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Summaryand Recommeratl Actions

The Cambridge Historical Comission voted in September 2019 to initiate a study of the East
Cambridge Neighborhood Conservation District in response to citizen concerns about rapid de-
velopment and inappropriate renovations of significant buildings inttidy srea.

The City Manageappointed the East Cambridge Neighborhood Conservation District Study
Committee in January 2020. The committee met monthly from January to March 2020 and re-
sumed meeting remotely in January 2021. Attendees, who included nemgied parties and
memberof the public, held detailed discussions about the goals, secondary goals, and guidelines
that would be appropriate for East Cambridge and the application of those goals and guidelines
to matters of demolition, new constructi@nd alterations.

An East Gmbridge Neighborhood Conservation Districgdbptedwould regulate demolition,
new construction, and certain alteratie@gxisting buildings with the goal of protecting te
chitecturalcharacteof the areavhile allowing appropriate change andveééopment.

In general, NCDs do not regulate exterior features not visible from a public way, interior fea-

tures, landscaping, paint colors, and normal maintenance activities. The Study Committee rec-
ommends exempting a long st activities, such as nevideng and alterations that dwt

change window or door locations and leave significant historical features intact; replacement
windows (with certain conditions); all sorts of vents, heating and air conditioning equipment, so-

lar panels, charging statiomrmo st r oofing materials, skylights,
building or 66 high or | ess behind the front
original storefronts would be encouraged, and zeomggdiant signs would be exemptoim re-

view.

Throughout the study process the committee has worked to ascertain the appropriate jurisdiction
needed to protect historic resources without unduly burdening residents and property owners.
The current proposal exmes e s t h e ¢ o nomiedenvessigrifisant dweldingsrfrem t
demolition or inappropriate alterations, maintain original architectural detailing where existing,
permit nondestructivealterationsand allow forarchitectural diversityn new constructin. A

goal statementense®ondary goals, design guidelines, and a proposed scope of jurisdiction have
been drafted to guide the reviews by a future East Cambridge NCD commission.

If adopted, a neighborhood commission comprised of residents and propeessavould be
appointed toeview applications for new construction, demolition, and some alterations on prop-
erties within the district. Demolition and new construction would always be subject to review,
decisions on alterations would be either bindingarbinding based on the go® of work and

if the property is included in the National Register of Historic Places.

When approved by the Study Committee, thisliminary Reporwill be transmitted to the
Cambridge Historical Commission for discussion at a public hearing. If acdepted Com-
mission aFinal Reportwill be forwarded to the City Council with a recommendation for adop-
tion of the amended Order establishing the distr
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|. Historic andArchitectural Significace of the East Cambridge Neighborhood

East Cambridge is one of the oldest and most distinctive neighborhoods in the city. Founded in

the earliest years ofthe@ ent ury, it cont ai-plasned@adobstreets,ge 6s o
densely settled withevyr nacul ar buil dings that house the ar
For many decades a largely workialgss community of immigrants and their descendants, East
Cambridge today is still a largely intact island of naturaltguring affordable housiybor-

dered by some of the most valuable real estate in the United. States

A. Introduction

East Cambridge in the and 18 centuries was a landscape of upland and salt marsh, sur-
rounded by vast mud flats at low tide, almost entirgjyated from the restf Cambridge and

Boston. The dividing lines changed over the decades as the tides swept in and out, eroding some
areas and building up others. Much of the area was rich in oysters and provided abundant natural
resources for the Indamous people who firgihabited this area.

Inthe1"century, colonists called the East Cambri
English settler, engineer Thomas Graves. One of a swarm of drumlins between the Charles and
Mystic Rivers, East Cambridge formed th@thernmost of a series of hillsat rose out of the

salt marshes north of the Charles River. East Cambridge was effectively separated from the rest

of Cambri dge by the expansive salt marsh to t
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East Cambridgevas further isolated by OysterBan Bay and Gi bbonsé Creek,
water to the east and north respectively, which distanced the area from Boston and Charlestown.

By the late 19th century all the marshes had been filled in. East Cambridge loecdigneous
with Cambridgeport, buhe extent of the former watery landscape is still evident in the street
pattern today. South of Charles Street and west of Sixth Street the street grid is more open than



in the original upland area. Blocks vary in sittes landscape is flatter, and tés more open
space. This irregular area marks the extent of the original "Great Marsh".

The northern edge of East Cambridge was also transformed in the 19th century. Beginning in the
1830s, the Miller's River was gradlydilled to create solid land, tis eliminating the water
transportation that had been so important in attracting industry to this side of East Cambridge.
The last remnants of the original marsh landscape and tide flats which had characterized the area
for so long were obliterated in th890s when the eastern edge of East Cambridge was filled to
create a seawall on the Charles River Basin.

B. Early Century Land Use and Ownership

Thomas Graves sold his grant in 1634 to Atherton Haugh, whose desceadaets Graves

Neck for four generatns before selling to a Boston merchant in 1699. Seven years later future
Lieutenant Governor Spencer Phips bought the Haugh property, and by the time of his death in
1757 he had accumulated 326 acres that extended tol@@wlumbia Street and south to Ma

Street. This property, which was operated as two separate farms, was divided up and passed to
Phipsdés children and grandchil dren.

Although Phips was descended from early Puritan stock, he had long since convertgli to An

cism and married his childrentinthe Loyalist West Indian planter families who dominated soci-
etyinpreRevol uti onary Boston. His daughter Maryos
possession of the most important piece of Graves Neck and boughosiubf the other heirs.

The Lechneres lived on Brattle Street near their Tory relatives and rented out the farm. They

moved to Boston in 1771, and when they fled to England Lechmere Point was confiscated by the
Committee of Correspondence.

During the Sege of Boston in 17736 the Amerian Army fortified East Cambridge with gun
batteries and earthworks. A British military map also depicts the dikes that farmers had con-
structed to help drain the Great Meadow.

Est Cambridge A Bso i 1777 HenryPeIhamA Plan of Bos on in New @tandé ,




C. Andrew Craigie and the Lechmere Point Corporation

The prime figure in the development of East Cambridge in the 19th century was Andrew Craigie

(17541819), an accomplished speculator in land andrgezs at a time whespeculation was

an accepted means of accumulating capital. Born in Boston in 1754, Craigie was the fourth child

of Captain Andrew Craigie, who was appointed warden of the port of Boston in 1764. On April
30, 1775, at the age of 21rdyie was appointed ihe Committee of Safety of the Province of

Massachusetts to take charge of the medical stores for the military in Massachusetts. After the

Battle of Bunker Hill, in which Craigie participated, the Massachusetts Provincial Congress a

pointed him "a medicadommissary and apothecary for the Massachusetts army". During his ten-

ure with the army, Craigie amassed a sizable fortune by speculating in government securities.

After the war Craigie purchased the John Vassall estate on Bregtg sind in 1795 begae-
cretly acquiring |l and on Lechmereds Point.
tioned the General Court for permission to
the bridge under construction, Craigid pis 300acre holding®n the market, divided into sixty
shares, forming the Lechmere Point Corporation. At first Craigie sold ten shares in November
1808 and reserved fifty for himself, with the largest purchasers being Harrison Gray Otis and
merchant Iseael Thorndike of Bevéy, who each purchased three shares. By 1809 his old col-
league Christopher Gore was also involved.

East Cambridge in 1824 Peter Tufts, Plan of Cambridgeport Parish, 1824

The Lechmere Point Corporation hired Cambridge survegtarH ufts to lay outolts for sale.
Tufts' plan of East Cambridge is a regular grid with the main streets running parallel to Cam-

bridge Street and the nofiouth streets serving as secondary streets. A second regular grid was
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laid out north of Bridge S#tet and parallel to iBlocks are a uniform 200 x 400 feet with no al-

leys or service ways dividing them. On the eastern edges of the plan, the blocks are only 295 feet
long to squeeze in an extra street (Second Street) at the edge of thelimaugtid @ttern was
likelyinffluenced by the Mount Vernon Proprietorsoé de
cessfully completed prior to the Il aying out o
East Cambridge were laid out as the neighborhood e@dito grow south andest.

By 1812 the old courthouse in Harvard Square was so small and out of repair that Middlesex
County authorities were considering replacing it. Some towns seized upon this opportunity to
have the county offices moved to Concordjchithey argued was mecentrally located and

where a new courthouse and jail had recently been erected. But Craigie and the Lechmere Point
Corporation envisioned the courthouse would be a catalyst for their project, and in May 1813 of-
fered a grant of lathand a gift of $24,00t construct a new courthouse and jail. In 1813 the

county accepted the Corporation's offer and appointed a committee to oversee construction of the
new buildings at Lechmere Point, instantly creating a demand for residentialrangbomal de-
velopment irthe area.

D. Residential Development

Many of the homes in East Cambridge date from 1BZI0 and represent the progression of ar-
chitectural styles from the eafrtg-mid 19" century. East Cambridge housewrights initially built
basictwo-room woodframe gake-end workers cottages. For the rest ofd¢aetury,they fol-

lowed three primary house plans, all survivals from tHeckhtury. These included a feroom
centerhall plan, a tweroom centethall plan, and a sidkall plan. As tle century passed house-
wrights followed the same plans but decorated the exteriors in the Federal, Greek Revival, and
Italianate styles. These forms were used in sifeylaly detached dwellings, double houses and
rowhouses.
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H.F. Walling, Map of theCity of Cambridge (CHC)




Some of the earliest structures in East Cambridge were the rowhouses locatéd &ots

Street. The four brick houses have been modified over the years but were constructed in 1821 by
the Lechmere Point Cporation as speculativeouses in a high architectural standard to bolster
development in the newly platted neighborhood. Though in varied levels of architectural integ-
rity with altered rooflines and detailing, much of the original fenestration and fonains.

Lechmere Point Corfhouseg1821), 4551 Gore Street. The two units on the right show the original roof form.

The Winter Street National Register District includes sixteen houses, fourteen of which were
worker's cottages built before 1854. Maearly resilents of the area were employed by the New
England Glass Company, whose factory was located across Bridge Street (now Monsignor
O6Brien Hi ghway) . -préderged skreetstapei otworkerssottagbsen Ebse s t
Cambridge. The homes asgically 1v2story gableend frame dwellings with entrances at the

side yards. In the early @entury,it was common for managers of industry to live near their
employees, as seen by the Thomas Leighton House, 22 Winter Street (1834), which follows the
same builthg form at a larger scale.

e

Winter Street Worker's ottages, €.1940 CHC
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Thomas Leighton House, 22 Winter Street, in Ca._1_860“and 2016

As East Cambridge became more estabtistarger Greek Revival homes were constructed,

mostly around the Middlesex County complex. Greek Reunmisesvith make up a majority of
housesin East Cambridge and can be found in forms ranging from rowhouses to detached single
family dwellings. The stle is characterized by Greek and Classical feainagding gables

serving as pediments, columns and pilasters, and bold entablatures above entracurescasd

Greek Revival rowhouses (1842) at86 Second Street CHC

The ltalianate style emged from the Greek Revival and proliferated uni tate 19 century,

due to the boxy forms that maximized profits for builders. Early examples commonly borrowed
the gable roof and sideall plan vocabulary from the Greek Reviraluseduilt earlier, lut

were distinguished by their brackets, door anddew hoods, oriels, and arched windows. Later
examples featured wide overhanging eaves and brackets. Instances of the Italianate style are
found in detached, doubl®uses, rows, and tenements througtioeineighborhood.



6-14 Max Avene (1889), a later example of the Italianate style as afamlty tenement building. CHC

Early workers housing contrasted with more substantial housing buBo&ion commuters and
courthouserelated professionals. This early suburban development centered near the courthouse,
along "Quality Row" on Second and Third Streets and up Otis $tréet crown of Putnam

Hill, a stretch which became known as "Millioreés Row". The row at 895 Third Street
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makes up some of the highestyle residential architecture in East Cambridge. The brick row
features brownstone trim and mansard roofs puedthy dormers and represents the Second
Empire style of architecture.
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Later styles including the Queen _
Anne and Colonial Revival are rare |
in East Cambridge. Housing con- |
struction inthe areavirtually ceased
after 1900, when all available sites
had been developed. In thecend
half of the 28 century, large apart- |[&| [&*
ment complexes including the Tru- |77

man Apartments (1968) at 27 Eightt (£
Street and Thorndike Place (1986) § s
217 Thorndike Street displaced ear+
lier houses.

E. Churches, Schos|
and Public Buildings

i

Many churches wereoastructed 140 Otis Street (1895), a rare Colonial Revival in East Cambridge.

throughout the 1®century as the

population continued to grow, with industriggractingimmigrants from various European

countries. The churches of East Cambridge have changed along with its population, but the sites
and some buildings havemained since the ®entuy. Earliest extant churches include the

Third Congregational Church on Third Street (1827) in the Federal style and the Second Baptist
Church (now St. Francis of Assisi) on Cambridge Street (1838, remodeled 1868, 1890 and 1930
The largest church in theeighborhood, Sacred Heart (1874), is among the best examples of Vic-
torian Gothic architecture in the city. A number of churches closed due to dwindling membership
in the 2" century, with some razed and others convertedheratses, including the modé&it

Hedwi gbs Church at 99 Otis Street (1939) whi

c



St . Hedwi gés Church (1939) at 99 Otis Str

As early as 1811, the citizens of East Cambridge petitioned the town tosdstabtihool in their
district. The first school was built by 1818 and was followed almost every decade thereafter with
a new building to accommodate the rapidly increasing population: the first Putnam School on
Otis Street (1825), the Thorndike School #mel Otis School (1830s), andeplacement Putnam
School (1840s). As East Cambridge continued to grow, the modest neighborhood schools be-
came crowded and larger, more architecturally significant schools were built, many of which
have been demolished. Thertl Putham School on Otis 8#at (1887), the oldest extant school

in East Cambridge, was converted to housing in 1985. Many schools in Cambridge were consoli-
dated, and larger, neighborhood schools were constructed. In 1968, the old Thorndike School on
Spling Street was replaced by tRebert F. Kennedy School (1969). The Kennedy School is a
typical example of a MCentury Modern school with minimal detailing and clean lines.

Third Putnam School (1887), 86 Otis Street. CHC

The civic buildings in Bst Cambridge makedgfinitive architectural statement in the neighbor-
hood. The original Middlesex County Courthouse was designed by architect Charles Bulfinch in
1814. Although substantially rebuilt in 1848 under the supervision of Ammi B. Young, rested d
signer of Boston's @stom House and later Superintending Architect of the U.S. Treasury, the
reconstruction closely followed Bulfinch's original conception. The historic Courthouse complex
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and the Registry of Deeds (1896) across Otis Street display ekedaigaunity of desig; archi-
tectural themes originated by Bulfinch were adopted by the various later architects to create a
collective grouping of significant civic architecture. The adaptive reuse of the Old Superior
Court and the Clerk of Courts buildjly Graham Gund in9B1 is complemented by Bulfinch
Square Park, a plaza designed by landscape architect Carol R. Johnson in a similar manner to
Lechmere Canal Park.

While the restoration and adaptive reuse of the court buildings has provided vap&bkpace

and a revalized core for the East Cambridge neighborhood, the future of the monumental Regis-
try of Deed building is still undetermined. The Third District Court at 121 Third Street, designed
by Charles Greco in 1931, also faces an uncertaimef#s the court sigsn consolidates its fa-

cilities elsewhere. Historic preservation protections should be in place before they are deacces-
sioned by the state.
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Middlesex County Complek Bulfinch Square before and after 1984 restoration by Graham Gund.
F. Industrial Developmen

East Cambridge was the first part of Cambridge to undergo industrial development and until the
1880s was unrivaled as the industrial center of the city. Most of the early industrial enterprises
needed access to water and road tranapon and large aes of cheap waterfront land, and

these were available in abundance in East Cambridge. The Charles and Miller's Rivers, although
tidal, provided access to coastal shipping, while the Middlesex Canal and the Boston & Lowell,
Fitchburg, Baton & Maine, and Gnd Junction (Boston & Albany) railroads gave unparalleled
access to the interior. Boston, a short walk across the Canal Bridge, provided both a market and a
labor force.

! The Middlesex Superior Courthouse, constructed in 1968naigisicluded irthe NCD study area.
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I n September 1813, the L ec brindustal pBrpossnvdasaCor por a
large tract bounded by North Street, Water Street, Short Street and Miller's River purchased by
Jesse Putnam of Boston of behalf of the Boston Porcelain & Glass Company. While the company
was in operation just three years, asmhe start of EaG@ambridge aanindustrial center. By

1845 the glass industry was the largest employer in the city. The most important single manufac-
turer was the New England Glass Company, which spanned most of the century from 1818 to
1888. At its mpak, New England G& employed more than 500 people. Next in prominence was
the Bay State Glass Company on Bridge Street, although it operated less than 30 years and
closed after the Panic of 1873. These companies produced divess# lmgh-quality cu and

engraved flinglass, ruby glass, and molded and pressed glass, as well as lamps and scientific in-
struments. The glass companies brought in skilled laborers from West and Central Europe, many
of whom lived in tenements north of Bridge Street and@gldinter and Gore &tets.
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New England Glass Works, EastCambridge.

The New England Glass Works in 185#F. Walling, Map of the City of Cambridge (CHC)

East Cambridge's early industries settled on the periphery, close to water transportation. Most lo-
cated north of Bridge Street because alieraaccess to thetbor, but a few industries chose

Third Street locations south of the courthouse and jail, among them the New England Glass Bot-
tle Company (1824.845) and Stratton, Sherriff & Company, brush manufacturers (ca- 1847
1868). These areas meeisolated from redential and commercial development, as well as re-
moved from traffic over the bridge. The Bottle House Block at2D4 Third Street (1827) is a
remnant of this era.

Meat processing facilities located in East Cambridge as it offeteshhoan inexpensw, spa-

cious location but also the advantage of easy waste disposal in the tidal waters of the Miller's
River. John P. Squire's pork packing business, which occupied 22 acres on Gore Street and em-
ployed a thousand workers at its peakhi@ 1890s, was by ffahe largest industry in East Cam-
bridge until the complex was destroyed by fire in 1963.
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J. P. Squireds complex (right) from Medf oCHLC Street, C

The significance of industrial development in the history of East Cangbcaignot be under-
staed. The influx of workineclass jobs and land for development allowed immigrant communi-
ties to thrive, creating a diverse community which remains to this day.

G. Social History

Whil e East Cambridgeds ear hdew Graigicahddipealhmt wa s
Boston investors, the community was settled by ambitious New Englanders from rural districts

and skilled German and Scottish glass workers. In thel®dds Irish refugees from the potato
famines began to flood the Boston areften settling orthe marshy fringes of established settle-
ments and taking any work available. Proximity to Boston and a large labor pool attracted pro-
cessing industries such as John P.OPBrtquui reds m
guese, Polishand ltalia® settled in the neighborhood, they formed their own churches and so-

cial organizations, gradually displacing the Yankees and, by the 1920s, even the Irish. The popu-
lation stabilized after the passage of immigration restrictions in 1924, #mel lzeginning of the

215 century the neighborhood still has significant representation from practically every tradi-

tional immigrant community.

East Cambridge was also notable as the locus of the first significant environmental regulations in
America, sterming from the extraordinarily toxic pollution of the Millers River by the Squire
company in the 1860s ai®d0s. Social reformer Dorothea Dix gt Sunday School at the Mid-
dlesex County jail, secured separate facilities for the mentally ill, and agitettechfe humane
treatment of institutionalized populations throughout the country. Women foundry workers se-
cured some of the earliest equal pagtections in the period before World War One. The energy
and skills of East Cambridge residents supported tndaghroughout the Boston area for dec-

ades.
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H. Cambridge Street as a Commercial Corridor

>
<5

Cambridge Street at T_hird Street, looking east i8419 BERYy collection, CHC »
Cambridge Street has served as the major transportation and commercial corridareaghh

borhood since it was laid out in 1809. The street bisects the residential neighborhood and is lined

with a broad assortment of uses, etyand periods of construction, representing a esison

of development of the greater neighborhood. Asmamercial district, Cambridge Street exhibits
a human scale and architectural variety that make it attractive for local retailers and services.
Commercial buildings on Cambridge Street are quite modest in comparison to its civic struc-
tures. Historically, Eet Cambr i dgedés popul ation was too
close for the area to develop a significant business district that wowdcdstomers from out-

side the area, but in recent years a few distinctive shops and restaurants have begen to mak
Cambridge Street a destination for the broader community.

Cambridge Street between Second an¢z==
Sciarappa streets established itself as _—
retail center of East Cambridge by 185
Buildings west of Sciarappa remained
predominantly residential until pojau ,
tion growth later in the century encour-2
aged many homeowneis build store-
front additions or open stores on their
ground floors. Only two owners resiste
this trend, as can be seen at-369
Cambridge Street (1825) and 3391
Cambridge Street (1837).

379381 Cambridge Street (1837)367-371 Cambridge Street§25)
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By 1857, retail stores made up ttfords of all
businesses on Cambridge Street, with tradesme %
and professionals moving elsewhere. In the sub
guent decades, many homes were altered or re
placed with modest, woeflame commercial _
buildings with retailon the ground floor and apart;
ments above Typically constructed in the Italia

ings W|dely feature flat roofs and overhanglng
eaves with brackets. In the1880s, Cambridge
Street witnessed a development bowestof UWS
Fifth Street, when many houses were moved to |8
rear of their lots or elsewhere for larger commer
cial structures builon the sidewalk

Storeswere added tmanyhouses as demand for 635 Cambridae Street (1867) with new storefra806

space increased on Cambridge Street, filling up

yards to the Iblines and occupying entire ground flodFhis trend continueth the 20" century.
An example can be seen at 635 Cambridge Street (1867), astbrgdtalianate building which
was given a storadditionin 1900. This became the site of a popular batremains in business
today.

Storefronts wereftenset into homes or apartment
buildings when building out to the street was not pa
sible. The house at 450 Cambridge Street (1856),
a 1901 storefront alteration, retains the didé en-
trance thaprovides access to the residential units
above. A new entrance and plate glass window we
added for the retail use. Subsequent alterations in-
clude the permatone cladding popular in the mid
20" century.

Most purposébuilt commercial buildings in East l
Cambridge are relatively modest in comparison witlig
its civic and institutional structures, yet some promi#
nent masonry commercial structures remain on Ca
bridge Street between Thiehd Suarappa streets. N. 450 Cambidge Street (1856) with inserted

F. Goldsmithos t h@BGe€anst Sorefontirom190l CHC 303
bridge Street (1876) is a rare example of elaborate Ital-

ianate brick masonry inset with encaustic decorative les.C| oskey & Hartyos
mixed use block next door at 3@723 (1898) is a more modest but still substantial work of archi-
tectureCaslet manufacturer Wil |l i am -lseblockat383dar t 0 s
Cambridge Street in 1883 features bracketed eaves andsadryqrojecting bay that provides
architectrral diversity above the ground level.
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Notable bank buildings include the Lechmere Bank (1917) a Classical Revival structure which
was recently incorporated into converted to a plaay development, and the East Cambridge
Savings Bank (1931), a significant Art Deco design with compatible 1&8¥fison.
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East Cambridge Savings Bank, constructed in 183, with 1977 addition (right).

After WWII and through the 1980s, severajrsficant structures between Second and Sciarappa
streets were replaced with modern buildings and many otherseveoeleled with postvar fin-
ishes.The most distinguished of these is the former Hastiragdey building at 271 Cambridge
Street, designeith the PostModern Style in 1984 and sympathetically altered in 2021.

Former Hastingg apley Building, 271Cambridge Street (1984) CHC photo, 2020
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At the far west end of Cambridge Street in East Cambridge the Lechmere Theater was razed in
1957 and refaced by the Pavilion in 1986. Next to the railroad tracks a service garage was re-

placed by a neighborhood health center associated with the LBJ Aptetimd& 974, itself now
demolished. In the same area the-stuey stables adjacent to the 1869 UnioinirBad Carbarn
at 619 Cambridge Street were demolished or remodeled in 1962. While this site seemingly offers
an opportunity for greater density, a necsale prefigures a remodeling at the current scale.

While current zoning would allow greater heigatsl density on parts of Cambridge Street, fu-
ture development must be balanced with preservation of significant buildings and careful design
of replacemat structures to preserve the eclectic character of the business district.

Union Railway Carbarn @69) at 619 Cambridge Street in 1899 (top) and 1970 (bottom).
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G. Development Trends

By the late 19 century, the dense housing development which typifies East Cambridge and the
heavy industries that were expanding north of the Broad Canal met alon§tBasit In the

1890s, the days of singfamily detached and row houses in East Cambridge werelMust.
desirable land was already developed, and later developers sought to maximize land value with
the construction of lessxpensive tenement housing. Tdevelopment of dense workiraiass

housing encouraged the outflow of the middiass residents ateé center of the neighborhood.

Little new development occurred in the neighborhood before all construction ced&2dat

the onset of the Depressiomhe gradual revival of construction elsewhere in Cambridge after
1960 barely touched the neighborhood

As with many industrial and urban areas afte
World War Il, East Cambridge suffered from|
suburbanization and consolidation of indus-|"
tries which in turn aused many residents to |
move to the suburbs for jobs and more land/
A few apartment complexes andvithomes
replaced modest housing and industoaild-
ingsin the 1980s, though these instances Wil

\
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not common anthe fabric ofEast Cambridge [
remained mstly intact. Atthe sameime,
manyhousesand businesses were updated
with materials which were avable at the
time, including asphalt shingles, Permastong
and vinyl siding, often covering historic matg
rials. Additionally, it was common for new
windowsto be installed, altering historic fen-
estration with larger picture windows.

In the 1980s and 1990s several former indu
trial buildings on the periphery of the neigh-
borhood were repurposed for housing or of-
fices, and many others were razed and redsg
veloped. Development spread from Kendall
Spareds success nort

edge of East Cambridge. 137 Otis Street ch946, with recentlyadded picture window
While East Cambridge long seemed isolated from outside influences, it is apparent that the sur-

rounding development and employment opportunities inddkisquare and Cambridge Cross-
ing have made East Cambridge a more sought after location for investors and residents.
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84-94 Thorndike Street in 1970 (left) and 2020 (right). Clemhgindow configuration disruied the continuity of the block.
Development pressure in East Cambridge has caused malontifand multigenerational resi-
dents to leave the neighborhood, ofseting their properties to developers or owners who em-
bark onsometime ilticonsideredehabilitation projects to bring thriildingsup to currentastes
andstandards. Isomeof these renovations synthetic siding and enclosures are removed and at
timesunaver historic fabric. While some developers and owners attempt to restore these fea-
tures, others are not interested or seek to lower costs of exterior renovations to maximize interior
amenities and programming. At-68 Otis Street (1846) a developemied siding as part of a
gut renovation and discovered historic detailing undernettivever, the developer removed
original architectural features aatteredthe historic window openings to accommodate smaller
windows at the second floor. The desighezhfor four separate entrances at the street until the
building was given an emergency landmark hearing and protected from further incompatible al-
terations.

66-68 Otis Street in 1930s (left), 2016 (center), and-parspvation (right). Note original window place-
ment and new windows on facade over entrance. CHC photos

Sever al buil dings in East Cambridgeclulealve rece
remova of all features inside and out, leaving just a shell of the building to work within. It may

be necessary to upgrade structures to meet modern codes, but it need not be destructive to his-
toric features t hat caochitecturaltbaracter. t o t he nei ghbo
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Il. Preservation Measures in East Cambridge

Developmenactivities in East Cambridge are currently guided by a variety of municipal ordi-
nances and boards that sometimes allow significant projects to proceed with littleeviemo

Only projects in the East Cambridge Overlay Districts that constitute new construction of over
20,000 square feet in floor area, or that entail applications for variances or special permits, are
subject to approval by the Cambridge Planning Boadidax the Board oZoning Appeal. Pro-

jects that involve demolition of a significant building over fifty years old are reviewed by the
Cambridge Historical Commission, which may result in a twehasth delay. Currently, neither
zoning nor existing local kioric preservatio ordinances can adequately protect the broad range
of characteidefining elements that comprise East Cambridge. No public body reviews altera-
tions, asof-right construction projects, or demolition of buildings less than fifty yearsoold f
possible adveeseffects on the character of the neighborhoodofAgght projects currently may
proceed without public review of their potential for destructive alterations.

This section describes current zoning regulations; existing and potertaichigeservation
measures, and their effects on property values and rents; and the experien€aoflihdge
Historical Commissioimn administering the Study Area in 202921.

A. Zoning

Municipalities use zoning to govern how land may be used aifdirigs constructeth each

zoning district. In Massachusetts, M.G.L. Ch. 40A enables communities to establish dimensional
regulations that specify maximum gross floor area, density, height, setbacks, and open space.
Projects meeting these basic criteriayrba constructeddsof-right,” or without public discus-

sion of design, materials, or appearance. Other projects may require a variance (which may be
granted if there are unique conditions of the lot that create a hardship for the owner) or a special
permi. In overlay disticts, which are areas of special planning concern, additional special per-
mits may be required by from the Planning Board. The design of such projects may be negotiated
to bring them into compliance with the specific criteria establi$tvethe overlay dtrict, which

is an important benefit to the public. However, detailed review of a project's design is only un-
dertaken when a special permit is required.

Zoning in Cambridge as instituted in 1924 initially dictated land use and buildirgity in
BusinessResidential, and Unrestricted (industrial) districts. Parts of East Cambridge, Harvard
Square, Central Square, and the Massachusetts Avenue corridor connecting them were placed in
the Unrestrictedistrict with greatest density, while residential disisionmediately abutted

them. In the postWWII period, concern about the decline of cities led to a remarkable loosening

of zoning restrictions. In 1960, as urban economies went into free fall, the Plan@irtgdo-

posed that height and density restrictidoe loosened or eliminated to allow the population in
residential districts and the floor area in business and industrial districts to be doubled over cur-
rent levels "to allow the free market to operate.”

The 1961 zoning revisions, as subsequently anten@y times over, bracketed East Cam-

bridge with an Industry A district south of Charles Street and a Planned Unit Development
overlay north of O6Brien Highway. sihlaBusic o mmer c
ness A district, while the residentfarts of East Cambridge north and south of Cambridge

Street are in € districts. The Middlesex County buildings between Cambridge and Spring

Streets are in a BB business district. The East Cambridge igdDsgrlay District south of

Charles Streetandaong Msgr . OO6Bri en Highway supports h
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District (1] (2) (3) 4 (5) 6) (7)
Max. Ratio of | Minimum Lot | Min. Lot Area | Minimum Lot | Minimum Yard in Feet Maximum Min. Ratio of Private
Floor Areato | SizeinSq. Ft. | for Each D.U. | Width in Feet Height in Op. Sp. to Lot Area
Lot Area in 5q. Ft. Front | Side Rear | Feet
Res. C-1 0.75 5,000 1,500 50 H+lL | HeL (O H+L | 35 30%
(@ 5 ©
4 4
Bus. B 2.75/3.0 none 300 none none | none none | 80 none

Figure 1. Table of dimensional requiréments fet @nd Business B districts

CDD

Figure 2.

Zoning Districts in East Camidige



