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INTRODUCTION

Introduction
During the past decade, the City of Cam
bridge, along with the surrounding region, has
witnessed a wave of commercial growth and eco
nomic development. This growth has expanded
the City's revenues and has created new jobs and
opportunities for its residents. Cambridge today is
one of the few cities in the Commonwealth that is
not experiencing a cutback in services. This is due
in part to increases in its tax base resulting from
commercial growth.
While many residents welcome this return to
prosperity, it has also heightened awareness of
issues which are of concern to neighborhood resi
dents including: gentrification, increased traffic
and parking problems, the rising cost of housing,
sufficient open space resources, and the threat to
neighborhood character and quality of life.
In order to assess the impacts of this new devel
opment, obtain an updated profile of neighbor
hood residents, and establish an action plan to
address these issues, the Community Develop
ment Department has initiated a new program
within its Neighborhood Planning Component.
Beginning in East and North Cambridge, the De
partment is working with neighborhood residents
to create a plan for the future of their neighbor
hoods.

Purpose of the Study
The purposes of the North Cambridge Neigh
borhood Study are to:

(4) Help neighborhood residents to articulate
any concerns they have regarding changes in North
Cambridge.
(5) Formulate an action plan which will serve
as a general guide and a joint city and neighbor
hood work plan for future growth and improve
ments.
To accomplish these objectives, staff from the
Community Development Department worked
closely with a newly formed North Cambridge
Neighborhood Study Committee, composed of
sixteen neighborhood residents. The Committee
met from June 1988 to February 1989todiscuss the
major issues facing their neighborhood: popula
tion changes, land use and zoning, the develop
ment process, Massachusetts A venue, Alewife,
traffic and parking, housing, and parks and open
space. During these meetings, the Committee
reviewed new information, discussed the results of
a recent demographic and community opinion sur
vey, invited guests to share their particular exper
tise, and strove for consensus around neighbor
hood concerns and recommendations for each topic.

Methodology
The Community Development Department and
the North Cambridge Neighborhood Study Com
mittee used a variety of research methods in com
piling information for this report. This information
has been the basis for the recommendations which
conclude each topic area. The most significant
information sources include:
(1) 1970 and 1980 U.S. Census data.

(1) Examine the current demographic compo
sition of North Cambridge and document the
changes which have occurred since 1970.

(2) A comprehensive land use inventory and
an in-depth analysis of commercial and industrial
sites.

(2) Assess the physical changes which have
occurred in the zoning, land uses, commercial
establishments, housing stock, and open space
resources.

(3) A study of the existing zoning in North
Cambridge, including allowable potential devel
opment in each zoning district.

(3) Identify residents' opinions regarding their
neighborhood and those changes.

(4) A study ofhousing characteristics and sales
trends from 1960 to 1986.
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(5) A demographic and community opinion
random telephone survey of 416 North Cambridge
residents conducted by Bell Associates in 1988.
The survey results, presented throughout the report,
are estimated to be accurate within plus or minus
five percent.

Community Participation Process
and Outreach Methods
The Community Development Department and
the North Cambridge Neighborhood Study Com
mittee have worked together to create an open and
incl usionary process for formul ating the neighbor
hood study. The following steps were taken to
ensure community input and review:
(1) On May 23. 1988, the North Cambridge
Stabilization Committee held a widely publicized
meeting to discuss the undertaking of the North
Cambridge Neighborhood Study. Interested resi
dents volunteered to be part of the Study Commit
tee. During the following two weeks. other resi
dents were asked to participate on the Study Com
mittee to achieve an even broader representation.

(2) The Neighborhood Study Committee met
weekly from June through October 1988 to discuss
selected topics. Representatives from city agen
cies (Public Works Department. Conservation
Commission. Traffic Department. Community
Development Department). and Homeowners'
Rehab Inc., a non-profit housing agency. served as
resources for the Committee. In addition. mem
bers from the Stabilization Committee. the Busi
ness Association of North Cambridge, and other
interested residents participated occasionally in
the Study Committee meetings.
(3) The Community Development Department
and Study Committee members provided periodic
updates to the Stabilization Comminee during the
study.
(4) In November and December 1988. the
Study Committee and Community Development
Staff met with the North Cambridge Stabilization
Committee to present their research findings and
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discuss their concerns and preliminary recom
mendations. The Study Committee then revised
the Study draft following these meetings.
(5) In January 1989, a summary of the re
search findings, Study Committee concerns and
preliminary recommendations along with a notice
of public meeting to discuss the draft appeared in
the North Cambridge News. The North Cam
bridge News is distributed to every household in
North Cambridge.
(6) On January 11, 1989, a neighborhood
wide meeting was held to provide an opportunity
for all residents to comment on, and suggest changes
to, the Committee's draft report. Additional revi
sions were made to the draft as a result of this
meeting.

Study Area
North Cambridge is located in the northwestern
Re
corner of the City. (See map on page 15.)
ferred to by the City as Neighborhood II, its
official boundaries are Somerv ille to the north,
Arlington and Belmont to the west, the B&M
railroad line to the south and Porter Square to the
east. (See map on page 17.)
Although North Cambridge extends officially
to Belmont, most residents refer to the large non
residential area west of the Alewife Brook Park
way as simply Alewife. Alewife actually extends
sou th of the railroad tracks into Neighborhood 12;
however, for the purposes of this study, the Com
mittee examined the Alewife area in its entirety.

Highlights of the Study
Committee Concerns
(1) Committee members think that the exist
ing Industry C zoning district and the three Industry
A-I zoning districts are incompatible with the
surrounding residential areas. Individually, the
amount of development potential permitted in
each of these zones is too great. When taken
together, the combined development potential in
the Industry C (Whittemore Avenue), the Industry

A-I (Linear Park), and the Business C-l (Trolley
Square) districts would result in substantial over
development of the neighborhood.
(2) The lack of a safe pedestrian crossing at the
B&M railroad tracks is extremely dangerous. The
Committee feels strongly that this situation, hav
ing alread y caused a number off atali ties, should be
attended to immediately. Many residents, includ
ing young children and elderly people, cross the
tracks to reach the Fresh Pond Shopping Center.
Many more children will use this as a shortcut
when the Thomas Danehy Park is completed.
(3) The Committee raised many concerns re
garding the land use decision making process in
Cambridge. They are confused about the different
roles, responsibilities, powers and limitations of
the various city boards and the departments that
staff them.

(4) One of the strongest and most persistent
concerns of the Study Committee centered around
the zoning in Trolley Square. Members feel that
the entire Business C-I zoning district is inappro
priate.
(5) In particular, Committee members ques
tion whether the special permit criteria in Trolley
Square are consistent with the objectives of neigh
borhood residents. In most cases, members believe
that the public amenities achieved through the
special permit process are not worth the increased
density allowed by the permit.
(6) The Committee would like to see regula
tions adopted along Massachusetts A venue which
would require a more stringent design review pro
cess.
(7) The interface between commercial and
residential uses is a problem for many residents in
certain areas on and surrounding Massachusetts
Avenue. Trucks serving businesses use residential
streets throughout the day and night. In addition to
the noise, other activities, such as early morning
trash pickup, also create considerable problems for
residents living close to these businesses.

ized. On the contrary, the Committee is concerned
with the way in which development has been
occurring in this area. Alewife has been compared
to a suburban shopping center with too much
asphalt, concrete and buildings which do not relate
well to each other. Rather than being an environ
ment which is friendly and inviting to people, the
area has remained stark, mundane and isolated
from the surrounding neighborhoods.
(9) The existing zoning in the Alewife area
allows approximately thirteen million additional
square feet of development. The Committee be
lieves that if built, this amount of development
would have a devastating impact on the area's
natural resources. The wetlands serve an important
ecological, as well as aesthetic, function and must
be protected. Because the entire area is situated in
a flood plain, the amount of development and the
location and form of the buildings are of particular
importance.
(10) The amount of traffic in North Cambridge
has increased steadily over the past few years.
Increased traffic congestion has resulted in more
accidents, greater amounts of noise, trip delays and
an overall deterioration in the quality of life. The
Committee is concerned that new development
will further exacerbate this situation.
(11) The Committee is adamantly opposed to
the Massachusetts Department of Public Works
proposed Route 2 roadway improvements as pre
sented in the Fall 1988 for the following reasons:

• The proposed roadway will not solve the
traffic problem in the Alewife area, but rather,
will merely push the traffic further into Cam
bridge;
• It will exacerbate traffic congestion at the
Fresh Pond Reservation rotary, endangering
the water supply;
• It is not worth $40 million of public funds;
• It breaks with a long-standing public policy
that through traffic into Boston should not be
encouraged;

(8) The vision for Alewife as described in the
1979 Alewife Revitalization Plan has not material
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• It ruins the Metropolitan District Commis

sion and the City of Cambridge's Alewife
Brook Parkway greenbelt concept;
• It exacerbates an already seriously danger

ous situation for pedestrians; and
• Itcreates a barrier which will further separate
North Cambridge from the Alewife area.
(12) Committee members think that one of the
most positive features of their neighborhood is the
diversity ofits popu lation, and maintaining the mix
of residents is an important priority for the Com
mittee. However, the rising cost of housing is
making it extremely difficult for long-time resi
dents and their families to remain in the neighbor
hood. In addition, the high cost of housing prohib
its many low and moderate income people from
moving into the neighborhood. The Committee is
concerned that if present trends continue, North
Cambridge will be only affordable to a narrow
segment of the population.
(13) Due to expiring Section 8 rental subsidies
and use restrictions, the future of many affordable
units in the Fresh Pond Aparunents (Rindge Tow
ers) is uncertain. Under current federal regu lations
338 subsidized units are in danger of losing their
Section 8 status in 1991. In addition, the mortgage
of one building is eligible for prepayment in 1993.
This means that the owner might be able to sell
another 274 units at market rates. The loss of these
units could displace hundreds of North Cambridge
residents and drastically add to the affordable
housing crisis.

of labor results in a lack of coordination on park
issues. Committee members would like to see a
cohesive and systematic approach towards all fac
ets of park management and maintenance.
(16) The Committee is very concerned about
the wetlands in the Alewife area. These "urban
wilds" are the last remaining natural land in Cam
bridge and, as such, should be protected. Not only
are these lands important aesthetically, but wet
lands serve important ecological functions, as well.
In addition to their protection, they should be better
maintained, and people should be better educated
as to their value.
Highlights of the
Recommendations
A principal feature of the Neighborhood Study
is the series of recommendations in each topic area.
The North Cambridge Study CommitLee and the
Cambridge Community Development Deparunent
jointly support each of the recommendations pre
sented in this book. Some of the most significant
recommendations are presented below:

(14) Increasingly, new housing units are being
built without regard to the existing scale and char
acter of the neighborhood or parking and traffic
problems. At the same time the neighborhood is
often asked to support greater density in order to
receive a limited number of affordable units in a
particular project. This dilemma is of concem to
the Committee, and they would like to ensure that
it is appropriately addressed when areas within
North Cambridge are rezoned.

(1) Rezone the Industry C and Industry A-I
zoning districts to make them more compatible
with the surrounding residential areas. The rezon
ing process should include: arranging a dialogue
between area residents and property owners to see
if an appropriate rezoning package could be nego
tiated; carefully studying the relationship between
density, economic vitality and traffic generation;
encouraging an appropriate balance of residential
and commercial uses; investigating all options to
maximize affordable housing opportunities; and
creating an urban design plan for the parcels ofland
on Rindge Avenue with the involvement the resi
dents of Jefferson Park and the Fresh Pond Apart
ments in formulating this plan. Finally, if the
remaining sites in the Industry C zone are devel
oped commercially as part of Alewife Center,
continue to restrict access from Harvey Street.
(See page 41.)

(15) Park planning, design and maintenance are
carried out by different city agencies. This division

(2) Improve pedestrian access from the Fresh
Pond Apartments and Jefferson Park area to the
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Fresh Pond Shopping Center and Thomas Danehy
Park. This should be done by adding a stairway to
the Alewife Brook Parkway bridge. Once the
Thomas Danehy Park is completed and used, the
feasibility of a pedestrian overpass will be recon
sidered. (See page 63.)

not be encouraged; preserve and enhance the
Metropolitan District Commission and the City of
Cambridge's greenbelt concept at Alewife Brook
Parkway/Route 2; improve pedestrian access; and
prevent the creation of a barrier separating North
Cambridge from the Alewife area. (See page 61.)

(3) Develop a procedure to improve the coor
dination of review processes for proposed devel
opment projects with all appropriate City agencies,
such as the Community Development Department,
Inspectional Services Department, Traffic Depart
ment, License Commission, Conservation Com
mission and Rent Control Board. (See page 50.)

(0) Establish a working committee composed
of residents from north and west Cambridge
neighborhoods and Alewife property owners to
update the 1979 Alewife Revitalization Plan. The
commi llee should take a comprehensive look at the
entire Alewife area and make recommendations to
the City Council concerning the amount and type
of development which is most appropriate for each
area within Alewife. (See page 61.)

(4) Work with neighborhood groups to deline
ate ways in which communication could be im
proved between the Community Development De
partment and the community to clarify what the
City considers to be "valid community input."
(See page 43.)
(5) Work with the neighborhood to examine
specific issues where the neighborhood has con
tinual problems with land use policies and deter
mine whether recommendations should be made to
change these policies. (See page 44.)
(6) Examine the special permit criteria of the
Business C-l zoning district (Trolley Square) to
determine how the process can be more effectively
utilized to produce amenities for the neighbor
hood. (See page 50.)
(7) Establish a binding design guidelines re
view process for Massachusetts Avenue for all new
projects over a certain size. (See page 50.)
(8) Work with area residents and local busi
nesses to establish reasonable delivery and trash
pick-up hours in those commercial areas directly
affecting residential properties. (See page 50.)
(9) Encourage improvements to the Alewife
Brook Parkway/Route 2 which will improve safety
and reduce traffic congestion in the area; ensure
that the water supply at the Fresh Pond Reservoir
and the wetlands at the Alewife Reservation are not
adversely affected; continue the long-standing
public policy that through traffic into Boston should
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(II) Work with state, regional, and local offi
cials to complete a comprehensive environmental
plan for the entire Mystic River Valley Watershed
area. The plan should examine the sensitive and
fragile ecology of the area and recommend meas
ures to ensure that the flood plains and wetlands are
protected and the open space will be preserved.
(See page 61.)
(12) Establish strict traffic mitigation measures
for all new commercial developments in North
Cambridge. (See page 68.)
(3) Establish a special Task Force to examine
the expiring use restrictions and Section 8 rental
subsidy programs in order to retain these units as
affordable housing for low and moderate income
tenants. It is critical that steps be taken immedi
ately to preserve these affordable rental units. (See
page 82.)

(14) Work with private developers and public
agencies to ensure that all new housing
developments built are in scale and character with
the surrounding neighborhood. Try to retain the
present mix of housing lypes as development
continues in the neighborhood by encouraging the
inclusion of affordable units in all new housing
developments in North Cambridge. (See page 82.)
(IS) Create a comprehensive maintenance plan
for Cambridge parks. (See page 86.)
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Organization of the Report
The report begins with an overview of the
demographic characteristics of North Cambridge.
Next, it highlights resident opinions of
neighborhood quality and community participa
tion. For the most part, each subsequent chapter
(Land Use and Zoning, The Development Process,
Massachusetts Avenue, Alewife, Traffic and
Parking, Housing and Parks and Open Space) is
organized in the following way:

(1) Presentation of the research fmdings;

(2) Highlights of the 1988 Demographic and
Community Opinion survey conducted by Bell
Associates;
(3) Outline of the Study Committee's major
concerns; and
(4) Joint recommendations of the North Cam
bridge Neighborhood Study Committee and the
Community Development Department.
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Introduction
Throughout its history, North Cambridge has
been known as a stable neighborhood with a wide
range of ethnic and household income groups.
Historically, the neighborhood has been home to
generations of French Canadians, Irish and Italian
families. While this is still true today, other
immigrants from Asia, Africa, the Caribbean and
Central America have moved to the neighborhood
in recent years. During the past decade, growing
numbers of higher income professionals have also
been attracted to North Cambridge. While in the
past, the majority of residents fell into low or
moderate income groups, many of these newcom
ers are causing the median household income in
North Cambridge to rise substantially.
The degree and rate of population change oc
curring in North Cambridge has been noted by
many residents with concern. Long time resi
dents, often the elderly or first time homebuyers,
are increasingly unable to remain in North Cam
bridge, while only those new residents with sub
stantial incomes can afford to move in. Residents
fear this trend will alter the fabric of North Cam
bridge and threaten to destroy the very qualities
which make the neighborhood an attractive place
to live.
This chapter provides an overview of the major
demographic changes (population, income, edu
cation and occupation) which have taken place in
North Cambridge from 1970 to the present. Two
sources of information were used:
(1) The United States Census Bureau data
from 1970 and 1980. (When available, 1960
information is included.)

(2) The 1988 North Cambridge Demographic
Survey conducted by Bell Associates. This was a
telephone survey of 416 randomly selected North
Cambridge households. Because this is a survey
of a representative sample of the population (un
like the U.S. Census which mails a questionnaire
to every household), results have an accuracy rate
of plus or minus five percent.

Due to methodological differences between the
U.S. Census and the Bell Associates survey, as
well as changes in the way in which the U.S.
Census collected data between 1970 and 1980,
comparisons of several demographic characteris
tics cannot be made.
Population
(1) The population of North Cambridge as
well as for the City as a whole has declined steadily
since 1960. Between 1960 and 1980, North Cam
bridge lost 29 percent of its population, while the
City's population declined by 11.5 percent. The
gap between North Cambridge and the City nar
rowed slightly between 1970 and 1980: North
Cambridge lost nine percent of its population and
the City, five percent.

North Cambridge Population
1960

1970

1980

15,544

12,097

10,990

(2) Between 1970 and 1980, North Cambridge
lost nine percent of its population. The largest
decline occurred among the age groups of 0-19
years (a 32 percent decrease) and 35 - 65 years (a
17 percent decrease). The City's five percent popu
lation loss also occurred in similar age groups, but
at a proportionately lower rate: 0 - 19 years had a
20 percent decrease and 35 - 45 years, a 10 percent
decrease.
(3) In contrast, the percentage of North Cam
bridge residents increased in two other age groups:
a 17 percent increase in people aged 20 - 34 years,
and an eight percent increase in people aged 65 and
older. The City experienced a ten percent increase
in the age group 20 - 34 years, but the percent of
people aged 65 and older decreased by seven
percent.
(4) The table on the following page highlights
the population changes in North Cambridge from
1970 to 1988. The trends show a continued increase
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in the number of people in the 20 - 34 age group,
equalling 38 percent of North Cambridge in 1988,
and in the 35 - 54 age group, totalling 24 percent of
the neighborhood in 1988. In sum, 62 percent, or
almost two-thirds, of the 1988 North Cambridge
population is between the ages of 20 and 54.
North Cambridge Residents
by Age Groups

0- 4 years
5 - 19 years
20 - 34 years
35 - 54 years
55-64 years
65+ years
Total

1970

1980

1988

8%
24%
26%
19%
9%
14%

6%
18%
34%
17%
9%
16%

6%
14%
38%
24%
6%
12%

100%

100%

100%

(5) In 1980, 55 percent of all households in
North Cambridge were families. In the City, 46
percent of all households were families. A family is
defined as two or more related persons; a household
is defined as one or more related or unrelated
persons.
(6) According to the 1988 demographic sur
vey, the percentage of families in North Cambridge
has remained stable since 1980. The following
table shows the 1988 breakdown of household
composition in North Cambridge:
single person household
couple with children
couple without children
live with roommates
single parent household
other

25%
23%
23%
17%
9%
3%

(7) Between 1970 and 1980, both household
and family size declined in North Cambridge.
Household size decreased from an average of 2.8
persons per household in 1970 to 2.3 persons per
household in 1980, compared to city-wide figures
of 2.4 and 2.1, respectively. Family size declined
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during the same period from 3.4 persons per family
to 3.1, while city-wide family size decreased from
3.2 to 3.0 persons per household.
(8) The 1988 demographic survey shows that
the greatest percentage of people in North Cam
bridge currently live in two person households:
1 person households
2 person households
3 person households
4 person households
5 person households
6 person households
Total

25%
38%
17%
10%
7%
3%
100%

(9) The number of female-headed families in
North Cambridge increased by 43 percent between
1970 and 1980. In 1970, 18 percent of all families
in North Cambridge, as well as city-wide, were
female-headed. By 1980,30 percent of all North
Cambridge families had female heads of house
holds, compared to 24 percent city-wide.
(10) Between 1970 and 1980, the number of
female-headed families with children under 18 in
North Cambridge increased by 61 percent. In the
City, the number of female-headed families with
children under 18 increased by 51 percent during
those years.
Ancestry, Race & Ethnicity
(1) In 1980, the largest group of people claim
ing single ancestry in North Cambridge were the
Irish (15 %). Italians (5%), English (5%), and
French (4%) were the next three largest ethnic
groups in the neighborhood.
(2) In 1980, 12 percent of the City's popula
tion lived in North Cambridge. In comparison, 18
percent of the City's Irish population and 28 per
cent of the City's French population lived in North
Cambridge.
(3) Between 1970 and 1980, the number of
black people living in North Cambridge increased
from six to 14 percent. In the City, the number also

increased, but by a smaller amount from seven to
11 percent. According to the 1988 demographic
survey, the number of black people living in North
Cambridge has dropped to approximately ten per
cent.
(4) The proportion of foreign-born residents
in North Cambridge increased from ten percent in
1970 to 15 percent in 1980. According to the 1988
demographic survey, this number has increased
further to 21 percent.
Income
(1) In both 1960 and 1970, the median house
hold income in North Cambridge was considera
bly higher than the median household income city
wide. By 1980, however, the median household
income in North Cambridge had dropped to 97
percent of the City's median household income.
Median Household Income
1960

1970

1980

North Cambridge

$5,240

$7,988 $13,857

Cambridge

$3,828

$5,114 $14,211

NC as a percent
of the City

137%

156%

97%

(3) In 1980, North Cambridge had the fifth
highest poverty rate of the 13 Cambridge neighbor
hoods.
• Between 1970 and 1980,thenumberoffami
lies living below the poverty level in North
Cambridge increased from five percent in
1970 to 13 percent in 1980. The number of
families living in poverty in the City also
increased during this same time period, al
though from nine to 11 percent.
• The percent of elderly people living in pov
erty has decreased in both North Cambridge
and the City as a whole between 1970 and
1980. In North Cambridge, the percentage
declined from 19 to 12; in the City, it declined
from 14 to ten percent.
• In 1970, 31 percent of all female-headed
households with children under 18 in North
Cambridge were living in poverty. In 1980,
this number increased to 39 percent. In con
trast, the city-wide percentage dropped from
43 in 1970 to 34 percent in 1980.
(4) In 1980, income distribution in North Cam
bridge was as follows: 37 percent of the households
earned less than $10,000; 34 percent earned be
tween $10,000 and $20,000; 21 percent earned
between $20,000 and $35,000; and eight percent
earned more than $35,000.

(2) Between 1960 and 1980, the median fam
ily income in North Cambridge remained rela
tively comparable to the median family income
city-wide.

(5) Because of methodological differences, a
direct comparison of income between the 1980
census and the 1988 survey is not possible. How
ever, the 1988 demographic survey estimates the
income breakdown as follows:

Median Family Income

• 22 percent are low income (50% or less of the
median income for the Greater Boston area,
or less than $20,550 for a family of four).

1960

1970

1980

North Cambridge

$6,077 $10,086 $17,123

Cambridge

$5,943

NC as a percent
of the City

102%

$9,815 $17,845
103%

96%

• 14 percent are moderate income (50% - 80%
of the median income, or $20,550 - $29,900
for a family of four).
• 45 percent are middle income and upper
income (more than 80% of the median in
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increased, but by a smaller amount from seven to
11 percent. According to the 1988 demographic
survey, the number of black people living in North
Cambridge has dropped to approximately ten per
cent.
(4) The proportion of foreign-born residents
in North Cambridge increased from ten percent in
1970to 15 percent in 1980. According to the 1988
demographic survey, this number has increased
further to 21 percent.
Income
(1) In both 1960 and 1970, the median house
hold income in North Cambridge was considera
bly higher than the median household income city
wide. By 1980, however, the median household
income in North Cambridge had dropped to 97
percent of the City's median household income.
Median Household Income
1960

1970

1980

North Cambridge

$5,240

$7,988 $13,857

Cambridge

$3,828

$5,114 $14,211

NC as a percent
of the City

137%

156%

97%

(3) In 1980, North Cambridge had the fifth
highest poverty rate of the 13 Cambridge neighbor
hoods.
• Between 1970 and 1980, the number offarni
lies living below the poverty level in North
Cambridge increased from five percent in
1970 to 13 percent in 1980. The number of
families living in poverty in the City also
increased during this same time period, al
though from nine to 11 percent.
• The percent of elderly people living in pov
erty has decreased in both North Cambridge
and the City as a whole between 1970 and
1980. In North Cambridge, the percentage
declined from 19 to 12; in the City, it declined
from 14 to ten percent.
• In 1970, 31 percent of all female-headed
households with children under 18 in North
Cambridge were living in poverty. In 1980,
this number increased to 39 percent. In con
trast, the city-wide percentage dropped from
43 in 1970 to 34 percent in 1980.
(4) In 1980, income distribution in North Cam
bridge was as follows: 37 percent of the households
earned less than $10,000; 34 percent earned be
tween $10,000 and $20,000; 21 percent earned
between $20,000 and $35,000; and eight percent
earned more than $35,000.

(2) Between 1960 and 1980, the median fam
ily income in North Cambridge remained rela
tively comparable to the median family income
city-wide.

(5) Because of methodological differences, a
direct comparison of income between the 1980
census and the 1988 survey is not possible. How
ever, the 1988 demographic survey estimates the
income breakdown as follows:

Median Family Income

• 22 percent are low income (50% or less of the
median income for the Greater Boston area,
or less than $20,550 for a family of four).

1960

1970

1980

North Cambridge

$6,077 $10,086 $17,123

Cambridge

$5,943

NC as a percent
of the City

102%

$9,815 $17,845
103%

96%

• 14 percent are moderate income (50% - 80%
of the median income, or $20,550 - $29,900
for a family of four).
• 45 percent are middle income and upper
income (more than 80% of the median in
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years is 53 percent. The following table shows the
length of residency for 1988:
Less than 5 years
5 -10 years
11 - 20 years
21 years or more
Total

47%
17%
13%
23%
100%

(3) When comparing newer residents (those
who have moved into North Cambridge within the
last five years) to longer term residents, the 1988
survey found that newer residents tend to have
higher incomes and more education. In addition,
newer residents are more likely to be employed in
professional occupations. According to the 1988
demographic survey, newcomer college graduates
outnumber longer term graduates by two to one: 70
percent versus 36 percent. In addition, 69 percent
of newer residents earn high incomes (over 80
percent of median), while 43 percent of those
living here five years or more are in the high
income bracket.

Summary of Demographic Changes
North Cambridge is experiencing a population
decline comparable to losses in Cambridge and the
greater Boston area. This decline is felt most
strongly in the young (0 - 19 years) and middle age
(33 - 65 years) groups. In contrast, the proportion
of young adults (20 -34 years) has increased con
siderably, from 26 percent in 1970 to 38 percent in
1988.
Slightly more than half (55%) of the households
in North Cambridge are families. The greatest
percentage of residents (38%) live in two person
households, although one-fourth of all households
are occupied by persons living alone.
Ancestry data is not available in 1988; however,
in 1980, the Irish were the largest group in North
Cambridge claiming single ancestry. The next
largest ethnic groups were the Italians, English and
French. Currently, black people make up ten per
cent of the neighborhood, and foreign-born resi
dents, 21 percent, more than double the 1970 level
of ten percent .

In 1970, the median household income in North
Cambridge was 156 percent greater than that of the
City. In 1980, it had fallen to 81 percent of the
City's median household income. In addition, North
Cambridge had the fifth highest poverty rate of the
13 Cambridge neighborhoods.
While a direct comparison of income between
1980 and 1988 is not possible, the 1988 demo
graphic survey estimates that 22 percent of resi
dents are low income (earning 50 percent or less of
the Boston area median income, or less than $20,550
for a family of four). Forty-five percent of North
Cambridge households are middle or upper in
come (earning more than 80 percent of the Boston
area median income, or more than $29,900 for a
family of four.)
Of those residents earning low incomes, the
proportion of minorities to whites is quite high: one
third of all Asians and almost half of all black
residents earn low incomes. In contrast, 18 percent
of all white residents earn low incomes.
The educational level of North Cambridge resi
dents is rising. In 1970,58 percent ofresidents over
25 had earned a high school degree. In 1988, this
level had risen to 92 percent. The proportion of
residents with college degrees rose from 16 per
cent to 52 percent.
Residents in professional, technical and mana
gerial occupations rose from 27 percent to 58
percent between 1970 and 1988. When clerical and
sales workers are added to this category, white
collar jobs account for 78 percent of all employ
ment, up from 57 percent in 1970. Blue collar jobs
declined from 27 to 15 percent during this time.
Nearly half of all residents (47%) have lived in
North Cambridge for less than five years while 23
percent have been here 21 years or more. Between
1970 and 1980, many newcomers to North Cam
bridge were lower income, minority and single
heads of households. In contrast, those moving into
North Cambridge in the 1980' s tend to have profes
sional occupations, and higher incomes and educa
tional levels.
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Residents Views of Neighborhood Quality
and Community Participation
As part of the 1988 demographic survey con
ducted by Bell Associates, North Cambridge resi
dents were asked a series of questions regarding
their views on a range of neighborhood issues. The
questions focused on neighborhood concerns, the
ways in which the neighborhood has changed and
the level of community participation in the deci
sions which affect the neighborhood. The results of
this survey are presented below. Responses to
questions aimed at specific neighborhood issues
such as housing, parks and open space, are included
in later chapters.

Neighborhood Quality
(1) Most North Cambridge residents think that
the overall quality of life in their neighborhood has
not changed significantly over the last five years:
Quality of life has remained the same
Quality of life has improved
Quality of life has diminished
Not sure/No response

53%
27%
17%
3%

(2) Most North Cambridge residents think that
the level of community spirit has remained the
same over the last five years, but that it will
improve during the next five:

Past 5 years:
Community spirit has stayed the same
Community spirit has improved
Community spirit has deteriorated
Not sure/No response

44%
29%
17%
10%

Next 5 years:
Community spirit will improve
Community spirit will not change
Community spirit will deteriorate
NOl sure/No response

39%
33%
12%
16%

(3) When asked to identify the qualities they
liked best about North Cambridge, the following
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characteristics were cited most often: physical
condition/appearance (23%), convenienceflocation
(20%), public transportation (18%), and neigh
borly feeling (15%).
(4) When asked about neighborhood problems,
most residents cited high housing costs, lack of
parking, high rents, traffic congestion, environ
mental quality, and development pressures as major
problems. Rundown homes were considered to be
a minor problem, while inadequate public trans
portation, lack of elderly services, lack of recre
ational facilities, and rundown parks were consid
ered not to be problems. Finally, residents were
divided equally on the degree to which theyconsid
ered the lack of open space, lack of youth services,
and lack of day care to be neighborhood problems.
The table below highlights community percep
tions of neighborhood problems in North Cam
bridge:

Community Perceptions of Neighborhood
Problems
Major Minor
No
Problem Problem Problem
High housing costs
Lack of parking
High rents
Traffic congestion
Environmental quality
Development pressures
Lack of open space
Lack of recreation
facilities
Lack of youth services
Lack of day care
Rundown homes
Lack of elderly services
Rundown parks
InadequaLe public
tran sporta Lion

67%
56%
49%
45%
36%
31%
26%
20%

12%
20%
21%
31%
29%
19%
32%
30%

11%
21%
22%
24%
28%
21%
38%
41%

17%
17%
16%
11%
16%
3%

14%
10%
45%
18%
34%
17%

17%
17%
36%
29%
44%
79%

Community Involvement
(1) The majority of North Cambridge resi
dents (68%) said they do not know enough about
development plans for their neighborhood. This
was especially true of newer residents (less than
one year in the neighborhood); 88 percent of whom
would like to know more about development plans
in the neighborhood.

(2) When asked how they would prefer to
receive information about the City's plans for the
neighborhood, most residents said they would like
the information sent to their homes through the
mail, newspaper articles, and the neighborhood
newsletter. Roughly half of the residents preferred
to hear about plans by word of mouth and at
community meetings. The least popular method
for obtaining information was through meetings at
City Hall.
(3) Forty-one percent of North Cambridge
residents have wanted to change something or
address a problem in their neighborhood.
The higher a person's education, the more
likely he or she is to want to make changes in the
neighborhood:
Some high school
High school degree
Some college
College degree
Post college degree

11%

29%
39%
44%

62%

Couples with children and single parents are
more likely to want to make changes in the neigh
borhood than are couples without children,
roommates or single persons living alone:

Couples with children
Single parents
Couples without children
Roommates
Single persons living alone

50%
60%
37%
38%
34%

(4) Of those residents who have wanted to
change something in the neighborhood, 51 percent
took some action. This was done by contacting a
government agency (43%), a neighborhood orga
nization (22%), the North Cambridge Stabilization
Committee (7%), or some other means (17%).
(5) Ofthe remaining 49 percent (residents who
have wanted to change something in the neighbor
hood, but have not taken any action), 32 percent
said their inaction was due to a lack of time, 15
percent said taking an action would not make a
difference, 16 percent said the issue was not impor
tant enough, 11 percent had been frustrated by
previous attempts, and the other 26 percent were
not sure.
(6) Nearl y one-half (42%) of North Cambridge
residents have heard of the Stabilization Commit
tee. Of these, 49 percent believe they have done a
good or excellent job of representing residents'
needs to the City, 21 percent said they had done a
fair or poor job and 30 percent were not sure.
(7) Of those who have heard of the Stabiliza
tion Committee, five percent are active partici
pants having attended at least four meetings per
year over the last two years and 79 percent are not
active having attended fewer than four meetings
per year over the last two years.
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Introduction

The North Cambridge neighborhood consists
of a mixture of residential, commercial and indus
trial uses. Historically most of the industrial area
was concentrated in the westernmost part of the
neighborhood (Alewife), separated physically from
the residential sector by the Alewife Brook Park
way. Today, most of this land is either office or
o~n space. All of the residential area of North
Cambridge is concentrated in the area east of the
Parkway. Industrial and commercial uses east of
the Parkway tend to be clustered on and around
Massachusetts Avenue and the railroad tracks.
Parks and playgrounds are integrated throughout
the neighborhood.
This chapter examines the major land use and
zoning characteristics of North Cambridge and
highlights the changes that have occurred since
1975. In addition, the chapter presents an assess
ment of the development potential in the commer
cial and industrial areas, highlights neighborhood
opinions of a variety of land use issues and recom
mends specific strategies for controlling and man
aging future growth in North Cambridge.
General Land Uses
The North Cambridge neighborhood contains a
variety of land uses: residential (38%), commer
cial (31 %), open space (18%), institutional/gov
ernmental (7%), industrial (4%), parking (1 %) and
vacant (1 %). (See Land Use Map on page 35.)

Since 1975, a number of land use changes have
occurred in the neighborhood primarily in the con
version of industrial land for commercial uses.
• Commercial uses have increased by 111 acres,
or 23 percent, while industrial uses have
decreased correspondingly by 106 acres, or
22 percent. Most of these changes occurred
in the Alewife Triangle area where approxi
mately 60 acres of industrial land have been
converted into commercial uses. Another 20
acres of industrial land at the W. R. Grace
site/Jerry's Pond are presently under devel
opment for commercial use as Alewife Cen
ter.
• Seven acres of industrial land were converted
to institutional land at the Alewife MBTA
station.
• Four and a half acres of industrial land along
the B & M railroad tracks were converted to
open space as Linear Park. Additional open
space was created at Massachusetts Avenue
and Clarendon Avenue when an industrial
parcel was converted to Clarendon Park.
• Residential uses have increased by two per
cent. Many vacant lots along Massachusetts
Avenue and in the Cogswell Avenue area
have been developed into residential uses.
Several institutional uses have also been con
verted into residential uses.
• Most of the residential interior of North Cam
bridge has remained unchanged.
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North Cambridge General Land Use Changes, 1975 - 1987

1987

1975
No. of
Acres

Percent

No. of
Acres

Percent

Commercial

38

8%

149

31%

+111

+23%

Residential

173

36%

182

38%

+9

+2%

24

5%

34

7%

+10

+2%

125

26%

19

4%

-106

-22%

Open Space (1)

48

10%

86

18%

+ 38

+8%

Parking (1)

72

15%

5

1%

- 62

-13%

5

1%

480

100%

Use

InstitutionaV
Governmental
Industrial

Vacant (1)
Total

480

100%

Change
in Acres

Change
In Percent

The 1975 land use infonnation does not provide definitions for the various categories. Discrepancies in open space, parking,
and vacant land uses between 1975 and 1987 are therefore partially due to calculational differences.

(I)

Source:

1975 North Cambridge Profile,
Cambridge Community Development Department
1987 Current Measurements

Zoning
North Cambridge has 12 different zoning dis
tricts each with its own height, density and use
restrictions. (See Map on page 39 and Table on
page 37.)
• In general, the inner core of the neighbor
hood is zoned Residence B. one of the City's
most restrictive zoning districts.
• The Massachusetts Avenue corridor con
tains four different zones allowing for a mix
of residential and commercial uses as well as
differing densities. (See Massachusetts Ave
nue Chapter.)
• Industrial land east of Alewife Brook Park
way is confined to areas along the southern
periphery of the neighborhood (B&M rail
road tracks) and the land currently owned by
W.R. Grace (including the planned Alewife
Center development) adjacent to the Park
way.
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• West of the Alewife Brook Parkway, the
Alewife area within North Cambridge in
cludes an open space zone (the MDC reser
vation) and two office zones. (See Alewife
Chapter.)
In 1978. most of the neighborhood, east of the
Alewife Brook Parkway, was downzoned signifi
cantly from a variety of commercial and industrial
districts to a Residence B zone. Two different
industrial districts composed of four separate land
areas were retained, although they were also
downzoned substantially.
• The 20 acre W. R. Grace/Alewife Center site
was rezoned from an Industry B district - the
most permissive zoning in the City - to an
Industry C district which is a substantially
more restrictive zoning district.
• Three separate parcels along the B&M rail
road tracks (Linear Park) and Rindge Avenue
were rezoned from Industry A and Industry B
districts to a more restrictive Industry A
district.

NORTH CAMBRIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
EXISTING ZONING
Cuy 01 Cambndge

Cambndge Community DelJotopmenl
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In addition the first open space zoning district in
the neighborhood was created at Russell Field by
rezoning a multi-family residential and an indus
trial zone.

Two years later. in 1980. the entire Alewife area
west of Alewife Brook Parkway was downzoned

significantly. Prior to this rezoning. the majority
of the land had been industrially zoned with the
least restrictive (Industry A and B) zoning districts.
Now. however. the area contains a mix of residen
tial. commercial. industrial and open space dis
tricts with stricter zoning controls.

North Cambridge Zoning Districts - 1988
Use

Min. Lot Area!
Dwelling Units

B

Residential

2500 s.f.

C2

Residential

C3
BC

Zone

BC-l

BA-l
BA-2
02
03
IA-l

FAR

Max. Height

17

.5

35'

600 s.f.

72

1.75

85'

Residential

300 s.f.

145

3.0

Commercial
Residential

500 s.f.

87

2.0
2.0

None
55'(1)
55'(1)

Commercial
Residential

300 s.f.

Commercial
Residential

1200 s.f.

Commercial
Residential

2.75
142
2.5
(with special peImit: 3.0)

60'(2)
60'(2)

36

1.0
.75

600 s.f.

72

1.0
1.75

35'
35'
45'(3)
45'(3)

Commercial
Residential

600 s.f.

72

2.0
2.0

85'
85'

Commercial
Residential

300 s.f.

145

3.0
3.0

None
None

36

1.25
1.25
1.25

45'
45'
45'

Commercial
Industrial
Residential

IC

Commercial
Industrial
Residential

PUD-5

Commercial
Residential

OS
(1)

('2)
(3)

Max. Dwelling
Units Per Acre

1200 s.f

1.0
1.0
300 d.u. on the site
1.0
(pUD/lC-5 acre minimum: 2.0

45'
45'
45'
85')

2.2
2.2

125'
125'

600 d.u. on the site

Open Space

35 feet within 50 feet of a residential district
50 feet average
35 feet to the cornice line
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The last major rezoning in North Cambridge
occurred in 1986, when Massachusetts Avenue
underwent a comprehensive rezoning. The under
lying theme of this rezoning effort was to create
two nodes on the A venue by concentrating de
velopment in Porter Square and Trolley Square,
and to encourage low scale development on the
linear sections of the corridor leading to and from
these nodes. (See the Massachusetts Avenue
Chapter.)

Development Potential
The residential areas in North Cambridge are
unlikely to change significantly because most of
the existing development is already built out to the
current Residence B zoning limitations. However,
it is likely that the majority of the non-residential
areas will change in use or be developed more
intensively in the next five to ten years.
The remaining Industry A-I districts have sub
stantial development potential:
• There are four sites along Linear Park:
Fawcett Oil, the greenhouses, Cambridge
Lumber, and Belanger Roofing that have the
potential of almost a quarter million square
feet of new development. Under a single
development package, these parcels could
yield 183 units of housing.
• One parcel along the railroad tracks, just
north of Bellis Circle, could have the poten
tial of 30,000 square feet of new develop
ment, or a total of 38 units of housing.
• Several parcels along Rindge Avenue are too
small to allow for much additional new de
velopment, if developed individually. One
site, however, between the Fresh Pond
Apartments and Jefferson Park, has the po
tential for an additional 164,000 square feet
of new construction, or 126 units of housing.
• Several parcels in the Industry C district
(W.R. Grace property) are currently devel
oped considerably below their potential. The
three properties closest to Harvey Street have
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combined potential of an additional 248,000
square feet of new development. If they were
to be redeveloped residentially, 412 units
could be built on these sites.

Neighborhood Survey Results
In addition to the demographic and community
opinion information presented in the previous two
chapters, residents were also asked specific ques
tions about development issues in North Cam
bridge. The highlights of these responses are as
follows:
(1) Many more residents than not think that
development in the Alewife area has had a positive
effect on the neighborhood. The responses were
even more positive when asked about the effect of
Alewife development on the City as a whole.
• When asked how they felt about the impact
of development in the Alewife area on their
neighborhood over the past five years, 40
percent said it has had a positive effect, 21
percent thought it has had a negative effect,
and 24 percent said development has had no
effect.
• 52 percent said Alewife development has
been positive for the City as a whole, 15
percent said it has been negative, and 17
percent said it has had no effect on the City.
(2) Thirty-one percent of North Cambridge
residents think that development pressures cause
major problems for the neighborhood. Nineteen
percent think they cause minor problems, and 21
percent do not think that development pressures
cause any problems for the neighborhood.
(3) When asked about the positive effects of
development, residents most often cited improved
public transportation (30%), improved economic
conditions (16%), and upgraded physical quality
(15%). Also mentioned were improved/new build
ings (12%) and improved quality of life (11 %).
(4) When asked about the negative effects of
development, residents overwhelmingly cited traf
fic and parking problems (43%). Following this

NORTH CAMBRIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
EXISTING LAND USES
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Carnbndge Community Development
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Residential

ParKs and Open Space

Commercial

Institutional

Industrial

~

Vacant and Parking

issue, residents listed overcrowded conditions
(16%), high housing costs (14%), and declining
environmental quality (14%).

would like to see Rindge Avenue upgraded
physically: better maintenance of the bus
area, more trees and landscaping on the street,
and more attention to the storefronts.

Study Committee Concerns

(2) Sheridan Square: Although this area is
referred to as a "Square". the area lacks an identity,
as well as any sense of cohesivene,ss. Traffic
patterns are chaotic and hazardous, and for this
reason, parking can sometimes be dangerous. In
addition to these concerns, the Committee noted
that commercial establishments in the Square have
a difficult time sustaining their businesses. Histori
cally, this area has served as a neighborhood retail
district. and members would like to see the area
revitalized so that it could continue to serve the
surrounding neighborhood with a convenient place
in which to shop.

(1) Inappropriate Zoning: Committee mem
bers think: that the Industry C zoning district, and
the three Industry A-I zoning districts, are incom
patible with the surrounding residential areas. They
raised the following concerns:

• Individually, the amount of development
potential that is permitted in each of these
four zones is too great. When taken together,
the combined development potential in the
Industry C(Whittemore Avenue), the Industry
A-I (Linear Park), and the Business Col
(Trolley Square) districts would result in
substantial overdevelopment of the neigh
borhood.
• Although the Committee thinks that the
amount of residential density allowed in these
districts is too much. members wish to ensure
that future zoning will maintain incentives to
build housing. In addition. the Committee
would like to see residential units built which
are also affordable. Members are well aware
that these issues will require trade-offs; re
zoning efforts should carefully study op
tions.
• Traffic on Rindge Avenue, Massachusetts
Avenue, and Harvey Street has been increas
ing steadily. The amount of increased den
sity permitted in these zones would make the
traffic congestion unmanageable. There
fore. future zoning should attempt to balance
residential and commercial uses at a level
which will not exacerbate this problem.
• The Committee would like to see Rindge
Avenue strengthened as a retail area which
serves nearby residents. In addition. mem
bers are concerned about the type and amount
of potential development which could occur
on the parcelsofland between Jefferson Park
and Fresh Pond Apartments. Finally. they

Land Use Recommendations
Rezone the Industry C and Industry A-l
districts to make them more compatible with the
surrounding residential areas:
(1)

• Arrange a dialogue between area residents
and property owners to see if an appropriate
rezoning package could be negotiated.
• Study carefully the relationship between
density, economic viability and traffic gen
eration.
• Encourage an appropriate balance of residen
tial and commercial uses.
• Investigate all options to maximize afford
able housing opportunities.
• Create an urban design plan for the parcels of
land on Rindge Avenue. Involve the resi
dents of Jefferson Park and Fresh Pond
Apartments in formulating this plan.
• Continue torestrict access from Harvey Street.
if the remaining sites in the Industry C zone
are developed commercially as part of Ale
wife Center.
(2) Examine ways to create a viable neighbor
hood retail district in Sheridan Square. Explore
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available programs or funding sources to assist
property owners and small businesses to upgrade
their buildings.
(3) Explore the feasibility of various roadway
and other improvements such as creating an island
with grass and trees, to Sheridan Square. These
improvements would make the area safer by creat
ing better defined traffic patterns and would help
give the Square a better sense of identity.
The Development Process

Study Committee Concerns
(I) Clarification of the Land-Use Process:
The Committee raised many concerns regarding
the decision making process in Cambridge. While
many discussions were held on this subject, the
following questions highlight the various issues:

• What are the different roles, responsibilities,
powers and limitations of the Planning Board,
the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA), the
Community Development Department and
the Inspectional Services Department?

One of the most important aspects of this study
was the process by which City officials and neigh
borhood residents worked together to formulate
the recommendations for future action. During the
study, a considerable amount of time was devoted
to questions regarding the land use and develop
ment decision making process. Study Committee
members used this opportunity to express their
concerns over past actions and to articulate those
areas in which they wanted stronger responses
from the City. In addition, the Study Committee
members pressed for a greater neighborhood role
in the decision making process.

• What is the relationship between these vari
ous Boards and the City departments which
staff them?

To address these issues, staff of the Community
Development Department worked closely with the
Study Committee to better understand their con
cerns. Several meetings were held on the develop
ment process alone. By the end of these meetings,
both Committee members and Community Devel
opment Department staff felt that significant gains
had been made. Committee members had a better
understanding of the constraints and rationales for
various land use policies, and the Department had
a better understanding of neighborhood concerns
regarding these policies. As a resultofthis, a closer
and better working relationship has been estab
lished which will improve the decision making
process in the future.

• What is the role of the Neighborhood Plan
ning component within the Community De
velopment Department? How does this com
ponent interact with other components in the
Department?

• How do the Planning Board, the BZA and the
Rent Control Board interact with each other
when more than one has jurisdiction over a
particular development?
• What is the role of the Community Develop
ment Department? For example, is the De
partment supposed to mediate between the
interests of different groups or advocate for
the interests of one group over another?

• How do the Community Development De
partment, the BZA and the Planning Board
interpret "neighborhood participation"?
When and how do they utilize this input when
making decisions? When a developer is sent
to the community for feedback on their
projects, what kind of feedback does the
Department/boards look for? What kind of
feedback will they listen to?
(2) The Business C-l Special Permit Proc
ess: Residents are becoming increasingly frus
trated with the way in which the special permit
review process works. In Trolley Square, the
aesthestic value in construction and design, as well
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as the community's stated concern for open space,
are not addressed adequately in the current zoning.
The Committee questions whether the current spe
cial pennit criteria in Trolley Square are consistent
with the objectives of the neighborhood residents.
In most cases, the members believe that the public
amenities achieved through the special permit pro
cess are not worth the increased density allowed by
the permit. Because most people in the neighbor
hood tend to oppose most of the special permits
and the Planning Board grants them, it often ap
pears as if the community and the Planning Board
are on opposite sides of most issues.
Development Process
Recommendations

The City should develop a procedure to
improve the coordination of the review of pro
posed development projects with all appropriate
City agencies, such as the Community Develop
ment Department, Inspectional Services De
partment, Traffic Department, License Com
mission, Conservation Commission and Rent
Control Board. As part of this process, the
following methods should be considered:
(1)

• Study the possibility of timing permit review
processes, whenever legally possible, so that
they occur sequentially.
• Initiate a process whereby aCity deparlment
or board, upon receiving a building, demoli
tion, or special permit application, or a vari
ance request, would notify all oLher boards
and departments wiLh jurisdiction over the
project.
• Recommend a process to ensure Lhat Lhe
notification of these applications and of all
public hearing notices will be mailed to Lhe
Neighborhood Planning component and to
the NorLh Cambridge Stabilization Commit
tee Chairperson. These notices should be
written in clear language, understandable to
Lhe general public.

• Improve communications between the Board
of Zoning Appeals and Planning Board
through an ongoing dialogue concerning
zoning, planning and necessary ordinance
changes.
(3) The Community Development Department
will work with neighborhood groups to improve
communication between Lhe Department and Lhe
community and to clarify what the City considers
to be "valid community input." The Department
could achieve Lhis through the following:
• Increase outreach and educational efforts to
help residents better understand the develop
ment process, the roles of different groups
involved in the process, as well as their
powers and jurisdictional limitations. These
efforts could include:
1) writing and distributing fliers and
pamphlets which explain different fac
ets of Lhe development process; and
2) inviting City officials to attend Sta
bilization Committee meetings to make
presentations and answer questions on
a variety of development related is
sues.
• Try to ensure that all hearing notices mailed
to residents are written in clear, understand
able language and include more information
about Lhe proposed development, special
permit or variance application, or oLher re
quest.
• Establish procedures to ensure that the
neighborhood planners work closely wiLh
oLher Department staff on all projects.
• Communicate its viewpoints on various
projects as early as possible and keep the
public informed of any changes in Lhe project
or the Department's positions.
• Listen to Lhe community'S concerns over
particular projects or issues and either:
1) work with the Planning Board or the
developers to help Lhem take those con
cerns into account; or
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2) clearly articulate the reasons why
the Deparunent disagrees with the
neighborhood.
• Work closely with the neighborhood to help
residents understand exactly the legal juris
diction of the Planning Board and what is
sues they mayor may not consider regarding
a particular project. If, in an individual
project, many residents continue to have
concerns which cannot be addressed legally
by the Planning Board, especially under the
special permit criteria, the Community De
velopment Deparunent will provide assis
tance to the neighborhood to address those
concerns.
• Involve the community at an early stage in
the development of new policy recommen
dations.
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(4) In cases where the neighborhood has con
tinual problems with specific land use policies, the
Community Development Deparunent will work
with the neighborhood to examine the relevant
issues and determine whether recommendations
should be made to change these policies. For
example, the Community Development will work
with the neighborhood to:
• look at the special permit criteria to see ifthey
could be revised and improved to better ad
dress the community's concerns.
• develop a mandatory design review process
for all developments over a certain size.
• develop a process whereby traffic mitigation
measures would be required of all projects
over a certain size.
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Introduction

Land Use

Massachusetts Avenue, in North Cambridge,
is primarily a commercial corridor which contains
a variety of other land uses as well. Roughly half
of the properties (approximately 1(0) are used
entirely for commercial uses while the remaining
parcels are residential, mixed-use (commercial on
the ground floor and residential above), institu
tional or vacant. Recently, two parks have been
added to the mix of land uses on the Avenue. In
1981, Clarendon Park was created, and in 1984, the
railroad land crossing the Avenue at Trolley Square
was converted to Linear Park.

There are approximately 130commercial estab
lishments on Massachusetts Avenue. Since 1980,
the earliest date for which this information is
available, there have been few changes in the use or
market orientation of these establishments. While
business ownership may have changed, only eight
sites have changed their land use significantly
between 1980 and 1988. The following table lists
those businesses:

Address

1980

1988

815 Somerville Ave.

Porter Sq. Dodge

Porter Sq. Arcade
(under construction)

1923A Mass. Ave.

Residential

Festivo

1923B Mass. Ave.

Residential

Gnomon Copy

1925 Mass. Ave.

Residential

Annie Dakota

1925 Mass. Ave.

Residential

Needle Advice

1963 Mass. Ave.

Miller & Seddon Co.

Children'S Workshop

1967 Mass. Ave.

Miller & Seddon Co.

Cribs and Cradles

1975 Mass. Ave.

Miller & Seddon Co.

Bob Slate Stationer

2067 Mass. Ave.

Vacant

Henderson Carriage
Offices
Bank of Greece
Tapas
Charles Assoc.
Health Stop
Frameworks
Window Planning

2211 Mass. Ave.

Residential

Kate's Mystery Books
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Another seven businesses have maintained the same category of use, but have changed their market
orientation. These establishments are listed below:
Address

.

1988

1980

2000 Mass. Ave.

Charette

The Dino Store

2024 Mass. Ave.

Self Defense Studio

Saturday's Child

2285 Mass. Ave.

Di Anthony School
of Cosmetology

WBT Balloons
Vacant
Nite Tite Furniture
Armed Forces Center

2150 Mass. Ave.

Allen Stationary

Supercuts

2326 Mass. Ave.

Sacred Heart Religious

Realty World Star

2362 Mass. Ave.

The Caning Shoppe

Budget Copy Center

2368 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Living Rooms Unlimited

2372 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Hana Sushi

2374 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Capriccio Salon

2376 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Korean Store

2378 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Palmer Video

2380 Mass. Ave.

Dudley Furniture

Cambridge Studio Photographers

While many businesses along Massachusetts
Avenue continue to serve the immediate neighbor
hood, certain areas have become more regionally
focused. In Porter Square, for example, there are
many more chain stores and fast food establish
ments than there have been in the past. In addition,
one retail mall has just opened Gust outside the
neighborhood's boundary), and another is under
construction, with shops catering to the upper-end
market.
Zoning
Massachusetts Avenue has four distinct zoning
districts encompassing five separate sections of
the corridor. (See map on page 39.)
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• From Porter Square north to Beech Street and
Creighton Street is zoned Business C which
has a 55 foot height limit and a 2.0 floor area
ratio.
• North to Norris Street and Shea Road is a
Business A-2 district which has a 45 foot
height limit with a 1.0 floor area ratio for
commercial uses and a 1.75 floor area ratio
for housing.
• Trolley Square (from Shea Road to Wash
burn Avenue) is zoned as a Business C-1
district which has a 60 foot maximum height
limit with a 2.75 floor area ratio for commer
cial uses. Residential uses are allowed a 2.5
floor area ratio and up to a 3.0 floor area ratio
with a special permit.

• From W ashburn Avenue to Brookford Street
is another Business A-2 district.
• The remaining parcels on Massachusetts
Avenue are zoned as a Residence B district
which has a 35 foot height limit and a .5 floor
area ratio.
The existing zoning along the Avenue is the
result of a comprehensive rezoning in 1986.
Prompted by a rezoning petition submitted by
neighborhood residents, the Cambridge City
Council in 1985 requested that a comprehensive
land use and zoning study be done. The Commu
nity Development Department worked together
with an advisory committee of area business own
ers and residents, along with the consulting firm of
Wallace, Floyd and Associates, to produce an
r urban design and land use study of the corridor.
Out of this effort came a design guidelines docu
ment and a rezoning petition which the City Coun
cil adoptc;d as part of the zoning ordinance in
October 1986.
In addition to separate zoning districts, the 1986
rezoning created the Massachusetts Avenue Over
lay District encompassing the entire northern
portion of the corridor. The intent of the Massa
chusetts Avenue Overlay District is to create a
more harmonious and consistent image for devel
opment along the Avenue through additional regu
lations beyond those of the base zoning districts.
The focus of the Overlay District's regulations is
based on building and site design. pedestrian
amenities, historic preservation, and in general, on
encouraging development ofappropriate scale and
character. The Overlay District also provides for a
formal, yet non-binding review by the Community
Development Department with public review of
those projects over 6,000 square feet.

The 1986 land use study and rezoning also
conceived of Trolley Square as a distinct com
mercial node along Massachusetts Avenue. Thus,
in the Business C-l zoning district, a higher density
of use is allowed, above that of base zoning, with
a special permit, provided a number of criteria are

met. One criterion is that 15 percent or more of the
lot be green area or other open space, as accepted
by the Planning Board, which grants the special
permit. Other criteria include the amount of square
footage devoted to residential use; site planning for
parking; and mandatory design review.

Neighborhood Survey Results
Eighty-five percent of residents think that the
majority of the retail establishments located on
Massachusetts Avenue are serving North Cambr
idge residents more than people from other Cam
bridge neighborhoods or adjacent communities. In
addition, the majority of residents said that the
quality of services has remained relatively stable
during the past five years.

Study Committee Concerns
(1) Trolley Square Zoning: One of the
strongest and most persistent concerns of the Study
Committee centered around the zoning in Trolley
Square. Members feel that the existing Business
C-l zoning district is inappropriate because it
allows greater density here than in other areas of
Massachusetts Avenue. They made the following
points:

• Trolley Square should not be a development
node as conceived in the 1986 Massachusetts
Avenue rezoning. Members agree that Trol
ley Square would be redeveloped more ap
propriately at the level of the Business A-2
zoning district which is similar to its present
scale and the majority of land along the
corridor.
• An argument could be made that develop
ment in Trolley Square should be less than
other areas along the Avenue, as it is halfway
between two intense nodes, Porter Square
and Alewife.

• The lack of parking on residential streets in
Trolley Square is a serious problem.
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• Committee members stressed their concern
that the combined amount of development
allowed by both the Business C-l district and
the adjacent Industry A-I district is far too
great. '
• The community had intended that the open
space criteria in the special permit would
create visual and usable open space for the
community. However, the criteria have not
been interpreted in this way. Consequently,
this requirement has not enhanced the Av
enue.
(2) Design Review: The Committee would
like to see legulations adopted which would re
quire a more stringent review process along Mas
sachusetts Av~nue. r
(3) Historic Homes: The Cambridge Histori
cal Commission has identified six houses on Mas
sachusetts Avenue (between Chester and Day, and
Rindge and Haskell) which are the last remaining
houses built during the period of residential de
velopment along the Avenue (1870-1910). The
Committee would like to ensure that these houses
are maintained and preserved.
(4) Residential/Commercial Areas: The in
terface between commercial and residential uses is
a problem in many areas on and surrounding Mas
sachusetts Avenue. Trucks serving businesses use
residential streets throughout the day and night. In
addition to the noise, other activities, such as early
morning trash pickup, also create considerable
problems for residents living close to these busi
nesses.
(5) Signage: Many of the signs on Massachu
setts Avenue are unattractive. Flashing signs are
inappropriate in this area and overly large or pro
truding signs detract from the aesthetic quality of
the neighborhood. Because many of these signs
predate the sign ordinance, current regulations do
not apply to many of the worst offenders.
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Massachusetts Avenue
Recommendations
(1) Examine the special permit criteria for
Trolley Square to determine how they can be
revised to more effectively produce amenities for
the neighborhood. In particular, consider changes
which would require that open space be visible, or
accessible, from the Avenue.

(2) The City is currently working on the estab
lisrunent of a design review process and guidelines
which would require all new projects over a certain
size to go through a binding review process. This
concept should be supported.
(3) Work with the Historical Commission and
area residents to either create an historic district or
give landmark status to the appropriate houses on
Massachusetts Avenue.
(4) Work with area residents and local busi
nesses to establish reasonable delivery and trash
pick-up hours.
(5) Remove all existing and disallow any new
billboards on Massachusetts Avenue, to the extent
permitted by state statute. Strengthen and enforce
the sign ordinance. Give owners a certain amount
of time to put up new signs which conform to the
ordinance.
(6) Encourage landscaping, tree planting and
seating areas along the Massachusetts Avenue
corridor.
(7) Investigate existing programs and avail
able funding sources to assist businesses to up
grade their properties.

Study Committee Recommendation
The Study Committee strongly recommends
tnat Trolley Square be rezoned so that the devel
opment potential in this area is comparable to the
rest ofMassachusetts Avenue. In addition, they
want the City to consider reducing the geo
graphic boundaries of the existing zoning dis
tricts to eliminatethe residential units on Cameron
Avenue from this district.

At this time. the Community Development
Department does not endorse this recommenda
tion because Trolley Square was part of a com
prehensive rezoning effort which was completed
just two years ago. Given limited resources. the
Department will be concentrating its efforts on
other critical areas ofthe neighborhood and City.
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Historically, Alewife developed as an indus
trial area that has produced a wide variety of
manufactured products, many jobs, and tax rev
enues over the last six decades. Since the middle of
the 1980's, however, the area has changed slowly
into an office, research and service center. Today,
very few of the industrial uses remain.

Alewife refers to everything north of Concord
Avenue and west of the Alewife Brook Parkway, to
the Arlington and Belmont town lines. In addition,
the Alewife Center/W .R.Grace site and Fresh Pond
Shopping Center to the east of the Parkway are
considered part of this area. (See Map on page 57.)

In the late 1970's, with the anticipation of a
reduced manufacturing base in Alewife, the Com
munity Development Department undertook a
comprehensive planning process to formulate an
urban design plan which would guide future growth
in the area. The process, which involved area
business people and residents, culminated in the
1979 Alewife Revitalization Plan. Six goals were
listed in this plan: encourage appropriate develop
ment; discourage inappropriate development; up
grade the image of the area; limit the scale of
development; protect residential neighborhoods;
and protect public open space.

While the Alewife Revitalization Plan led to
some significant zoning changes, many of the
goals of the Plan have not yet been achieved. The
Study Committee concerns and Alewife recom
mendations listed below reflect some of the objec
tives still envisioned for the area.
In addition to its historical development pat
terns, Alewife's natural resources also make the
area unique: The Metropolitan District Commis
sion (MDC) owns 91 acres of open space reserva
tion containing varieties of rare and endangered
plants; the hydrology of the area is such that the
water table is very close to the ground surface;
most of the area is included in the 100 year flood
plain of the Alewife Brook watershed area; and the
topsoil has a very low bearing capacity, thus ne
cessitating special foundation designs. All of these
features require careful planning.

Alewife falls within the boundaries of four
neighborhoods (North Cambridge, Neighborhood
10, Neighborhood 9 and Cambridge Highlands);
however, for the purposes of this Study, the
Committee's concerns and recommendations ad
dress the entire area.

General Land Uses
Land uses have changed dramatically in Ale
wife over the last two decades resulting in a mix of
uses throughout the area. Since 1980, one third
(10) of the businesses in the North Cambridge
portion of Alewife (north of the B&M railroad
tracks to Route 2) have changed from industrial to
commercial businesses. Almost all ofland area has
been converted, or is planned to be developed as
office space. The only exceptions are the MDC
Alewife Reservation and three remaining indus
trial parcels. (See Land Use Map page 59.) The
research and management consulting firm of Arthur
D. Little owns much of the land north of the
Reservation to Route 2. The remaining properties
along Route 2 have commercial uses or are vacant.
To the south of the Reservation, in what is
known as the Triangle, the major property owner is
the real estate company Spaulding and Slye, owning
roughly one third of the land. The construction of
the MBT A in 1985 added to the substantial trans
portation uses in the Triangle.
The area south of the railroad tracks, commonly
called the Quadrangle. has also seen dramatic
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changes in land use. What was once nearly all
industrial, is now a mix of industrial and commer
cial purposes. Land east of the Alewife Brook
Parkway is, pr is planned to be for commercial
uses.

• The Triangle is a Planned Unit Development
district (PUD-5) with a base zoning of Office
2. PUD-5 allows for a Special Permit, which
under certain conditions would increase the
floor area ratio to 2.2, and the height limit to
125 feet.

Zoning

• The Quadrangle contains five separate zon
ing districts with floor area ratios ranging
from .5 to 2.0, and height limits from 35 feet
to 85 feet.

Prior to the last rezoning in 1980, most of
Alewife was industrially zoned with districts al
lowing up to a 4.0 floor area ratio and unlimited
heights. The rezoning created ten different zoning
districts in the area. (See chart below.)

• Alewife Center/W. R. Grace Site is in an
Industry-C/PUDdistrict which has an F.A.R.
of 2.0 and an 85 foot height limit.

• The Arthur D. Little district is zoned Office
2: commercial and industrial uses are al
lowed at a 2.0 floor area ratio with an 85 foot
height limit.

• The Fresh Pond Mall is in a Business C
district, with a 2.0 floor area ratio.

Alewife Zoning Districts - 1988
Zone

02

Use
Commercial
Residential

OS

Open Space

PUD-5

Commercial
Residential

Min. Lot Areal
Dwelling Units

Max. Dwelling Units
Per Acre

FAR

Max. Height

72

2.0
2.0

85'(1)
85'(1)

2.2
2.2

125'
125'

600 s.f.

600 d.u. on the site

IC

Commercial
Industrial

1.0
1.0

45'
45'

IC/PUD

Commercial
Industrial
Residential

2.0
2.0
2.0
1.5
1.5

85'
85'
85'
85'(2)
85'(2)

2.0
2.0

55'(3)
55'('3)

300 d.u. on the site

IB-2

Commercial
Industrial

BC

Commercial
Residential

500 s.f.

87

Cl

Residential

1200 s.f.

36

.75

35'

B

Residential

2500 s.f.

17

.5

35'

BA

Commercial
Residential

600 s.f.

72

1.0
1.75

35'
85'

35 feet within 125 feet of a residential district
35 feet within 100 feet of a residential structure less than 35 feet in height
(3) 35 feet within 50 feet of a residential district

(1)

(2)
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Development Potential
The entire Alewife area is developed to a much
lower extent than what is allowed under zoning.
Currently, the potential exists for an additional 13
million square feet of new commercial develop
ment. The map on the following pages shows the
sites which are like I y to be redeveloped in the next
five to ten years.
• Arthur D. Little District: None of the par
cels in this area are developed to their poten
tial; the most densely developed site has used
only 37 percent of its allowable floor area
ratio. With the exception of the property
owned by Arthur D. Little, it is likely that all
other parcels in this area will be redeveloped
in the next five to ten years. The total amount
ofnew commercial development which could
occur on this land is two and a half million
square feet. If these parcels were to be rede
veloped for residential use, 750 housing units
of could be built.
• The Triangle: Since most of the develop
ment in this area is relatively new, or recently
approved, only two sites are likely to be
redeveloped in the near future: 165
Cambridgepark Drive and the 30Cambridge
park Drive. In spite of this apparent stability,
however, most of the buildings are currently
using between one third and one half of their
allowed densities. Altogether, current zon
ing allows an additional two to two and one
quarter million square feet of new commer
cial development.
• Alewife CenterlW. R. Grace Site: The
Planning Board recently approved I ,050,000
square feet of new development on this site.
Although this amount represents only 60
percent of its allowed density, the Special
Permit has capped the development at this
amount.
• Quadrangle, Industry B·2 District: This
entire zoning district, with the exception of
two or three properties, is likely to be rede
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veloped in the future. Altogether, approxi
mately two and a half million square feet of
new development could be built.
• Quadrangle, Office 2 District: It is likely
that just over half of these sites could be
redeveloped; the total amount of potential
development is estimated to be 3,370,000
square feet.
• Business C District, Fresh Pond Mall:
Although it is unlikely that the Fresh Pond
Mall, the utility site, and various other smaller
developments will be redeveloped in the near
future, the district still allows an additional
two and a half million square feet of new
development.

Study Committee Concerns
(1) Proposed Route 2/Alewife Brook Park.
way Improvements: The Committee is opposed
to the Massachusetts Department of Public Works
Route 2 roadway proposal (as presented in Fall
1988) for the following reasons:
• It will not solve the traffic problem in the

Alewife area, but rather, will merely push the
traffic further into Cambridge;
• It will exacerbate traffic congestion at the
Fresh Pond Reservation rotary, endangering
the water supply;
• Since it will not solve any traffic problems, it
is not worth even the lowest projected esti
mate of $40 million;
• It breaks with accepted public policy to dis
courage people from driving into Boston;
• It will exacerbate an already seriously dan

gerous situation for pedestrians as there are
no sidewalks, crosswalks, or railroad cross
ings in the plan;
• It will destroy the opportunity for the City of

Cambridge and MDC to pursue a long -stand
ing vision of creating a Fresh Pond Parkway
greenbelt; and

NORTH CAMBRIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
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City of Cambridge

Cambridge Community Development
Fall 1990
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• It will create a physical and psychological
barrier between North Cambridge and the
Alewife area at a time when the City is trying
to p~rsue policies which will better integrate
these areas.
(2) Alewife Vision: In 1979, the Alewife Re
vitalization Plan presented a series of goals which,
if achieved, would have created a cohesive vision
for the Alewife area. In general, the producers of
the plan envisioned an urban looking environment,
with mixed uses for day and nighttime activities;
attractive buildings and walkways; and plenty of
trees and open spaces.
This vision of Alewife has not materialized. On
the contrary, the Committee is concerned with the
way in which development has been occurring in
this area. Alewife has been compared to a suburban
shopping center with too much asphalt and con
crete and buildings which do not relate well to each
other. Instead of being an environment which is
friendly and inviting to people, the area has re
mained stark, mundane and isolated from the sur
rounding neighborhoods. It has also developed
solely as an office district, without any retail or
residential uses.
(3) Potential for Overdevelopment: Zoning
in the Alewife area allows approximately 13 mil
lion square feet of new development. The Commit
tee believes that if built, this amount of develop
ment would have a devastating impact on the area's
natural resources. The wetlands serve an important
ecological, as well as aesthetic, function and must
be protected. Because the entire area is situated in
a flood plain, the amount of development, and the
location and form of the buildings are of particular
importance.
(4) Appropriate Development: In addition
to the amount of potential development allowed in
Alewife, the Committee is concerned about the
type of uses which may be built under the current
zoning. For example, if 13 million square feet of
commercial development were to occur in this
area, it could seriously exacerbate the current
housing shortage in Cambridge. Secondly, the
Committee would like to see the type of commer
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cial development encouraged which best meets the
employment needs of Cambridge residents. Fi
nally, the Committee would like to ensure that
Alewife development projects will provide jobs
for North Cambridge residents and daycare facili
ties for Alewife employees and neighborhood resi
dents.
(5) Design Review: In order to create the type
of environment discussed in the Alewife Revital
ization Plan, the City needs a strong design review
process. The current zoning lacks this type of
mechanism. Presently, the two Planned Unit De
velopment (PUO) districts are the only tools in
Alewife which require developers to undergo a
design review process. However, this form of
zoning has failed for two reasons. First, the base
zoning is too high and therefore diminishes any
incentive for a developer to use the PUD. Second,
because the PUD may only be used when develop
ing 20 acres or more, few landowners can actually
take advantage of this zoning.
(6) Pedestrian Access: Committee members
noted that it is extremely difficult, if not dangerous,
for pedestrians to get in and out of Alewife. Cross
ing Alewife Brook Parkway, particularly during
the long morning and afternoon rush hours, is a
formidable challenge. If Alewife is going to pro
vide employment opportunities for North Cam
bridge residents, and if auto transportation is to be
discouraged as a goal, then improving pedestrian
access to Alewife is essential.
In addition to the difficult crossing at Alewife
Brook Parkway, members reiterated their concern
that there is no safe way for people to walk to Fresh
Pond Shopping Center from Fresh Pond Apart
ments (Rindge Towers) and Jefferson Park. Since
Fresh Pond is the shopping area which serves this
part of North Cambridge, it is essential that a safe
method for crossing the railroad tracks be created
immediately.
(7) Protection of Alewife's Natural Re
sources: Alewife contains some of the few remain
ing wetlands left in Cambridge. Adequate protec
tion, sufficient maintenance, and active manage
ment are essential to keep these lands in the appro

priate state. The following areas deserve special
attention:
• The MOC Reservation contains important,
and sometimes, rare, species of plants which
must be protected. Because this area is so
important ecologically, careful considera
tion should be given to the degree of public
accessibility which will allow enjoyment
and appreciation without damaging the re
sources.
• Little River and Blair's Pond are still rela
tively pristine. Measures should be taken to
ensure that they remain this way.
• Jerry's Pond has the potential to become a
valuable community recreational resource.
The Pond and surrounding wetlands should
be enhanced and better maintained.

(11) Public Safety: The Committee is con
cerned about the level of public safety in and
around Alewife. Due to the overlapping jurisdic
tion of public agencies, neighborhood residents are
often confused about who has responsibility for
lighting and police patrol.

Alewife Recommendations
(1) Any improvements to the Alewife Brook
ParkwaylRoute 2 should be done in such a way as
to:
• improve safety and reduce traffic congestion
in the area;
• ensure that the water supply at the Fresh
Pond Reservoir and the wetlands at the Ale
wife Reservation are not adversely affected;

(8) Financial and Technical Support: Be
cause Environmental Impact Reports are prepared
by the same developer who is seeking approval for
his or her project, itis imperative that the City have
adequate resources with which to review these
reports. Yet, the Cambridge Conservation Com
mission has only a one person staff, and one of the
lowest budgets of any Conservation Commission
in the state. In addition, the City has only one
engineer and few assistants to review all of the
flood plain and other technical issues.

• continue the long standing public policy that
through traffic into Boston should not be
encouraged;

(9) Outdated Database: The hydrological
data base for Alewife is eight years old. Since
important development decisions are made using
this information, it is critical that the data be
updated.

• prevent a barrier from being created which
would separate North Cambridge from Ale
wife.

(10) Comprehensive Flood Plain Review:
Under the current flood plain review processes,
each developer is required to assess the impacts of
his or her development on the flood plain and
employ measures to mitigate those impacts. How
ever, this approach is deficient in that it only ex
amines the isolated impacts of each specific de
velopment, rather than the cumulative effect of
all development on the entire flood plain.

• preserve and enhance the Metropolitan Dis
trict Commission and the City of Cam
bridge's greenbelt concept at Alewife Brook
ParkwaylRoute 2;
• create safe and pleasant ways to allow people
to walk through Alewife, as well as to cross
the roadways to the shopping center; and

(2) Request that the Massachusetts Depart
ment of Public Works prepare a new Environ
mental Impact Report, containing a thorough envi
ronmental study of the Alewife Brook Parkway
area and an analysis of the proposed roadway
changes and their impacts, before the Fall 1988
roadway proposal for Route 2/Alewife Brook
Parkway is approved.
(3) Establish a working committee composed
of residents from north and west Cambridge neigh
borhoods and Alewife property owners to update
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mem plan for the IC$C"'"tion land. Ensure
IllI1 e<:oIo,;ic&lIy semiuve laoo i. prctccU:d
.adcqu~ldy, whll. opcnillg ~p less ,riuCIII
1100 for public II$t and cnjoymr:n~

, Condocr o::r\vifOl1n'lo<llLll educluCI13I programs
10 increase the public's awarCIICSs or the
..,,,,ilivil~ and imponance of lhe A!ewife
""'Iland aKa.< ,

bodies which coold mot. n3t""lIy seNe ill!

Work w illi atea rcsid...."u 10 invCSlil~le the
possibililY of acquirinllury'. Pond, BW,'.
Pond, and additional rest Nllion 11Ild near
Anhur D. Unle .

nool reteruion areas; roosioo!he fII051 ill·
lI'activc and cnv il~nl~lIy sensilive m1l1·
IlCf for addas.$ing parting in Alewife: lIId
• • plo.-e opIions f<:r en1l.1ocintllbe Alewife
P~rkw. y

cor.cepl.

, Take mus"res 10 ensure Illal I>Cw de••1op
mont win IlOl Idvefsely affect lr.IJfic I1ow,
flood pliillS. ""'Ilands, or Willer qualilY.
, RctOII1It'IOOd ways IOCTICO\Irlge lbedt vclop·
meAl 0( miJ<cd uses , i...::lud ing """'ing. N(lI
only is hwsing nco:ded in this arel, OOl lhc
presence of residenlial Unil. ,,'oold make
Alew ife. safer and more inte",sti ng area:
I ctlve II night a.< well IS durinilihe cby.

. pply 10

Ihe Metropol itan District Canuni" i.., (MOC):

addressed:
DevdQl) III "mill desi", pi.., which will
pmvide gu ide lines and recornmcncl actions
10 achieve III ~PPfoprim cnyi.onrncnt (Of
Cambridge, t. &, : buildings whose design reo

~

, Rcqueslll\al Arthur D. Liule relum the part.
illllloilO open space.

...,.

(6) Updale!be COOlp<the:nsiye hydrological

(7) Siudy lhe need fo.- I Iocll wellllld'l pmLec.
.ion ordinuw;e which would , ive!be Cambridge
Corucr.' IUon Commi~ioo increased <:QnUoI ""...
development in the wCllaods.

(8) l...::rcll5e fil ing fees so Illllihe Ccme"'1
lion Canuni..ion con hire c"""ullanl< !O assist

bt;uninc empIO)'mtnl and da)'l:l ft opI iQr\S;u

lhem in lheir ICCmica! ",>icw•.

Alewife. Coosidcr pGI.ible rncch""i.ms

(9) Simplify the rev~9.' process by Irll1Sfer·
ling .11 flood plain perm;" in& 10 the jurisdictioo of
llIt Cambrid£C Conse>Valion Coouni:;sion.

,,'ruch would s.tn:ngthen the Cambridge Em_
ploymom Plm , !hereby ellS",in, thai more
CJOlbridge r.,idenlJ benefil fflm new de_

yelopmernprojeruinAlewife.Cmsidcf ways
10 encoorlgl' day ClIe =ten for Alewif.
cn'plo~tcs and Cambridge resitblu.
(4) Work wilb regional, cn>itonmenla!, and
kx:~! oflici~ls 10 complete, oomprehensivc """i·
lonmcnl.il plllll for the enli,e MySlic River V all~y
WliefShcd ..., •. The plan """"Id eumlne the
Knliliv. , lid frl~i1cecolo,;y of lhe 11", all "",II IS

(10) Complele Ale wife Iloulevlfd following
lhe Alewife ,omptel!ens,iv. PAMinS S1udy.
(II ) Study wa)'$10 improve the level of safely
In the Alewife arel.

(12) Identify the specific .,•...::iel which IlIvc
juri.ctiction ""er ponions of the Ale wife lie•.
1"'1"'0>. lhe coord illllion of maintenance and pub
lic .afCI~ "'U•• belw«n these agencies.

(13) Improve pedestrian access from the Fresh
Pond Aparttnents/Jefferson Park area to the Fresh
Pond Shopping Center and Thomas Danehy Park.
This should be done by adding a stairway to the
Alewife Brook Parkway bridge to be constructed

by the State Departtnent of Public Works. Once the
Thomas Danehy Park is completed and is being
used, the feasibility of a pedestrian overpass will be
reconsidered.
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Introduction
Growing reliance on the automobile, combined
with increased growth in Cambridge, Boston and
surrounding communities, has resulted in an exac
erbation of traffic and parking problems in North
Cambridge. Traffic can become particularly con
gested on the two major routes through the neigh
borhood: the Alewife Brook Parkway and Massa
chusetts A venue. This congestion, in turn, causes
greater volumes of traffic on residential streets. In
addition, employees, commercial customers and
residents must compete for a limited number ofon
street parking spaces.
At the same time, North Cambridge is well
served by the MBT A's Red Line. Porter Square,
Davis Square and the Alewife MBT A stations are
all within walking distance of different parts of the
neighborhood. Buses and trolleys also run along
Massachusetts Avenue and Rindge Avenue. The
availability of public transportation and a growing
awareness of the traffic and parking impacts of
development provide a backdrop for necessary
transportation changes. In the coming years, the
ability to mitigate traffic related impacts of new
developments, increase the use of mass transit and
public transportation, and reduce automobile de
pendency will require a strong level of commit
ment and cooperation on behalf of state and local
officials, businesses and residents.
This chapter does not present new research on
traffic and parking issues. Rather, it highlights
neighborhood opinions, lists the Study Commit
tee's concerns, and presents the Community De
velopment Department and North Cambridge Study
Committee recommendations on this critical issue.

Neighborhood Survey Results
(1) When residents were asked to list the three
things they liked best about their neighborhood, 18
percent of North Cambridge residents cited public
transportation.
(2) While most residents are not concerned
about the availability ofpublic transportation, traffic

congestion and the lack of parking were considered
to be serious problems:
• Three percent of residents considered inade
quate public transportation to be a major
problem, 17 percent said it was a minor
problem and 79 percent said it was no prob
lem.
• Fifty-six percent considered the lack of
parking to be a major problem, 20 percent
said it was a minor problem and 21 percent
said it was no problem.
• Forty-five percent said traffic congestion was
a major problem, 31 percent said it was a
minor problem and 24 percent said it was no
problem.
• Most residents travel to work by car (60%),
but a substantial number use public transpor
tation to get to work (30%). Nine percent
walk, ride a bicycle or work at home.
(4) Thirty-six percent of North Cambridge
residents work in Cambridge. Of these residents,
52 percent drive, 22 percent use public transporta
tion and 25 percent walk, bicycle or work at home.

Study Committee Concerns
(1) Traffic Congestion: The amount of traffic
in North Cambridge has increased steadily over the
past few years. Increased traffic congestion has
resulted in higher accident levels, greater amounts
of noise, trip delays, and an overall deterioration in
the quali ty oflife. The Commi ttee is concerned that
new development will further exacerbate this
situation.

(2) Public Transportation: Although the
MBT A has three subway stations which serve
North Cambridge residents, many parts of the
neighborhood are in need of improved bus service.
• The Arlington buses, which run most fre
quently on Massachusetts Avenue, do not
always make scheduled stops in North Cam
bridge.
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• The Rindge A venue bus runs infrequently
during non-rush hours, and often misses those
times for which it is scheduled to make stops.
• Better means of transit are needed to trans
port North Cambridge residents to their jobs
in the Alewife area, to stores and other activi
ties in Porter Square, and to the shopping
centers at Fresh Pond.
• Alternative means of transportation are
needed to discourage non-Cambridge resi
dents from dri ving through North Cambridge
on their way to other destinations.
(3) Parking: Thedccision regarding how much
parking to require involves a number of trade-offs:
open space versus asphalt; underground parking
versus increased building bulk; parking availabil
ity versus traffic congestion. These issues need to
be studied carefully to insure that the most appro
priate choices are made.
In addition, specific areas within North Cam
bridge have parking problems which are unique to
the characteristics of those areas. For example,
parking is particularly difficult for residents who
live on side streets between Massachusetts Avenue
and the Somerville line. Due to the residential
sticker program in both cities. residents may park
their cars only on portions of their street. The
Committee would like to see some creative solu
tions applied to these unique situations.
(4) Trucks: Large trucks using small residen
tial streets are a problem: they create noise; obstruct
traffic; and damage trees, sidewalks, and private
property.
(5) Porter Square: Traffic congestion and
parking are serious problems in the Porter Square
area. The current shortage of commercial parking
spaces is causing non-residents (employees and
customers) to park on residential streets, creating
serious problems for area residents. On the other
hand, the Committee is concerned that the provi
sion or additional large scale parking garages will
simply exacerbate the problem by encouraging
more people to drive to the area. Action needs to be
taken to alleviate this situation in a manner which

is sensitive to the needs of those residents living in
and around Porter Square.
(6) Rindge A venue: Due to the presence of an
elementary school, park and recreation area, teen
center and library, residents are particularly con
cerned about the increasing level of traffic on
Rindge A venue. They would like to ensure that this
traffic will not adversely affect the safety level for
pedestrians using these facilities.

Traffic and Parking
Recommendations
(1) Establish strict traffic mitigation measures
for all new commercial developments in North
Cambridge.

(2) Work with local, regional, and state offi
cials to create an effective forum for regional
transportation planning efforts.
(3) Cambridge residents and officials should
form a task force to work with state representatives
on an ongoing basis to accomplish the following
recommendations:
• The MBTA should build satellite parking
along Route 128 and in Belmont and Arling
ton. The number of buses travelling between
the Boston and Cambridge area and these
communities should then be increased.
• The MBTA should expand their marketing
of T passes to encourage the use of public
transportation.
• The MBTA should improve North Cam
bridge bus and trolley service by increasing
the frequency of service along Massachu
setts Avenue and Rindge Avenue, and by
ensuring that its schedules are met.
• The MBT A should improve its service on the
Red Line trains to encourage people to use
public transportation.
(4) The Community Development Department
is currently working with Cambridge businesses
and CARAVAN For Commuters to establish a
city-wide program in which employers would of

fer alternative transportation services to their
buildings. The Committee supports this effort. but
recommends that the program include an aggres
sive strategy to target the Alewife area.

(8) Work with area businesses and residents to
establish reasonable truck delivery hours in those
commercial areas which directly affect residential
properties.

(5) Ensure that new commercial developments
keep their parking to a minimum in the Alewife
area.

(9) Ensure that area residents who will be
affected by new parking regulations or changes to
the one-way street system are notified when these
changes are being considered, and are included in
the formulation of these policies.

(6) Ensure that new commercial parking is
kept to a minimum in the Porter Square area with
no construction of any public parking facilities.
(7) The Traffic and Parking Department should
aggressively enforce the resident sticker, visitor
pass and double parking regulations.

(10) Consider the installation of a traffic signal!
walk light on Rindge A venue across from the
Fitzgerald School.
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General Description

T

be 1980'$ was • decade of dramllic changes
in !be North C&mbridge housilli mmel. Onceonc
ollbe rt10Sl affordable nci&hln"1>oorn in 1he Cily.
$lIes prices ha. " now equilled or IlIfP3$scd ci ly·
wide prices. Despile ~ rn:nd:i. Nooll Cam
bridge sbowuigru of reside nlia1stabil ilyas ncarl y
i/>,ec 001 of f()U' prO(l"nies (72%) ...e 0 .....' occ.u·

p"'Aso( 1988. according 10 I.hc Cambridge Offoce
1.800 rc$ldernial prop.
enies in North Cl mbridge. of wkich ""..Iy lhrce
fO\l(ihs (72%) "'ere o ...·ner-occupied In Ih" <am"
yeu. lbcr" wer" ~.066 housing un!ls in lhc neigh·
borhood. all ilJl;JeaI<' of 166 unils since 1980. Al
!hal lime. ilCcording 10 lhe US Comus. tbcre were
4.900 units of which 4.596 194%) ...,"" occupied.
The Irddilional UOIiI
gained lhrough lhe
COfIltruclim of new townhouse! and dupbes (82
and
unil' rl!SpeCliv~ly) and \be Nonh Cam·
bridge Senior Ccmer (5 I eI<lcrly unils). a:! well as
lbc COfIveniO/lof1 nuninll 00mc0/l ~ SlJ"eCI
IIld lbc lJJICOln ScIlooL (27 units lOlal ).

0( Revalualioll.lhc,c were

.,."r.

.i.

n.. IUlle majorily (76%) of lhe """"ing unil.';
lite in one and IWO I"",ily hO\lscs . l..css!han 01"1<'
lillll ( 1'XO}of Ihc UnilS lite In lhrce family house.!.
while
IX""CCnl lite """'led in four or IOOfC
lamily buildings.

fl."

19"
Number of Unlls per RuildinG

Number 01 Unils

,,

.

3

,.

,."

%ofBuildings

...

)sO

"0

''''
--",,.

Ovu hli f of 1he e~isI in g housing SlaCk Was bui ll
before 1940. Much of il dales from lbe 19lhccnllU)'
when lhc e.lcnsiorH..f lbc .. i1100d and lbo COO$IruC·
Iiooof lhc West BlliSlOII (Lmgfello w) Illidge opened
up North ClI1Ibridge 10 805100 InvcslOrs (or bo!/I
iodu:;~ ill ana re$iderllill development TIle growtll
of lbc brk;k yards and O1/Jer iodllSUlcs spawned
housing for !be new wlll" k~r:s. panicullfly 1100,
Rindge Aven"" and Shennan SlteN. !n Ilv: early
20t11 CCI1IIU)'.lhc ncighborhood grcw more ~IISI:
11 n~mc:rt)II$ 1....0 family residences were buill 10
hmlsc incrcasin~ nwnbcr& or workeu and lbcir
families.
TIl: majorily of lhc hou,ing stock in tile ne iSh ·
bort.ood appcV'l.oo1he e'lcrior.IO be in relolivc!y
good condi" m . A (~Clll.<llltly by Homeowner.'
Rcllab, II>C. dclennined lhal ] 10 residences (17%)
lite in ~d of!lOITlC bel of rcnovalion. Of lksc.
,wo !hilds (213 builojings) need tl>Smc:lic WO<~
only. 9 1 require moctc.. te """",aliom. lIld !he
'emaining "X need majOl ,chabili'alioo.

Condo miniums
ASof 1988. acconling lo!he ClIIlbridgc: QfflC(:
of Revalu'lion. North ClIIlbridge had 49 coodo
minium b<lIldings. 100aiing J I ~ dwelling unil'.
1'hrce.fOl,lrlhs of Ihe buildings (36) conlain IWO or
lIvee uni ... having bern cawcrtW from IWO.nd
lIvce f'IOi!y horne!;. n.. remalning!him,en build·
ings include dellithed .ingle f:unily I\orne. which
nu.y have oc"n subdivided inK:mally. as well .,.
larger buildin".
Mosl COIldorninium co;l.wcr:siollS h3ve ,,"uned
since 1980. Pnor 111111.1 yca•• only fO\lI mulli.
family buildings for I 100aL of 53 uni... had been
Convclled. In 1980 aLone.lbc numbel of wndo

minium uni ... ""OIly ltipled from D 10 Is(' uni'"
when anaddilionalllv"" buildingsro.wcrK:d Two
buildings. high riS0)3 on M..,ac:huscU5 Avenue.
accuumed for nearly all of lhc new unl... lhaI yeM.
Afb:r 1980. lhe grcal«1 number I)f c,,",cr:si<.>n!
lOOk place whcn foone<n buIldings coolaining iii

"

that were converted in the early 1980's. This
change is largely due to the rent control ordinance
which restricts the conversion of apartments in all
buildings over three units.

units were converted. The high number of conver
sions yielding a relatively low number of condo
minium units indicates that most of the buildings
converted were much smaller than the buildings

New Construction, Reuse & Extensive Renovation
North Cambridge: 1980-1987
Year

Address

1980

2-4 Chester St.

1981

2143-2157 Mass Ave.
8-8A Cogswell Ave.
41-47 Cogswell Ave.

Units

Type

New/Reuse

Condo

TH

N

Yes

TH
DPX
TH

N
N
N

No
No
No

7

•

R

Yes

8
11

2
38

1982

10 Chester St.

1983

171-179 Sherman St.
2050 Mass Ave.

4
51

TH
MF

R
N

No
No

1984

35-41 Walden St .
37 Harvey St.

20
5

•

R

TH

N

Yes
No

1985

12-14 Shea Rd.
21 Cogswell Ave.
6 Chester St.

2
6
3

DPX
TH
TH

N
N
N

No
Yes
No

1986

203 Pemberton St.

7

TH

N

Yes

1987

146 Rindge Ave.

2

DPX

N

No

Total New Units
TH:
DPX:
MF:

.:

.:
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Townhouse
Duplex
Multifamily
Reused nursing home
Reused school building

166

Rentals
The majority of housing units in North Cam
bridge are rented. This has been consistent over
time and is similar to city-wide rental patterns.
From 1970 to 1980, the number of renters to
owners increased slightly; however, the results
from the 1988 North Cambridge Demographic
Survey indicate that number of homeowners may
have increased somewhat since 1980. This in
crease in homeowners may be due in part to the
number of condominium conversions that took
place during the 1980's.

Proportion of Renters to Owners

1970
1980

Renters

Owners

70.9%
73.5%

29.1%
26.5

1988
North Cambridge Rent Levels
$300 or less
$301 - $600
$601 - $900
$901 - $1200
Over $1200
Unknown

100%

Total

Rent Controlled Housing
According to the Cambridge Rent Control Board,
North Cambridge has 942 rent controlled units in
296 buildings. This accounts for 17 percent of all
structures and 37 percent of all rental units in the
neighborhood.

Rent Levels in
Rent-Controlled Units

Rental Levels
Historically, rents in North Cambridge have
been slightly lower than the city-wide median rent,
and lower than in the surrounding west Cambridge
neighborhoods.

24%
42%
23%
5%
2%
4%

Rent
$300 or less
$301 - $600
Over $600
Total

Percent of RC Units
51%
45%
4%
100%

Median Contract Rent
North Cambridge
1970
1980

$110
$200

Cambridge
$119
$219

The 1988 demographic survey found that two
thirds of all tenants pay a monthly rent of $600 or
less. Nearly one-fourth pay between $601-$900
per month.

Subsidized Housing
Over one-fourth (1,377 units) of all the housing
in North Cambridge receive some form of public
subsidy, either through the tenant or the owner.
Subsidized units are located in five Cambridge
Housing Authority developments, the privately
owned Fresh Pond Apartments (Rindge Towers)
or in private leased housing scattered throughout
the neighborhood.
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Location of PubliclyaOwned Subsidized Units
Name

Address

Units

Housing Type

Daniel Bums Apts.
Jackson Street Apts.
Jefferson Park
Leonard J. Russell Apts.
Robert Weaver Apts.

30-50 Churchill Ave
121 Jackson St.
Rindge at Jackson
2050 Mass. Ave.
81 Clifton St.

199

Elderly
Family
Family
Elderly
Elderly

10

284
51
20

Total

564
Location of Privately-Owned Subsidized Units

Name

Address

Units

Rindge Towers
Leased Housing tenants

362 Rindge Avenue
(various locations)

777
36*

Total:

Housing Type
Fam/Elderly

813

.. 26 units located in Rindge Towers also receive additional subsidy; these units have not been included in
this number to avoid double counting.

Sales
Until 1980, home prices in North Cambridge
were among the lowest in the Ci ty. Throughout the
1960'sand 1970' s home prices were lower in
North Cambridge than in the surrounding neigh
borhoods in the western section of Cambridge.
They were consistently lower than prices city
wide. Prices rose slowly during these decades.
When adjusted for inflation, prices increased an
average of 15 percent for each four year period
between 1961 and 1980.
During the 1980's, housing prices climbed dra
matically to the point where they now equal or
surpass prices city-wide. In the early years of the
decade, home prices in North Cambridge rose to
parallel prices city-wide. Median prices for one
and two family homes rose from $113,500 in 1984,
to $200,000 in 1985, to $285,000 in 1986 repre
senting an average increase of 59 percent each
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year. In 1985 and 1986 home prices in North
Cambridge rose above city prices. In those two
years, the median cost for triple deckers in North
Cambridge was $50-60,000 higher than in Cam
bridge as a whole.
Median Price Trends

1 Family
2 Family
3 Family

1981-1983

1984-1986

$70,000
$85,250
$85,000

$139,000
$165,000
$210,000

%Change
99%
94%
147%

Sales prices for condominiums followed similar
trends, although at a lower price level than home
sales. The median price stayed between $60,000
and $70,000 through 1984; however, prices nearly
doubled from early to mid-decade, rising from
$65,000 to $118,000.

Prices for newly constructed units, both condo
miniums and townhouses, were sometimes higher
than the overall median prices in their respective
sales years, although townhouse prices were actu
ally lower than those for single family homes in
1983. Newly constructed condominiums were
consistently higher than the median for all condo
minium sales, including conversions.
Price Trends For New Condominiums
New
Year Condo Sales
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986

5
0
1
3
3
5

Median Price: Median:
New Condos All Condos
$72,000

$63,900

$102,000
$150,000
$165,000
$233,000

$60,100
$69,900
$93,000
$144,500

Price Trends For New Townhouses
New
Median Price:
Median Price:
Year New Home Townhouse AliI Fam
Sales
Sales
Sales
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986

0
6
8
13
5
8

$72,500
$75,475
$147,000
$150,000
$137,950

$60,000
$99,000
$100,000
$141,500
$157,450

North Cambridge prices also paralleled closely
those in the greater Boston area. Between 1981
and 1986, neighborhood single family prices rose
from $66,000 to $157,450, while Boston area
prices climbed from $70,000 to $159.200. North
Cambridge prices for one to three unit homes were
also fairly close to Arlington prices in the years
studied.

Type and Volume of Sales
Between 1981 and 1986. 480 sales occurred in
North Cambridge. Two hundred (42%) of these
were sales ofcondominiums. Nearly half (43%) of
all non-condominium sales were of single family
houses, including townhouses. Slightly more than
one third (35%) of the sales were of two family
homes, while 15 percent were of three family
residences. The lowest turnover (7%) occurred in
multi-family buildings, most of these were four to
eight unit buildings.
Home sales increased in volume from early to
mid-decade. There were 33 to 35 sales annually
between 1981 and 1983. In the years following.
sales ranged from 47 to a peak of 72 sales in 1986.
Sales of three family houses, in particular, were
slow in the first three years, but rose steadily from
1984 to the present. In the latter years, many three
deckers were subsequently converted to condo
miniums.
In contrast to the increased number of home
sales, condominium sales peaked in 1981 with 55
sales; most of these were in three buildings along
Massachusetts Avenue which had been recently
converted. Sales were slower in 1982 and 1983,
with 18 sales per year. However, volume increased
steadily in the following years to reach a second
peak in 1986 with 47 sales.

Sales Location and Turnover
Sales were dispersed widely throughout every
section of the North Cambridge neighborhood,
although many of the housing sales did occur in
Porter Square as discussed below. The street with
the most number of home sales was Cogswell
A venue, which had 33 sales (including town
houses). This was followed by Clifton (13),Dudley
(11), Reed and Rindge (ten each), Montgomery,
Harrington, and Rice (nine each), Jackson (eight)
and Cedar with seven sales. Condominium sales,
as mentioned, were concentrated on Massachu
setts Avenue and Cogswell Avenue, as well as
occurring on Chester, Rice. Clifton and other streets.
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Ele-.'en homeJ w= re-llllld dwing Ibe six yar

J)<'Iiod. Anolher 14 were sold.lben coovemd and
re-sold IS ronOOrnini~m ~nits."'" IUttU wbere
JC$aI ~ IlC(:llITed are 1i$1..:1 below;

Home Resales

Convtrslon and

198()..1986

ReliOl les 1980-19116

Camernn AVellu"
Dlldlcy Coon

H"";ngton Streel
lIarvey Slte<:1
JKksoo !iu"",
Locke SUCOI
Mad,son Aye"ue
Milton SUcer
Rice SU"<:l
RindE" Avenue
RlISSCli SlIttl

Cot\CIomlnium prices WW' oonsislentl y higher than
lhoic in lhe .esc of lhc neighlxxhllud. Bet..."""
198 1 and 1986. lhe median prices (1:1" COJKIominj

urnsiIlf\n:r Squmrose fronS82.300IOSI66.5OO;
elscwl-.:.e in Nortl! Cambridge. condominium

pric;es climbed from $42.(Ulio SI31,!iOO.

Albeflll Tem.ce (2)

Housing AfTordability

Cogswell Slteel

Crdglllon SUe<:' (2)
Davcnpon SUeel
Madison Av~n"e
Me.d SUClO'
Pemberlon SIrOO
Reed SU.....I
R.~om SU..,r
RiceS~

Rindge Avenue

Norm Cambridge, once ooe of lhe Ci.y·s trrOSl
lffordabk: roeighlxlfhotXls for housing. has cauglu.
"p Wilh lhe ",~1 of Cl mllridge. Sole, pri",! IIlIv.
ri>cn flp;dl~ sira 1981. (Ev.r~ year. e. cep\ rill
1982. prices have risen subswuillly.) Buying a
hom.c: requires I I",ger income rhtrl i. ooc. did.
Rental upportunili1'.$ lI. scarcer. Illl condominium
conversions (ul imo !he tCf1la 1slOCk. and tonS'<lIC
lion 0( new . em.1 hou.in, has all bul .,.,...,d.

No:.th Cambridge housing hu tun subjecl W
Porler Square Trtnds
Because of lhc conccnlt~1 ion 0( ..ales occurring
iII Ponor Squar. (.... m.p on page 77). Ibe area
Wi.j; In~lyz..:l 10 delermine whellier I distinct
housing ml1kel exi<lS !here. pan iculorly wim the
MBTA Red Line moi;ing!he arc. l1\Ofe """".
,ible.

Although Porler S<juare repICSi'nlS a rel.~vely
strulll pnrIion ol1he roei&'lbo!llO<xl arel. il Ie·
ct)IIm, for l signiflcaIll poMion Df all Nonh
CIImbridse housing ules 1xI...-ecn 1981 and 1986.
nodnS those yean, one: foonll of all one 10 Wee
family Ilcmc 5alcs 0C&\lm:d rb.:.e. In Ille ISller
lhree yealS . one mird of all .ingle f;unily home
sl)e, in North Cambrid&<: were INIdc Ihcfe.

Condominium pies ~ebecn • map force in
POf1er Square·s oo.....iIlg marker. 0111 numbcrmg
horrl.Il •• les ""..!y rwo 10 one in the . arl~ part of
decade. In 1110
year <ludy period, alfl1O/il blf of
all North Cambridge condominium sales occurred
hc:re. many of Ibem COIICCnlrued on Masoachu ·
sellS Avenue ond Cogs""')) Srn:Cl.

.i.

Porter Squ'l( housing prices /uve not diff~rcd
sign ificaml ~ rrrnr price.~ \sewhcre in N rnth C~·
bridge. w;l11lhc: e~cep1ion of oontlIIminium ,;ales.

lhe sanv: foteeS IInvin, lhe rc..oJ eSlale ""ukel
lhmughou. lhc 8rcalor Borng, area. In.lhc 198Ol.
bousing dcmond ~ r.w in ooncco ",il11 economic
r\XXlVcry. lowet iNertsl rates. changin) demo
8rapilics Ind hvoubl. 1.. laws. Would-be
homeowners Ind invCSlar:5 began WOOlite lower
tOS1. family -or icmod neighborhoods such as North
Cl mb<i dge. Jn a mm.l wllere housing is relarively
scarec. DCW domond fon:~ prices up quidrly.
Rising prices =triaopponururies for ~enu.l

hom.c:buyers in Norlh Carnb<idge. The following
IlIllle shows lh. median plice fOl". single family
hom.c: in 19R I ond J986, in romlillli 1986 doJlars.
and (00 income needed. in 1<;1116 doll..". W pur_
chase II.

YrarJy Inrome Nreded 10
Purchase One Family Home

y,.

Mcdiln Price

sn.soo
$l5?.450

"',.

Income Nccdcd In
Corulil1ll Dollars

S33J63
S41J14

".
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W
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The median family income in 1980 for North
Cambridge was $17,123, or $24,749 in 1986 dol
lars. While 1986 income data is unavailable. it
appears that home prices are less accessible for a
larger proportion of North Cambridge families.

Neighborhood Survey Results
(1) Two-thirds of all North Cambridge resi
dents view high housing costs as a major problem
in the neighborhood. This was equally true among
homeowners and renters alike.
(2) Forty-nine percent ofall North Cambridge
residents think high rents are a major problem in
the neighborhood.
(3) Over half of North Cambridge residents
(57%) believe there is a need for more housing
opportunities for residents of their neighborhood.
(4) Of those residents who perceive a need for
more housing opportunities, 43 percent said there
is a greater need for rental housing, 25 percent said
there is a greater need for homeownership, and 21
percent said the need for both is equal (11 % were
unsure).
(5) Most North Cambridge renters (65%) ex
pect to own a home one day, but only 13 percent
think that they will be able to afford to purchase a
home in their neighborhood.
(6) Sixty-three percent of North Cambridge
homeowners are aware of the City'S home im
provement programs to fix up their homes; how
ever, only 22 percent of North Cambridge resi
dents are aware of programs which provide home
ownership assistance.
(7) Most North Cambridge residents (81 %)
do not consider rundown homes to be a major
problem in the neighborhood. Similarly, 84 per
cent of North Cambridge residents think the housing
stock is in similar or better condition today than it
was five years ago.
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Study Committee Concerns
(1) Preservation of Affordable Housing:
North Cambridge residents are proud of the rela
tively large amount of affordable housing situated
within their neighborhood: 27 percent of the hous
ing stock in North Cambridge is subsidized, com
pared to 12 percent of all units across the City.
Preserving these units is one of the Committee's
strongest housing goals. In addition, members wish
to ensure that this mix of affordable housing will
remain at the same or higher levels as new housing
is built in the neighborhood.

(2) Preservation ofDiversity: One of the most
positive features ofthe North Cambridge neighbor
hood is the diversity of its population. Maintaining
this mix of residents is an important priority of the
Committee; however, the rising cost of housing is
making it extremely difficult for long-time resi
dents and their families to remain in the neighbor
hood. In addition, the high cost ofhousing prohibits
many low and moderate income people from moving
into the neighborhood. The Committee is concerned
that if present trends continue, North Cambridge
will only be affordable to a narrow segment of the
population.
(3) Main tenance ofExisting Housing Stock:
According to a recent study conducted by Home
owners' Rehab, Inc .• 17 percent of North Cam
bridge residential properties could use some level
of renovation or cosmetic improvements. The
Committee would like to ensure that all low and
moderate income property owners who need home
improvements are aware of the various financing
programs which are available to them. Secondly,
the Committee is concerned about those
homeowners who need home improvement assis
tance but do not meet theCity's income guidelines.
(4) Preservation ofRental Housing at Fresh
Pond Apartments (Rindge Towers): Due to ex
piring Federal Section 8 subsidies and use restric
tions, the future of many affordable units at Rindge
Towers is uncertain. Three hundred thirty eight

luh6idizcd III1iI$ are in danger O()OiSing llleir S«
OOn 8 ltalu~ in 1991. maddilion. !he "".Ylgage of
one $Ower ;1 eligibhl fIX prepayment in 1993. This
""'.... Ihat!he: Ol"l>Cr might be: able I05(:U IlI>OIher
274 unilS II m:arkel rl= 'The Ion of lh<$e wUlS
could displace lJ.mdredsof Nanh Cambridge resi
dents and dnSlically add .o the: affon:l.b1c: !loosing
c';sis.
($) Condumin;um Cooutsions: Be.ween
1980 and 1986. "JIIII'O.limately 21~ . ",,,>1 WlilS
we re tonV<:rtro intotol1doo1ini urru. &c. rerull
propcnies are !he: only Illeilll$ of affordable holU
ing for!tWIJI pccplc. !he Comminoe i. oonccrrcd
.bool l1Ii~ loss and the poIentia! for • f.,!her
roollClion in !he numoc. of rcnlal unilS mrough
fUlure cmdominium conversion .. On the
hind, ....... CommillOe members view !he COIIve,
5ions lIS a possible resource
crelling more
.rrordablc oomcOI'IlI,,,,hiP opp<)flU ni lies for mod

(9) Townho llse Bonu sts: locre.si ngly
IOWtIhouscs arc being buill U-o(.fighl in Norlh
Cambridge. These dwelting!lWlCel!l IheCommi[
ICc beCluse !hey If. f,,~.. ucntly buill in Ihe bad
yards of uisw., homt:I, Ihc:reby increl5ing den
sily and reducing open spacr: in l1Ie neighbortn>d.
In additiOfi. whUe!he now 1II1i\.$ COfIlIibulC to !he
trafrlC and p&r1r;ing probl<.mI e."".iefla:d in Ihe
ncighborlDod.lhey do not contribuiC to the supply
of affordlblc housing.

=

om-.

r""

.,lIe iflCOml: re,idem.,
(6) I1igh CO'ilSofNew lIousln~ Producl;"n :
OppCll1unilics 10 produce moo: Iffordob1c: hoo sing
for low and """""310 income .esidcnlJ , re be
coming illtfusingly dirfoculL The sc:arcily 0[ vi_
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e<lS1! seven:ly limil !he ,moun! of affon:lab1c:
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(7) Refit Con l.ol: The Commil~ supporu
the unde. lying inlcru of rtJII ronll'oI: bowcver.
"",,,,bers would lik c lO sce ll1csc unilS being,ented
LO!hose p<os>1e who need Ihcrn roo.1. In addillon.
!he ConunillO,e woold like to find ;"""ntiv.. for
I.OOlorru to mainLOln and In.prov. lhei, building ..

o.-n..ily of Do!.·~lopm.nt: lroc.a<ongly.
are gelting bu ilt wilhout regard
to il><- e~isting Ch.I1IClcr of !he ""'i&l>bo<hood. nor
do!hey Lake parking or traIT'oc probi ems inll>occoufll
Sometimes the neighborhood i< cled to suppon
grelle. dcru ilYin or (ler to receive, Iimi Icd n" mber
of Q/'ford~ble uniLl in • particular pm,;ol;l. This
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have to be: addressed approprialely .... hen Oleas
""ilhin Norlh Cambridge trt re •.oncd.
(8)

~w hoy~ing units

1.lous in g Recommendat ions
(1) Gi_cn Ihe~;lyofv-=ant land in North
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."d Ihe SUbil;"'~oo CommlUee 51>o111d coro;m·
lI"e doci, dforL! on pteSC",ing !he e.i,ulIjJ rou.·
ing s iock. The following methods ,h""ld be em·
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• Conlin"" 10 wen wil1l neigh!>orhood n:,m.
profil.geodes to deliver Ilou sin, rtlLObili LO·
lioo """,ices.
Coolin"" !he level of coord,nalioo belween
public 1genc~s and noo·prufi( groups in
ordc, 10 muimi;o; .ITordabl" hoosi ng oppor
luoilies.
• Support Ihe conve" ioo of ,,";'lIing .ent ClJII
"oiled multi.f.mily propeni.es 10 residom·
owred limi led.ellJ ily COOJl",a~ves.
Coosider Ihe crealion of , program ""hieh

coo Id helP captu,e some of Ihe existing Siock
of affordable hoo~ng by oITering to purch_
I house before I homeowner places ;Ion !he:
op<n mar!.;el, 'lbe llouse COIJId lhen be sold II
I below mari:cl ,,'" to. qualirlCd .C!tidcfll,
(2) C"""drL wa~s in which ,em 00111,01 could
beu e. SCTVe low and fIlI)(\era'" iflCOmo:! poopJt and
inconti_u ~OIIld be !;Ie'led 10 I>clp landlOfru for
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interested tenants) maintain or improve their
buildings.
(3) The City should set up a special Task
Force to examine the expiring use restrictions and
Section 8 subsidy programs in order to retain these
units as affordable housing for low and moderate
income tenants. It is critical that steps be taken
immediately to preserve these affordable rental
units.
(4) Examine the conversion of two and three
family homes to condominiums in order to deter
mine how such conversions affect the supply of
affordable housing. Explore ways in which these
conversions could become a potential source for
creating new homeownership opportunities, such
as forms of limited equity ownership.
(5) Work with private developers and public
agencies to ensure that all new housing develop
ments are built in scale and character with the
surrounding neighborhood. Try to retain the present
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mix of housing types as development continues in
the neighborhood by encouraging the inclusion of
affordable units in all new housing developments
in North Cambridge.
(6) In those areas of North Cambridge which
will undergo rezoning efforts, particular attention
should given toward rewriting the zoning so that
affordable housing opportunities can be more easil y
created.
(7) Due to the high costs of new housing pro
duction, a wide range of options for strengthening
the recently adopted incentive zoning amendment
should be considered.
(8) The Planning Board is in the process of
revising the City's townhouse ordinance to reduce
the bonuses currently given for townhouse devel
opment. These changes will help to ensure that new
townhouses being built will better conform to the
surrounding neighborhoods and should be sup
ported.
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Introduction
Almost one-fifth of North Cambridge is land
used for open space. Seven city-owned parks,
playgrounds, tot lots and fields, combined with the
natural land in the Metropolitan District Commis
sion reservation at Alewife total 86 acres, or 18
percent of the neighborhood. (See map on page
87.) In addition, the City is converting the former
City landfill on Sherman Street just outside the
neighborhood boundary, to a 55 acre park. This
multi-use facility, named Danehy Park, will in
clude athletic fields, three tot lots, and jogging and
bicycling paths, as well as extensive space for
passive recreation. Danehy Park is expected to
open in 1990.
The City of Cambridge is also in the process of
revising its maintenance policies. In 1988, a con
sultant was hired to review current maintenance
operations, provide recommendations for im
provements, and develop a city-wide park mainte
nance management system. By 1989, it is antici
pated that residents will witness a marked im
provement in the maintenance and repair of parks
and playgrounds.

Neighborhood Survey Results
(1) The majority of North Cambridge resi

dents do not consider the amount of recreational
facilities or the condition of the parks to be a
problem in their neighborhood.
• When asked about the lack of recreational
facilities in North Cambridge, 20 percent
said it is a major problem, 30 percent said it
is a minor problem, and 41 percent said it is
no problem.
• When asked about rundown parks, 16 per
cent said it is a major problem, 34 percent
said it is a minor problem, and 44 percent said
it is no problem.
• Forty-five percent of residents think that the
condition of the neighborhood's parks and
recreational areas has improved over the past
five years, 31 percent said it has stayed the
same, and 10 percent said it has become worse.

(2) Residents are fairly evenly divided on
whether the lack ofopen space in North Cambridge
is a major problem (26%), minor problem (32%),
or no problem (38%).
(3) Thirty-six percent of North Cambridge
residents said environmental quality is a major
problem in their neighborhood, 29 percent think it
is a minor problem, and 28 percent said it is no
problem.

Study Committee Concerns
(1) Planning: The Committee expressed the
need for more open space planning. For example,
members thought it would helpful if the neighbor
hood and City had data showing who is using the
various parks in North Cambridge. They would
like to know the ages of people living near specific
parks to make sure that the park design and equip
ment best meet the needs of these particular people.
Finally, the Committee wondered whether there
were any groups of people who are currently pre
vented from using the parks for various reasons.

(2) Community Involvement: The commu
nities surrounding the individual parks in North
Cambridge need to become more involved and to
feel a greater sense of ownership over the parks.
This should be done allowing residents a greater
degree of participation in all facets of park plan
ning, design and maintenance.
(3) Better Management: Park planning, de
sign and maintenance are carried out by different
city agencies. This sometimes results in a lack of
coordination on park issues. A more organized and
cohesive policy for addressing all facets of park
management is needed. In addition, these agencies
often do not have adequate funding, or enough
properly trained staff to carry out their mandates.
(4) Improved Maintenance: The parks in
North Cambridge are not adequately maintained.
The City does not appear to have a systematic
approach to maintenance; rather, parks seem to
receive the most attention in those neighborhoods
in which the community applies the greatest degree
of pressure. Frequently, parks are created or reno
vated and then they quickly deteriorate because
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they are not properly maintained,. If the parks
were better maintained, the City could save re
sources by having to renovate the parks less fre
quently.
(5) Additional Open Space: Assuming the
City could improve the process by which existing
parks are maintained, the Committee would like to
see more green spaces added throughout North
Cambridge. They would like to know what options
exist for creating new parks and connecting open
spaces. Finally, they wondered whether there are
ways in which the City could require larger devel
opments to provide greater amounts of open space
as a public amenity.
(6) Protection of Alewife Resources: The
Committee is very concerned with the wetlands in
the Alewife area. These urban wilds are the last
remaining natural land in Cambridge and, as such,
should be protected. Not only are these lands
important aesthetically, wetlands serve important
ecological functions as well. In addition to pro
tecting the wetlands, the Committee would like to
see them maintained at a higher level. Finally, the
Committee expressed the need to increase the
public's awareness of the value of these lands.
Parks and Open Space
Recommendations
(I) The City is currently working on develop
ing a comprehensive maintenance plan for its
parks. As part of this effort, the City should:

• Examine ways to improve the coordination
among the various city agencies involved in
park services.
• Take measures to ensure that sufficient funds
exist to hire an appropriate number ofskilled
staff, or train current employees in all as
pects of park maintenance, and to provide
the staff wi th adequate resources to carry out
their jobs effectively.
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• Consider the creation of a formal Adopt-a
Park program, whereby a park employee
would coordinate efforts of resident groups,
community organizations and neighborhood
businesses to help maintain the parks.
• Dispense more trash receptacles throughout
the neighborhood.
• Enforce the dog laws and post more signs
about dog laws in the parks.
(2) Undertake a thorough open space plan for
North Cambridge to establish future open space
and recreational priorities. The plan should:
• Document the types ofopen space uses which
exist in the neighborhood;
• Determine whether this amount and mix is
appropriate given the current and projected
demographic composition of the neighbor
hood;
• Recommend ways to create additional open
spaces and community gardens in North
Cambridge; encourage landscaping, tree
planting, and sitting areas throughout the
neighborhood, and ensure that all residents
have access to the type of open space which
meets their needs.
(3) Expand the Community Development
Department's ou treach process to encourage
community involvement during the park planning
and design stages. The following are some sug
gestions for ways to improve the participation
process:
• Encourage park users (children, teenagers,
adults, and older persons) to participate in all
phases of planning, design and maintenance;
• Make the process as creative and fun as
possible;
• Place signs in parks inviting people to attend
meetings when any kind of park renovations
are planned;

,
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(4) Continue to work with the Commission on
Handicapped Persons and area residents to ensure
that those people with special needs have suffi
cient amounts of recreation areas and equipment
accessible to them.
(5) Increase the level of safety so that resi
dents, particularly older people, feel safe using the
parks.
(6) Improve safety in Linear Park by keeping
it better maintained, including shovelling the snow
and ice in the winter and repairing light fixtures
when necessary.

(7) Investigate potential funding sources to
allow the Committee on Public Planting to pur
chase more trees for North Cambridge streets.

(8) Encourage the establishment of an ongo
ing program for the maintenance and grooming of
City trees and public plantings.
(9) Renovate the Pemberton Street lot next to
the tennis courts to some form ofopen space which
can be agreed to by area residents.
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CONCLUSION

Conclusion
This report has shown that North Cambridge is
composed of an ethnically diverse population,
split almost evenly between residents who have
lived in the neighborhood less than five years and
those who have lived there more than five. New
comers tend to have higher educational levels,
work in professional jobs, and have higher in
comes than those living in the neighborhood more
than five years.
While much of the residential portions of the
neighborhood will remain stable in the near future,
new development could occur in the Industry A-I
and Industry C zones, as well as on Massachusetts
Avenue, and in most of Alewife. To further
enhance and protect the residential character of
North Cambridge, residents and the City should, in
the near future, reexamine the development poten
tial in these areas. Particular attention should be
addressed to the fragile environmental features of
the urban wilds in the Alewife area.
The Study also makes clear the need to improve
the process by which land use and development
policies are made and implemented. Several re
commendations have been suggested. The col

laborative nature of this report and the soundness of
its recommendations are strong signal of the value
and opportunities inherent in this approach to plan
ning for the future.
In addition to examining potential development,
topics which influence dail y life in North Cambridge
today were examined. Recommendations regard
ing the provision of affordable housing, improve
ments to the planning and maintenance of parks
and playgrounds, and steps to address traffic con
cerns are outlined. It is intended that the imple
mentation of these recommendations will improve
the quality oflife in North Cambridge and will also
assist low to moderate income families to remain in
the neighborhood. Generational continuity within
a community, clearly enhances the richness of its
history and culture. It is a goal the report strives to
address.
A resounding conclusion evidenced throughout
the Study calls for the City and community to
continue to work closely to insure a stronger and
better North Cambridge neighborhood. The North
Cambridge Neighborhood Study has established
the foundation for joint planning on the future of
this neighborhood.
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Summary of Recommendations
RECOMMENDAnONS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY(l)

LAND USE AND ZONING
1. Rezone Industry C and Industry A-I Districts

CDD

2. Strengthen Sheridan Square as a
neighborhood retail district.

CDD

3. Improve vehicular circulation in Sheridan
Square.

Traffic

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
. 1. Improve inter-departmental coordination

CDD

of development review processes.
2. Improve CDD development review process.

CDD

3. Develop new land use recommendations to
respond to recurring community concerns.

CDD

MASSACHUSETTS A VENUE
1. Examine Special Pennit criteria.

CDD

2. Establish binding design review for
large scale development projects.

CDD

3. Protect historic properties.

CHC

4. Restrict delivery and trash pick-up hours.

Traffic

5. Remove billboards and strengthen sign
ordinance.

CDD

6. Landscape and build seating areas.

DPW

7. Assist property owners to upgrade
commercial buildings.

CDD
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RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCYO)

ALEWIFE
1.

Monitor proposed Alewife Brook Parkway road
improvement plans of Massachusetts Dept. of Public Works.

COD

2.

Conduct a new Environmental Impact Report for revised Alewife
Brook Parkway improvements (plan as presented Fall 1988).

EOTC

3.

Update Alewife Revitalization Plan.

COD

4.

Develop environmental plan for Mystic River
Valley Watershed area.

CCC

5.

Strengthen Metropolitan District Commission land management.

MDC

6.

Update comprehensive hydrological data.

CCC

7.

Consider a Wetlands Protection Ordinance.

CCC

8.

Expand technical review capacity of
Conservation Commission.

CCC

9.

Transfer Rood Plain Special Permit Review
to Conservation Commission.

COD

10. Construct Alewife Boulevard after Alewife
Urban Design plan is updated.

COD

11. Improve safety in Alewife area.

Police

12. Clarify agency jurisdiction for maintenance
and public safety in Alewife.

City &
MDC

13. Improve pedestrian access to Fresh Pond Shopping Center.

EOTC
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RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCy(l)

TRAFFIC AND PARKING
1.

Develop traffic mitigation regulations
for commercial developments.

CDD

2.

Promote regional transportation planning.

CDD

3.

Encourage public transportation improvements.

MBTA

4.

Continue traffic mitigation efforts with
businesses.

CDD

5.

Permit only the minimum parking spaces allowed
by zoning in the Alewife area.

CDD

6.

Encourage minimal commercial parking in
Porter Square.

CDD

7.

Continue enforcement of parking regulations.

Traffic

8.

Establish new truck delivery hours.

Traffic

9.

Involve residents when changing traffic
patterns and parking regulations.

Traffic

10. Install traffic signals near Fitzgerald School.

Traffic

HOUSING
1.

Preserve existing housing stock and promote
homeownership programs.

CDD

2.

Develop program to target rent controlled units
to low and moderate income people and provide
incentives to upgrade rent controlled buildings.

RCB

3.

Appoint Task Force on Section 8 Expiring Use
Restrictions.

CDD

4.

Examine conversions of two and three family
homes for their effect on affordable housing.

CDD
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RECOMMENDAnONS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCy(l)

5.

Promote residential development in keeping with
the scale and character of existing residences, and
include affordable units.

CDD

6.

Incorporate regulations requiring affordable
housing in North Cambridge rezoning petitions.

CDD

7.

Strengthen Linkage Program.

CDD

8.

Revise Townhouse Regulations.

CDD

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

1.

Complete the comprehensive park maintenance
study.

City Manager

2.

Develop a North Cambridge Open Space Plan.

CDD

3.

Increase community role in park planning.

CDD

4.

Provide for the special needs of handicapped
persons.

CDD

5.

Improve public safety in the parks.

Police

6.

Improve maintenance and safety of Linear Park.

DPW

7.

Increase street tree plantings.

DPW

8.

Improve grooming of existing trees.

DPW

9.

Renovate the Pemberton Street park lot.

CDD

(1)

ABBREVIATIONS

CDD
EOTC
CHC
DPW
MDC
CCC
MBTA
RCB
CHC
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Community Development Department
Executive Office of Transportation & Construction
Cambridge Historical Commission
Department of Public Works
Metropolitan District Commission
Cambridge Conservation Commission
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
Rent Control Board
Cambridge Historical Commission
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TABLES

Population
North
Cambridge
1960
1970
1980

15,544
12,097
10,990

City

North Cambridge
as a % of City

North Cambridge
% Chng 10 years

107,716
100,361
95,322

14.4%
12.1 %
11.5%

-22.17%
-9.2%

City % Chng
10 years

-6.8%
-5.0%

Households

1970
1980

North
Cambridge

Persons per
Household

City

Persons per
Household

4,596

2.8
2.3

36,441
38,836

2.4
2.1

Families
North
Cambridge
1970
1980

2,963
2,526

% of all
Households

55%

Persons per
Family

City

3.4
3.1

20,850
17,719

% of all
Households
57%
46%

Persons per
Family
3.2
3.0

Female Headed Families

1970
1980

North
Cambridge

% of all
Families

% of Change
in 10 Years

528
753

17.8%
29.8%

42.6%

City
3,727
4,293

% of all
Families

% of Change
in 10 Years

17.88%
24.23%

15.19%

Female-Headed Families with Children under 18

1970
1980

North
Cambridge

% of all
Families

% of Change
in 10 Years

244
392

8.2%
15.5%

60.66%

City
1,517
2,286

% of all
Families

% of Change
in 10 Years

7.3%
12.9%

50.69%
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Age of Population
1970
Age

North
Cambridge

0-4
5-9
10-19
20-34
35-54
55-64
65+

971
946
1,939
3,117
2,289
1,189
1,648

Total

12,099

%of
North Cambridge

City

% of
of City

North Cambridge
as a % of City

8.0%
7.8%
16.0%
25.8%
18.9%
9.8%
13.6%

5,919
5,237
15,228
37,005
16,862
8,410
11,700

5.9%
5.2%
15.2%
36.9%
16.8%
8.4%
11.7%

16.4%
18.1%
12.7%
8.4%
13.6%
14.1%
14.1%

100.0%

100,361

100.0%

12.1%

1980
Age

North
Cambridge

0-4
5-9
10-19

641
576
1,411

20-34
35-54
55-64
65+
Total

% of
North Cambridge

North Cambridge
as a % of City

City

%of
City

5.8%
5.2%
12.8%

3,928
3,802
13,293

4.1%
4.0%
13.9%

16.3%
15.1 %
10.6%

3,697
1,879
1,002
1,784

33.6%
17.1%
9.1%
16.2%

40,734
15,659
7,035
10,871

42.7%
16.4%
7.4%
11.4%

9.1%
12.0%
14.2%
16.4%

10,990

100.0%

95,322

100.0%

11.5%

Median Age of Population

1970
1980
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North Cambridge

City

30.9
31.1

26.6
30.2

Income Distribution, 1980

Less than $5000
$5,000-$7,499
$ 7.500-$9 ,999
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$19,999
$20,000-$24,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$49,999
$50,000 or more

North Cambridge

City

11.8%
7.9%
8.4%
13.5%
19.9%
15.4%
13.8%
6.7%
2.6%

9.3%
8.1%
8.0%
15.6%
15.5%
13.3%
14.6%
9.0%
6.7%

100%

100%

Median Incomes

North
Cambridge
Households
Families

$5,240
$6,077

1980

1970

1960

City

NCas
a%of
the City

North
Cambridge

City

NCas
a %of
the City

$3,828
$5,943

136.9%
102.3%

$7,988
$10,086

$5,114
$9,815

156.2%
102.8%

North
Cambridge

City

$13,857 $14,211
$17,123 $17,845

NCas
a%of
City
97.5%
96.0%

Change in Median Income
1970-1980

1960-1970
North Cambridge
Households
Families

52.4%
66.0%

1960-1980

City

North Cambridge

City

North Cambridge

City

33.6%
65.2%

73.5%
69.8%

177.9%
8l.8%

164.4%
181.8%

271.2%
200.3%
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Population Below Poverty
1960

1970

North Cambridge
Households
Families
65+ years
Female-headed
Households
Persons

1980

City

North Cambridge

City

North Cambridge

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

9.8%
5.3%
19.3%

14.8%
8.6%
13.9%

N/A
12.5%
12.0%

N/A
1l.0%
10.2%

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

3l.4%
13.5%

42.5%
14.2%

39.4%
13.9%

34.0%
15.1%

City

Population Receiving Public Assistance
1960

Families
Households

1970

1980

North Cambridge

City

North Cambridge

City

North Cambridge

City

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

15.2%
N/A

8.0%
N/A

N/A
12.1%

N/A
9.1%

Ancestry 1980
Ethnic
Group
Irish
Italian
English
French

as a % of
North Cambridge

North Cambridge

1,696
593
509
492

15.4%
5.4%
4.6%
4.5%

as a % of
City

City

9,695
5,203
7,151
1,731

10.2%
5.5%
7.5%
l.8%

North Cambridge
as a % of City
17.5%
1l.4%
7.1%
28.4%

Foreign Born
1970

North
Cambridge
1,203
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1980

% of North
Cambridge

City

%of
City

10.9%

15,474

15.4%

North
Cambridge

% of North
Cambridge

1,620

14.7%

City

%of
City

17,563

17.5%

RaceiEthnicity

1970

N.C.
White
11,212
Black
747
Am.Ind
N/A
Esk.
Aleut.
Asian &
N/A
Pac.
Islnd.
Other
138
Span.Orig
N/A

%of
N.C.
92.7%
6.2%

City
91,408
6,783
N/A

1980
%of
City

N.C. as
a % of
City

91.1%
6.8%

12.3%
11.0%

N/A

1.1%
N/A

2,170

2.2%

6.4%

%of
N.C.

8,669 78.9%
1,541 14.0%
11 0.1%

N.C.

City

%of
City

N.C. as
a %of
City

78,460
10,418
184

82.3%
10.9%
0.2%

11.0%
14.8%
6.0%

400

3.6%

3,612

3.8%

11.1%

369
593

3.4%
5.4%

2,648
4,536

2.8%
4.8%

13.9%
13.1%

Length of Residence (5+ Years)
North Cambridge
1970
1980

60%
56%

City
45%
40%

Educational Enrollment

1970
N.C.
Kinder.
146
Elem. (1-8)
Public
1,078
Private
592
Secondary (9-12)
Public
490
Private
289
Total
% public
% private

2,595

%of
N.C.

1980

City

%of
City

5.6%

989

6.8%

41.5%
22.8%

6,756
2,396

47.0%
16.7%

850
292

49.1%
16.9%

6,232
1,516

55.5%
13.5%

18.9%
11.1%

2,985
1,209

20.8%
8.4%

339
251

19.6%
14.5%

2,590
883

23.1%
7.9%

100.0%
64.0%
36.0%

14,335

100.0%
73.0%
27.0%

1,732

100.0%
68.6%
31.4%

11,221

100.0%
78.6%
21.4%

N.C.

%of
N.C.

City

inc'd below

%of
City
inc'd below

109

Educational Attainment (25 Years or Older)

1970

1980

%of
N.C.

City

100.0%

Completed High School
1-3 years
1,450
4 years
2,377
Completed College
1-3 years
574
4 years +
1,067

N.C.
25+ years

6,879

%of
City

N.C.

%of
N.C.

%of
City

54,724

100.0%

7,232

100.0%

58,013

100.0%

21.1%
34.6%

8,526
13,109

15.6%
24.0%

950
2,231

13.1%
30.8%

5,428
12,280

9.4%
21.2%

8.3%
15.5%

4,888
16,499

8.9%
30.1%

1,110
1,959

15.3%
27.1%

6,911
25,001

11.9%
43.1%

City

Labor Force

1970

Unemployed

1980

N.C.

City

N.C.

City

3.1%

4.0%

4.9%

4.5%

Occupations

1970

1980

N.C.

%of
N.C.

City

%of
City

N.C.

%of
N.C.

City

%of
City

Profffech/
Managers
Clerical/Sales
Craftsman
Oper./Laborers
Services
Other

1,455

27.1%

18,559

39.5%

1,866

34.0%

23,088

46.5%

1,598
604
824
874
6

29.8%
11.3%
15.4%
16.3%
0.1%

12,768
3,366
6,276
6,029
26

27.2%
7.2%
13.3%
12.8%
0.1%

1,694
520
587
800
29

30.8%
9.5%
10.7%
14.6%
0.5%

11,830
2,939
5,012
6,650
163

23.8%
5.9%
10.1%
13.4%
0.3%

Total Employed

5,361

100.0%

47,024

100.0%

5,496

100.0%

49,682

100.0%
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Industry
1980

1970
N.C.

%of

%of
N.C.

N.C.

%of

%of
N.C.

Construction
168
Manufacturing
1,159
154
Transportation
Communications
145
957
Trade
Finance, Ins.,
622
R. Est., Bus.
Educational
888
Health, Pers. Serv., 778
Other Prof'l.
Public Admin.
396
94
Other

3.1%
21.6%
2.9%
2.7%
17.9%
11.6%

1,235
8,021
926
1,109
6,025
4,526

2.6%
17.1%
2.0%
2.4%
12.8%
9.6%

191
937
210
97
848
591

3.5%
17.0%
3.8%
1.8%
15.4%
10.8%

1,166
6,620
1,365
813
6,013
5,714

2.3%
13.3%
2.7%
1.6%
12.1%
11.5%

16.6%
14.5%

12,790
9,414

27.2%
20.0%

908
1,295

16.5%
23.6%

14,243
11,009

28.7%
22.2%

7.4%
1.8%

2,417
561

5.1%
1.2%

413
6

7.5%
0.1%

2,537
202

5.1%
0.4%

5,361

100.0%

47,024

100.0%

5,496

100.0%

49,682

100.0%

Total
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APPENDIX
LAND

USE

AND

• Development Potential: Industry A-I and
Industry C Zoning Districts
• Maps

I

I

ZONING

North Cambridge Development Potential, 1988
Industry A-I Zoning District:Linear Park

Parcel

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max
Buildable
Sq. Ft. .

FAR
Built

%

Pot
New Sq. Ft.

Max
D.U.

1

1(1)

6,967

7,600

8,709

.87

1,109

5

2

R(2)

2,660

3,000

3,325

.90

325

2

3
4

R

2,660

3,000

3,325

.90

325

2

R

2,660

3,000

3,325

.90

325

2

5

R

2,660

3,000

3,325

.90

325

2

6

I

103,246

6,000

129,058

.05

23,058

86

7

15,959

37,800

19,949

1.89

8

10,123

7,200

12,654

.57

9

8,922

20,000

11,153

1.79

32,369

20,800

40,461

19,661

27

1,829

2

-0
5,454
-0

13
8
7

11

R

2,583

1,400

3,229

.51
,43

12

R

2,387

1,400

2,984

,47

1,584

13

R

2,276

1,400

2,845

,49

1,445

14

R

1,650

1,500

2,063

.73

563

15

R

1,798

2,000

2,248

248

16

R

12,375

21,620

15,469

.89
1,40

-O

W

6,566

.78

1,466

4

1,463

2

10

17

R

5,253

5,100

18

R

3,570

3,000

4,463

.67

19

C(3)

7,176

11,340

8,970

1.26

-0

5

20

8,514

14,400

10,642

1.35

-0

7

21

51,033

1,800

63,791

.03

61,991

42
2

22

R

3,183

2,000

3,979

.50

1,979

23

R

2,003

1,272

2,504

.51

1,232

24

R

3,066

1,440

3,833

.38

2,393

25

R

2,263

1,020

2,829

.36

1,809

26

R

1,916

1,200

2,395

1,195

27

R

1,950

1,200

2,438

.50
,49

28

R

1,974

1,200

2,468

,49

1,268

29

R

1,956

1,200

2,445

,49

1,245

1

34,464

24,520

43,080

.57

18,560

28

30

2

1,238
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INDUSTRY A-1: LINEAR PARK
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
City of Cambridge
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Industry A-I Zoning District:Bellis Circle

Parcel

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

I

46,231

27,920

57,789

%
FAR
Built

.48

Pot
New Sq. Ft.

Max
D.U.

29,869

38

Industry A-I Zoning District:Rindge A venue

%

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

FAR
Built

Pot
New Sq. Ft.

Max
D.U.

1

C

11,500

2,300

14,375

.16

12,075

38

2

R

3,342

1,952

4,178

.47

2,226

2

3

C

4,218

2,640

5,273

.50

2,633

3

4

R

4,498

800

5,623

.14

4,823

3

5

R

9,913

900

12,391

.07

11,491

8

6

R

4,803

2,360

6,004

.39

3,644

4

7

4,825

1,900

6,031

.32

4,131

4

8

9,700

5,600

12,125

.46

6,525

8

8,058

900

10,072

.09

9,173

6

152,207

25,800

190,259

.14

164,459
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Parcel

9

R

10

I

Industry C Zoning District:Whittemore Avenue

Parcel

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

%
FAR
Built

Pot
New Sq. Ft.

Max
D.U.

48,000

80

1

24,000

0

48,000

0

2

16,000

33,600

32,000

1.05

0

53

3,4,5

56,590

102,000

113,180

.90

11,180

377

6

15,765

31,530

31,530

7

84,000

84,000

168,000

(1)

I - Industry

(2)

R - Residential

(3)

C - Commercial
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APPENDIX
MASSACHUSETTS

• Business Inventory
• Development Potential
• Maps

I

I

I

AVENUE

Massachusetts Avenue Business Inventory
No.

Address

1
2
3

815 Somerville Ave.
815 Somerville Ave.
Porter Square Shopping Center
1 WhiteSt.
9 White St.
11 White St.
13 White St.
15 White St.
17 White St.
19 White St.
21 White St.
23 White St.
27 White St.
29 White St.
31 White St.
35 White St.
39 White St.
49 White St.

5

6
7

8

9

10
11

53 White St.
55 White St.
1923A Mass. Ave.
1923B Mass. Ave.
1925 Mass. Ave.
1925 Mass. Ave.
1 Davenport St.
1933 Mass. Ave.
1937 Mass. Ave.
1939 Mass. Ave.
1945 Mass. Ave.
1953 Mass. Ave.
1955 Mass. Ave.
1957 Mass. Ave.
1963 Mass. Ave.
1967 Mass. Ave
1975 Mass. Ave.
1979 Mass. Ave.
1900 Mass. Ave.
1902 Mass. Ave.
1904 Mass. Ave.
1906 Mass. Ave.

1980

Porter Sq. Dodge
Dunkin Donuts
Headline Hair
Thrifty Liquors
Brighams
Gift House
Porter Sq. Deli
Rexall Drug
Porter Sq. Drug
HFC
Tags

1988
Putnam Furniture
Vacant (Slater)
Dunkin Donuts
McDonalds
Command Performance
Liquor World
Brighams
Reading Works
Popeyes
Video Plus
Music and ...

Kresge SS Co
Fayva
Decelles/Star Mkt.
Cambridge Savings
Shea Cleaners
Residential

HFC
Tags
Heal Lhworks
CVS
Fayva
Decelles/Star Mkt.
Cambridge Savings
Shea Cleaners
Festivo

Residential
Residential
Residential
Stephen James Steak
Sunnycomer Farm

Gnomon Copy
Annie Dakota
Needle Advice
Stephen James Steak
Porter Sq. Conv.

Porter Sq. Shoe
Ralph Galante, Ins.
Newtowne Grille

Porter Sq. Shoe
Ralph Galante
Newtowne Grille
U.S. Post Office
Offices
Roach's Sporting
Children's Workshop
Cribs and Cradles
Bob Slate Stat.
Long Funeral Home
Passage to India
Camb. Formal Wear
Camb. Music Center
Seasonal

U.S. Post Office
Offices
Roach's Sporting
Miller & Seddon Co.
Miller & Seddon Co.
Miller & Seddon Co.
Long Funeral Home
Dragon Phoenix
Camb. Formal Wear
Camb. Music Center
Camb. Music Center
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Massachusetts Avenue Business Inventory (continued)
No.

12
13
14
16
17
18

20

22
24
25

30
31
32
35
36
38

124

Address

1980

1908 Mass. Ave.
1910 Mass. Ave.
1912 Mass. Ave.
1920 Mass. Ave.
1924 Mass. Ave.
1960 Mass. Ave.
1972 Mass. Ave.
2000 Mass. Ave.
2000 Mass. Ave.
2000 Mass. Ave.
2000 Mass. Ave.
2000 Mass. Ave.
2014 Mass. Ave.
2014 Mass. Ave.
2016 Mass. Ave.
2018 Mass. Ave.
2020 Mass. Ave.
2024 Mass. Ave.
2030 Mass. Ave.
2032 Mass. Ave.
2034 Mass. Ave.
2038 Mass. Ave.
2013 Mass. Ave.
2055 Mass. Ave.
2067 Mass. Ave.

Camb. Music Center
Adrian's Jewelry
Beauty Creators
The Alewife Rest.
Averof
Camb. Savings Bank
Vacant
Women's World
Charrette
Charrette
Aikido
The Caning Shop
Vintage Etc.
The Kim's
Music School
Music Emporium
Decustibus
Self-Defense Studio
Andy's
Fournier Furniture

2161 Mass. Ave.
2161 Mass. Ave.
2175 Mass. Ave.
2179 Mass. Ave.
2179 Mass. Ave.
2211 Mass. Ave.
2225 Mass. Ave.
2245 Mass. Ave.

American Friends
Thomas Herlihy, Dnt.
Keefe Funeral Home
Francis Bane, Dnt.
Thomas Leonard, Dnt.
Residence
The Energy Bank
White Hen Pantry

Shaklee Cleaners
Lechmere Auto Wash
Sunoco Station
Vacant

1988
Vacant
Adrian's Jewelry
Vacant
Christopher's ResL
Averof
Camb. Savings Bank
Offices
Fitness Folk
The Dino Store
Offices
New England Aikikai
The Caning Shop
Porter Sq. Person'l
Children's Plygrnd.
Music School
Music Emporium
Decustibus
Saturday's Child
Andy's
Camb. Camera Exch.
Novita Hair
General Optical
Lechmere Auto Wash
Sunoco Station
Henderson Carriage
Offices
Bank of Greece
Tapas
Charles Assoc.
Health Stop
Frameworks
Window Planning
American Friends
Thomas Herlihy
Keefe Funeral Home
Francis Bane
Thomas Leonard
Kate's Mystery Bks.
Vacant (Nahigian)
White Hen Pantry

No.

Address

1980

39

2255 Mass. Ave.
2257 Mass. Ave.
2259 Mass. Ave.
2261 Mass. Ave.
2263 Mass. Ave.
2267 Mass. Ave.
2269-2275 Mass. Ave.
2277 Mass. Ave.
2285 Mass. Ave.

Stella Boyle Beauty
The Guild Shop
The Guild Shop
Photography
Aaron Deal Buffet
The Flag Center
All & Everything
Offices
Di Anthony School
of Cosmetology
Di Anthony
Di Anthony
Di Anthony
Camb. Flower Shop
Griffin Funeral Home
Century Bank
Electrophone Corp.
Country Workshop
Lords & Ladies
Camb. Real Estate
Andrews Home Imprvmt.
Herbert Dorris, Dnt.
Law Offices
Ace Wheel Works
Kentucky Fried Chkn.
G & P Famous Pizza
Walden Cleaners
Violin Repair
Imported Car Parts
The China Fair
Allen Stationary
Auto Bar Systems
Rex Equipment Inc.
AAA Typewriter
AAA Typewriter
Eliot News
Pemberton Market
Rinaldo Realty
Anthony Laima, Dnt.

40
41
42

43
44
45
46

47
48
50
51

52
54

55
57
58
61

2285 Mass. Ave.
2285 Mass. Ave.
2285 Mass. Ave.
2301 Mass. Ave.
2307 Mass. Ave.
2309 Mass. Ave.
2323 Mass. Ave.
2325-2329 Mass. Ave.
2329 Mass. Ave.
2331 Mass. Ave.
2333 Mass. Ave.
2335 Mass. Ave.
2343 Mass. Ave.
2044 Mass. Ave.
2072 Mass. Ave.
2088 Mass. Ave.
2090 Mass. Ave.
2094 Mass. Ave.
2096 Mass. Ave.
2100 Mass. Ave.
2150 Mass. Ave.
2154 Mass. Ave.
2154 Mass. Ave.
2158 Mass. Ave.
2166 Mass. Ave.
2168 Mass. Ave.
2172 Mass. Ave.
2200 Mass. Ave.
2210 Mass. Ave.
2228 Mass. Ave.
2230-2232 Mass. Ave.

1988
Hairgrounds
Terry's Cleaning
All & Everything
Gateway to India
Dover St Pizza
The Flag Center
Vacant
Modem Continental
WBT Balloons
Vacant
NiteTite Furniture
Armed Forces Center
Vacant
Griffin Funeral
Century Bank
Electrophone Corp.
Country Workshop
Country Workshop
Joseph White, Ins.
Andrews Home
Herbert Dorris
Law Offices
Ace Wheel Works
Kentucky Fried Chkn
Maharaja
Walden Cleaners
Walden Laundry
Mohawk Shade& Blind
The China Fair
Supercuts
Woodworkers' Store
Woodworkers' Store
AAA Typewriter
Health Alliance
Bay Bank
Pemberton Market
Rinaldo Realty
No.Camb Dental Asn
City Lights
Lamp Glass
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Massachusetts Avenue Business Inventory (continued)
No.

65
66
67

68
69
70
72
74
75
75A
76
77
78
79
80
81

81A
82
83
84
85
86
87

88
89

90

126

Address
2234-2238 Mass. Ave.
2286 Mass. Ave.
2288 Mass. Ave.
2294 Mass. Ave.
2298 Mass. Ave.
2300 Mass. Ave.
2302 Mass. Ave.
2304 Mass. Ave.
2310 Mass. Ave.
2322 Mass. Ave.
2324 Mass. Ave.
2326 Mass. Ave.
2353 Mass. Ave.

36 Cameron Ave.
40 Cameron Ave.
14 Cameron Ave.
2409 Mass. Ave.
5 Cameron Ave.
2425 Mass. Ave.
2435 Mass. Ave.
2445 Mass. Ave.
2447 Mass. Ave.
2449 Mass. Ave.
25 Fair Oaks St.
1 Camp St.
29 Camp S1.
54 Washburn Ave.
2451 Mass. Ave.
2467 Mass. Ave.
2346 Mass. Ave.
2348 Mass. Ave.
2350 Mass. Ave.
2360 Mass. Ave.
2362 Mass. Ave.
2364 Mass. Ave.
2366 Mass. Ave.
2368 Mass. Ave.
2372 Mass. Ave.

1980

Highland Farms
Coin-Op Laundry
John Danehy, Ins.
Dover Market
College Realty
Dean Realty
Franklin Radio & TV
Frank's Steakhouse
Zulu's Variety Store
Wee Leo Chinese Food
Sacred Heart Religious
Offices Camb.
Carr's
Distribution Center
Dudley Furniture
Dudley Furniture
Sign Shop
George Spartachino
NEFCO
Mass Ave Auto Sales
My Cousin's Place
Sub Shop
Sunlight Cafe
Gold Star Trucking
Combustion Service Co
Nefor Engineering Co.
Cambridge Machine Co
Thomas G. Gallagher
Norton Beverage Co.
Green Parrot Rest.
Vema's
The Middle Store
Ryan's Flowers
No. Camb. Coop Bank
The Caning Shoppe
Mendolshohn Haberdasher
Marmel Realty
Dudley Furniture
Dudley Furniture

1988
Tavian Music
Highland Farms
Coin-Op Laundry
John Danehy, Ins.
Mediterranean Groc.
Jon Edwards Hair
Tax Man
Magic Carpets
Frank's Steakhouse
J.H. Quinn,lnsur.
Wee Leo Chinese
Realty World Star
Oral Surgical
Carr's
Dick's Auto Body
Whse. Szafarz, Inc.
Whse. Colorific
Vacant
George Spartachino
NEFCO
Mass Ave Auto Sales
Vacant
Our Kitchen
Sunlight Cafe
Gold Star Trucking
Combustion Service
Rounder Records
Rounder Records
Thomas G. Gallagher
Norton Beverage Co.
Vacant
Vema's
The Middle Store
Ryan's Flowers
No. Camb. Coop Bank
Budget Copy Center
Touring Unlimited
Joses
Living Rm Unlimited
Hana Sushi

N"

"

"

93

.ow

"'''

Dudley Fum'l"'"
Vic'IEu ooOne
Frank's Sarber Shop
Lion', Den Care
Jo/In Gimigliano
I'e~ .>.rtcna.... Dolt

GatOOn CIIi~ Food
Frank's Barber Shop
Lion's Den Cafe
Jolin Gimigtiano

2400 M.... Ave.

Josep/I Car3bblG, Pod.

LawOrr"",.

2400 M.... Ave.

C(YIgrt!$ M ...·' Shoop

Congr= Men', Shop

2400 M........."
2400 M.... A,,,_
2400 Mass . ..."",
2400 Mass. A.".

JJ Dclanty "so.• R.E.

"

Kaman Slore
PalmcrVic.ko

Fwnilure

Camh. S\IIdio PI>cIo.

George Biron. DIlL

The Film Group

Un;'''''';l), Bank
John L)1ICh Drug

24~

,~,

Unive"ily Bank
Jolin lyoch Drug
Friel>dJy Comer RI.

M........ ...,.

2440 Mass. A-e.

2456 Mass. A...e.

"
"
"
"

2485 M:lS$. A'0(:.

,~

Dudley Fwniun
Dudle~

2406 Masl. A"".

2464 MOSS. Av<:,

''''
'"
'"
'"
'"
'"
on

C"I'ri<cio Sal""

SW'Ve)' & Re!Ul"th
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''""
""''""
""om

Ovdky F..... ilW1l

Survey II. Research

2420 M..... A..,.

"

""

2374 Mass. Ave,
2376 MasI. Ave.
237& Mass. Ave.
2380 Mau. A"'_
2382 Moss.... '<e.
2384 Mass. Ave.
2386 Mass. Ave.
23~ Mass. Ave,
2400 Mass. AYe.

24SS Mass,

A,,,.

2495 M..... A,,,,
2.'iOi M:lSS.A .... ,
2525"'..... .0."=,
2~35 M=. A.....
2~~1 Mni, A.e.
2474-2480 M..... Ave.
16 Edmunds SI.
249-1 M,S/;. A.e.
16 Edmunds St.
2512 M.... , A•• .
2557 MIW. A.c.
2603 Mas,. A'e
2514 M"... A,'e.
2528 /<.1;.... A" •.
2nO Mas.. Ave .
2534Mass. Ave.
2564 Ma«. Ave.

Canb. Hoose of J>i.aa
lluy.Ri.., LiqllOf
M"",hy'slhrdw",,",
AUIlI Repair Shop
Medlcal Ofr..,e Bldg.
Uncle RUSil SI\<U Sin.

Laundry C'oin-Op
Camb 1loose of Pit.:!.a
Vacarw
,~"
,~.

Mcdkal OffICe Bldg
U""je Russ Citgo
U· H~u1 Company

U-H:tul Coml1"ny
NaiN~nKo "'uw Impom
Mida$
V..::ornl.ol
Jock', Gulf 5 ..... (>11

NaiNanKo "'"10
Midas
Bay Bank
Jock', Gulf

H.~sOil

HaytsOil

s.=
Kennel Supply DiSt.

s.=
Vacont

M\lIliI Gas S!llUOOl
Utility
Dnll Hoo... Shop
Residc""" HoliSiOe
Mooil Gas SlaclOOl
Vacam
Henry" S",berShop
F"lIlco'J AIItO Repail
B~II Plumbing Co.
City l'3int" Supply

OrrlCes

Utility
Dnll Hnu..., Shop

""'"

Mobil Gas StaUOOl
,~.

RRR Technologies
F/llIICO's AutO Rep.
Alewife Plumbing Co
City Pai",,, SUl'Ply

Massachusetts Avenue Business Inventory (continued)
No.

Address

1980

131
131

2578 Mass. Aye.
2578 Mass. Aye.
2596 Mass. Aye.

Camb. Brake Service
Hamel's Service Stn.
Lawrence Glynn, Law

132

128

1988
Camb. Brake Service
Hamel's Citgo Stn.
Lawrence Glynn, Law

MASS. AVE. BUSINESS INVENTORY/POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

City of Cambridge

Cambridge Community Development
~1~

(

" \\ \ ~- -\

\i\r:~;;~~ ~ \~\~\-~
129

130

... \~,...('J~~~f~\Qlj ~~
NORTH CAMBRIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
MASS. AVE. BUSINESS INVENTORY/POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Fall 1990

131

Fall 1990

132

Massachusetts Avenue Development Potential
Business C Zoning District

Parcel

Use

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

C(I)

15
16
17
18
19
20

INS'P 3 )
C
C
C
C
C

C
C
R(2)

RIC
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)
10,286
39,785
229,571
1,910
5,779
18,381
5,886
6,707
14,026
4,032
8,759
10,500
3,409
9,450
5,444
12,484
9,002
7,972
8,969
9,995
9,748

Existing
Built
Sq. Ft.

46,000
134,700
11,520
5,200
10,384
14,026
5,000
32,400
21,600
6,800
(B)

2,722
25,440
7,680
8,580
16,200
27,200
16,800

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.
20,572
79,570
459,142
3,820
11,558
36,762
11,772
13,414
28,052
8,064
17,518
21,000
6,818
18,900
24,968
18,004
15,944
17,938
19,990
19,496

%
Max. #
ofD.U.

FAR
Built

Pol. New
Sq. Fl.

.57
.29

0
324,442

1.00

38

.44
.77
.50
.62
1.85
1.03
1.00

6,572
3,030
14,026
3,064
0
0
0

20
79
459
3
11
36
11
13
28
8
17
21
6

1.02
.43
.54
.90
1.36
.86

20
0
10,324
7,364
1,738
0
2,696

24
18
15
17
19
19

Business A-2 Zoning District

Parcel

Use

21

INST

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

C
INST
C
C
R
R

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)
35,500
7,850
15,100
9,532
16,977
78,646
6,316
4,300
11,408
11,106
13,538
1,251

(8)

%

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

51,504
3,925
5,040
8,256
2,580
108,000
13,200
0
25,970

53,250

.90

5,671

62

26,425
16,681
29,710
137,631
11,054
7,525
19,964
5,553
23,692
626

.19
.49
.09
.78
1.19
0
1.02

21,385
8,425
27,130
296,311
7,525
0

25
15
28
31
10
7
23

.89

2,557

22

(B)
21,760
(8)

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

-0

Max. #
ofD.U.

(8): Parcel lies partially in a Residence 8 district.
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Business A-2 Zoning District (continued)

Parcel

Use

30
31
32
33
34
35

C
C
C

RIC

36(37
38
39
40
41
42

C
C
C
C
C

43
44
45

C
C
C

46
47
48
49
50

C
C
C
C
C

51
52
53

C
C

54
55
56

C
C

57

C

58

C

59
60
61
62
63
64

134

V(4)

C
INST

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft

7,521
9,185
5,698
9,428
10,377
4,659
1,900
40,595

5,920

13,162
16,074
9,972
16,499
18,160
8,153
950

.45

7,242

.42
.41
.25

5,812
9,779
13,660

8,860
10,150
8,400
17,640
2,716
9,625
10,014
21,574
1,816
13,536
10,456
8,061
26,703
14,901
3,134
10,943
10,446
18,690
14,260
27,228
11,440
18,060
840
17,325
1,800
17,166
1,800
11,320
12,031
6,256
7,560
49,000
18,679
5,250
2,550

.50
.67
.47
.57

4,460
3,400
4,440
10,356

8
9
8
18

1.30
.30
.92

0
7,014
1,816

9
9
21

.24
.44
.41

10,272
5,866
4,771

12
9
7
25
16

.25
.41

8,239
6,134

10
9
28

.26
.42

20,028
6,640

25
10

.76
.46

4,500
10,375

17
17

.20

15,216

17

.58
.50
.51
.79

4,720
6,031
3,056
1,560

10
11
5
7
60

5,063
5,800
4,800
10,080
5,432
5,500
5,722
12,328
3,632
7,735
5,975
4,606
15,259
8,515
6,268
6,253
5,969
10,680
28,519
15,559
6,537
10,320
1,680
9,900
3,600
9,809
3,600
6,469
6,875
3,575
4,320
37,357
28,000
5,100
3,000

4,160
6,720
4,500
(B)

4,400
6,750
3,960
10,000
(B)
12,000
3,000
7,800
(B)
3,264
4,590
3,290

(B)
2,704
4,312
(B)
7,200
4,800
14,400
(B)
8,750
(B)
3,750
(B)
6,600
6,000
3,200
6,000
(B)

%

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft

Max. #
ofD.U.
12
15
9
15
17
7

7

Business A-2 Zoning District (continued)

Parcel

Use

65

66
67
68
69
70
71

C
C
C
C
C

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)
7,700
3,615
4,922
11,699
7,345
6,000
4,980
5,893

Existing
Built
Sq. Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

3,456

13,475
1,808
8,614
20,473
12,854
10,500
8,715
10,313

(B)
2,700
4,000
22,000
4,400
10,000

%

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Max. #
ofD.U.

.23

11,827

13

.31

5,914

.31
2.09
.50
.97

8,854
0
4,315
313

8
19
12
10
8
9

Business C-I Zoning District

Parcel

Use

72

C

73*

1(5)

74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

I
C
I
C
I
C
C
C

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)
11,275
5,592 (B)
111,530
(35,000)
11,452
9,775
2,107
2,500
26,771
8,000
9,957
4,618

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

54,000

33,825
2,796

0
5,504
7,000
1,200
5,000
23,971

105,000
34,356
29,325
6,321
7,500
80,313
24,000
29,871
13,854

2,000

%

FAR
Built
1.47

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Max. #
ofD.U.

0

39

0
.16
.242
.19
.67
.30

105,000
28,852
2,3253
5,121
2,500
56,342

.14

11,854

116
38
2
7
8
89
26
33
15

Residence B Zoning District

Parcel
82
83
84

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

I
I
I

16,009
14,281
14,670

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.
8,005
7,141

%

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Max. #
ofD.U.
6
5
5

* A total of 35,000 sq. flo is available for development on this parcel
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Bu.U1>I'S!i Cl Zoning District

T. .

""'"
~

"'

.."

"""
"
"
"
"

.
%

E.\i.stiIlg
Buill

"""

U.

Ate. (Sq. Fl.)

C

5,019
IS.129

C
C
C
C
C
C
C

12.819

"SO
5.562

S.'"
''''''
'.W<
27,719

Sq. FL.

,., .
...
".,
."

4.140
3.936

"".,

12,/i1S
20.816

MOO

5.328

15.057

45,387

3lj,4S7
1.440

"".ow

31,9SO
12,612
83.1S7
15,9&4

•

Poe. New

FAA

Buill

."
."
..n"

13.8S6

,"00

(lA· I)

"""

"-'"
,."

"Fe

12.557

".."

"-'"

"'"
".om

'"
''''

0

62,341

."

,,-'"

.n

22,m

7.591

c

"".

Buildable
Sq. F'l.

JO.%'

30

M:.... .
of O.U.

'""
"
"
"
""
""

"
"

Business "·2 Zon ing District

T""

",,"

..
..

U.

Part¢1
Are:! (Sq. Fl)

C

9,751

C

'''''

U.,

',OJ'OJ"
U"

C

c
c

C

E. isting
Buill

"Fe

Mll.

Buildable
SQ.FL.

"'''0
7.961

21.771

"00

..,
.".'"

8.742
7.063
18.902

15.921

>.0"
..0
L600

11.305

1.232

Sq. Fl.

J6

12.440

5.498
4HSO

Pot. New

Buill

16,664

""..

14.975

•

.m

' ''0

"."

FAA

900

"'.""
9.6U

8.663
20. 134

Ma•. N
ofD.U.

"
",
",
•
"

Indu.slry "., Zoning District

Tow

""''OS"

U.
C

"""

Area ,Sq.

Ft)

6.%7

E.\i.sLing
Buill
Sq. Fl.

"'"

''''.

Bui1d>.ble
Sq. Ft.

..'"

•

FAA

BuilL

..,

PoLNew
Sq. Ft

1.109

..

""

ofD.U,

,

-,
''''

""''"'"

u.

'""
""'"

Area (Sq. Ft.)

1l.s27
U77
4.496

C
C

""

C

Bu.sin_ A_l Zoning District

....

I'.xil!ing
Buill
Sq. Ft

Buildable
Sq.Ft.

FAA

•

PIll. New

Mo.'

Buill

So.R.

ofD.U.

'$6

20.172

,

."

2.610
3.«Xl

""
9>n

.~

-"

16.476

Ruidc,",~

"'=,

'"
'"

u.

,

-,
'""

At"" (Sq. Fli

C

10.816

21.383

E. isting
Built
Sq. Ft.

Mo,
Buildable
Sq. H.

''''''
"00

S,408

"..

•

FAA
Buill

,.

2.17

",

5.198
4272

•

8 Zon ing Dislrkt

Pm. New
SQ. Fl.

,

8."

.....

()f

D.U.

••

'" C - Coouru:tcial
'" R· Rosidtnliol
,~ INST· lnstilUlional
,~ V _ Vac:mll.ol.
." I· Induwial

,,,
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Alewife Development Potential
Arthur D. Little -

Parcel
1
2
3
4
5
6

Use
C
C
C
C
C
C

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)
73,180
241,148
43,376
35,247
57,960
1,086,289

Office-2 District

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Max. #
ofD.U.

17,281
50,400
13,200
26,400
33,600
491,160

46,360
482,296
86,752
70,494
115,920
2,172,578

.01
.10
.15
.37
.29
.23

144,632
431,896
73,552
44,094
82,320
1,681,418

121
401
72
58
96
1,810

%

Total New Square Feet of Development Potential: 2,457,912

Triangle - Office-21PUD5 District

Parcel

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

%

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Max. #
ofD.U.

7 -------------------------------------------------------See Parcel # 13------------------------------------------------------
120,115
111,200
240,230
.46
129,030
200
8
I
127,795
172,800
255,590
.68
82,790
212
9
C
10
C
132,879
83,840
265,758
.32
181,918
221
11
C
148,104
136,000
296,208
.46
160,208
246
12
INST
340,000
680,000
566
.36
1,216,328
1,571
13(0-2)
C
943,164
70,000
1,886,328
13(PUD)
2,074,960
.32
1,404,960
600
14
C
28,995
44,800
57,990
.77
13,190
48
15
C
16,343
10,880
32,686
.33
21,806
27
16
C
21,179
13,824
42,358
.33
28,534
35
17
IND
139,895
81,952
279,790
.29
197,838
233
18
C
92,929
202,000
185,858
1.08
0
154
Total New Square Feet of Development Potential:

0-2: 2,031,642
PUD5: 2,220,274

Alewife Center - Industry CIPUD District

Parcel
19
(I)

Use

Total
Parcel
Area (Sq. Ft.)

C

871,000

Existing
Built
Sq.Ft.

Max.
Buildable
Sq.Ft.

FAR
Built

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

87,000

1,742,000(1)

.60

O(Capped)(1)

%

Max. #
ofD.U.

Under a special permit issued by the Planning Board in 1987 the amount of development is capped at 1,050,000 Sq. Ft.
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NORTH CAMBRIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
ALEWIFE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
City of Cambridge

142

of)

143

Quadrangle -

Max

Total
Building
Area (sf)

Built
Sq.Ft.

1,701,084

2,551,626

Industry B-2 District

Existing
FAR
(Hard Sites)
45,000

Quadrangle Total
Building
Area (sf)
2,145,951

Max
Built
Sq.Ft.
4,291,902

144

Total
Building
Area (sf)

Max
Built
Sq.Ft.

1,535,631

3,071,262

2,506,626

Office -2 District

Existing
FAR
(Hard Sites)
921,600

Quadrangle -

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.
3,370,302

Business C District

Existing
FAR
(Hard Sites)

Pot. New
Sq.Ft.

504,200

2,567,062

APPENDIX
HOUSING
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TAB L E S

Vtelnt1 Ri ttS

,,,.
""''''''"'''
"-

City
Numbe. " -

N"",bo.
TotaI ~'d

Total

\l lQInc

,,

For Sa!e
fURCN

<2_

",,",ToW .... K""d
TlDIlIR'1S

",.
,,.

4,!73

36,4 1!

.....

,~

!.237

•
,
"" '20
''''

' ,SW

,,.

96,7';(0

" ".
. '"
0.1 "

,

~,

'" '00"

n .6-1,

"....

...

Numbe.

_.

la,Uti

94 ,1"

2,442

S.,.

,as

OJ'll

41 ,278

'00"

'98'

a"

NorIh Cambridge
,~

..
."
..,..

,,~.

"6. .
'.'"
m
"
"

........
II>

,

100." ,

,,.
,...'",
'"'

" .soo

Tfnun

""'

1970
C',y
Null\bcf I'crcenl

Nonh a.mbfi<Jg~

N"",be'
()w.onrr.Oc'd
Rall/Ir.()c:·d

2.'JS8

TouoI ,Oc'd

4,173

,,~.

1.2 IS

,'"

"...
29.1"

29,421

,m..

16.41 1

....
'00'"
19.2"

N,'"'

I dclUCtoed

,,..

1 atlaCW'1

S.

''''

N.C.

'"

lU"

"n.
,,38S

''''
el,

elly
).9~1

10,'"

jnc:'d Ibo';e

inc:'d abo>l'

U58

Numbe.

1.219

SJn

'""

,,~.

26.S"

}1~"

7 .ol~

B"

',m

18.6"
21.1"

]1.1"

17,971

41,7"

)."\oIMk honoe
«nib

_Id. br. _

..... "'..

7U"

n ol l>

,moo

~JJ6

'00'"

..
,.. .'"

Cambridge
~,

100.1l'Io
...._

37,619

,-

............

.~ .

29.')47

N.C.

UnllJ In Slfllctun

COl y

17,2'-'

.,lot1

U.

1,426

.'"
City

10.1l'Io

" "...
'"'
..soo 10,'"
'"
51.s..
"'""
"
I.'" '00'" 4' ,27t ,.....
IDB

6.125

L8.~

,.~

4L ~"

• 2>

.'"
'''''
.. ............. of"""

City
Numbe,

"

1970

Con,bridge

North Cambridge

14....

...

r.Il......,.. "",._ _
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Age of Structure in 1980

NC

as a % of
North Cambridge

City

asa%
of City

1970-80
1960-69
1950-59
Pre-1950

832
624
275
3,169

17.0%
12.7%
5.6%
64.7%

4,361
3,392
2,176
31,349

10.6%
8.2%
5.3%
75.9%

Total

4,900

100.0%

41,278

100.0%

Median Rent
North Cambridge
1970
1980

City

$130
$200

$119
$219

Persons per Room
1970
North
Cambridge

1980
City

North
Cambridge

City

lor less
l.01-l.5
l.51+

3,893
218
62

34,369
1,456
586

4,403
135
58

37,440
961
435

Total

4,173

36,411

4,596

38,836

Lacking some or all Plumbing

1970
1980

148

North
Cambridge

as a % of
North Cambridge

City

89
95

2.1%
2.3%

1,986
1,247

as a % of
City
5.5%
3.4%

