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FINAL DRAFT POPULATION GOALS 

Finalized at meeting of C@mprehensive Planning Advisory 
Group, August 14, 1975. 

GOAL A: (Size) To maintain approximately the same pop
ulation size 

GOAL B: (composition) To preserve the existing variety of 
people in Cambridge by providing opportunities for 
threatened groups b continue living in Cambridge. 

Objective 1: To relieve pressures forcing low to 
moderate income families to le:l.ve Cambridge. 

Obj3ctive 2: To prevent further erosion of the 
City's middle income family ~nF>ulation. 

Objective 3: To cease providing encouragement for 
the expansion of the transient population. 

GOAL C: (Density) To maintain or lower residential densities 
throughout the City. 

Objective 1: To avoid large concentrations of 
po pula tion. 

Objective 2 To avoid increasing population den-
sities so as to overload public facilities and utility 
systems. 



FINAL DRAFT LAND USE GOALS 

Finalized at meeting of Comprehensive Pla.r.oning Advi.9ory Group, 

Septernber 25, 1975 • 

./L GOAL (Ovel-all), 

To encourage a city-wide land use pattern which maximizes 

efficient use of the city's physical resources and facilities 

and minimizes conflict among incompatible activities. 

B. GOAL (Overall): 

Alloca.te the city's land resources among the various activities 

in a manner that would contr ibute to the achievement of ilie 

city's goals and objectives. 

POLICIES: 

a. The citizens and City government must play the 

p1'imary role in determining how lanEl in Cambridge 

is deve~.oped. 

b. Provide flexibility in allocation of land resources by 

utilizing the land-bank concept, given the City! s 

financial capacity and within the framework of a 

public process to determine acquisition and use. 

c. Utilize zoning constructively to implement desired 

changes in land use patterns. 

C. GOA L (Residential): 

To accommodate the city's residential activity within diverse 

residential neighborhoods. 

1. OBJECTNE~ Enhance and/or recapture the character of 

existing neighborhoods to increase the sense 

of neighborhood community. 

POLICIES: 

a. PU.l"Su.e the elimination of detrimenta.l non.-r9:ridcntia.l 

' ;. ~ . 
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uses within residential neighborhoods. 

b. Recognize the importance of neighborhood- oriented, 

small- scale commercial activity to community 

livabilty and convenience • 

. c. Utilize improvements in the transportation rretwork to 

reduce overall traffic levels within residential neighborhoods, 

particularly the reduction caf through traffic. 

d. Major transportation elements should nGt fragment 

or disrupt neighborhoods. 

e. Maintain or lower existi."'1g density levels in the 

city's residential neighborhoods. 

O<J?JECTNE: New housing development shall expand 

geographically from" and all must relate sensitively to, 

existing neighborhl<)ods. 

POLICIES: 

a. Land resources for new housing development shall 

be limited to non-,.,r mixed-residential areas adjoinin~ 

eJdsting neighborhoods, with the exception of replace

ment housing. 

b. Preva.i1ing neighborhood unit densities shall serve 

as a maximum for appropriate density ~f new hflusing on 

neighborhood edges. 

D. GOAL (Commercial) 

To accommcdate the city's commercial activity within a ran.ge 

of functionally and physically defined cl1mmercial centers. 

1. OBJECTNE: Classify the range "f commercial centers 

ba.sed on such criteria as: (a) size, (b) geographic 

extent of market or service areas, (c) nature of :: 
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products and/or services provided, (d) existinQ' or 

potential impacts on abutting land uses and (e) type 

and extent of principal benefit to the city; . i. e., tax 

revenue, employment , services, etc. 

2. OBJECTIVE: To accommodate Q'rowth in the city's 

commercial sector in a manner consistent with the 

function and purpcse of each commercial center. 

POLICIES: 

a. Growth of commercial centers shall not be at the 

expense of residential areas. 

b. Stabilize or halt growth of commercial centers which 

are geographically constrained, already developed to 

an appropriate density, or the generators of insuppor

table traffic and parking. 

E. Go.A L (Industrial): 

To preserve and strengthen the city's industrial land resources 

so as to insure the survival of a sound industrial base. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Group present industrial activity into 

several large, cohesive and clearly differentiated in

dustrial districts in order to minimize impacts on 

surrounding areas and costs of public and private 

supportive services. 

POLICIES: 

a. Industrial activity should be concentrated in the 

following industrial districts: 

- West Cambridge/Alewife 

- Eastern Cambridgeport 

- East Cambridge Industrial Area 

- North Terminal Area 
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b. Accommodate scattered, non-conforming industrial 

activity within the above industrial districts. 

c. Encourage small clusters of L.'1dustrial uses to re

locate into major industrial districts, except where 

neighborhood residents prefer they remain. 

2: OBJECTIVE: To reserve designated industrial districts 

exdusively for industrial and industrial service 

activities so as to insure attractive land costs and re

asonable availability to industry, 

POLICIES: 

a. Exclude residential commercial, general office, and 

institut:'onal activities from major industrial districts. 

b. Reduce permitted densities in industrial districts 

to levels compatible with industrial and industrial service 

activities. 

F. GOAL (Open Space): 

To establish open space resources sufficient to provide Cambridge 

residents with physical and psychological relief from the 

intensity and pressures of urban living. 

1. OBJECTIVE ': To provide open space facilities adequate 

to meet both active and passive recreation needs of Cambridge 

residents. 

POLICIES: 

a. Take advantage of opportunities created by changing 

land use patterns to assemble additional open space. 

b. Develop new open space facilities in accordance with 

priorities which recognize differing user characteristics 

in CQch nei~hbo1"l:lOCfd, the distribution of existing public 

and private open space, and land acquisition opportunities. 
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c. Encourage participation of the private sector, the 

the Metropolitan District Commission and the State. in 

the arrgregation of land for public open space, where 

it is clearly in the City's best financial interest. 

d. Encourage, through zoning and other development 

controls, tax policy, capital budgeting, etc. the expansion 

of usable public, semipublic, and private open space. 

e. Designate "public open space II as a definitive use 

classification L.'1. the zC)ning ordinance, subject to all 

general regulatory and procedural requirements. 

f. The City Dump should be developed predominately 

as an open· space/recreation resource. 

g. Assuming the development of the Dump for open space/ 

recreation purposes, additional major open space de

velopment in the forseeable future should be concentrated 

east of Harvard Square. 

h. Open space resources should be adequately protected 

arrainst private abuse. 

j. Open Space resources should be adequately main

tained. 

k. Accessibility to open space resources should be 

improved. 

2. OBJECTIVE: To recorrnize the importan ce of open spaces 

as significant structural elements within the City's overall 

land use pattern. 

POLICIES: 

a. Open space should function to buffer residential 

neighborhoods from incompatible activities. 

b. Open s pace should function as a link between 

residential neighborhoods. 



- 6 -

c. Open space development should capitalize on the 

City's major natural amenities particularly the Charles 

River and Fresh Pond. 

d. Recognize open space acquisition as a tool to 

achieve land use goals. 

o. GOA L (Transition): 

To achieve smooth transition and/or effective separation 

between incompatible activities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Develop adequate buffer or transition zones to 

protect residential neighborhoods from abutting commercial 

and industrial activity. 

Utilize the concept of multiple use development as cme 

tool to achieve effective transition. 

c. Expansion of the city's open space resources·· 

should contribute to effective transition. 

H. GOA L (Participation) 

To formalize effective involvement and participatiGn, hy 

Cambridge citizens nn ·both- a neighborhood and . ...c;,itywide. .basis, 

in the process of allocating and developing the City's land 

resources. 



FEVISED TRANSPORTATION GOALS 

Draft based on meetings of Comprehensive Planning Advisory Group, 

August 11, and September 18, 1975. 

A. GOAL: 

A n integrated, efficient and responsive· transportation system that 

meets the mobility requirements of all people and goods. 

1. OBJECTIVE: (Public Service) A complete transportation system 

that supports residents, visitors and the economic 

vitality of Cambridge. 

POLICIES: 

a. Promote safe, rapid, secure, efficient, convenient and 

inexpensive transportation to all areas in Cambridge. 

b. Use transportation improvements to increase accessibility 

throughout the region for Cambridge residents. 

c. Promote transportation improvements required to retain 

and enhance the economic climate of Cambridge, pcrrticularly 

those which will assist in attracting major new job -related 

inve stment capital. 

d. Insure the maximum public benefit derived from opportunities 

for private development created by major transportation improve

ments. 

e. Minimize the disruptive effects resulting from. the location 

and construction of major transportation facilitie s. 

f. Avoid adverse impact on residential, hisotrical, open space, 

recreational and watershed areas and structures. 

g. Encourage high aesthetic quality in the design, construction 

and maintenance of transportation facilities and their immediate 

environs. 
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h. Direct greater public efforts toward the special mobility 

problems of the elderly, the handicapped, and the poor. 

i. Construction of transportation facilities must include 

reasonable compensation for losses, both public and private. 

2. OBJECTIVE: (Land Use) A transportation network that comple

ments and strengthens the city's desired land use 

pattern. 

POLICIES: 

a. Transportation improvements should contribute to the realiza

tion of Cambridge . land use goals and objectives. 

b. Major transportation facilities should be considered as land 

uses in themselves, with concurrent regard for compatibility 

and conflict between the se facilitie s and their neighbors. 

c. Where appropriate, use existing community boundaries for 

the development of new transportation corridors and facilities. 

d. Pro serve existing railroad rights of way for potential future 

transportation improvements. 

e. Insure maximum public control over land development 

related to major transportation improvements. 

f. Encourage nonvehicular recreational use of streets during 

off peak hours. 

3. OBJECTIVE: (Automobile Usage) Reduced reliance on automobiles 

within the transportation system. 

POLICIES: 

a. Decreased emphasis on the automobile sh'-iuld be viewed 

as an opportunity to enhance the living and working environment 

of Cambridge. 

b. Increase the desirability of other modes of transportation 

relative to that of the automobile. 
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c. Restrict automobile usage in certain areas in conjunction 

with improvements in other modes. 

d. Encourage the use of carpools and participation in the State 

carpool program. 

e. Encourage non-ownership of private automobiles within 

Cambridge. 

4. OBJECTIVE: (Public Transportation) . A public transportation 

system which is a preferable alternative to automo

bile usage within and through Cambridge. 

POLICIES: 

a. Where it is economically acceptable, rearrange the system 

of bus lines including trackless trolleys, and.tra!.1s!(;H· .':::-:. 

policies, to reflect accurately the service needs of all Cambridge 

residents, businesses, visitors, etc. 

b. Emphasize improvement of line haul public transportation, 

including the Red Line extension to Rte. 128, the Orange Line 

extension, development of the Circumfe rential Transit Line, 

and improved commuter rail service. 

c. Support and participate in all efforts to improve the capabili

ties of the MBTA to provide improved and expanded service 

throughout the metropolitan area, including installation of bus 

shelters. 

d. Explore potential for City and privately sponsored auxiliary 

public transportation services such as demand responsive transit. 

e. Continu~ participation in the public information and advocacy 

campaign for _mass transit. 

£. Support programs aimed at increasing overall efficiency of 

the MB T A to reduce financial burden on membe r communitie s. 

5. OBJECTIVE: (Vehicular Circulation) A street network which 

accommodates a desire.d circulation pattern and 

relates to the character of adjacent land uses. 
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POLICIES: 

a. Funnel traffic not destined for Cambridge around the edge 

of the city rather than through it. 

b. Channel traffic destined for activity centers within Cambridge 

along a designated network of major streets, rather than 

dispersing traffic on all city streets. 

c. Discourage all traffic, except residents of the neighbprhood, 

visitors, and deliveries from entering residential neighborhoods. 

d. Guarantee a high level of enforcement of all traffic laws 

and regulations. 

e. Compensate property owners for physical and environmental 

damages sustained from significant increases in vehicular traffic 

generated by conscious public policy changes. 

6. OBJECTIVE: (Goods Movement) The provision of an efficient, 

coordinated, and safe system for the movement of 

goods within and through Cambridge that minimizes 

conflict with other activities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Reduce the volume of through-trucks in Cambridge. 

b. Establish and enforce a system of truck routes and movement 

schedules which minimize undesirable effects on residential 

neighborhoods. 

c. Maximize the utilization of railroad rights of way for both 

passenger and freight movement. 

d. Explore the cOl1solidation of customer goods delivery within 

the city to reduce truck activity. 

e. Explore_ scheduling of truck deliveries in business and 

industrial areas to reduce trucking activity during peak business 

hours. 

f. Develop a coordinated goods movement system which comple

ments the City's industrial land use goals. 
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g. Pursue the introduction of technical innovations to curtail 

the negative impacts of tire and engine noise, vibration, etc. 

7. OBJECTIVE: (Parking) A minimal level of parking sufficient 

POLICIES: 

to support the economic and social viability of 

Cambridge without reinforcing demand for automo

bile access. 

a. " Support the state I s effort to establish a regional fringe 

parking syst~m which will intercept automobiles before they 

reach the core communities. 

b. Phase -out on-street parking to develop exclusive lane s 

for alternate modes and to insure the safe flow of vehicular 

traffic on regional and local " arterials. 

c. Discourage the provision of all-day non-residential parking 

except at selected public transit stations or at other locations 

pe rip he ral to the City. 

d. Orient public parking toward short-term commercial and 

business users. 

e. Require that new parking structures and large lots relate 

sensitively to the physical characte r of the surrounding environ

ment and encourage utilization of the multiple use concept in 

the development of parking facilities. 

f. Until adequate transportation alternatives exist, insure the 

provision of no more than one parking space per newly con

structed re sidential unit. 

g. Establish a parking-fee schedule which will pay for all 

public parking costs on a city-wide basis and encourage use 

of .parking spaces in a manner consistent with overall trans

portation policies, such as higher rates for longer-term parking. 

h. Establish a level of parking regulations, penalties, and 
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enforcement sufficient to assure compliance. 

i. Work with EPA on a complete parking program for Cambridge, 

including the rapid completion of the Resident Parking Sticker 

Program. 

8. OBJECTIVE: (Bicycle Usage) Encouragement of the bicycle 

as an integral component of the transportation 

system. 

POLICIES: 

a. Establish a city-wide network of safe and direct bicycle 

routes in which potential conflict with motor vehicles is mini

mized. 

b. Provide adEJ.quate, secure facilities for the storage (parking) 

of bicycles at all centers of activity within Cambridge. 

c. Advocate the use of bicycles for commuting and officially 

recognize the bicycle as a proper means of transportation. 

d. Update and enforce traffic regulations as they relate to 

bicycle usage to ensure the safety of the cyclist as well as 

pedestrians. 

9. OBJECTIVE: (Pedestrian) A pedestrian facility network that 

both complements the public transportation system 

and encourages high levels of pedestrian activity. 

POLICIES: 

a. Recognize the pedestrian circulation network as an integral 

part of the City's tran3portation system. 

b. Develop a program for the gradual reconstruction of 

deteriorated pedestrian spaces and enforce high standards for 

private and public maintenance. 

c. Provide p~de strian amenitie s and safety feature s such 

as lighting, street furniturel- public rest rooms, etc. 
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d. Update and enforce all traffic rules and regulations so as 

to insure the safety of both the pedestrian and the driver. 

e. Provide improvements to facilitate the mobility of the 

elderly and the handicapped. 

f. Enforce existing regulations related to sidewalk main-

tenance, snow removal, and dog control. 

10. OBJECTIVE: (Regional System) An integrated, efficient and 

POLICIES: 

re sponsive metropolitan and regional transportation 

system. 

a. Participate actively in regional transportation planning process. 

b. Join with and support other cities and towns in efforts to 

se-cure a legislative foundation for improved regional transpor

tation with the emphasis on public transportation. 

c. Strive for an equitable distribution of financial and opera

tional burdens of the regional transportation system. 

d. Ensure that transportation improvements contribute to the 

achievement of regional environmental quality standards. 

e. Explore the staggering of work hours to reduce peak 

hour loading on both the vehicular and public transportation 

systems. 
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HOUSING 

A. GOAL: 

Provide housing opportunities adequate to accorrunodate the needs of a 

diverse population. 

1. OBJECTIVE (Need) : Build new housing only to meet unmet needs 

of specific groups now residing in the City. 

POLICIES: 

a. Concentrate housing production specifically on the needs and 

requirements of those groups threatened by trends : 

middle income Cambridge families 

moderate income Cambridge families 

low income Cambridge families 

b. Future production of housing for lCiw and moderate inCOlne 

elderly households should be predicated upon careful analysis 

of absorption of units now tmder construction. 

c. Take no public action to encourage produc tion of exclusively 

market-rate efficiency and one-bedroom apartments aimed 

at a non-Cambridge housing market. 

2. OBJECTIVE (Size): Increase the number of multi-bedroom units. 

POLICIES: 

a. Encourage a high percentage of 3 or more bedroom units in 

new residential development. 

b. Prohibit the subdivision of existing larger units into small 

apartments. 
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c. Encourage the conversion of subdivided small units back to 

larger units. 

3. OBJECTIVE (Quality): Stem wide-spread deterioration of housing 

units and induce higher level of expenditure required to adequately 

preserve and upgrade the City's aging housing stock. 

POLICIES: 

a. Strengthen City-wide enforcemeIt efforts. 

b. Implement assessing practices which encourage maintenance 

upgrading and rehabilitation of residential structures. 

c. Encourage public participation in stemming deterioration. 

4. OBJECTIVE (Quality): Upgrade the quality of new housing design 

and construction. 

POLICIES: 

a. Pursue the formalization of a City-wide design review process. 

b. Periodically evaluate and upgrade the City's building code. 

5. OBJECTIVE (Participation): Exp::md oppo!'tunities for resident part

icipation in housing management and/or ownel·ship. 

POLICIES: 

a. Establish and support a program of acquisition/rehabilitation 

of existing housing units for purpose of providi ng ownership 

opportunities for families of moderate to middle income. 

b. Advocate tenant ownership and management options for public 

housing projects. 

c. Pursue the development of standard private rental lease(s) 

that are equitable for both tenant and property owner. 
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6. OBJECTIVE (Cost): Counter inflationary and speculative pressures 

in the housing market to preserve a supply of units affordable by 

the City's resident population. 

POLICIES : 

a. Maintain effective rent control for the foreseeable future. 

b. Reduce residential densities permitted by the Zon ing Ordinance 

to at least those currently prevailing in all residential neighbor

hoods. 

c. Prevent the increas· in the num.ber of units within existing 

structures through conv2rsions. 

d. A ssess vacant and underdevd oped land at a level high enough 

to discourage speculation. 

7. OBJECTIVE (Cost): Maximize housing opportunities for Cam.bridge 

residents who cannot afford market rentals. 

POLICIES : 

a. Better utilization of the existing housing stock, particularly 

through leasing programs and acquisition of small structures, 

should be the primary source for expansion of the inventory 

of pUblicly-assisted housing. 

b. Encourage the allocation of 10% to 25o/t, of the total number of 

units in all new multi-unit residentin.l projects to low an.d 

moderate income households. 

8. OBJECTIVE (Social) : Promote social and economic diversity 

through equitable allocation of new and existing housing units among 

diverse resident groups. 

POLICIES : 

a. Require a social and economic mix in occupan.cy of ex isting 

and new pUblicly-assisted housing. 
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b. Evaluate Inethods of reducing exces sive concentration of low to 

Inoderate income households in. faInily-type public housing and 

private subsidized housing projects. 

c. PrOInote mixed institutional-coInInunity housing. 

9. OBJECTIVE (Social): Housing prograIns should be aimed at 

strengthening and stabilizing the cOInrnunity's social structure. 

POLICIES: 

a. Provide specialized social prograIns and services for residents 

in need. 

b. Housing prograIns should seek to achieve a greater dispersal 

of the poor throughout the City. 

c. HOllsing programs should stress both encouragement of long

terIn residency and expansion of owner occupancy. 

d. Publicly-as sisted housing should be designed to provide a 

sense of social identity and cOInInunal cohesiveness. 

e. Invite active participation of resident community groups in 

the planning and development/administration of hous ing prograIns. 

10. OBJECTIVE (Process): Establish processes to insure tblat all 

housing activity contributes to the achievement of the City's housing 

goals and obj8ctives. 

POLICIES : 

a. Develop within City gove:rnment the centralized capability to 

effectively implement the whole range of housing policies con

tained herein. 

b. Evaluate the potential for establishing a citizen-oriented de sign 

review process on a City-wide basis. 
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c. Insure adequate public input in all stages of housing acHvity. 

d. Make all inforrm. Hon regarding rights and responsibilities of 

tenants and property owners available to all citizens. This 

effort should include: 

eligibility for participation in housing programs. 

housing and building code regulations. 

as ses sment policies. 

zoning regulations and decisions. 

provisions of standard rental leases. 
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THE ECONOMY 

A. GOAL: 

To provide maximum employment opportunities for the whole range of 

skills and aptitudes available within the resident labor force. 

1. OBJECTIVE : Provide Cambridge residents with services and skills 

necessary to compete for better jobs in a rapidly changing loc2,1 

and regional economy. 

POLICIES ~ 

a. Expand and orient the City's vocational education programs to 

more accurately reflect the needs of Cambridge's youth a!1.d 

the realities of the regional job market. 

b. Explore opportunities for the City's participation in large 

scale manpower development and retraining programs in 

conjunction with other levels of governments, industries, 

large employers and institutions. 

c. Establish the capability in City government to compensate for 

deficiencies in the State's employment services, including job 

placement, counseling, monitoring job markets, and overall 

planning and coordination of lnanpower resour ces in Cambridge. 

2. OBJECTIVE: Stabilize the City's industrial base to prevent further 

attrition of blue collar jobs. 

POLICIES: 

a. Concentrate resources for economic development on retaining 

the City's existing industrial base and blue-collar employment. 

b. Restructure zoning regulations to eliminate speculative real 

estate activity in the City's industrial areas and to prevent 

conversion of industrial land to non-industrial uses. 



c. Establish the governmental apparatus necessary for the City's 

as sumption of an active role in economic devclopluent. 

3. OBJECTIVE: Expand City's economic base to provide new ern.ploy

ment opportunities for underemployed and unemployed Cambridge 

residents in a wide range of occupational sector s. 

POLICY: 

a. Employment of Cambridge residents must be an important con

sideration in the extent of growth opportunities afforded to the 

com.m.ercial and institutior..al sectors. 

B. GOAL: 

To provide equal employment opportunities for all Cambridge resident s 

regardless of race, sex, religion, or ethnic origins. 

POLICIES : 

a. Institute an Affirmative Action program in all sections of public 

employment, including publicly sponsored construction activities. 

b. Encourage private sector participation in the recruitment, 

training, and prolTlotion of minority groups. 

C. GOAL: 

To foster appropriate economic activity which augments the City's tax 

base. 

1. OBJECTIVE: To encourage only that tax generating economic 

activity which does not impinee on environmental quality or the 

attainment of the City's population goals and objectives. 

POLICY : 

a. Tax return should be but one of several cost-benefit criteria 

used to evaluate proposed developlnent. 
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D. GOAL: 

To nurture within the economic base businesses which provide the 

variety of goods and services sufficient for the needs of Cambridg e's 

business and Cambridge's consumers. 

POLICIES : 

a. Provide and preserve neighborhood-oriented commercial activity. 

b. Encourage concentrations of compatible and complementary 

commercial and industrial uses. 



-9-

LAND USE 

A. GOAL (Overall) : 

To encourage a City-wide land use pattern which maximizes efficient 

use of the City's physical resources and facilities and minim.izes con

flict among incompatible activities. 

B. GOAL (Overall): 

Allocate the City's land resources among the various activities in a 

manner that would contribute to the achievement of the City's goals 

and obj ectives. 

POLICIES : 

a. Develop governmental capabilities to intervene actively in 

the allocation of land to various uses. 

b. Provide flexibility in allocation of land resources by utilizing 

the land-bank concept. 

c. Utilize zoning constructively to implement desired changes in 

land use patterns. 

C. GOAL (Residential) ~ 

To accommodate the City's residential activ ~ty within strongly dif

ferentiated residential neighborhoods. 

1. OBJECTIVE : Enhance the character of existing neighborhoods as 

physically cohesive units. 

POLICIES ; 

a. Pursue the elimination of detrimental non-conforming uses 

within neighborhoods. 



b. Utilize improvements in transportat ion network to reduce 

overall traffic levels within neighborhoods. 

c. Major transportation elelnents should enhance the pattern 

of differentiated neighborhoods rather than disrupt neighbor

hood units. 

d. Maintain or lower existing density levels in the City's 

neighborhoods. 

2. OBJECTIVE : Most new housing development shall geographically 

expand and sensitively relate to existing neighborhoods. 

POLICIES : 

a. Land resources for new housing development shall be limited 

to non- or mixed-residential areas adjoining existing neighbor

hoods. 

b. Prevailing neighborhood unit densities shall serve as a standard 

for appropriate density of new housing on neighborhood edges. 

D. GOAL (Commercial) : 

To accommodate the City's commercial activity within a hierarchy of 

functionally and physically defined commercial centers. 

l. OBJECTIVE: Establish a hierarchy of commercial centers based 

on such criteria as (a) size, (b) geographic extent of lUarket or 

service areas, (c) nature of products and/or services provided, 

(d) existing or potential impacts on abutting land uses and (e) type 

and extent of principal benefit to the City; i. e., tax revenue, 

employment, services, etc. 

2. OBJECTIVE: To accommodate growth in the City's commercial 

sector in a manner consistent with the function and purpose of 
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each commercial center. 

POLICIES: 

a. Growth of commercial centers shall not be at the expense of 

residential areas. 

b. Short-term growth in most commercial centers should be ac

commodated through more efficient utilization of existing com

mercial land. 

c. When particular uses within a commercial ce nter become in

compatible with the cert erl s function, the City should en

courage relocation or additional growth in an appropriate 

location. 

d. Stabilize/halt growth of commercial centers which are geo

graphically constrained, already developed to an appropriate 

density, or the generators of insupportable traffic and parking. 

E. GOAL (Industrial): 

To preserve and strengthen the City's industrial land resources so as 

to insure the survival of a sound industrial base. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Group pres ent industrial activity into several large, 

cohesive and clearly differentiated industrial districts in order to 

minimize impacts on surrounding areas and costs of public and 

private supportive services. 

POLICIES : 

a. Industrial activity should be concentrated in the following 

industrial districts : 

West Cambridge/Alewife 

Eastern Cambridgeport 

East Cambridge Industrial Area 

North Terminal Area 
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b. Accommodate scattered, non-conforming industrial activity 

within the above industrial districts. 

c. Encourage small clusters of industrial uses to relocate into 

major industrial districts. 

2. OBJECTIVE: To reserve industrial districts exclusively for in

dustrial and industrial service activities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Exclude residential, and institutional activities from major 

industrial districts. 

b. Reduce permitted densities in industrial districts to levels 

compatible to industrial and industrial service activities. 

c. Land bank underutilized industrial land for the relocation of 

scattered industrial activities or location of new industrial 

activity. 

F. GOAL (Universities): 

Mitigate conflicts between the institutions and the community. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Core educatieual activities should he confined to 

specified inotitutionl1l districts. 

2. OBJECTIVE: Locatioual choices for institutional activities should 

relate to extent of direct revenue ber.efit to the City. 

POLICIES ~ 

a. Confine tax exempt institutional activities to existing institutional 

districts. 

b. Tax paying institutional activities should be regulated, in terms 

of land use controls, in the same manner as comparable non

institutional activities. 
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G. GOAL (Universities) : 

To integrate institutional residential activity into the fabric of the City's 

residential neighborhoods. 

1. OBJECTIVE: To invite development of mixed institutional-com

munity housing. 

POLICIES ; 

a. Discourage unilateral institutional housing development outside 

the institutional districts. 

b. Allocate residential land resources in manner consistent with 

City-wide housing needs. 

2. OBJECTIVE : To steer the bulk of new institutinnally- spons ored 

hous:in.g to the fringes of existing neighborhoods. 

H. GOAL (Open Space): 

To mitigate intensive residential development by establishing large open 

green spaces. 

POLICIES : 

a. Retrieve lands vacated by changing land use allocation in order 

to assemble large open spaces. 

b. Open space development should capitalize on the City's natural 

amenities, particularly the Charles River. 

c. Where pos sible, open space should serve as structural elements 

within the overall land use pattern, such as buffering residen

tial neighborhoods from incompatible activities and linking 

neighborhoods to one another. 

d. Encourage participation of the private sector and the Metropol

itan District Commission in the aggregation of land for open space. 
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e. If the City Dump is developed as an open space/recreation 

resource, most open space development for the foreseeable 

future should l:e concentrated in the eastern half of the City. 

1. GOAL (Transition) : 

To achieve smooth transition and/or effective separation between incom

patible activities. 

POLICIES : 

a. Develop adequate buffer or transition zan es to protect residential 

neighborhoods from abutting commercial and industrial activity. 

b. Utilize the concept of multiple use development as one tool to 

achieve effective transition. 

c. Expansion of the City's open space resources should also con 

tribute to effective transition. 
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TRANSPOR TA TION 

A. GOAL: 

To provide a . high level of service for the movement of all people 

and goods. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Create a transportation system that meets the mobility 

requirements of Cambridge people. 

POLICIES: 

a. Emphasize transportation as a fundamental public service es

sential for the business and human interaction of all Cambridge 

citizens and visitors. 

b. Provide safe, rapid, convenient and inexpensive transportation 

to all areas for all citizens of Cambridge. 

c. Use transportation improvements to increase accessibility to 

job opportunities in the region for Cambridge residents. 

d. Concentrate public effort on the special nlobility problems of 

the elderly, the handicapped, and the poor. 

2. OBJECTIVE : Develop a transportation system which will support 

the economic vitality of Cambridg e. 

POLICIES: 

a. Provide transportation improvelnents required to retain and 

enhance the economic climate of Cambridge, particularly those 

which will as sist in attracting major new job-related invest

ment capital. 

b. Insure public control of opportunities in the private sector 

created by major transportation improvements. 



, / 

- ... 0-

3. OBJECTIVE : The design, construction and operation of the trans

portation systern shall m.inirnize disruption to the environrnent and 

to residential neighborhoods. 

POLICIES: 

a. Avoid adverse irnpact on historical, open space, recreational 

and watershed areas and structures. 

b. Require high aesthetic quality in the transportation facilities 

and their im.m.ediate environs. 

c. Minirnize the disruptive effects of rnajor transportation systems. 

d. Extensive residential demolition for transportation improvements 

will not be tolerated. 

e. Require that suitable replacernent housing, business locations 

and community facilitie s are provided before any demolition 

required for transportation improvements proceeds beyond the 

planning stage. 

f. Major transportation irnprovements shall contribute to the 

achievement of regional environmental quality standards. 

g. Use existing neighborhood and City boundaries for the develop-

ment of new transportation corridors. 

B. GOAL: 

To develop an integrated, efficient and responsive transportation system 

that meets the mobility requirements of Cambridge residents, employees, 

em.ployers and businesses. 

1. OBJECTIVE (Land Use): Develop a transportation network that 

complements and strengthens the City's desired land use pattern. 

POLICIES : 

a. Transportation improvements should contribute to the realization 
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of the City's land use goals and obj ectives. 

b. Major transportation elements should be considered as land 

uses in thems elves, with concurrent regard for compatibility 

and conflict. 

c. Place major transportation facilities along existing natural 

and community boundaries. 

2. OBJECTIVE (Vehicular Circulation): Establish a street utilization 

system which is closely related to the circulation function to be 

accomplished and the character of ad.jacent land u.ses. 

POLICIES: 

a. Funnel traffic not destined for Cambridge around the edge of 

the City rather than through it. 

b. Channel traffic destined for activity centers within Cambridge 

along a designated network of streets. 

c. Discourage all traffic, except residents and visitors, from 

entering residential neighborhoods. 

3. OBJECTIVE (A utomobile Usage); Reduce reliance on automobiles 

within transportation system. 

POLICIES: 

a. Increase the desirability of other modes of transportation 

relative to that of the automobile. 

b. Restrict automobile usage in cmjunction with improvements 

in other modes. 

c. Decreased emphasis on the automobile should be viewed 

primarily as an opportunity to enhance the living and working 

environment of Cambridge. 
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4. OBJECTIVE (Public Transportati on): Strive toward the development 

of public transportation system as a viable alternative to auto

mobile usage within and through Cambridge. 

POLICIES : 

a. Rearrange system of bus lines to accurately reflect the service 

needs of all Cambridg e residents. 

b. Emphasize improvement of line haul public transportation, in

cluding the Red Line extension to Rte. 128, the Green Line 

extension, development of the Circumferential Line, and im

proved Commuter Rail service. 

c. Support and participate in all efforts to improve the capabilities 

of the MBTA to provide improved and expanded service. 

d. Explore potential for City-sponsored auxiliary public trans

portation services. 

5. OBJECTIVE (Parking) : Provide level of parking sufficient to sup

port the econolnic and social viability of Cambridge without re

inforcing demand for automobile access. 

POLICIES: 

a. Phase-out on-street parking which interferes with the efficient 

flow of vehicular traffic on Regional and Local Arterials. 

b. Until adequate transportation alternatives exist, insure the pro

vision of no more than one parking space per residential unit. 

c. Discourage the provision of all-day parking except at public 

transit stations at peripheral locations. 

d. Provide public parking oriented toward short-term commercial 

and business users at a level sufficient to replace parking 

removed from the street or eliminated in the process of re

development. 
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e. Require that new parking structures relate sensitively to the 

physical character of the surrounding environment; encourage 

utilization of the multiple use concept in the development of 

parking facilities. 

f. Establish a parking-fee schedule which will both fully pay for 

public costs on a City-wide basis and encourage use of park

ing spaces in a manner consistent with the City's parking 

policies. 

g. Establish a level of parking regulations and penalties sufficient 

to assure compliance. 

6. OBJECTIVE (Pedestrian) : Develop a pedestrian facility network 

that both complements the public transportation sygtem and en

courages high levels of pedestrian activity generally. 

POLICIES; 

a. Recognize the pedestrian circulation network as an integral 

part of the City's transportation system. 

b. Enforce high standards for private and public maintenance of 

sidewalks. 

c. Encourage the provision of pedestrian amenities and safety 

features. 

7. OBJECTIVE (Bicycle): Encourage the bicycle as an integral com

ponent of the transportation system. 

POLICIES : 

a. Establish a City-wide network of safe and direc~ bicycle routes 

in which potential conflict with motor vehicles is minimized. 

b. Provide adequate, secure facilities for the storcge (parking) 

of bicycles at all major centers of activity with:n Cambridge. 
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c. Advocate the use of bicycles for commuting. 

8. OBJECTIVE (Goods Movement): Provide for an efficient, coordin

ated, and safe system for the movement of goods within and through 

Cambridge that minimizes conflict with other activities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Curtail the impact of thrll-trucks on Cambridge. 

b. Establish and enforce a system of truck routes and movement 

schedules which minimize undesirable effects on residential 

neighborhoods. 

c. Pursue the consolidation of railroad freight lines and facilities. 

d. Explore the systemization of goods delivery to reduce activity 

conflicts in business districts. 

C. GOAL: 

Support the development of an integrated, efficient, and responsive 

metropolitan and regional transportation system. 

POLICIES: 

a. Participate actively in regional transportation planning processes. 

b. Join with and support other cities and towns in efforts to secure 

legislative foundation for improved regional transportation. 

c. Strive for an equitable distribl).tion of financial and operational 

burdens of the regional transportation system. 
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ENVIR ONMENT 

A. GOAL: 

Enhance the natural environment as a human necessity and an urban 

as set. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Minimize air, water, and noise pollution. 

POLICIES : 

a. Com:mit the City to the achievement of State and Federal 

regional air, water, and noise quality standards. 

b. Con~p1ement regional efforts to upgrade the quality of the 

Charles River. 

c. Rigidly regulate any activity which directly or indirectly pol

lutes the City's natural environment. 

2. OBJECTIVE : Preserve and expand the City's vegetation and open 

space resources. 

POLICIES: 

a. Prohibit construction of non-recreational facilities on open space 

resources. 

b. Institute systematic, long-term open space acquisition program. 

c. Institute systelTIatic, permanent street tree planting and main

tenance program. 

d. Encourage landscaping of private property. 

B. GOAL: 

AilTI for the attainment of a more attractive and we ll-balanced man

made environment. 
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1. OBJECTIVE ~ Recognize the importance of the overall visual im

pression of the City. 

POLICIES ; 

a. Protect and enhance those desirable physical elements which 

together constitute the overall visual impression of the City. 

These include: 

distinctive neighborhoods and unique commercial centers. 

major arteries which connect the com~mercial centers 

(e. g. Mas s. Ave., . Cambridge Street). 

the entire Charles Riverfront, including bridges and views 

of Boston. 

the general low or moderate profile of the City! s skyline. 

2. OBJECTIVE ~ Perpetuate the low scale, small structured pattern 

prevailing in Cambridge neighborhoods. 

POLICIES : 

a. Prohibit any development that visually or otherwise disrupt s 

the existing environmental quality of residential neighborhoods. 

b. Encourage row housing or small apartment buildings as the 

principal medium for new development within neighborhoods. 

c. Enforce height limit of 35' throughout existing residential 

neighborhoods. 

d. Expansion of neighborhoods through develcpment on fringes 

should refle ct sensitivity toward existing physical character 

of the neighborhood s , particularly with respect to modest 

scale and height, continuation of block pattern, design and 

structural variety. 
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3. OBJECTIVE : Proluote quality design in all new developments. 

POLICIES: 

a. Stimulate high design sta:ndards through zoning and building 

code regulations. 

b. Explore the feasibility of implementing formal design review 

processes. 

c. Maintain high standards of design in public projects. 

4. OBJECTIVE : Seek a level of environmental quality within com

mercial districts which enhances their appeal. 

POLICIES: 

a. Create opportunities for increased pedestrian utilization of the 

City I s commercial districts. 

b. Develop specific urban design objectives for each major com

mercial center. 

c. Coordinate fragmented private development activity in the City I s 

commercial centers in order to achieve overall urban design 

objectives. 

d. Neighborhood centers and local service commercial areas 

should demonstrate sensitivity and compatibility with urban 

design characteristics of abutting residential areas. 

e. Stimulate privately sponsored improvements in commercial 

districts through allocation of publicly spons ored improvements. 

5. OBJECTIVE: Support a higher level of environmental amenity 

throughout the City. 

POLICIES : 

a. Strive for private and/or public provision of external amenities, 

including adequate street lighting, landscaping, street furniture, 
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private and public open space and sign coordination. 

b. Achieve a more equitable distribution of environmental amen

ities throughout the City's neighborhoods and commercial centers. 
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UNIVER51 TIES 

A. GOAL: 

Pursue harm.onious and mutually-beneficial interaction between univers

ities and t!.18 Cambridge community. 

1. OBJEC'l'iVE : Foster interaction among appropriate institutional 

and ccm~n:mity activities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Institutional facilities outside the core that are not directly 

rela t ed to educational functions should be treated as com

parable non-institutionc-c l facilities with regard to location 

criteria, land use, taxation, environment. 

b. Explore means to open educational and cultural opportunities 

afforded by institutions to a wide range of the Cambridge 

population. 

2. OBJECTIVE: Develop a more equitable relationship between direct 

and indirect benefits and costs of the universities' im.pact on 

Cambridge. 

POLICIES : 

a. From the point of vie"v of the City in-lieu-of-tax payments 

are not merely voluntary contributions, but rather constitute 

a legitimate and vital component of the City's revenue base . 

b. Encourage institutions to us e their considerable fiscal and 

human resources to participate in the solution of the City's 

problems. 

c. New institutional facilities should generate revenues for the City 

equivalent to taxes paid by comparable non-institutional uses. 
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3. OBJECTIVE : Institutional expansion outside the educational core 

must be evaluated in terms of its impact on (a) the real estate 

market, (b) the availability of land resources to meet overall 

City objectives. 

POLICIES : 

a. F ~ .. :. ~- r. ,,:' expansion of non-residential institutional facilities 

should be predicated upon luaximum utilization of existing 

p hnt. 

b. Purchase of property for investment purposes by institutions 

should be halted. 

c. The practice of long-run land banking should be discouraged. 

d. Institutional real estate purchases must be carefully coordin

ated with the City. 

4. OBJECTIVE : Institutional participation in housing activities should 

be consistent with the achievement of community-wide housing 

goals and objectives. 

POLICIES : 

a. Institutions should sponsor housing equivalent to the units 

occupied by students in the private market. 

b . Promote mixed institutional-community housing. 

c. Direct the financial and administrative resources of the 

institutions toward housing development which responds to 

all C ity housing needs. 

5. OBJECTIVE : Institutions shclUld provide a wider range of economic 

opportunities for Cambridge residents. 
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POLICIES: 

a. Urge institutions to establish employment practices preferential 

to qualified Cambridge residents. 

b. Enlist the educational resources of the institutions in the City's 

manpower development efforts. 

c. Encourage patronage of Cambridge businesses by institutions. 

6. OBJECTIVE: Formalize and systematize coordi'-lation and commun

ication between the City and the institutions on all matters of 

mutual interest. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES A.ND FACILITIES 

A. GOAL: 

To provide a range and level of public services and facilities necessary 

to fulfill the legitimate needs and requirements of the City's diverse 

population. 

1. OBJECTIVE : The extent of services and facilities provided must 

be based upon realistic assessment of needs, priorities, and 

fis cal constraints. 

POLICIES: 

a. All residents are entitled to and the City is capable of pro

viding an adequate level and range of basic services and 

facilities, including : 

education 

recreation 

public safety (police and fire) 

street maintenance 

utilities (water and sewer) 

traffic safety 

solid waste disposal 

library, services 

public information 

transportation 

b. The City shall endeavor to maximize availability of specialized 

services with emphasis on coordinating and augmenting delivery 

of such services by other governmental and private agencies, 

including: 

health services 

day care 
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special employm.ent and retraining services 

mobility 

elderly services 

c. Primary effort in capital im.provement programming should be 

directed towards the modernization of antiquated and inefficient 

basic public facilities. 

d. The development of adequate maintenance programming, along 

with sufficient budgetary support, should be a pre-requisite 

to the construction or modernization of any major public 

facility. 

2. OBJECTIVE : Relate overall system of services and facilities to 

achievement of all City goals and objectives. 

POLICIES: 

a. The construction and/or modernization of user oriented facil

ities sholJld be coordinated with service programs. 

b. Facilities planning must reflect realistic asses sment of future, 

as well as present needs. 

c. Service programming, with concurrent development of facilities, 

requires adequate public participation on a continuing basis. 

d. Marginal facility and service costs must be a P";~~~ ~'.H1Slder

ation in land use planning and developlHcl.Lt control. 

3. OBJECTIVE: Achieve a distribution of services throughout the 

City that results in equivalent h€'n efits for all residents. 
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FINANCE 

A. GOAL: 

Derive maximum public benefit from the allocation and utilization of 

public funds. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Patterns of public spending should be determined by 

explicit City goals, objectives, and priorities. 

POLICIES: 

a. Institute sound, efficient financial planning processes. 

b. Utilize the Annual Budget as the City's major policy 

implementatiol1 tool. 

c. Eliminate the practice of ad hoc spending - - i. e., special 

and supplemental appropriations and excessive inter-account 

transfers. 

d. Move toward program/performance budgetary procedures. 

e. Open the budgetary process to the widest possible public 

exposure. 

f. Institutionalize the Capital Improvement Program and relate 

it more closely to overall City budgetary processes. 

g. The rate of increase in expenditures from locally raised 

revenue should not exceed increases in the Boston Area 

Consumer Price Index. 

2. OBJECTIVE: Achieve optimal cost-effectiveness and productivity 

in all governmental expenditure programs. 

POLICIES: 

a. Participate actively in state-wide efforts to modernize the 
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Civil Service System. 

b. Eliminate obsolete or superfluous public jobs through natural 

attrition or reallocation of personnel resources to more urgent 

functions. 

c. Develop rational, balanced efficient collective bargaining 

procedures. 

B . GOAL: 

Develop and nurture an economically efficient, equitable revenue base 

adequate to the City's expenditure requirements. 

1. OBJECTIVE: Strive toward lessening reliance on the real property 

tax as the dominant source of local revenue. 

POLICIES : 

a. Participate in and support regional and national efforts to 

institute more equitable methods of raising revenue for 

local expenditures. 

b. Explore at the State level specific opportunities for new local 

revenue mechanisms, such as wage (payroll) taxes, com

muter taxes, local income tax, and local limited sales taxes . 

c. Participate in national efforts to more equitably distribute 

education costs. 

2. OBJECTIVE: Seek larger shar e of C a mbridge contributions to 

State and Federal revenues. 

POLICIES : 

a. Maximize utilization of existing State and Federal aid programs. 

b. Establish and maintain continuing grantsmanship and legislative 

lobbying effo r ts on the part of the City. 
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c. Demand restructuring of State as ses sment formulas, particularly 

MBTA, MDC, and County. 

3. OBJECTIVE: Insure equitable impact in the administration of the 

real property tax levy. 

POLICIES: 

a. Continuously monitor assessment patterns as a basis for more 

equitable administration .. 

b. Systenl a t :i. c 2.Jly bc::r ::a s'3 assessn:::nts to 100% of market value 

c. Systelnatically increase assessment and abatement policies 

and procedures. 

4. OBJECTIVE: Mitigate the fiscal burdens of extensive tax exemp

tion on the taxpayers of Cambridge. 

POLICIES: 

a. Negotiate in-lieu-of-tax payment formulae which more closely 

reflect service costs. 

b. Widen the base of public fiscal support for tax exempt insti

tutions to include state and possibly national subsidies. 

c. Halt the expansion of tax-exempt land; development on newly 

exempt land should make in-lieu payments equivalent to full 

taxation. 

d. Expand utilization of user fees. 

e. Li'mited dividend housing develope rs should receive tax abate

ments on subsidized units only. 

5. OBJECTIVE: Preserve a healthy, diverse real estate tax base, 

as long as the property tax remains a dominant revenue source. 
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POLICIES: 

a. A healthy real estate tax base emerges from the achievement 

of the City's collective goals and objectives, rather than from 

the independent pursuit of tax base objectives. 

b. Strive to stabilize the real estate tax rate. 

c. Stabilize the City's industrial base. 

d. Controlled, moderate development which augments quality of 

life in Cambridge, is the most effective means of expanding 

the City's real estate tax base. 



Issue Paper No.1: POPULATION October, 1974 

A thorough and realistic discussion of population issues is basic to any com
prehensive planning effort. Nearly al1 publ'ic policy, implicit or explicit,at 
the local level is reflected ultimately in -the characteristics of the resident 
population. When we talk about "the type of community we want" we may be think
ing in terms of housing, transportation, tax base, and the like but in the last 
analysis all issues and concerns in Cambridge funnel into the hypothetical ques
tion:· Who should live in Cambridge? More specifical1y', population tssues re
solve around three major questions: 

1. Size: how many people should live in Cambridge? 

2. Composition: who are these people to be? 

3. Distribution: how will they be distributed geographically in Cambridge? 

Population Size 

Population size in absolute terms -- the number of people living in Cambridge -
is not particularly significant, at least not when compared to the drastic 
changes in the city's population composition or to issues concerned with popula
tion distribution. Sheer numbers of people are important in a rapidly growing 
suburb whose principal concern is expansion of public services to meet a burgeon
ing demand. And conversely, a steady decline of population -- as has been the 
case in a number of cities in the Northeast -- is obviously a problem of immense 
importance to these cities affected. However, Cambridge does not have the prob 
lems of a new suburb nor is it faced with becoming an urban ghost town. On the 
other hand, the city's population has declined 18% in the past twenty years and 
although it appears to be leveling off, it is worth speculating on the future, 
especially in view of the fact that under the Zoning Ordinance development to 
maximum permitted density throughout the city could accommodate a population of 
250,000 to 300,000 persons. It must also be noted that a population of 100,000 
often qualities of municipality for Fed~ral assistance of various types. 

The simplest kind of population projection -- that based on past growth -- in
dicates that the population in 1980 will range between 96,000 and 98,000 as com
pared to 100,000-104,000 today. Future projections - - based primarily on birth 
and survival rates and secondarily on migration -- indicate that Cambridge's 
population wil1 continue to drop until 1990-19'95 when it will be under 80,000 
and them will grow again until the year 2020 when it will reach over 120.,000. 
However, it cannot be emphasized enough that these calculations fail to take in
to account that the population composition is rapidly changing and that the mi
gration of families and non-families will cause birth and survival rates to 
vary significantly. These rates in turn .will substantially affect population 
in the future. In other words, issues about population size and future popula
tion trends can only be viewed in relation to population composition,which is 
discussed in the next section of this paper. 

Population Composition 

The primary population issue facing Cambridge revolves around population com
position. What type of people comprise the Cambridge community? How is this 
changing ? How would Cambridge residents like it to change or not to change? 
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If one word could be used ,to describe the Cambridge population, that word would 
be diversity. The variety of people gives the city vi,tality and is truly unique 
no matter what cultural, social, or economic cnaracteristic is examined. During 
the past two decades, however, the composition of the Cambridge population has 
been changing markedly. This change is reflected largely in the out-migration 
of the family population and the corresponding influx of "non-families" (in
dividuals living along or with others). In 1950; 100,000 persons lived in fam
ilies but by 1970, this number had declined by one third to 66,000. During the 
same period the "non-family" population tripled from .7,800 to 22,000. This 
"non-family" population is generally young, and are either students or employed 
in a managerial or professional capacity. 

The forces contributing to this rapid change are numerous and stem from many 
different sources including: (1) the growth of suburbia and migration of fam
iliesto new developments in the 1950's and early 1960's; (2) the loss of in
dustriesand blue collar jobs resulting from technological change and relocation 
caused by urban renewal; (3) the lack of new family housing construction and 
the loss of existing family housing through private ' redevelopment , institutional 
expansion and conversions; (4) the expansion in the 1960's of university enroll
ments, faculty and staff; (5) the speculatory-inflationary housing market as the 
demand for "non-family" households surged, especially in the late 1960's and 
early 1970's; and (6) the declining birth rate in the city, the state and the 
nation. 

If this pattern should continue unabated or unchecked the Cambridge of, say 1990, 
will be unrecognizeable to a resident of 1974. The city will undoubtedly become 
the home of the single, the young, the childless, the wealthy -- and the poor 
(who have no option to move elsewhere). It is unrealistic to believe that public 
intervention can revers~ entirely the composite trends; yet action by the Govern
ment may ease the situation. The City must therefore consider the following 
issues. before taking steps to counter the impact of curr ent population movements. 

1. Is the ,extreme heterogeneity of the past decade beneficial or harmful? Can 
it, for example, provide an enriching environment for all groups involved 
by offering a variety of every-day experiences that add a measure of excite
ment and unpredictability to che daily routine? Or does heterogenity lead 
to a higher level of overt social and political conflict that might not 
occur among residents of a more homogeneous community?, 

2. If heterogeneity is beneficial how can the city insure that some degree of 
social diversity is maintained in order to provide in the future for a 
significant number of its current residents? 

3. Some 'population subgroups have been under pressure to leave the ci ty. How 
can the city recognize and identify the pressures, particularly to the sub
broups being "forced out"? What can the city do to alleviate some of these 
pressures, e.g. provision of more low income housing, more unskilled jobs? 

4. Not all families have been forced to go; many have left of their own fr ee 
will and in turn have ' been replaced by "non-families . " How can the city 
induce upwardly mobile families with ch{ldren to r emain in Cambridge rather 
than move to the suburbs? Would the provision of good housing, at reason
able rents, adequate open and recreation space, good schools and other 

/-1 
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public facilities, and more local jobs create a "family environment" and 
induce families to remain, or is the "fight to the suburbs" based on less 
tangible factors -- the American Dream' -- which are unlikely to be found 
or desired in an urban and urbane Cambrioge? 

5. The demand for housing "non-families" in Cambridge seems endless. Can or 
should the city discourage such potential residents through limitation on 
new residential development (height restrictions, density) ,restrictions on 
conversions, "anti-stuffing" laws and the like? Conver:5ely how can the city 
enc'ourage families to move here? 

6. Will the methods mentioned above as well as the extension of rent control 
discourage speculation? 

7. How can the city assist and encourage the universities in providing housing 
for their own students and staffs, thus, leaving more housing available for 
community residents? Can the universities be convinced to curtail any fur
ther expansion into the community? 

Population Distribution 

The distribution of a city's population has considerable impact on the physical 
character and dominant life style within a community, and residential structures 
dominate numerically in most cities. Moreover, a concentration of people means 
a concentration of residential structures and vice versa. 

Because Cambridge is, for the most part, fully developed, one might assume that 
population distribution is pretty much fixed; most of the housing stock has al
ready been built and additional residential construction will represent only a 
small proportion of the total . However, it must be kept in mind that although 
new residential development will be minor compared to what now exists, much of 
it will be built in large structures that have much impact on their immediate 
environment. Furthermore, over a period of time, new housing ,structures can re
sult in significant geographical shifts in the city's population (for example, 
note the number of people now living in Ridge Towers and Walden Square, both 
developed on previously non-residential land). And, it must not be forgotten 
that the Zoning Ordinance represents a powerful tool to control the type and 
distribution of new development. 

Cambridge, then, does have an opportunity to achieve significant changes in the 
distribution of its population but first must face three major issues. 

1. Population concentration: should population densities throughout the city 
be changee? If so, how? 

2. Residential development: should new residential development be encouraged? 
If so, where? 

3. Services and facilities: how does distribution of population (existing or 
proposed changes) relate to public services and facilities, streets and 
uti li ty sys tems? 

Population Concentration 

The city's extremely high population density one of the highest in the country 
is a source of many of its problems and many of its attractions. High concentra-
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tions of people result in traffic congestion, lack of green space, more noticeable 
levels of noise and air pollution, and higher potential social conflict. 

On the. other hand, intensity of human activity generates a sense of vitality, a 
diversity of experience and a feeling that "something is always going on." 

Cambridge's neighborhoods demonstrate a wide variation in density but all are 
high by any standards,and local residents are clear in their preference for pre
venting increases in density within their neighborhoods. The issue facing the 
city, therefore, is whether it is possible to maintain or decrease present den
sities in certain areas. Although population density has been decreasing for some 
years, along with declining birth rates and an exodus of families, dwelling unit 
density has increased substantially. Can the city limit through zoning, height 
limitations and the like, the number of units in certain areas? 

Residential Development 

Disregarding the issue of how much residential devel"opment should occur -- which 
will be discussed in other reports -- there will unquestionably be some degree 
of new housing construction during the next decade. While some of this housing 
will be located within residential neighborhoods, and others in business districts, 
most of it is likely to be constructed on industrial land -- the only real land 
resource available. The city then should consider several consequences: (a) 
whether the development of new housing on non-residential land in effect achieves 
to some degree a re-distribution of the city's population, (b) whether new con
~truction on industrial land would result in overall decrease in net residential 
density throughout the city, (c) whether housing on industrial land adjacent to 
existing neighborhoods may aggravate the high densities already there, and finally 
(d) whether industrial land should be "banked" for future use . 

Service and Facilities 

Many population distribution problems relate to an inadequacy of public services 
and facilities. However, few of these inadequacies are consistent through the 
city; the shortage of school capacity, for example, is a problem in some neigh
borhoods but not in others. This situation stems from mismatahes between the 
distribution ~f population and the distribution of public facilities and services. 
Thecity'~ pattern of public facilities, streets a~d utili~ies has evolved gradu
ally over a period of three centuries. So has the housing stock. The two were 
not often logically related, and simple obsolescence . has added to the problem. 

Ju.s t as the phys ical pattern developed slowly, it can now be changed only gr.ll!dually be
cause of the huge costs involved. In some cases, such as the street network, 
it may not be able to be changed at all. 

The city, therefore, must consider how it can keep the expansion of public fac
ilities in concert with new housing construction. Or, put it another way, how 
can the city strive for a more rational relationship between its public facilities 
and the distribution of population? 



Issue Paper No.2: HOUSING DETERIORATION October, 1974 

Approximately 32,000 housing units in Cambridge are located in privately-owned 
building~. (An additional 6,000 or 1570, are located in publicly assiste"d low
and moderate-income housing units and university housing for married students). 
Unfortunately, the U.S. Census of 1970 failed to report the extent of deterior
ation of these private housing units. However, it did indicate that 18% of them 
lack central heat and slightly over 5% are deficient in plumbing facilities. In 
addition, a survey was conducted in 1972 of the external conditivn of every 
privately-owned residential structure in the city. This survey revealed that 
although about 44% of all structures are externally sound, an equal proportion 
(about 4,300) required some minor repairs. About 1,200 structures were deter
iorating to a point requiring major repair in order to achieve adequate external 
conditions. It must be pointed out, however, that these data do not provide a 
complete picture of housing deterioration. External conditions do not neces
sarily correlate with interior conditions and vice versa. Moreover, related 
environmental conditions such as poorly paved or congested streets, inadequate 
street lighting, and the like, must also be taken into account. 

Over the last decade, a variety of pressures has affected the condition of the 
city's privately-owned housing stock. Increasing absentee ownership, declining 
home ownership (9% in the last decade), conversions and cutting up of apartments 
are a few examples. These pressures reflect, in part, the changing household 
composition of the city, with large families giving way to small families and 
to "non-families." Between 1950 and 1970, the number of family households de
creased 2770 while the number of "non-family" households increased 26370. 

Whether a cause or result of this pattern, little new construction of market 
rate housing suitable for long-term family residents was constructed during 
the past decade. Most new units were in multi-family buildings designed for 
single people or couples without children. Only 4% of the new units constructed 
were single or two-family homes. Similarly, new construction of low- and moderate
income subsidized housing was designed primarily for the elderly and smalier 
families -- only 20% of all the units in subsidized housing have 3 or more bed
rooms. Consequently, the existing private housing stock is and will remain the 
principal resource for family housing. If it is not preserved and modernized 
or rehabilitated where necessary, families will continue to leave Cambridge for 
better housing elsewhere. Furthermore, population issues aside, Cambridge can-
not afford to ignore its existing housing stock -- its principal physical in
vestment and financial resource. 

To insure the preservation of an adequate private housing stock, the city must 
consider the following issues: 

1. What emphasis should the city give to rehabilitation rather than to new 
construction in its housing program? 

2. Rehabilitation costs, especially for badly deteriorating buildings, can be 
substantial. How can the city make sure that buildings will be rehabilitated 
without charging high rents and desplacing present occupants? 

3. If tenants must be displaced while rehabilitation is in progress, how can 
they be guaranteed that they will be allowed to return to their present units 
at reasonable rents? 
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4. Can the City undertake ~ Concentrated Code Enforcement Program without 
causing. substantially higher rents that will displace present occupants? 

5. How will the city decide at what point it is more sound economically 
to "tear down" rather than rehabilitate buildings for low-and moderate
income families? 

6. At present property owners are afraid that certain improvements will rai~e 
the assessment -- and thus the taxes -- on their properties. Can the city 
establish assessing policies which do not discourage maintenanc e , upgrading 
and rehabilitation of residential buildings? 



Issue Paper No. 3: SP~ALLING RENTS October, 1974 

One of the most startling changes affecting :the housing situation in Cambridge 
during the pas t decade has been the sharp increase in rents'. The median' house
hold rent has increased almost 907. since 1960 -- more than triple the median in
crease for the Boston Metropolitan Area and four times that of the Consumer Price 
Index for all U.S. cities. Much of the increase can be' traced to widespread 
speculation and inflation in a market where demand for existing housing seemed 
endles~. By the late 1960's the demand for rental housing in Cambridge among in
dividuals living alone and in groups, combined with demand among young married 
couples with either no children or one child,drove rents up precipitously. And 
neither the construction of market-rate, multi-unit housing nor the large volume 
of subsidized housing built in the late 1960's and early 1970's aimed at moderate
income families and the elderly has relieved substantially the intense pressure 
for rental housing in Cambrid&e. 

Those most adversely effected by sprialling rents were the elderly and families 
with low and moderate incomes. In the late 1960's soaring rents began forcing 
many either to seek government assistance or to leave Cambridge. While some did 
leave, others unable to benefit from public programs simply paid more than they 
could afford. This situation has been amply documented in studies which show the 
large number of families and elderly paying ~n excess of 35% of their gross in
come for housing. Clearly, the impact rental trends have had on the composition 
of the city's population raises questions as to how to counter inflationary and 
speculative pressures so that moderate- and middle-income families now living in 
Cambridge are not priced out of the city's rental market. 

1. Undoubtedly, the Rent Control Ordinance adopted by the city in September, 
1970, has alleviated at least some of the pressure on Cambridge households, 
though to what degree no one knows. On the other hand, rent control has 
discouraged some absentee land lords from investing in repairs and improve
ments since they feared that they would not be able to recover the cost of 
improvements. Other property owners have tried to circumvent rent control 
entirely by conversion of 'apartments into offices, co-ops, and condominiums. 
By now, enough time has lapsed for the city to make a thorough study of rent 
control to determine if it has been successful and to suggest ways in which 
it can be improved. One major change could be the extension of control to: 
(a) owner occupied dwelling with two or three dwelling units, (b) buildings 
constructed since 1969, and (c), government subsidized moderate-income units. 
On the other hand, a system of gradual "decontrol" may be con'structive. 

2. Although statistical data are not available on the number of conversions that 
have occurred during the past decade, there is enough secondary evidence to 
know that many owners have broken up -larger units into smaller ones so that 
gross rental revenue could be maximized. Should the city consider ways to 
prevent illegal conversions so that more units are available for families who 
require multi-bedroom apartments? 

3. In similar fashion, many owners rent large apartments to groups of students 
or professionals at rents that most families cannot afford. An "anti 
stuffing" law was defeated some years ago. Should the city again attempt 
to pass such a law so that some of these apartments would be available for 
families at mod est rents? 



4. In the past two years, efforts have been made to involve residents in re
habilitation and ownership of existing structures. Should the city place 
more emphasis on expanding opportunities for resident participation in 
housing management and/or ownership as a way of protecting families from 
the pernicious eff~cts of infla.tionary rents? 



Is sue Paper No.4: NEW HOUSING CONSTRUCTION Oc tob er, 1.9}L: 

Housing construc tion in Cambridge in th e l a st decade can be group c. d into t h ree 
genera l types:· (1) marke t- r a t e hOll sing, ( 2 ) pubU c l y -·a s s i::< ted hou sing f or th e 
elde r ly and ( 3 ) publicly-assisted hou sing for low- and mode r ate- income f am il ies . 
HousiIi.g, associated \-lith th e univ e r siti.(cs of Cambridge. \\, ill be discu ssed ill a 
l a ter issu e paper on "Universities ," 

In Cambridge virtually all n C\v ly constructed rr:arket ···r 2.te units are in mult i- un i t 
structures. These are o ften hi gh· .. rise bui l d ings compri sed main l y of smaller 
sized apartmen t s -- effici enci es , and one and two bedrooms. Since the mid-l 960 ' s 
demand ,,£0 1- this typ e of hou s ing has been strong desp i te th e hi. gh r ents, as ev
idenc ed by the rapid absorpt ion of unit s and the low vac311cy rate in newer d ev e lop
ments. 

Consumer appea I for market,or a t e ho us ing in Cambrid ge extend s throughollt th e me tr o
politan area so tha t 7.5'10 or more of th e occupants come from outside t h e c i. ty. Oc
cupants t end to be young, primarily single individu als living a lone or ,,, it11 one 
anoth e r , Fr equent l y) they are young marr.i ed coupl es ,,,i t hou l: chi I dren or ,\,i t h on e 
pre-school age child. For s ome, new market-rate hous ing acts as a staging ground 
from which to mov e to lOHer priced older d'lo,1e llings onc e they have become familiar 
lVith the city. 

Since Camb ridg e is already the second most dens e ly popul at i on c i ty in the Boston 
Metropolitan Area and the four t h in the nation among cities with over lOO, OOO 
population, the major issue does not se em to be how much market-rate hou~ing is 
required to meet the seemingly inexhaustible demand, but rather hOI" much can 
Cambridge safely con tinue to absorb. A parallel is sue in th e view of the exist
in g intensity of deve lopment, the scarcity of vacan t l and, and th e i mpact of re
lative ly high density deve lopment on resid ential nei ghbo rho od s, is what ki nd of 
marke t-r·ate housing is most appropriate and \o,1h e re should it be locat ed . 

The issue is further complicated by the fact that market-rate dev e lo pme1l.t fr equ entl.y 9-

causes disrupt i on to a community by displ fl.c ing old er family-typ e housing. Su. ch 
developmen t not only does not respond to th e housing n eeds of the l ong- t erm f ami ly 
residents of the neighborhoods in which th e market - rat e developments ar e located, 
but,in fact, brings n ew resid ents to the community \o.7ho eventu.ally comp ete ~o,1it.h 

traditional r es id en ts for mor e spacious, lower pric ed quarters. 

Cambrid ge has b een absorbing market- r a t e housing at the rat e of a bout 200 unit s 
per year, but this fi gure could \,,1~; ll inc rease dramatica l ly. Til e city i s , there 
fore, faced with decid ing wh e th e r th e b2n efit s de rived f rom n e\-l const ru c ti on of 
market r a t e hou si ng (i. e . t axes and jobs) can be justif i ed in terms of t h e impact 
on nei ghborhoods and the c i ty ge nerally. 

In t.erl'-,S of th e vo lume of subsidi. 7.c d ho using produ ctil1n, the- l.C1St four yea l s 
have been without pi.l n lil e l in t he city ' s h istory. Betlveen J 970 ;mc! 197'), iL is 
ant i cipaLe J that th e city will. have added some 3 , 000 unit s to th e ex i st i.n g stock 
of publicl y - assi s t ed housin g . Th i s means I ~ h at: in Uws e f1 \·" Y '~' ;j]' s d _omsL tHicQ 



the amount of low-and moder a te-income housing will have been added to th e s upply 
than ,.;:er e add ed in the pr evious thirty years. This is an achiev ement of major 
proportions (though not without concurrent problems). Yet, a clo ser analysi s of 
thi s tremendous volume of production revealS that some significant gaps be t\veen 
supply and demand still remain. 

Of th e 3,000 units, about 40/0 or 1,200 units, are desi gned for family hou s ing ; 
the r ema ind er a r e for the e ld erly. Moreover, out of th e 1,200 family-typ e units, 
900 will be occupied by moderate-income families as opposed to low-income families. 
In addition, l ess than 100 of the total will consist of ap~~bncnts with four or 
mor e b ~ drooms . Thus, the bulk of the new construction ha s been'a imed at th e needs 
of the elderly; and of those earmarked for families, a very small percentage will 
reach the low-incom e group and thos e with large families. In contrast, studies 
of housing needs in Cambridge show that th e greatest d emands are for low-income 
fami ly housing and housing for l arge-sized famili es. Cambridge has yet to find 
a way to meet these need s. 

However, document ing a need for housing assistance alone does not readily trans 
late into a building program . They type and locat ion of th e housing to be built 
are ma jor issu es in thems e lves. This is made especially clear by th e fact th at 
many low-income families have no interest in moving to public housing proj ec ts and, 
in fact, pref e r to remain in substandard housing of their o,m choice rather than 
move to a "proj ec t." I>Jhereas public housing on::e provided improve d housing for 
many poor bu t up\vardly mobile families, they hav e nOH become the very symbols of 
social isolation and environinen tal decay . 

In efforts designed to avoid these problems and to ov ercome resistance to public 
housing construction, some n ew approaches have emerged. One such approach is to 
combine subsidized, and market-rate units in a singl e development. The Massachu
setts Housing Finance Agency has pioneered in this approach. Although such d e 
velopments seem to be reasonably successful to date, th ey have yi e ld ed f ew 10,,'
incom~ units. Rents in th ese buildings are too high for low-income famili es and 
frequently too high even for many moderate-income families, unless Federal rental 
subsidi es - are added. Another approach has been to build \vhat is knO\,m as scattered
site public housing. ~lereas such units are entirely for low-income families, 
the major obstacle is building these in any sizable quantity. Since they are 
built at loW densities -- only a few units on a given site -- it is extr eme ly dif
ficult and costly to produce a large number of units in this way. In other words, 
the time, effort, and money required to develop such housi~g is extremely costly 
in comparis6n with the number of units produced: 

An over-riding consid eration is the amount and kind of Federal assis t anc e avai l
able for housing constructIon, since most subsidized housing is fin anced with 
Federa l aid. Curr ent ly, Federa l housing programs are undergoing a major overh aul, 
so that it is now difficult to forecast exactly what t ypes of housing pro grams 
for low- and moderate-income families will be f easibl e in th e n ex t sever a l yea rs. 

Publ iely-ass is t ed HOLls j ng: Eld eg 

Over th e last four years Cambridge ha s been notab ly s ucc essful in prod uc ing a 
l arge volume of housing for e l der ly individu a l s and cuu ple s with low incom~s . 

Thou gh most of this housing has been in hi gh-ris e struc tu r es design ed exc l.u sive l y 
for th e e lderly, th e re do es not s eem t o be a probl em of cons umer accC:'ptance . 111-
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deed,many of the elderly prefer to live in their mm developments. Moreover, 
community opposition to elderly housing, even in the form of high-rises, has been 
mild. compared to the response to both lo,.;r-income family housing and some market
rate houging. Hence, the outstanding issues concernitig elderly housing seem to 
be whether there is still a local need for more in view of' the enormous rate of 
construction (1,800 units) over the past four years and, if need is demonstrated, 
what kind should be buil t. 



Issue Paper No.5: UNEMPLOYMENT October, 1974 

Cambridge's unemployment rate is estimated at 8.5/0 as of April, 1974. Over 
4,000 Cambridge residents who want to work do not have jobs - the worst un
emplo~ent level in recent years. Unemployment will probably be this high or 
even higher for the next few years. 

The unemployment rate is an index of the · overall problem. Additionally, more 
people are unemployed in some occupations that in others. The following table 
shows actual 1970 unemployment figures by occupation and estimates for March, 
1973: 

1970 1973 
Experienced Estimated 

Unemployment /0 Unemployment /0 

Professional, Technical, 
and Managerial 544 3.1/0 912 5.2'70 

Sales 66 3.4/0 153 7 • 9/0 

Clerical 280 2.6/0 571 5.3/0 

Craftsmen, Foremen, etc. 181 5.4/0 362 10.8'70 

Operatives 379 7.4/0 686 13.4/0 

Laborers 169 14.8'70 224 19.6/0 

Service Workers 213 3. 5/0 268 4.4/0 

Both the numbers and the percentages are important. The numbers tell how many 
people in an occupation are actually out of work. The percentages are an index 
of how hard-hit each occupation is by unemployment. For example, there are many 
more unemployed professionals, technicians, and managers than unemployed laborers, 
but the unemployment rate (percentage) is much higher for the laborers because 
there are fewer laborers in the work force. 

Bnemploymen~ is terribly costly to Cambridge's residents. Unemployment is pain
ful and disheartening to anyone who wants to work. The unemployed and their fam
ilies are deprived of an income and forced to go on welfare or find some other 
minimal means of support. Children may suffer from malnutrition, poor housing, 
a discouraging horne environment, etc. And state government assumes the cost of 
welfare payments, raising the tax burden on all working citizens . 

Why is unemployment so high? There are several reasons. Manufacturing has been 
declining in New England relative to the rest of the country for several years. 
While the nation as a whole has now recovered from the slump of 1970-1971, manu
facturing employment in New England is still only 90/0 of its 1969 level. 

In non-manufacturing industries there has not been an absolute decline, but em
ployment has grown more slowly than usual and has not kept pace with the growth 
of the work force. 

As a result, Massachusetts and the Boston Metropolitan Area both have unemploy
ment rates of 7.4% as of April, 1974. 
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Cambridge's umeployment rate is an additional two percentage points higher than 
~han of the Boston Metropolitan Area, and, moreover, Cambridge's unemployment is 
higher .in every major occupational category except clerical. The cities of Boston 
and Somerville are also experiencing high unemployment rates, and in 1970 they 
both had greater unemployment than Cambridge. Thus, unemployment seems to be a 
general inneJ;' city problem as well as a Cambridge problem. 

We can speculate on two reasons for the inner-city-subprb difference: suburban 
school systems and a different socio-economic environment may do a better job of 
preparing students for a greater range of employment opportunities; and more 
unemployed people tend to live in the inner cities because cheap housing and 
transpo.rtation are more available there than in the suburbs. 

What can be done about high enemplo}~ent? Again, there are several approaches. 
Most of them fall in three categories: preserving existing jobs and creating new 
ones; helping find jobs for which they are qualified; and helping people become 
qualified for new kinds of jobs. 

The first requirement for reducing unemployment is that the jobs exist. We are 
most concerned with jobs in Cambridge because (1) half of our work force is em
ployed in Cambridge and (2) Cambridge government can have more influence with 
Cambridge firms than with those located outside its boundaries. But jobs any
where in the metropolitan area are important to Cqmbridge residents either directly 
or indirectly. High unemployment in the metropolitan area means intense compe
tition for available jobs both inside and outside of Cambridge. Where a firm 
locates and whether it remains or expands depends in most cases of factors out
side of the control of government. But there are some areas in which a local 
government's actions can influence a private firm. These areas include land 
use, zoning, taxation, licencing, police and fire protection, traffic and park-
ing regulations and various other municipal services. Probably the most im
portant 'efforts Cambridge can make to preserve its job base is to provide good 
municipal services, efficient government, a reasonable tax rate, and a compre
hensive land use plan sensitive to the future needs of commerce and industry. 

Beyond these basics, the city can provide sympathetic assistance to its business 
community in all its official relations at very little cost, by maintaining an 
office devoted to such assistance . 

Finally Cambridge can induce some firms to come or st~y through various types 
of subsidies: tax breaks, subsidied land, municipal financing assistance, etc. 
In these instances the benefits in jobs or tax revenue must be weighed against 
th.e cost of the subsidy - benefits to Cambr.idge residents versus costs to Camb
ridge taxpayers . 

The recent Kendall Square replanning experience has revealed that there are many 
difficulties associated "lith a direct effort to develop jobs on a piece of Camb
ridge real estate. Only certain kinds of firms have both an economic reason to 
locate in Cambridge and a large number of the kinds of jobs most needed by Camb
ridge residents. In its current fiscal plight, the city appears to be unwilling 
to subsidize the creation of new jobs to any great extent. Does this policy 
reflect the will of Cambridge's residents? Is the city doing enough to stimulate 
all possible job creation through means other than subsidies? 
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The other two approaches to the unemployment problem -- helping people find jobs 
and helping them to quality for new kinds of jobs -- have little to do with land 
use in Cambridge. For most people, the job market is the Greater Boston Area. 
The city runs some job placement and job training programs, the largest of which 
is the vocational element of the school system. There are many other programs -
public, quasi-public, and private. Again, the question is: are these programs 
good enough, are they effective, and is the city putting enough effort and re
sources into them? There is no way that a city like Cambridge could completely 
escape the effects of national and regional unemployment. But the more people 
we could help through job placement and training, the better offall our residents 
would be and the more we could concentrate on other objectives in the use of 
our scarce land resources. 



Issue Paper No.6: TAX RATE/TAX BASE 

Cambridge's tax rate has risen dramatically in recent years. The figures are: 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

$91.40 

109.40 

132.40 

149.00 

152.30 

The average increase over the period from 19q9 to 1973 was 14% per year. Over 
the same period the average rate of inflation was 5% per year. 

In comparison, the tax rate increases in surrounding cities and towns during 
the same period averaged 8% in Boston, 5% in Somerville, 9% in Arlington, 14% 
in Belmont, 9% in Watertown, and 11% in Brookline. 

A rapidly rising tax rate has several very important impacts on the city and 
its people. Each year some families and businesses are forced to leave the city 
because they simply cannot afford the taxes. Both property owners and renters 
are affected, since property tax increases are usually passed onto tenants in 
rental properties. Secondly, as taxes take a larger proportion of a property 
budget, owners are less able to make repairs necessary to keep a property in 
good condition; thus, high taxes have a blighting effect. Finally, the pre
ssure to raise tax revenues induces the city to place a very high value on the 
development of new taxable property; and development which is good for the tax 
base mayor may not be good for the city in social and environmental terms. 

What determines the tax rate? And why has it been rising so fast? The answers, 
in very simplified terms, are as follows. 

The city government must provi,de services each year. It raises three-fifths of 
the money to pay for these services through the property tax. The other two
fifths comes from minor taxes, fees, and State and Federal aid. Each year the 

.expected "take" from revenue sources other than the property tax is estimated. 
The difference between this amount and the estimated city budget must be raised 
with the property tax. 

Real property (land and buildings) in the city is assessed; i.e. given an official 
dollar value, by the Board of Assessors. The total assessed value of all real 
property in the city is the "tax base;" our current tax base totals around $300 
million. A tax rate of $100 per thousand should yield $30 million in tax revenue 
from a $300 million tax base. A rate of. $150 per thousand should yield $45 
million; etc. Each year the tax rate is set to raise the required amount of 
money given the size of the tax base. 

The tax rate has been rising rapidly because the city budget has been rl.Sl.ng 
rapidly while the tax base has been static or grown only slowly and the revenues 
from other sources have remained more or less constant. 

There are many possible ways to reduce the property tax burden. Several are 
briefly noted below. 
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Reducing the annual budget increases should be the best approach in that it gets 
at the source of the problem. It is not easy to reduce expenses, however. Should 
city employees' salaries not keep pace with the cost of living? Should some 
employees be laid off? Should services be reduced? Can efficiency be improved? 
These are basic, on-going questions of municipal administration. 

Similarly the city is constantly looking for ways to increase revenue from the 
non-property t.;ix sources. Should more effort go into this approach? 

Often the growth of the tax base is held to be the answ€y to the city's fiscal 
problems. It certainly is an important part of the solution, but common sense 
indicates that the tax base approach can be pushed only so far. Cambridge is 
already one of the most densely developed cities in the country. There has to 
be a maximum amount of development which is good for the city in social and en
vironmental terms. And the fact is too often overlooked that all new develop
ment brings some increase in the city service costs as well as new tax revenues, 
and we cannot predict costs accurately. The comprehensive planning process will 
lead us to a better understanding of how much and what kinds of development are 
good for Cambridge, and where they should be located. 

Often overlooked is the fact that the tax base can be increased by rehabilitating 
and improving existing buildings. (Similarly, general rises in real estate values 
also increase the tax base). This type of tax base development is particularly 
beneficial in that it does not increase the physical density of the city and it 
adds no new service costs. Should the city encourage such maintenance and up
grading of its existing physical plant more actively than it has in the past? 

Our tax base suffers from the fact that almost one-half of Cambridge's land is 
tax exempt. The major share of the value of tax exempt land belongs to the universities. 
The exceptionally high land values of the city's taxable land are due in part to 
the presence of the universities and people's desire to locate near them. The 
city receives about $600,000 (1973) in payments "in lieu of taxes" from the uni
versities. Is that a fair amount? Should the city adopt " policy or action pro-
gram on tax exempt land? 

Rent control is believed to have a dampening effect on residential property values. 
Whether or not this is true in all cases is debatable. As a question of policy, 
the possible cost of rent control in tax revenue (a greater burden on taxpayers) 
must be weighed against the benefits to tenants. 

Another aspect of the t&X picture is the City's assessment policies. The Assesors 
do not have the manpower to keep all property assessed up to date. An effort is 
made to re-assess all properties every few years. But properties are also gen
erally reassessed whenever they are sold. So a property which changes hands 
often tends to be assessed at a higher (more up to date) rate than a property in 
more stable ownership. There are also differences in the rate of assessment of 
different types of property - residential, commercial, industrial, etc. Do th ~ 

current policies complement the implementation of other city objectives? A re
lated issue is the fact that at any time the city could be forced to go to 100 
percent evaluation as many other Massachusetts cities and towns have been. Such 
a revaluation would help some property owners and hurt others. 
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Finally, Camhridge suffers simply from being located in Massachusetts. In this 
Commonwealth the property tax supplies more than 50 percent of the cost of local 
government. The national average is 32 percent. Because more money must be 
raised through the property tax, land use priorities are more seriously distorted 
whenever the best revenue producing development does not happen to be the best 
land use from a social or environmental point of view. Should the city be more 
active in state tax reform? 



Issue Paper No.7: LAND USE Oc.tober, 1974 

Cambridge was fully developed essentially by the early Twentieth Century. Its 
basic land use pattern was established, therefore, prior to the existence of 
effective governmental land use regulation. This situation is the source of 
many of the city's land use problems and also sets limits upou possible solu
tions ,to those problems. 

"Land Use" is most simply defined as the activity which occupies a given area of 
land. However, there are other dimensions to the term. "Land l1se" includes the 
size of structures in which the activity is conducted, and secondly, those charac
teristics of the activity or structure which have an impact outside the boundary 
of the land in question -- tha.t is, which affect adjoining land uses. For example, 
while any housing constitutes a residential activity, a high-rise development is 
perceived as a different "land use" than an area of single family homes. Similarly, 
a corner grocery store is considered a different "land use" than a supermarket, 
though both are essentially the same "activity." Further, a high-rise and low
rise apartment building might each house the same number of people, yet, they are 
viewed as different land uses. Thus, building ~ is an integral component of 
land use. In addition, traffic generation, noise, vibration, odor, height of 
structure, aesthetic characteristics are all examples of land use and structural 
charac teris tics which potentially affect neighboring ac tivi ties. 

The relative quantities of various land use and their geographical distribution 
have much to say about the physical, social apd economic character of a particular 
community, although this is not necessarily to say the relationship is causal. 
While land use regulation (principally through zoning) has been in widespread 
use since the 1920's, and since that time has been ever more refined, the prin
cipal determinant of land use is economics. Excepting public uses, there must 
be an economic reason for a particular land use to be in a particular location. 
A community may desire an industrial park in a particular location, and provide 
appropriate zoning incentives, but.only the economic system will determine if the 
park every materializes. 

The city's land use distribution is as follows: 

Residential 

Recreation, open space & undeveloped 

Institutional and government 

Industrial and Utilities 

Commercial 

Mixed, unidentified, other 

Total 

Acres 

1,331 

656 

504 

478 

239 

35 

3,242 

Percent 

41% 

20% 

16/. 

15% 

n. 
1 I. 

100/. 

This distribution is unusual in several respects: First, residential use occupies 
a relatively small proportion of the city's area; this is countered, however, by 
the higher densities to which the city is developed. Secondly, commercial activity 
occupies a larger area than normal. Thirdly, institutional use is a major activity 
in Cambridge. And fina~ly, vacant land is almost non-existent. 
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The pattern of these land uses throughout the city is also atypical. Rather than 
presenting large areas of similar land uses, the pattern is quite mixed. While 
the industrial area in West Cambridge is fairly concentrated, those in the eastern 
part of the city are diffuse and scattered, and elsewhere only small industrial 
pockets exist. Moreover, Cambridge has an unusually large number of commercial 
districts which serve to fragment and separate residential areas. And finally, 
the campuses of Harvard and MIT represent two other large blocks of activity which 
also fragment the overall pattern. Within each area of activity also exists, in 
many situations, different types and sizes of structures. For example, a block 
of large apartment buildings can abut a block of one, two, and three family houses. 

The overal~ impact of the city's mixed land use picture is that conflict, or 
potential conflict, between incompatible land uses is greater than normal. Be
cause there are so many commercial districts, for example, more· residential units 
are located where they can be impacted by commercial activity. 

It should be noted, however, that while conflicts among incompatible land uses 
are the source of many of the city's land use issues, mixing of activities per 
se is not necessarily undesirable. In fact, the variety and intensity of activity 
is one of Cambridge's unique features. Furthermore, we should not be bound by 
"traditional" images of certain activities and buildings which, through proper 
planning and design, might be an asset to surrounding activities of a different 
nature. We are all aware of the convenience provided by the neighborhood doctor 
whose office is in his home; and the location of a few convenience stores in 
a large residential development is now recognized as a distinct asset. 

Cambridge's land use issues fall into two broad categories: firstly, how can 
we minimize traditional conflicts among incompatable uses and secondly, what 
should be the type, form and size of new development in the future? In other 
words; how, if at all, should the city's land use distribution and pattern change 
over time? 

Incompatible Uses 

As mentioned above, Cambridge's rather mixed land use pattern creates numerous 
conflict situations. While the public is most aware of incompatibility problems 
between residential areas and commercial or industrial areas, ~onflicts among 
industrial, commercial, and institutional activities can be equally serious. In 
either case, the central fact is that the basic patterns are relatively fixed . 
They are part of Cambridge's basic physical framework, which is subject to change 
only very gradually over long periods of time. At the same time, much can be 
done to minimize the conflicts or pervent them from worsening. One example is 
the resident sticker parking program, gradually being expanded throughout the 
entire city, which is mitigating the problem of traffic and parking overflow from 
business districts into residential neighborhoods. 

Scale 

"Scale" is term collects together the ideas of height and bulk into one impre
ssion of size. Scale can refer to the overall impact of an area, as well as 
to an individual building. 

Transition from higher density, large scale commercial or residential areas to 
low scale neighborhoods is another major issue throughout the city, particularly 
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because in few situations is there space to accomplish an effective transition. 
One example is along Massachusetts Avenue between Harvard and Central Squares, 
where high density, unlimited height zoni~g.directly abuts two and three story 
homes ~n the Riverside and Mid-Cambridge neighborhoods. While transition is a 
problem which will always be present in densely developed ¢ambridge, the issue 
nevertheless is amenable to partial resolution through sensitively developed 
zoning regulations. 

Non-conforming Uses 

A related issue which affects a few areas of the city acutely Is the problem of 
non-con,forming uses. These are uses which would not be permitted is built now, 
but which were at one time permissible, and are, therefore, legally protected 
until they are discontinued for a year or more. Singular industrial or commercial 
uses in the midst of residential areas are the source of most non-conformity 
problems, and they occur almost exclusively in the eastern half of Cambridge. 
Such activities can be an obvious burden on their neighbors, and they can present 
unnecessary dangers, as indicated by last year's Valentine Street plastics fire. 
The elimination of undesirable non-conforming uses is difficult because of their 
protected legal status. Direct public action is most effective, as in the 
Wellington-Harrington Urban Renewal Area, but also very costly. Nevertheless, 
gradual, long-term progress can be made if the problem is recognized, and the 
status of all non-conforming uses carefully tracked. 

Future Development 

The land use issue of most public concern, however, is how will Cambridge be 
developed in the future? Several facts help define the issue. First, demand 
for land in Cambridge is strong. More people wish to live here than can be ac
commodated by the existing supply of housing. There is heavy and persistent 
pressure in the market place to build additional housing. Demand for commercial 
and office space is also generally strong, although more cyclical over time and 
more selective in location. Finally, space needs on the part of the city's un
iversities add additional pr~ssure. 

Redevelopment of Industrial Areas 

A second fact that demarcates the city's future land use is the general exodus 
of industrial firms from Cambridge. While vacant land in the city is almost 
non-existent, the city's 500 acres of industrial land become, ripe for redevelop
ment as demand for industrial space shrinks. This situation creates perhaps 
Cambridge's foremost specific land use issue: What shall happen to the city's 
industrial areas in, the future? 

Unschackled market forces point in the 'long run toward the redevelopment of large 
portions of the city's industrial areas for commercial, residential, and institu
tional use. What would be the implications for the city? If half of the city's 
industrial land -- abut 250 acres -- were developed for residential use, at a 
quite modest density of 30 units per acre, the resultant new housing would add 
15,000 to 20,000 people to the city's population. Or, if this acreage were de
veloped for commercial use at a floor area ratio of 2.0 (again, modest) the new 
commercial space would be sufficient for 70,000 employees. While these examples 
are exaggerated, (the latter more than the former) they point to an inescapable 
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conclusion: extensive redevelopment of the city's industrial areas -- or other 
areas for the matter -- will alter the city's character significantly through 
the injection of vast increases of human activi·ty. Thus, given thehigh density 
of existing deyelopment and the predictable pressures for new development, the 
central issue is summarized by the question: Exactly how much new development 
do we want, of what type of land use, and where? 

These questions. are only answerable in a context which clearly defines the type 
of community Cambridge wants to be. _- Land is a resour($e which can be utilized to 
achieve the city's basic goals, and the opportunities are great. Unlike many 
other to~ie$ of concern to Cambridge residents, future land use is one area where 
local government has many specific tools to implement policy. The Zoning Or
dinance' is foremost among them, but others include regulations like the building 
and housing codes, the licensing-regulations, and mechanisms such as the urban 
renewal process and industrial development commissions. Furthermore, the strong 
demand for space in Cambridge means we can afford to be selective; we have more 
opportunity to have developed what we want developed. 

Other Specific Land Use Issues 

While the future of the city's industrial areas is the over-riding question, and 
the size· and density of the city's larger commercial centers, like Central and 
Harvard Squares, is another issue of general significance, there are a number of 
quite specific land use decisions which Cambridge must face in the near future. 
These decisions involve large areas where redevelopment within the next decade 
is highly probably. What decisions we make -- or avoid -- will have profound 
impact on both the city as a whole and on neighboring areas. 

Foremost of our redevelopment sectors is Kendall Square. Although we are ap
parently nearing the end of the process of determining a Kendall Square Plan, the 
experience has been illustrative of the complications which arise -- and will 
continue to arise in the case of each major land use decision -- if Cambridge 
cannot develop a consensus on principal goals and policies for the future. If 
we cannot view the city" s land resources collectively to confront the city's 
problems, eacL large land resource will give rise to demands that it's develop
ment address all major public problems. 

Other short-term development areas include: the Cambridgeport-Riverside river
front, the Southwest sector of Harvard Square, the so-called Simplex site, the 
East Cambridge riverfront, and the Alewife atea, particularly the vicinity of 
the Red Line Transit extension. 

As each of these areas moves into the forefront, we will be faced with the same 
"Kendall Square" syndrome unless we can place the development of these areas in 
an overall city land use context, based on what kind of city we want Cambridge 
to be. And, that is what the Comprehensive Planning Process is intended to accom
plish. 



Issue Paper No.8: THE UNIVERSITIES 

The presence of two world-famous universities in the City of Can~bridge has a 
pervasive impact on city life, Undeniably. the universities .He the strongest 
dete rm.inant of the 'pe rceived characte 1" of Carnbridge, providing the city with 
a certain traditional acaderni c charm. exciternent, uniqueness, and a variety 
of tangible and intangible benefits. At the sarne tirne the institutions irnpose 
certain costs on the inhabitant s of the city, costs which sornetirnes arouse con
trove rsy. The four is sues most closely as sociated with the unive;rsities are 
the following: -. 

a) the amount, rate of growth, a.nd v<llue of tax exernptreal estate 
owned by th.e unive rsitie s. -

b) the impact of university expansion on established neighborhoods. 

c) the impact of unive rsitie s on the cost and availability of housing 
for Camb ridge residents. 

d) the indirect influence of the universities in :changing the employ
m.ent m.ix in the city by attracting increasing munbers of profes
sional s and whi te colla l' etnploye rs and ernployee s to the city. 

During the last few years there has been a growing awareness of these issues 
as evidenced by increased friction between various neighborhoods and the 
universities. In view of this sometimes volatile situation, it is important 
to present an accurate picture of the issues and to dispel half-truths, myths, 
and misunderstandings which impede their resolution. 

Tax Exemption 

The major universities in Carnbridge--i. e. Harvard, Radcliffe and M. I T . 
--own substantial atnounts of property which are legally exe!Tlpt from l ocal 
property taxation. In tenns of land area in 1973 the universities owned 308 
acres of tax exem.pt land, representing 17% of the total tax exempt acreage 
and 7 . 7% of the total land area of the city. The value of tax exempt property 
(land and buildings) owned by these institutions was assessed at $153.4 
million, which amounts to about half (55%) of the v:alue of all tax exernpt 
property in the city and a little over a. quarter (27.8%) of the value of all 
as se s se d property (taxable and nontaxable cornbinedJ Clea rly, the 1.'e£o re, 
tax exempt property held by Harva rd, Radcliffe and M. 1. T. is highly signi
ficant in relation to both the city's land and tax resources. 

tn an effort to a!Tleliorate the situation, the universities have been rnaking in
lieu-of-tax payments to the city. The formula upon which these payments were 
based until 1968 was agreed upon in 1928 and renewed twenty years late r. It 
specified that the univers i ties would pay an annual Burn on land purchased at 
a rate equal to the tax rate in the year of purchase. In 1968 these ag reernents 
were re-negotiated and the uni versities now make payrnents on a per-square
foot fo r mula \vhich theo r etically reflects the city's service costs for their 
property.' In 1974 M. 1. T. contributed about $355,000, and Harvard and 
Radcliffe another $500,000. Moreover, Harvard and M . 1. T. pay taxes on 
29% of their property which arnounted to $2,767,000 in 1974. - These payments 
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make Harvard and M. 1. T. the 3rd and 4th largest tax payers in the city. 

In addition to these payments (both taxes and in-lieu-of-tax payments) both 
institutions provide a variety of 'municipal services' which, in effect, reduce 
required city expenditures--i. e. cam.pus police, street cleaning and plowing, 
trash collection, and health services. 

Underlying the concept of tax exemption is the notion that certain activities 
operate directly or indirectly within the public domain and provide unusually 
great benefits to society. Private educational institutions have traditionally 
been placed into this category. Though the city recognizes this principle, 
many public officials and re sidents feel the city and its taxpayers are bearing 
an unfair share of the tax burden. 

Unive rsity Expansion 

As the universities grew in the 1950' s and especially in the 1960' s, they had 
to expand their physical plant to provide both educational space and housing 
for their enlarged student body. The most natural areas into which the uni
ve rsities could expand we re the immediately abutting neighborhoods and 
industrial areas. This is precisely what took place. By purchasing both 
vacant and developed land the universities eliminated a substantial number 
of housing units, forcing out older Cambridge residents. Homes were 
either replaced by or converted to student dormitories or educational buildings. 

While city policy has been directed at the preservation of neighborhoods, rela
tively little has been done to prevent the continued eX"pansion of universities 
into .surrounding cornnlunities. Harvard responding to pressure from some 
of its neig4bors, has recently completed an 18-month moratorium on property 
acquisition during which time a long-range plan for university growth was 
prepared and is now being offered for public discussion. 

The Universities and Housing Rents 

Perhaps the most controversial issue associated with the universities is the 
· la.rge1y indirect influence they have had on housing costs. Their expansion 
has had a major impact since it has depleted the supply of existing housing 
for long-term residents, and has increased the demand by increasing enroll
ments. Physical expansion contributed to social instability in abutting neigh
borhoods, but the effects of increased demand for housing we re felt throughout 
a much wider area. This was especially true in the decade of the 1950' sand 
early 1960' s. Since 1960, however, enrollment in Cambridge has increased 
only by 710 from 19,107 to 19,897 students. 

The consequences of student demand patterns are highly significant in a city 
where nearly four-fifths of the units are rente r -occupied. First, vacated 
units often rent to students because of the high aggregate rent-paying ability 
of groups of students sharing apartments. Such groups can usually outbid 
most families. Second, large, multi-bedroom units are more apt to be 
subdivided into two or more smaller units to acconunodate individuals living 
" '-r-? +1cE'",{"l- ; r aJR0 E'nabl inq rn:opertv () '.":rr>0~S i-n inrrA"3. oA 4-hf> ,.;,...1~ .~,,-- " 
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building in this way. Both of these tendencies result in depletion of the housing 
inventory available to families and the elderly. 

Moreover - and perhaps most significantly - the presence of the universities 
has brought vast numbers of non-students to Cambridge, people who seek to 
live within an academic atmosphere to take advantage of special facilities, 
services and life styles. Frequently young, professional, and a white collar 
worker, thi s group has further contributed to the inflationary rental spiral. 

Changing~ulation 

The universities have played a key role in the changing economic base of 
Can'1.bridge. The extent of their influence is difficult to measure because 
Cambridge is also subject to regional, state and national economic trends. 
The New England economy as a whole has undergone fundament al changes in 
the last few decades , n'larked by decline in manufacturing employment and 
growth in service sector en'lployment. Though Cam.bridge is but a small part 
of the regional economy, it mirrors these overall trends. 

The Tole of the universities has been two-fold. On the one hand it has brought 
a measure of employment stability. With an employment of 13,124 pe Tsons 
(of whom only 3,500 are faculty) and an annual payroll of $150 million. 
Harvard-M.1. T. represents -the 4th and 5th largest employers in the Boston 
area. On the other hand the role of the universities also has been to attract 
to Cambridge l'esearch and development a.nd business consulting firms which 
together represent about half the 1970 service sector employment. Certainly 
a major factor in the l ocation of such firrns is the abundant supply of intelle c
tua! resources--manpower and research tools such as libraries and computer 
fa cilities. These finns in turn attra c t a new kind of resident to t he city, one 
who is likely to be youn g, sin gle , hig h l y educated , and earning a middle to 
high income. 

The issue is one of social and economic change and what can be done to prevent 
such change from unfai rly ha rrning ce rtain segments of the city's population. 
Though the city has espoused a policy of heterogeneity in population, it has in 
the past been less than vigilant in protecting long-·term family r e sidents from 
being the victims of rapid socio-econoITlic change. 



Issue Paper No.9: TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 

Everyone living or working in Cambridge has s ome unders tand i ng of the type and 
range ' of problems associated with the city's transportation system . Tradi tionally, 
transportation in Cambridge has been viewed in a fragmented way, where each 
mode (transit, highways ? etc.) was developed independent.ly of all others. How
ever, the need for, and the impact of transportat ion improvements requires a 
change from a concentration on facilities to a comprehens!ve view of transportation 
as system for meeting the needs of the city's commerce and human interaction. 

Cambridge , like most other c L: ies , is constantly changing . The quality of the 
transportation services provided wil l have far - reaching consequences on the city's 
future. The purpose of this paper is to identify the major transportation pro
blems facing the city now and over the next. decade. These problems can be sum
marized as part of t hree basic issues. 

1. The need for adequate access to business and activity centers in order to 
maintain or enhance the city's competit ive position in relation to the res t 
of the region; 

2. The need for improved mobi lity rela ted to travel desires of Cambridge citizens; 
and 

3 . The need to provide this higher level of transportation service in such a way 
that the quality of life for city residents and the viability of neighborhoods 
is not sacrificed. 

Improved Accessibility to Cambridge 

Based upon the 1970 Census journey- to~work data, only 29% of the 78,000 people 
employed in Cambridge actually live wi thin the city. Thu s , 56 , 000 people are 
commuting each day into Cambridge for work purposes . Less than one-quar ter of 
these COlTImuters now use public transportation , a cond i tion which results in 
severe traffic congestion and a critical shortage of parking supply. In fact, 
Harvard , Central and Kendall Squares combined have a present need for 3,000 ad
ditional parking spaces. 

Automobile access to Cambridge will become increasingly more difficult with the 
implementation of parking restrictions to be imposed by the Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). By next Spring, employee parking within Cambridge will 
have to be reduced by 25%. In addition a freeze will be placed on all public 
for-hire spaces and only residents will be allowed to park on streets during 
the hours from 7:00 to 10 :00 A.M . The resident sticker program will extend this 
restriction in residential areas to 24 h ours a day . 

With the prospects for au tomobile access into Cambridge becoming more restric
tive in the future, the city will become increasingly dependent upon other modes 
of transportation, with transit, of course, being the most important. However, 
the pres ent transit system is not adequate to meet t he ne ed. Cambridge does 
have four rapid l:ransit stations , three on the Red Line and one on the Green Line, 
but since they serve peopl e travel ling predominantly froITl the south and southwest , 
only 25/0 of the (:onnnute rs into Cambridg e receive what could be considered good 
transit serv ice. The Red Line ex t ension to the northwest from Harvard Square will 
provide exce ll en t acc ess from tha t corridor but implementation of service is at 
least ten years away. 
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Fair bus s ervice is provided to parts of Cambridge from adjacen t communities. 
This service , however, is geared towards feed ing the ra i l t ransit system and is 
not adequate in meeting the access needs of major activity centers in the city. 
The greatest prob lem now and in the future is ac'c ess from the north along the 
1-93 Orange Line corridor . Over one-quar t er of Cambridge jobs are filled by 
people living in that corr idor ,fuutas of now transit access does not exist and 
major improvements are not contemplated in th e near future. 

The issue facing Cambridge is, how do es the city provide for access to its ac
tivity center s suff icient to maintain or enhance its eeonomic viability? 

Improved Mobility for Cambridg e Residen ts 
;0 

Except for peak travel times, Cambridge residents who have access to an auto
mobile generally experience little difficulty in satisfying their travel needs. 
Even under the parking restrictions of the city 's resident sticker program, 
Cambridge residents still will be allowed to park anywher e in the city. People 
relying on publi c transportation, however, e.g. the elderly, the bandicapped, the 
young and others without automobil es, oft en are r estr icted as to wher e they can 
go for essential service s such as med ica l care, education and recreation, to 
say nothing of work opportunities. 

Most bus lines in Cambr idge terminate at e ither Harvard or Central Squar es. At 
present, there are no bus lines , wi th the exception of th e experimental mini-bus 
route, that permit Cambridge r esidents to travel from the western part of the 
city to the eastern part, or vice-versa without the additional cost and delay of 
a"t least one transfer . If the local bus system is to be truly effec tive, the 
entire bus network should be re-evaluated and changes made to conform more closely 
to the trave l patterns of Cambridge residents. The problem of cost, however , 
arises . The current cost of MBTA service is $2 .62 per r evenue mile of operation, 
which is of fset to a small degree by the revenue coll ected in f ares. The result
ing "net cos t of service" for Cambridge bus service compreses, a subs tantial por
tion of the city' s current $4.5 million assessment for MBTA s ervice. This 
assessment represents ap proxima tely $15 on the tax rate. 

The issue facing Cambridge is how can the city increase t ransportation service 
by non-8utomobile modes wh ile at the same time keeping the cost within the 
fiscal resources of its taxpayers. 

Compatib ility with the Quality of Li fe 

Throughout the years, citi zen- community contact has id en ti fied transpor tation 
problems which bother residents and others conc erned with the future of Camb
ridge . These include general traffic conges tion , the use of local stree ts as 
short-cuts by through traffic, the inability of r esidents t o park near their 
homes, the impact of trucks, and the fear of regional or state projects such as 
the Inner Belt . 

Most of thes e problems are the result of the city's Eighteenth Century str ee t 
network with its irregular pattern of narrow streets all converging on the major 
squares . Combined with thi s is a dense land use pattern wh ich has evolved 
over the years to a point where most streets contain a mixed assortment of ac
tivities and resu l ting conflicts. 
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Contrary to popular belief, most of the vehicles on Cambridge streets do have 
b~siness in the city . For example, the' results of an automobile origin-destina
tion survey conducted for Harvard Square indicates that very little, only 10%, 
of the vehicular traffic in Harvard Square is through traffic without business 
somewhere in Cambridge. Forty-four percent (44%) of the traffic has a destina
tion in Harvard Square while the remaining 46/0 had an origin or destination else
where in Cambridge 'with one .., quar ter of the trips having both an origin and 
destination within Cambridge. At the same time, BTPR studies indicate that only 
10/0 of the travel within Cambridge i s made by public transportation. 

The issue facing Cambridge then i s two fold: how can Cambridge trave l be shifted 
from the automobile t o transit and how can that travel which must be made by 
motor vehfcle be accommodated within minimum impact on the city ' s neighborhoods? 



Issue Paper No. 10: RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 

The lac~ of recreational and open space in Cambridge is beyond dispute. Although 
it is difficult to measure exactly how much area is needed for these uses, the 
inability of present areas to accommodate actual demand is living proof of the 
inadequacy of the present amount of recreation and open space. The problem of 
inadeguate private and public open space is of particular concern in older cities 
like Cambridge, where the high densities of population and huilding have created 
over the years an overall sense of congestion and overcrowding . The city was 
largely developed by the end of the 19th Century , and the legacy of that era of 
development is a random pattern of mixed land uses, an absence of visual order, 
and a far from adequate amount of open space . 

Methods to measure what space !_s actually needed have not been developed to a 
sophisticated or pragmatic level. The National Recreation Association (NRA) 
has recently stated that "user characteristic standards" would ultimately be 
"most relevent to the people and their needs" as well as "the most accurate and 
flexible methodology of the future . " User characteristics standards "would take 
into account such factors as the unique .~haracteristics of each community, their 
p-references, and population density and distribution. In the meantime, however, 
we must start with some "rule of thumb" which we can bring to the neighborhoods 
as a starting point for discussion . Through neighborhood participation some 
sort of reasonable standard should emerge. 

Our "rule of thumb" is the NRA standard for recreational and open space needs. 
Under this standard, Cambridge has only 347 of the 1,000 acres it needs for these 
uses. Only one neigh0orhood meets the area requirements for neighborhood oriented 
space. It does not, however, meet the standards for each type of neighborhood 
recreation needed. Out of the 250-500 acres needed for neighborhood uses, only 
67.7 exist (see table below) . All of these figures include privately owned re
creational land available for public use as well as MDC land. If the city of 
Cambridge were to purchase the 650 more acres needed for recreation and open 
space, the price of the land alone would exceed $100,000,000! 

An inventory of Cambridge recreational space is presented in Tables 1 and 2. In 
the first table, space is shown by neighborhood and is classified according to 
type of ownership, type of use and whether the use is primarily neighborhood
oriented or city-wide . It can be seen that tptal recreational space totals 347 
acres out of a total of 4,000 acres of city land. Table 2 summarizes recreational 
facilities by ac~ual existing facilities and the minimum amount needed according 
to NRA standards. 

The total amount of recreational space in Cambridge is indisputably too small when 
compared to the needs of the population~ By almost all reputable nation-wide 
standards for recreational space and recreational facilities Cambridge is far short. 
For example, National Recreation Association standards show that Cambridge has 
less than a third of the desirable space for active recreation, for passive rec
reation, for neighborhood recreation , neighborhood parks, district parks; only 
a fourth of the tennis courts and about a ninth of the basketball courts. Certainly 
a deficiency of a few acres in anyone category may not be significant, but a 
consistent or substantial deviation from standard is. It can be demonstrated that 
Cambridge falls short of national standards in almost every category, and in some 
instances does not have available even half of the minimum amount of open space 
specified by the standards. This is true even when privately owned recreation 
sites available to the public are included in the totals. 



TABLE 1: Cambridge Rc\"rcational Space by Neighborhood 

Ownershi~ · TYf~c Users 
Neighborhoo'd Public Private A cti vc Pa s sivc Neigbbd. Ci ty -wide Total 

1 7.6 7.6 7. 3 O. 3 7.6 
2 16.0 25.0 25 . 0 16. 0 41. 0 41.0 
3 7.9 7. 9 2.5 5.4 7.9 

"'4 4.7 O. 9 3.2 2.4 5. 6 5. 6 
5 25.25 13. 8 11. 45 5.9 19. 35 25.25 
6 3.25 1.5 1. 75 1.5 1. 75 3.25 
7 12. 7 0.2 6. 8 6. 1 4. 7 8.2 12.9 
8 0.4 1.0 1.4 .4 1.0 1.4 
9 21. 45 1.7 13.8 9. 35 6.4 16. 75 23.5 

10 43.05 14.3 19.8 37.55 25.0 32. 35 57.35 
11 18.8 18.7 O. 1 5.0 13. 8 18.8 
12 62.3 33.3 29.0 2.3' 60.0 62.3 
13 80.5 44.5 36.0 1.0 79.5 80.5 

Total 303.9 43. 1 197.3 149.7 67. 6 279.4 347.0 

TABLE 2: Recreational Space by Neighborhood Compared to 
Standards 

(Acres) Base- Soft- Basket-

Neighborhood Use Play- Neighbd. ball ball ball 

Neighborhood Actual Needed':' lots Parks Fields Fields Courts 

1 7. 3 14.5 4/3 0/1 1/1 0/2 4/12 

2 .0 10. 1 1/3 1/1 0/1 0/2 0/11 

3 2.5 18. 7 3/4 0/1 1/1 1/3 3/15 

4 5.6 18. 6 7/3 0/1 0/1 0/2 0/11 

5 5.9 22.9 6/4 1/1 1/2 0/3 3/18 

6 1.5 37. 1 6/7 0/2 0/3 0/6 ·1/34 

7 4.7 24.4 3/4 1/1 0/1 0/3 0/15 

8 0.4 14.6 3/2 0/1 0/1 0/2 1/10 

9 6.4 25.2 3/4 1/2 1/2 2/3 4/21 

10 25.0 27.7 3/4 0/1 1/2 0/3 4/20 

11 5.0 30.4 4/6 0/2 2/2 0/4 4/27 

12 2.3 1.4 0/1 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/1 

13 1.0 4.2 2/1 1/1 0/0 1/1 2/6 

Total 67.6 249.8 45/46 5/15 7/17 4/34 26/201 

*Minimum 
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In addition to the shortage of space there is the issue of its distribution among 
the neighbornoods of the city. Most of the largest and more attractive open 
spaces are in the western part of the city, while other neighborhoods are woefully 
lacking in space even for totlots. East Cambridge, Cambridgeport, Riverside, and 
Mid-Cambridge are among these. 

A third issue, one that has perhaps concerned people more than the others is the 
physical maintenance of recreation space, vandalism and the existence of sever?-l 
groups competipg for access to the same facility. Many facilities are in dis
repair, with debris and broken glass lettering the areas; trees, grass and shrubs 
are uncared for. However, it should be noted that both control of vandalism and 
effective maintenance are perplexing, evasive problem~ that plague cities every
where. The least that can be said is that both problems are "two-way streets," 
acquiring cooperative efforts of government and citizens. Finally, lack of super
vision-often prevents the rightful users of recreational space from having access 
to it . 

It is apparent from these issues that existing open space must be preserved and 
that new recreational space must be acquired whenever possible. At the same time 
existing facilities and areas can be utilized better. This mearis two things. 
First, accessibility to the city ' s recreational areas should be improved -- for 
all types of users. Second, recreational programs should be designed to servp 
all groups of users. The primary goal of such programs should be the derivations 
of maximum benefi ts frOO1. existing recreational resources. 

There is, therefore, a need to address ourselves to the following questions and 
issues: 

1. (a) How much recreational area is needed in each neighborhood for its own 
use? 

(b) What allocation of space to each type would be most appropriate to com
munity needs? Those types considered should include: 

Playlots 
Playgrounds 
Baseball, Softball and Soccer Fields 
Basketball and T nnis Courts 
Other Active Recreation 
Neighborhood Parks 
Small Passive Recreation Areas 

2. How much of each type of city-wide recreational and open space is needed? 
What is the ecological framework within which open space and recreation should 
be loca.ted? Do sites like the Dump and Alewife provide a special open space 
"resource? 

3. What scale is appropriate to each community? Should densely populated ped
estrian areas have many small areas or a few large ones? What is the value 
of each? How do small and large areas compare in terms of utilization/acre? 

4. Should the city embark on a course of acquiring "land banking" sites as they 
become available, or should we use our resources to follow through fewer sites 
to completion? The "land ' banking" strategy would commit more land to eventual 
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rOecreational and open sp.ace uses sooner, while the "follow through" 
strategy" would produce more developed space sooner. What are the land use 
and land control aspects of each course? 

5. What is the proper order of priority for the allocation of recreational funds: 
acquisition, development, maintenance, programs, other? 

6. Would more recreational programs, combined with added personnel, decrease 
vandalism and maintenance costs? 

7. Is there any way in which neighborhoods can dire~tly participate in the pro
gramming and maintenance of their recreational areas? 
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