshold within C-1 districts. Most inclusionary housing 
proposals exceed 20,000 sf and would therefore become subject to special permits with risk of appeal 
instead of the current advisory review process. Threat of appeal would likely dissuade most if not all of 
these proposals from advancing. There are several inclusionary housing projects that have been through 
different advisory review stages that might need to significantly adjust their design, funding, and schedules. 

The petition’s full components are outlined below. 

Reintroducing Off-Street Parking Minimum 

The City eliminated minimum off-street parking requirements for all uses in all districts in 2019. This 
petition proposes reinstating a parking minimum of 0.5 space per dwelling unit for developments with four 
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or more units in C‑1 districts, including AHO projects. The petition also eliminates the existing special 
permit mechanism that allows income‑restricted housing to reduce required parking when it threatens 
feasibility. Because parking spaces, required or not, when provided, must comply with location and 
dimensional requirements in the zoning, reintroducing a minimum parking requirement may substantially 
increase the number of residential projects requiring a BZA special permit or variance to satisfy both 
parking quantity and location constraints. This provision could create a significant barrier for both AHO and 
inclusionary projects that have been relying on parking flexibility to provide zero to limited parking options. 

Changing Inclusionary Height Standards 

The petition introduces a new provision requiring that all abutters to the property exceed three stories for an 
inclusionary housing project to qualify for the six‑story height allowance. This criterion may be difficult to 
interpret and implement as clarification is needed regarding what constitutes an abutter and whether it 
applies to all structures on abutting lots, including accessory structures. The number of lots over 5,000 sf in 
C-1 districts that would meet this additional standard is not currently known, and the requirement would 
significantly limit the number of projects able to utilize the inclusionary height provision. 

Introducing Upper‑Story Step-backs, Lot Depth and Lot Width 

The proposed limits of 60% of lot depth for side façades and 80% of lot width for rear façades compound 
setbacks and create a significant reduction in buildable mass. The requirement for a 5 ft side and rear step-
back above the third story will further reduce the floor plates of upper‑stories and may produce tapered 
building forms since the step-back is not measured from the property line but from an already reduced floor 
below. The combination of increased setbacks, step-backs and façade depth/width limits may preclude a 
viable sixth‑story floor plate and substantially limit fifth‑story depth and width, mainly for smaller lots. 
Additional clarification may be necessary on how the lot width provision would apply only to rear facades 
and not to front facades. 

Changing Project Review Threshold 

The petition proposes reducing the threshold for Project Review Special Permit for residential 
developments in C-1 districts from 75,000 sf to 20,000 sf of Gross Floor Area. Under existing zoning, most 
residential projects in C-1 are permitted through different advisory review processes and do not require a 
special permit. Lowering the threshold in C-1 could subject a substantial portion of ongoing and future 
inclusionary multifamily development to more extensive special permit review requirements. 

Modifying Open Space 

The petition proposes several changes to the definitions and dimensional requirements for Open Space 
that would be applicable citywide, including limitations on what may qualify as Publicly Beneficial or 
Private Open Space. Under current zoning, balconies, decks, and roof areas may qualify as Private Open 
Space, and Publicly Beneficial Open Space may include open-air or covered areas like loggias and arcades. 
Multifamily buildings often rely on these spaces above grade to provide usable open areas for residents. 
The petition removes balconies and decks allowances, restricting Private and Public Open Space to 
portions of a lot at grade. In combination with the petition’s proposed setback and façade‑depth/width 
requirements, the open space revisions could further constrain the layout of buildings, circulation areas, 
and exacerbate the disproportionate access to usable outdoor space for residents of multifamily buildings. 
For conversion from non‑residential to residential use, amendments to Section 5.28.2 to require a Planning 
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Board special permit might complicate scenarios where conversions would otherwise be feasible 
as‑of‑right.  

Council Discussions on Residential Zoning and Development 

The City Council’s Housing Committee and Neighborhood and Long-Term Planning Committee have been 
meeting to discuss the effects of the 2025 Multifamily Zoning Amendments since early in 2026. On June 8, 
2026, the Council adopted a policy order requesting findings, options, and recommendations regarding 
potential zoning amendments. On June 25, 2026, CDD presented an overview of possible zoning changes 
that could be considered by Council, which will be discussed further in future meetings. 

CDD’s findings show that there has been substantial interest in new multifamily housing development 
since the Multifamily Zoning Amendments. Many new multifamily projects are advancing in neighborhoods 
which previously had little to no housing growth. There also continues to be a strong pipeline of all-
affordable development advancing through the AHO. These early findings are consistent with the intent of 
the amendments, but long-term trends would take time to determine. Therefore, CDD would not 
recommend additional major zoning amendments until there has been more time to understand the 
emerging patterns of development. 

The potential changes presented by CDD are intended to preserve the core elements of the 2025 
amendments: enabling multifamily housing equitably throughout the city, as-of-right permitting, simple and 
flexible development standards, and incentives for inclusionary housing development. Potential changes 
mostly have to do with specific issues around site design, particularly how setbacks and open space relate 
to standards that need to be met in zoning and other requirements including tree protection and 
stormwater regulations. CDD also discussed possible approaches to concerns that have been raised about 
the sizes of new units and neighbor information. CDD did not suggest changes to the AHO, which would 
continue to allow more flexibility than base zoning. 
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Date: July 20, 2026 

Subject: Doug Brown, et al., Zoning Petition 

Recommendation: The Planning Board does not recommend adoption. 

To the Honorable, the City Council, 

On July 14, 2026, the Planning Board (the “Board”) held a public hearing to discuss a 
Zoning Petition (the “Petition”) by Douglas P. Brown, et al., a group of at least 10 people 
registered to vote in Cambridge (the “Petitioner”), to amend the Cambridge Zoning 
Ordinance in Articles 2.000, 5.000, 6.000, 11.000, and 19.000 with the intent of amending 
height, setback, and open space requirements, adding step back and building depth and 
width requirements, and adding minimum off-street parking requirements for residential 
uses in Residence C-1 districts, including the Affordable Housing Overlay, as well as 
reducing the Project Review Special Permit threshold from 75,000 to 20,000 square feet for 
residential uses in Residence C-1 districts, among other changes. 

Hearing Process 

The Board heard a presentation from the Petitioner, followed by public comments and 
Planning Board discussion on the Petition. A written memorandum was provided in 
advance by Community Development Department (CDD) staff in addition to written 
comments from members of the public. After deliberating, the Planning Board voted to 
recommend that the Petition not be adopted and to provide the following report to the City 
Council. 

Report and Comments 

Board members expressed thanks to the Petitioner for preparing a thoughtful proposal, for 
listening to the community and for presenting ideas that have engendered meaningful 
discussion. 

Board members agreed that this does not seem to be the right time to make drastic 
changes to the zoning that was adopted relatively recently and is only beginning to show 
results. Recent zoning amendments, including the Affordable Housing Overlay and 
Multifamily Zoning Amendments, were adopted to address a housing supply crisis that 
continues to persist. The changes proposed in the Petition appear very restrictive, and 
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materials provided by CDD staff and affordable housing developers indicate that they 
would likely have dramatic impacts on current and future housing proposals and would set 
back progress that has been made. 

Board members were not opposed to considering changes to the zoning over time. There 
was support for letting housing development play out under the current zoning while CDD 
monitors trends and engages in continued discussion with the City Council and Planning 
Board. If changes are considered, they should be undertaken through a comprehensive 
process while thinking carefully about the implications. Board members also encouraged 
more nuance in accounting for different scenarios and conditions. The prior zoning 
amendments involved extensive study, public input, and discussion over long periods of 
time before changes were adopted, and Board members expressed concern about making 
sudden reactive changes. 

Some Board members took note of the Petitioner’s comments regarding the way in which 
demolition has proceeded in some cases. Board members encouraged the City Council to 
consider this issue but noted that demolition is not directly regulated by zoning. 

The Planning Board voted 5-0 in favor of transmitting the above report. Two Planning Board 
members were absent. 

Respectfully submitted for the Planning Board, 

Tom Sieniewicz, Chair. 
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