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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
(617)349-4260

D. MARGARET DRURY FAX (617) 349-4307 JOHNE.FLYNN

CITY CLERK DEPUTY CITY CLERK
TO: Mayor Kenneth E. Reeves

n9 :

FROM: Margaret Drury, City Clerk

DATE: May 20, 1993

SUBJECT:  Application of Rule 25 to Communication Regarding Goetze Report

Enclosed is a copy of a communication from the Small Property Owners
Association, enclosing a copy of the Goetze report. As this constitutes a substantially unchanged
copy of previously submitted communication, I have not placed in on the agenda, and am instead
transmitting it to you.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.




THE SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS

ASSOCIATION
;’;;r"x“*a y 28Q/F}SAMBRAIDGE
,_ RECEIVED BY uron Avenue
OFFICT CF CITY CLEFK  Cambridge, MA 02138
(617) 354-5533

RIMAY 17 MM 948 May 13, 1993
CAMBRIDGE MA,

Ms. Margaret Drury

City Clerk, Cambridge City Hall
795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge MA 02139

Dear Ms. Margaret Drury:

The members of SPOA would like to provide you, as City Clerk, with Parts 1, 2, and 3 of
Dr. Rolf Goetze’s comprehensive study of Rent Control in Cambridge, and accordingly
request that you include this as a permanent part of the City’s records. This important
report factually demolishes the myths about Rent Control, for example, that it serves the
needy, that a housing emergency exists, or that owners under rent control receive a fair re-
turn.

As compelling as the findings and numbers of the Goetze report are, even more compelling
are the stories not told. Among them, the subjugation of a class of citizens for twenty-four
years in a city where no political relief is possible, the tyranny and excesses of a bureau-
cracy gone crazy, the almost total loss of property rights, and the ideological bias of a hos-
tile Rent Board and staff.

Dr. Goetze draws his data from the 1990 U.S. Census Report, the City Assessor’s data
tapes, the City’s annual Election Commission Street Listings, and the Cambridge Rent
Board's own Tecords. A researcher of impeccable integrity and credentials, with some 27
years experience in housing and demographic analysis, Dr. Goetze was, in fact, engaged
by the city of Cambridge in 1990 for its own housing study. That particular experience was
an important reason why we commissioned Dr. Goetze; no one can claim his findings are
now biased. -

We remind you that the 1986, $93,000 ABT Report which was based on 545 telephone
calls received two hearings before the City Council. Goetze made no telephone calls, but
carefully analyzed over 15,0000 rent control records and 75,000 records in all. With the
issuance of this latest element of Dr. Goetze’s study, we repeat the request made to the City
that the Council hold a public hearing on these reports and what initiatives Cambridge
should take as a result.

Sincerely,

@%1%%//&/2&\

Paul Jefferson, Denise Jillson-Pereira
SPOA Co-Chairs
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EXHIBIT A

Testimony. Preliminary Findings. Rent Patterns in Cambndge

~elivered by, Rorf Goeze, PhD Cate:  August 25, 1692

Summary of Prellminary Findings

Household pooulatior in Cambndge has dectined by cver 14 percent from 95.778 in- 1960
down to 81,759 in 1990, according to U.S. Census statistics.

Owelling units have increased by nearly 19 percent from 35,330 in 1660 to 41,979 in 1890.

Average number of persons per household declined by 28 percent, from 2.71 persens in
1660 to 1.95 in 1990. '

Total housing stock and household population changed relatively less between 1980 and
1900. .

Average number of persons per unit, now at less than 2 per household, cannot conceivably
decline much further, without severe underutlization of the existing housing stock.

Vacancy rates more than doubled, from 3.05 percentin 1960 to 8.13 percent in 1930; the
vacant unit count increased 2.4 imes, from 1,077 vacant units in 1960 to 2.574 in 1990.

Local surveys suggest that since 1690 these trends have not reversed but continued.

In 1990, 16,900 of the total 27,400 rental untts, over 60 percent of the rental stock, are no
longer market rate units but controlled by the City in one way or another.

While owners of federal and state assisted developments recerved public subsidies, scme
12,700 apartment units controlled by the Cambndge Rent Control Board (CRC8) do not

Median rent in the CRCB controlled units was $388 in 1000, about 53 percent of the market
rate median of $732, which in tum differed litle from the concurrent Fair Market Rents
maintained by HUD (the O®pt of Housing and Urban Development) for assisted
developments throughout the Boston region. -

Owners of CRC8 controlied rental units receive neither HUO Fair Market Rents nor the
below market interast rate (BMIR) financing provided from various taxpayer sources to
owners of publically assisted housing.

Using the Urban Consumer Price index (CPIU) as a yardstick, the average owner ofta
CRCB-controlled property is at least 23 percent worse off compared to 25 years ago, in 1867
when contols were first imposed.

i controlled rents had been reguiarly adjusted to rise with the CPI from the 1987 base year. -
average controlied rent would have been $S17 instead of $366 in 1990, and $540 instead of

€428 in 1991.

Using this CPIndex, nearly $20 million was mmmed from rents in 1991 one alone, or $1,500
per apartment on average. ’

Using this CPindex and compounding interest over the interval at passbook savings rates,
the cumulative savings for tenants sums to around $15,000 per CRCB8 controlied unit, -- of
some $200 mullion across Cambndge aRogether.

Precared by R. Goezs, PhD, GeoOstas Anmytcs, 021784803, 08/26/92, CAMB\CRCE\CPIRENTI
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Overview of Cambridge Housing Demoqraphics, 1960 - 1330

Table 1: Population Changes in Cambridge, 1960 - 1990

Group Household " Personst
Year Pecoulation Quarners Populaton . Househoid
1960 107.716 11,938 95,778 2.7
1970 100,379 11,859 83,520 238
1990 95,322 12,434 82,888 2.01
1990 95,802 14,033 81,769 1.9

Table 2: Housing Changes in Cambridge, 1960 - 1990

Dwelllings, Owner Ranter Vacant Vacancy
Year Total Units Occupied Occupied Units Percentage
1960 35,330 7,708 26,545 1.077 3.08
1970 37,648 6.990 29,421 1.237 3.29
1680 41,278 8,889 29,947 2,442 592
1990 41,979 11,959 27,448 2,574 6.13

Source: U.S. Census staustics for respective decades.

Cambridge Rental Housing Distribution, Preliminary Findings, 1990

Cambridge had 27,400 rental units in 1990 (about 65 percent of its stock total of 42,000 housing
units), according to the U.S. Census STF1 data. Of these rentals, using City data, some 12,700
were listed in apartments whose rents were controlled by the Cambridge Rent Control Bcard
(CRCB), a litde over 2,700 were owned and managed by the Cambndge Housing Authortty
(CHA), and slightly over 1,500 were in directly subsidized developments (SubsHsg) - and rents

for these three housing types are in the public record.

This leaves a litde under 10,500 market rate units (Market), ot which over 1,100 are owned by
private insttutons such as Harvard and MIT. The balance ot around 9,300 includes mainly
private rentals, some condominiums (partly controlied dy the CRCB), as well 3s developments

buitt under HUD insurance.! .

The U.S. Census STF1 data aiso provide1990 rent distributions tor Cambndge by $50 rent
ranges up to $750. See the graph and table in Attachment A.2 .

The CRCS stock had a median of $388 in maximum allowable rent (calculated from CRC8
data). The median for the balancs of market rate units is $732, roughly the same as HUO Fair
Market Rents, and some 80 percent above the median of the rent-controlied unts. 3

1 Source of hese counts are he 1990, U.S. Census Summary Tape File 1 (STF1) and deveicoment
courtts researched in i il , prepared by me for he Clty of Camonage
Community Oevelopment Dept, June 1990. VWhen the 1990 STF3J data become avallabie for each of he
Clty's 94 census block groups. we wil 60 more preciss analyses.

2 1o generate & preiminary overview of TS rermtal market | have suttracted he rent-controled apartments.
e CHA publc housing, and he drecty suosidzed U from he 1990 Census couts, THs ieaves Nhe

markel rale LTS 8s a resicual in each price range. Ths procedre enabies us 1o armve at 1990 medans as
maswwwwbrmlaud\dme!wstodtategona-uca.nwn«#ﬁs.

Prepared by R. Goetzs, PhO, GeoDsta Amiocs, 02178483, 0872092, CAMB\CRCE\CPIRENTI
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Graph A shcws these distributions visually. The CRCB=ontrolled units are shown as a dark
mound in the foreground, the large majonty renting for well below the City-wide median of $483
whiie virtually all the market rate units are on the high rent sice. CHA housing appears at le, at'
the low rent end, and the assisted, subsidized housing is a more limred resource, available to
tenants at rents telow the Cambndge median as well. Here, if the U.S. Census data permitted,
the graph should properly continue 10 the nght in $50 increments, smootﬁmg,out the sharp
peaks to the nght of $700.4

Note that the U.S. Census reports the rents paid by household heads, not the rents received by
the housing provider — thus ignoring the substantial public subsidies supporting subsidized and
public housing.

An actual monthly housing cost graph, showing rents recerved by housing providers wouid be
very ditferent, with only the CRCB8 rent-controlled stock at the left low-ccst end, wnile CHA and
assisted housing, subsidized units providing their owners Fair Market Rent would all shift to tne
right -- to join the market rate housing.

CP!t vs. Controlled Rents in Cambridge MA, 1967 - 1892

A widely accepted measure of constant purchasing power is the urtan Consumer Pnce index for
the SBoston region, the CPI-U. This is the most commonly used yardstick because it refllecs the
regional sfuaton. $ This CP! yardstick can be applied to evaluate how the Rent Contel Board

has handled these surging market forces.

One way of considening the impact of rent-controls is by tracking permitted rent increases in the
units continuously controlled and recorded by the CRCB since 1967. There are 5,630 such untts
in the CRCB database. For these, the average rentin 1967 was $128.¢ This “consistently
regulated set* comprises about 45 percent of the total apartments regulated in 1961.

o This average, controlled rent of $128 in 1967, allowed to increase with the urban Consumer
Price Index would have been $517 in 1990, and $540 in 1891, a muttplier of a2’

3 These medans are based on CUTLIalVe percertages for he rental housing within each categery and
her imerpotated within he $50 rent intervats used by he U.S. Census. Note hhat mean or average rerms
uSed beiow lend 10 be & Htie higher than these medans, dependng on the presence of NG end uTts reming

at over $1.000 monthy.

4 Note thet 750+ means rerting for $750 - $1,000; and 1000+ means reming for amything over $1.000
morTeey. Thopenkinmnmthmdsoecfmg\misausedwmimswnmwszsoiml.
$750 - 1,000, In e census data, and the finel, nigt-hand calumn is he countt of everything rentng st over
$1.000 per month. Since he U.S. Census data ere aggregated tis way, hey camot easily be separated.

S The mational CP! s a broader measire. not intended (o reflect Iving cost afferermals between higner cost
East and West Coast locaions, and nurel sections, he South, as wed as areas with Simpler econamies.

The implcrt pnce deflator is another index not realy as appropnate o maontonng regonal housing markets
Decause it too does not take regonal diferences into accout -

8 Average rents are used here in piace of medan rents dbecause medans are both more cumdersome 10
cajcuate and camot hen be used 10 generste he ¢sImales Met (OIow beiow of resaurces Nm med o

ransferred to oher imerests.

T Ths is caiuiated by applying the CPHU for al Urban Consumers in the Boston regon. U.S. Dept of
Labor, Bureeu of Lador Stusics, 1o e CRC8 1967 base rents.

Prepared by R. Gostzs, PhD, GecOuta Amiyncs, 021784803, 082692, CAMB\CRCE\CPIRENTI




Preliminary Findings, Rent Patterns in Cambrdge, p. 4

* Allowable average rents listed by the CRCB for this “cons:stent ser* were onl i
) y $3S6 in 1990
and $428 in 1991, some $120 and 23 percent below rents indexed to the CPI-U rate over
this period - a mu.tiplier ¢f only 3.33.

s Furthemore, actual rents receiyed by property owners can only be lower than allowable
controlled rents, due to vacancies, collection losses, rent abatements and costs not
allcwable as pass-throughs.

In other words, today's average owner of a rentcontrolled property in Cambridge Is at least

23 percent worse off compared to 23 years ago when controls were first Imposed. This 23

percent gap provides a potentlal measure of the over<eaching of rent controls during the

Intervening period. .

Note that this 23 percent is measured against the CP!, not average market rents in
Cambridge, or the Boston reglon Fair Market Rents maintained by HUD, which were in
excess of $700 in this same time period. Against the latter, controlled owners were as
much as 45 percent below market.®

The graph, CP! vs. Controlled Rents in Cambridge, MA. 1967 . 1991, Attachment B, shows that
the gap between allcwable rents and the CPI became significant after 180.9 Untl then, dunng
the 1970s, rents tracked clcser to the rate of inflation.

* By 1982, a significant gap had emerged, and the graph reveals that rent adjustments were
most restrictive between 1980 -'81, and again 1584-'89,

e By 1992, the average pre~general adjustment rent was S477 for the 5,650 unit consistent
set, but only $457 for the other 7,050 apartment units listed in the CRCB data base with
controlled rents in 1991 but not consistently all the way back to 1967 .

e This $457 rent level, 20 lower than the “consistent set.” suggests that the owners not able
1o tie their rants back to 19687 may be even worse oft

A Preliminary Estimate of the Economic Impact of Current, Below CP! Rents

A monthly rent reduction of $120 (below CP! rents) amounts to over $1,400 per year on average
($120 x 12) for each household able to live in the 5,850 apartments consistently controlled
since 1967. Simply, it grants this benefit to whoever may be the current tenant - from resources
to wnich an owner would have been enttied under CPi-indexed rents.

Summed over the 5,650 such units, this loss to owners (and income transfer o tenants)
amounted to over $8 million in 1991 alone.

Over the balance of the rent-controlied inventory (the unrs with average rents of only $457), the
annual transfers can be estmated to be closer to $1,700 per unrt per year (S140/month x 12).

8 After the 1990 U.S. Census STF3 data are releasad on CO-ROM. they wil be used 1o determine rent,
vacancy and megan income dsibutions in esch of the City’s 34 census block groups.  The housing
campasition of each of hese biock groups Is aresdy anaized. .

9 This graph is based upon the ‘consistent sef, hasa 5,650 epartmernt UNits that rave rents entered

regsanty in he CRCS data tass from 1967 10 1991, This is not a sampie, sLtyect 10 bias, dut he erttire set.
and compnses abaut 45 percert of al he contraded apartnents wih CRCB rent ceta in 1992,

Prepoared by R. Goetre, Ph0, GeoOsta Amitics, 021784807, 08/268/92, CAMB\CRCE\CPIRENTI




Pre.minary Fincings, Remt Patterns :n Camericge - p. 3

Aggregated over the more than 7.000 "other’ rent<ontrolled apartments, the Ioss to the owners
of trese units was $11.75 million in 1991 alone.

Combining these, In the year 1991 nearty $20 million was timmed from rents, In effect an
Income transfer from property owners to tenants, To repeat, this transter is only measured
against the CPI, not HUD Fair Market or local market rents.

Examined over ime, this annual loss to owners/income transfer to tenants has been increasing
fairly consistently since it first became evident in the late 1970s. The pattem is neither one of
lean years offset by feast years, nora discontinuity produced by the federal tax reforms eariier in

- the 1980s.

This cumulative withholding from owners, using the 1967 base rents Indexed to the CPI-U,
sums to around $200 million dollars altogether, with compound interest at passbook
savings rates. For each controlled apartment (on average) the present vaiue of this
cumulative Income transfer (vs. CPl-indexed rents) is some $15,000.'0

While the political pressures to limit rent increases (o the Consumer Price Index in hot markets
are understandable, it s hard to find justfiable grounds for cepressing them below tnis widely

accepted incex of cons@nt purchasing power.

A final note: | intand to complete a fuller analysis as soon as STF3 U.S. Census data covenng
each of the 94 Census block groups in Cambndge for 1990 are released on CO-ROM, (promised
befora the summer is over). These will permet an analysis far more detailed and reliable than the
Cambridge Housing Study of 1987, known as the Abt Survey of only 1,483 househoids city- .
wide. Since the STF3 1990 U.S. Census data are based on the long forms, filled out by one
household in six in Apdl 1990, they provide a far more reliable base for detarmining household
incomes, sizes and rent burdens, as well as race/sthnicity, age of head, and mobility (length of

res dence in same unt).

10 Measired with respect to HUD's Baston Regon Fair Market Rerts, the isssAranster can conservatvely
be estmated (o Do 8t lesst twice 13 large — prodably over $30.000 per uvt and $400 milon aty-wide - but
cacustng tis more precsely for compersbie UTts requires he cetailed Census STF3 data by cansus
Diock group et are not yet avaliebie.

Preparsd by R, Goetzs, PhO, GecOsta mm 021784800, 0872892, CAMB\CRCE\CPIRENTI
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ATTAC-MENT A:

Cambridge Rental Housing Distribution, 1990
Gceze Ceolata Analytics RCRIS0A
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ATTACHMENT B:
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Part 2

The Beneficiaries
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Exhibit B

Testimony: Prglim'inary Findings, Age and Occupation Patterns in Cambndge Resider-

Delivered by:  Rotf Goeze, PhO ~ Date:  October 2, 1552

Summary of Preliminary Age Group and Occupation Class Findings

Given the purpose of rent control legislation. one wouid expect units controlled by the Cambridge
Rent Control Bcard (CRCB) to house a greater share of the City's older residents and those -
working in 1ower status occupatons of reureg.

Analysis sShows the reverse, that rent-controlied properties house a disproponticnate aum b&: of
persons in their 30s and 40s. the peak earning years. Furthermore, upper status occupatons
are over-represented, paruculary in the controlied condominium stock

The Analvtical Aporosch :
The Elecuion Commussion list of Cambndge residents over 17 years of age (Nov. '90) can de

used to classify most Cambndge residents by age group and occupatonal class
o  Cver 90 percent of the dates of birth and 75 percent of the occupations were ctassifiable.’

o The large majortty of addresses in the CRCE8's list of properties and units were matched
with the addresses in the Eiecton Commission list?

o Qver 15.606 residents were classifiable into specific units identified as controlled apant-
ments (C) or controlled condominiums (C*) 1n the CRCB database, which are heredy

designated RC-OUS. tent-controlied awelling units.

o An additional 6.700 were classifiable into other types of units in the CRCS database, but
currently exempt from rent level controls due to owner occupancy, new consyucton, etc.’

o To differentiate residents living in rent controlied units from the rest of the City population 3ll
residents were divided into two groups, RC-OUS. these tiving in igentt 24, rent-controtiec
units, and Balance. all other residents not explicitly matched to centroned units. ¢

Age Grouo Patterns
As Figure 1, Age Distnibution by Stock Type, reveals, rent-controlied units house a
gisproporticnate share of residents aged 30 to 49, persons in the prime earning years, and

1 Of me 71,443 residents Isted, 65.088 were classifiadie by age and 54,086 were ciassifiable by
occupaton. Some 6,381 rescents nad biank or urvesistc dates of dirth and were therefore not ciassified.
Sirmularty. some 17.357 residents had occupeions T1at were DNk Of IMPassidie 1o cassity.

2 Thig was done by geo-codng esch a0dress ISt using Mapinfo mapping software. The relatvely smal
numder where residents’ addresses aGd not resdily maich hose In e CRCS datmdase ususty hed offset
STeet nUTDerS. SUCh 23 STeel nuTDer “¢7° wnere he Slecton Commission ISt ShOWSd persons resigng st

*45° ang “49.°

3 A smat numder of units were isted as cuTenty exemot cue 1o marxet rate certficates from he
Camonage Housing Authenty. Sven f Mese were ncuded in RC-OUs. Ney are 100 few 10 aner Te dasiC
paterns.

4 The totsl popuaion residng in rem-conroded Ut remains uinown, Dut it seerms ikety Tat at least
Tree-guanters of he a0t over 17 actialy fvng in rem-conroed WIS are ncrded in RC-OUs. The
AumDer Incluged 1n e Balance (ue (0 unMaiched aodresses) are 100 few 10 sigruficanty aher he

underying patterns.

Precared by R. Goeae. Ph0. GeoOata Amiyocs. 021784803, 10/02/32, 0:\CAMBMGORES
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increasingly smaller st;am as one moves away from tus range. See Table 1, Age Distibuton
of Cambndge Residents Nov. 1990, for actual counts.

e 30s: The contrasts were most extreme among residents i their 30s. The share-of residents
in RC-OUS in their 30s, cne in three, was 61 percent higher than the cne-in five in this age

group in the Balance populaucn.

L J
e 40s: Among residents in RC-OUS, one in five was in their 40s. while in the Balance, only
one in seven was in their 40s. ‘

e 50s: Among residents in therr 5O0s, there 1S litle difference between RC-OUS and the
Balance populaton. About 8 percentin each category were in their SOs.

e 60+ In RC-DUS. only one resident in seven 1S over 60 while over one in four i1s this 0I¢ :n the
Balance population.

e Elderty: The sharen RC-OUs of Cambndge residents age S and over.11 percent was
barely half as large as the share in the Balance. 21 percent - the reverse of what one would

expect$

o Under30; Among the RC-DUS, only one in four was between 18 and 30 years old.
whereas in the Balance populatcn one 1n three was within this age group. it seemsn
general that rent-controlled units do not concentrate oA this age group, which includes most

students,

Oczupational Patterns. :
Three-quarters of the 71 443 aautt residents in the Electon Commission list, of 54 086. were

also classifiable by occupabon into one of12 ca;e.gones.‘ Using these classificatons for
analysis, the following pattems emerge.

Figure A: Occupational categories used for classifying resident occupations

1 professicnal goctor, lawyer, scertst, clergy. post-BA. degree

2 mansgenal/agminsratve drector. MANager. NCe Presdert president owner. landiord. supemsc
3  tecmicalsem-prolessonal analyst consuant tecviaan. leacher. specigist elc.

4 clencal SeCTetary. word processar opersior, cerk

5 siled races carpenter. pUITDer, elecTican, woodworker

6 sem-siched blue coler TUCK ArTVer, assembier. MACTING 0perator

T unsidled workers i TVer. wareNouSeman. maid, S1ock boy,

8§ suoert ’

9 retred

10 housewile

11 unempioyed .

12 uncategonzed (Dlank, seif-empioyed. persons wnd icemfied onty Me fiexs of

work [e.g. state gowt), etc.)

s Oriy 10.9 percent of the residents cassified 8s ivng in RC-OUs (1 669 out of 15.294 age ana CRCB
classfisdie resioens) were 65 years of age o oiger in 1990. wneress 21 percent of Te Batence ( 10.432 of

49.761) werg 65 ang oicer.
¢ The bslance of 17.357 were eher Diank o S0 ErypPec Ml reiatie Casficaton was not possidie. The
mmwofmwcwmwammwwaumw. prodoadly sLoems. An
examINg00n of Merr 39S aNd 30CTES38S nacales Mese reSHeNts were young, and twng in larger Duliings
~nere Me Secion Commssion ist coversge tends 1o De less NOrough.

Srecared by R. Goeze. PhO. Geol3ta Araiyics, 021784803, 100292, O:\CAMBWUGORES
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Figure 2, Qccupations/ Distribution by Stock Type, shows that persons with higher siatus skills
are more prevalent in RC-OUS, whereas Students, Retred. Housewives, the Semi-skilled,

Unskilled ané Unemployed are: all under-represented. n Figure 2, onewould expect the
persons to the left to have less problems with housing alfordability than these to the nght Yeta
greater share of the occupations o the left are concentrated in controlied units. See Table 2,

Occupational Distribution of Cambrdqe Residents, Nov. 1990, for actual counts. .

The white collar groups, categones 1.3, plus 5), skilled trades, contain persons generally vewed
as more advantaged. Thus, one would not generally expect to find too many of these
occupatons in rent controtied housing. Together, however, these actually inctuge S6.6 percent
of all residents in RC-OUs. compared to only 43 percent of all residents in the Balance.

e technicaUsemi-professional: in RC-DUS. analysts, consultants, technicians. teachers, ars
other specialists compnse 31 9 percent of the residents, compared to 22.9 percent in the

Balance.

. managenalladministratlve: In RC-DUS. directers, managers, vice presidents, presidents,
owners, landlords and supemsors make up 9.8 percent of the resigents, compared 7.3

percent in the Balance.

o professional: In RC-DUs. doctors. lawyers, scientists, mernbers of the clergy. and persens
with post-8.A. education are 11.9 percent, compared to only 10 percent in the Balance.
Remember, the balance includes all resident owned dwellings and all new constucton 3s
well as market rate unts. Nevertheless, professionals are disproportionately represented i

RC-DUs.

e clerical: in RC-DUs, secretaries, word processor operators and clerks are also over-
represented at 9.1 percent of 3ll residents, compared to 8.1 percent ot all residing.in the
Balance. :

On the other hand:
e regdred: in RC-DUS, retred persons comprise only 6.8 percent, compared to 12.6 of all

residing in the Balance.

. housowi?c: in RC-DUS, housewives are only S.2 percent, compared to 9 percent of all
residing in the Balance of the housing stock.

e student While students are 3 significant presence in.RC-OUS, compnsing 13.7 percent.of
the residents, their share in the Balance is even larger, 17.3 percent.

o semi-skiiled, unskilled, and unemployed: There are a host of lower status occupatons
represented in the residents, including these self-descnbed as truck drivers, assembiers,
machine operators, as well as X drvers, warehousemen, maids and stock boys. along
with the unempleyed. Together, in RC-OUs. these compnse 8.7 percent, compared to 10

percent in the Balance.

A final note: _
Rent<ontrolied condeminiums compnss a signicant subsat of RC-OUS, which inciuges 3,260

of the 14.755 residents in controlied housing classifiable by occupaton. Residents in controlled
condormniums present an even mMore exreme protile, with over 70 percent in the three wnite
collar classes: professionsl. manoqmal/.dmim:nu’vo, and tqchnmvsm:-pm(nsiona/.
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Table 1: Age Distribution of Cambridge Residents., Nov.

Age Group (persons) RC-DUs Balance
18-19 yr olds 181 2,283
in their 20s 3,566 13,773
in their 30s , §,007 10,080
in their 40s 3,083 7.029
in cheir 50s 1,255 3,995
in their 60s 1,048 4,188
in their 70s 701 3,415
in their 80s 408 1,918
in their 90s 65 2,880
Unclassifiable 1,314 5,074
Grand Total 16,608 54,835
Classifiable 15,294 49.761
% Unclassifiable : 7.9% 9.3%
Age Group (percent) RC-DUs Balance
18-19 yr olds 1.2 4.6
in their 20s 23.3 27.7°
in their 30s 32.7 20.3
in their 40s 20.0 14.1
in their S0s 8.2 8.0
in their 60s 6.9 8.8
in their 70s 4.6 6.9
in their 80s 2.7 3.9
in their 90s 0.4 5.8
Classifiable Ages 100.0 100.0

Source: Cambridge Election Commission list,
matched with Cambridge Rent Control
socard Database by R. Goetze
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Table 2: Occupation Distribution of Cambridge

Occupation (persons!) Class

Professional
Mgr'l/Administ
Techn/SemiProf'l
Clerical

Skilled Trades
SemiSkilled BluCel
Unskilled Workers
Student

Retired

Housewife
Unemployed
UnClassifiable

WV ®IO WL E LN -

e
INFTR -

Grand Total ALL
Classifiable
% UnClassifiable (12)

Occupation (percent)
Professional
Mgr'l/Administ
Techn/SemiProf'l
Clerical

Skilled Trades
SemiSkilled BluCol
Unskilled Workers
Student

Retired

Housewife
Unemployed

HOWVWWIR W e LN

-

Classifiable Occs.

Oce. Groups (percent)

- s e s aP D @ @D ED ED ED T @ W W @ W T D W =

white Collar(l-l)
Skilled Trades(S)
Student (8)

SubTotal(12358)

Subtotal (46791011)

Classifiable Occs.

RC-DUs Balance

S48 1,738
488 1,486

1,853 15,504

16,608 54,838
14,755 39,331
11.2% 28.3%

RC-DUs Balance

w

.—.

S3.6 40.3

3.0 2.7
13.7 17.3
70.2 60.2

9.8  39.8
100.0  100.0

Source: Cambridge Election Commission lisc,
matched wicth Cambridge Rent Control
Board Database by R. Goetze

GeoData Analytics, OCCTYPRC, 02-0ct=-92




Rent Control in Cambridge

Part 3

Housing Utilization, Rents and Incomes
in and around Cambridge

Prepared by Rolf Goetze,PhD.
April, 1993




Testimony:  Draft findings: Vacancies. Housing Utilization, Rents and Incomes In and
Around Cambridge

Delivered by:  Rolf Goetze, PhD Date: April 5, 1993

The 1990 U.S. Census reveals that by virtually all commonly accepted measures -- rent
levels, housing utilization and rental cost burdens upon tenants -- Cambridge rates are
lower than in every adjoining community. These measures indicate a relative housing
surplus, the very opposite of a housing emergency in Cambridge today. Furthermore, the
Census confirms that most rent-controlled units in Cambridge are priced well below
market, tend to be in the better locations of the City, and are generally occupied by the
income-advantaged, who pay a much lower portion of their income in rent than is usual.

S f Findi
1. Vacancies in Cambridge in 1990 were remarkably high, comprising over 6 percent of all units.
2. Cambridge was the only community in the area with less than 2 persons per housing unit.

3a. Cambridge stands out with a remarkably low median contract rent of only $483 in 1990."

3b. Due in part to rent controls, 17 percent of all rental units in Cambridge rented for less than
$250 per month, a greater share than in any other abutting community except Boston.

3c. An unprecedented 52 percent of all units in Cambridge rented for less than $500 per month in
1990.

3d. The Cambridge 1990 median gross rent of only $538 is startlingly low for the surrounding
area.

4. Only in Cambridge did 36 percent of all tenants have a rent burden of less than 20 percent of
household income.

5. Cambridge had the lowest median rent/income ratio in the area: 20.9 percent.

6. Tenants actually benefitting from Cambridge rent controls tend to be "the income
advantaged.”" Median income of rent-controlled households was $30,090 in 1990, vs. $24,220
(a full 20 percent lower) for all other renters not able to live in controlled units.

7. The rent burden of the large majority of households living in rent-controlled units in Cambridge
is remarkably low.

8. Access to rent controlled housing by current occupants thus represents a benefit worth at
least $142 per month, or some $1,700 annually per household compared to normal rent
burdens in the area.

1 Measures for comparing and evaluating rents must be consistent to avoid confusion. in the 1990 U.S.
Census, Summary Tape File 1 (STF1, from the short form completed by every household in April 1990)
provides data on contract rent distributions. STF3 ( completed by the sample of about one household in
six) covers gross rent distributions and portion of renter household income devoted to rent. Maximum
allowable rents set annually by the Cambridge Rent Control Board provide yet a third measure examined
elsewhere (in Part 1).
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Draft findings, Housing Utilization, Rents and Incomes In and Around Cambridge p. 2

9. Based on the value of single family homes located in the same block groups, rent-controlled
units tend to be in the more attractive parts of the City and do not reduce the values of the
properties not directly under rent controls.

10. There is no monopoly concentration of ownership in controlled rental properties in Cambridge.

The 1990 U.S. Census tabulations released last fall provide the latest reliable data. Less rigorous

indicators such as the rental industry sample surveys suggest that the Cambridge market situation
is little altered since 1990, except for household incomes rising with the consumer price index and
the rental market firming again after a slight dip in 1991.

. CAMBRIDGE RENTAL HOUSING IN ITS SURROUNDING CONTEXT
Table A, Cambridge Housing Utilization Compared to Surrounding Communities, 1990, applies

some widely-used benchmarks to the housing stock of Arlington, Belmont, Boston, Brookline,
Somerville and Watertown, as well as Cambridge. The total count of housing units in Cambridge

in 1990 was somewhat larger than in most of its abutting communities, but less than one-sixth that
of Boston (Col. A).

Cambridge provides a significant share of the rental units in the local area. The Cambridge total
count of 27,446 renter-occupied units (Col. E), however, was dwarfed by the six times larger total
of rental units in Boston alone. The share of the total stock that was renter-occupied in
Cambridge, 65 percent (Col. F), matches adjoining Somerville and Boston. This share declines
as one gets further from the downtown - to 52 percent in Watertown, 42 percent in Arlington, and
39 percent in Belmont.

H ing Utilizati
Table A,
Total Persons/ Renter
Housing Vacancy Occupied Occupied
City/Town Units Count % Unit Units %
(A) ® (© ©) ® F
Arlington 19,421 602 3.1 23 8,089 42%
Belmont 9,968 304 3.0 24 3,906 39%
Boston city 250,863 22,399 8.9 22 157,920 63%
Brookline 25,353 996 3.9 2.1 13,857 55%
Somerville city 31,786 1,467 46 23 20,921 66%
Watertown 14,748 558 3.8 22 7684 52%
Cambridge city 41,979 2,574 6.1 1.9 27,446 65%

Source: 1990 U.S. Census, STF1, Tables H002, H003, H009, H0017, H032, and STF3, Tables HO01,
HO019.

Finding 1: Vacancies in Cambridge were remarkably high, comprising over 6 percent of all
units. Vacancies in Cambrige (Col. C) were generally between 1.5 to 2 times higher than the
rates in abutting communities. Only Boston, with nearly 9 percent vacancies, had a higher
vacancy rate than Cambridge.
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Dreft findings,

Finding 2: Cambridge was the only community in the set with less than 2 persons per
housing unit. Persons per occupied unit (Col. D) is a common measure of housing utilization
alongside the vacancy rate. When many units are vacant and the occupied units are less
intensively used, this indicates a housing surplus. The Cambridge rate of 1.9 persons per unit
was over 14 percent lower than the average throughout all the abutting communities, 2.2 persons
per unit. :

Contract Rent and Gross Rent
Tatle B, Cambridge Rents Compared to Surrounding Communities, 1990 lists rents, renter

household income and rent burdens among the same communities shown in Table A. Contract
rent is the amount in the rental agreement, whereas gross rent includes utilities.2

Table B, Cambridge Rents Compared to Surrounding Communities, 1990
Contract Rent Gross Rent Renter
Distribution Rent Burden H'hold Rent/inc
City/Town Median < $250 < $500 Median Average <20% >30% Income Ratio
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) F) ~ (©) (H) (1)
Arlirgton $691 1% 22% $754 $753 29% 35% $33,807 245
Belmont $792 7% 18% $863 $878 30% 33% $42,976 22.1
Boston city $546 19% 43% $625 $634 26% 44% $23,530 27.8
Brockline $629 8% 33% $671 $759 34% 36% $32.489 232
Sormrerville city $591 12% 36% $677 $687 28% 42% $29,616 23.9
Watertown $722 10% 23% $813 $794 34% 31% $39,702 21.8
Cam bﬁdge city $483 17% 52% $538 $601 36% 34% $27,763 20.9

Source: 1990 U.S. Census, STF1, Table H032, and STF3, Table H050

Finding 3a: Cambridge stands out with a remarkably low median contract rent of only
$483in 1990 (Col. A). Even in Boston, a much larger rent-controlled city, the median contract
rent of $546 was $63 per month or 13 percent higher. Somerville, at $591 with no rent controls,
was 3108 or 22 percent higher. These are the only communities with median contract rent under
$60C. In Brookline, also impacted by rent controls, median contract rent was $629.

The remaining towns do not have any rent controls: Arlington's median contract rent was $691 in
1990, Watertown's was $722, and Belmont's was $792.

Find ng 3b: Cambridge, due in part to rent controls, had 17 percent of all units renting for
less than $250 per month. Public and assisted housing generally accounts for most of the
rental stock in this low-priced category in any community. Cambridge, however, provided a larger
share of lower cost units., a greater share than in any other community except Boston, which has
proportionately more public housing.

Finding 3c: In Cambridge, an unprecedented 52 percent of all units in the City rented for
less ~han $500 per month in 1990 (Col.C). This further confirms the impact of rent controls.

2 gee footnote 1.

Prepaed by R. Goetze, PhD, GeoData Analytics, 02178-4803, 04/05/93, d:\camb\comprnt4.doc
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Even in Boston only 43 percent of all units are priced this low. The communities with higher
median contract rents had correspondingly smaller shares of units renting for less than $500 --
down to 36 percent of the rental stock in Somerville, 33 percent in Brookline, 23 percent in
Watertown, 22 percent in Arlington, and only 18 percent in Belmont.

Finding 3d: The Cambridge 1990 median gross rent of only $538 is startlingly low.3 The
comparable median for Boston, $625, was a full $87 or 16 percent higher. Elsewhere in this set of
communities, median rents ranged from $671 to $863, far above the Cambridge levels.

Rent Burden

Finding 4: Only in Cambridge did 36 percent of all tenants have a rent burden in 1990 of
less than 20 percent of household income (Col. F). Rent burden, as calculated by the U.S.
Census, is a widely used measure arrived at by comparing annual gross rents to the household
incomes of the residents in their respective units.# Obtaining rental housing for less than 20
percent of household income is generally viewed as a very favorable situation for tenants.

In all the other communities including those housing the more affluent, a smaller share of the
households experienced such a light rent burden. In Boston, only 26 percent obtained such
favorably priced housing, and in Somerville, 28 percent. While 34 percent of all renter households
in Brookline and Watertown also experienced such a favorable rent burden, this was due to
generally higher household incomes (Col. H).

Finding 5: Cambridge also had the lowest median rent/income ratio: 20.9 percent. The
abutting communities had median rent income ratios that were several percentage points higher.
Such a low rent to income ratio is usually only experienced by higher income renters.>

To this point the 1990 U.S. Census data reveal that Cambridge consistently had the most
favorable rents and rent-to-income ratios in the area, demonstrating the impact of the
City's rent controls and private subsidy policies. However, the higher vacancy rates and
less than 2 persons per occupied housing unit also testify to the existence of a general
housing surplus in 1990.

Il. RENTAL HOUSING WITHIN CAMBRIDGE

The 1990 U.S. Census also allows us to examine how equitably these favorable rents are
allocated among the renter households living in the City of Cambridge.

3 Gross rent patterns are naturally somewhat higher and in step with the preceding findings. Regardless of
whether one examines median or average gross rents (Col. D and Col. E), the City of Cambridge
consistently provided the least cost housing. Averages are shown only because they are sometimes
discussed. Since Cambridge has more luxury rental properties than most communities (much like
Brookline), the difference between median and average gross rents is greater in these two communities
than among the rest.

4 Columns F and G are derived from data in Table H50 in the 1990 U.S. Census STF3 counts (based on
the long census form completed by one household in six) which detail the rent burdens for tenants in five
household income bands separated at $10,000, $20,000, $35,000, and $50,000. As income rises, the rent
burden generally declines.

S Rent/income ratio, (Col. |, derived from columns A and H), is a simple percentage comparing twelve
times monthly contract rent to the respective renter household income, assuming that the poorer
households get to live in the lower priced units. A low median rent/income ratio in Cambridge means its
less advantaged households would have a lower rent burden than in any adjoining community if access to
~ the stock were equitably distributed.
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Household Incomes
* Median 1990 household income of all renters throughout Cambridge (dominated by the 53
percent living in rent controlled housing), was $27,763.

e The median income of the households living in the rent-controlled units was $30,090, 8.4
percent higher.

Only 30 percent of all households living in rent-controlled units in Cambridge had incomes
Jnder $20,000, whereas over 43 percent of all other renter households within the City had
ncomes in this range.

Finding 6: Tenants actually benefitting from Cambridge rent controls tend to be "the
inccme advantaged™: Median income of rent-controlled households was $30,090 in 1990, vs.
$24,220 (a full 20 percent lower) for all other renters not living in controlled units.

Rent Burdens

* Any household renting in the Boston metro area in 1990 with a $30,000 income (the median
of households occupying rent-controlled units in Cambridge) normally had to pay between
$500 and $750 in monthly rent payments, that is, between 20 and 30 percent of household
.ncome.®

Ofall households living in rent-controlled units in Cambridge, however, fully 45 percent, or
aearly half, spent less than 20 percent of their household income on gross rent (which
includes utilities)

e Because market rents in Cambridge generally are higher than controlled rents, households
living in the City but not in rent-controlled units typically spent between 23 and 35 percent of
income to rent their units in Cambridge. The target beneficiaries of rent controls, less affluent
households, not living in a controlled apartment or public/subsidized housing, had the highest
fent burdens.

Finding 7: The rent burden of the large majority of households living in rent-controlled
units in Cambridge is remarkably low. This rate is low both in comparison to their counterparts
renting market housing in Cambridge and to similar households living in neighboring communities
(as shown in Table B, Col F, above).

e ~he median contract rent in rent-controlled units, was only $485 in 1990 accordingtothe U S
Census, a shade above the city-wide median of $483.7

e This means the median rent-controlled household, with $30,090 annual income, had a
rent/income ratio of only 19 percent — a very favorable income ratio, particularly for this
income class.

6 The HUD standard of spending 30 percent of income on rent is used to determine assistance to low and
moderate income households to hold their rents down to 30 percent of income. Many lower income
hous:z2holds not receiving housing assistance or subsidies are forced to spend over 35 percent of income on
rent. With higher incomes, the portion spent on rent regularly declines.

7 The Cambridge city-wide median contract rent, $483, clearly refiects the dominance of rent controls
Over half the rental units in the city are controlled, covering the middle of the spectrum. Only one unit in six
is publicly assisted or managed by the Cambridge Housing Authority (lowest rents), and less than 30
percent are market rentals, with generally higher rents.
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e Based on spending 25 percent of a $30,090 income on rent (a more normal rate for this
income level in the Boston area), this median household would have paid $627 in rent, some
$142 or 29 percent more per month.

e The median 1989 contract rent in market rate rentals in Cambridge was $731, according to
the 1990 U.S. Census, some $246 or 50 percent higher than the rent-controlled median.8

Finding 8: Access to rent controlled housing by current occupants thus represents a
benefit easily worth $142 per month, or some $1,700 annually, compared to a normal rent
burden of 25 percent of household income.

These benefits should not be confused with the more substantial amounts that result when one
compares the controlled rents with the higher market rents within Cambridge. Using Cambridge
market rents as a measure and allowing for slightly smaller unit size, the monthly benefits of
obtaining a rent-controlled unit increase to over $200 per month.

The 15,000 households living in controlled rental housing, but not paying 25 percent of income on
rent, together receive benefits worth at least $25 million dollars a year. This subsidy comes from
current owners and property deterioration, while many members of the original target population,

not living in a controlled unit, experience even greater rent burdens.

Neighborhood Appeal

Values for single family homes can be used as an index of neighborhood attractiveness.®

e The Cambridge city-wide median single family value was $293,000 according to the 1990
U.S. Census.

¢ In block groups with concentrations of market rate housing, the median single family value
(1980 U.S. Census) was $336,000, some 15 percent higher.

¢ In block groups with high concentrations of rent-controlled units, the median single family
value was even higher, $389,000, a full 33 percent above the city-wide single family median
value.

Finding 9: Based on the value of single family homes located in the same block groups,
rent-controlled units tend to be in the more attractive parts of the City and do not reduce
the values of the properties not directly under rent controls.

Concentration of Ownership

e The 13 largest owner/managers of rent-controlled property in Cambridge, each with 100 - 709
units, together control 25 percent of the stock.'0

8 The median household income in market rate rental housing was $34,381, making the median market
rate rent/income ratio 25.5 percent--a more normal rent burden. Only 33 percent of these households paid
less than 20 percent of income in rent.

9 The median value of single family properties is generally accepted as an index of neighborhood
attractiveness.

10 This finding arises from examination of the Cambridge Rent Control Board landiord/manager records for
all the units registered in the City registered with the CRCB.
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e The next largest 65 owner/managers, each with 25 - 99 units, together control another 25
percent.

Finding 10: There is no monopoly concentration in the ownership of rent-controlled
prcperties in Cambridge.

ill. METHODOLOGY

The methodology used to arrive at these findings is important to understand. The U.S. Census
does not tabulate housing data in terms of whether individual dwelling units are market rate, rent
cortrolled, or publicly subsidized -- but simply tallies dwelling units geographically -- counting by
cersus blocks, census block groups and census tracts.' The 1990 U.S. Census is the most
reliable source of recent data on such attributes as rent levels, vacancies, housing values,
household incomes, rent burdens, persons per dwelling, employment, labor force participation,
occupations, in-movers and vehicle ownership. Since these are only revealed down to the block
group level, the census block group (BGS0) becomes the appropriate level for analyzing Census
data.

To tie this study in with the rich source of U.S. Census data, it was necessary to sort the block
groups by market housing type. City records from the Assessing Department and Rent Control
Board list every unit in the City and its rent control status. These data, by address and map
location, were used to determine the census block location of every rent-controlled and publicly
subsidized rental unit.'2

The unit counts, by housing type, were aggregated to the block group level, mapped and
compared to the total rental housing counts enumerated by the U.S. Census for the respective
block groups. Market rate rental units were taken as the remainder, after subtracting subsidized
and ren;-controlled units from the total rental housing stock associated with each census block
greup.

1A typical urban census block is bounded by streets on four sides, just as one would expect. It is "what
you would walk around.” Cambridge has 622 U.S. Census blocks, which are grouped into 94 "block
groups,” usually comprising some 5 to 8 blocks. These block groups, in turn, aggregate into the 30 census
tracts comprising Cambridge, which tend to be bounded by major streets.

12 5 practice, Mapinfo 5.0 desktop mapping was used to geocode each property by address, that is, place
it schematically in the interpolated location on each street segment. For example, 28-30 Aberdeen Ave, a
rent controlled property, was placed twice on the right side of the street segment extending from 24 to 198
on :he right -- at the proper points for 28 and for 30. Similarly, 35-37 Aberdeen Ave. was geocoded on the
left a little up the street. (The fact that the block on Aberdeen Ave. actually goes only to 124, or that 30 is
the unit upstairs above 28 does not matter in this schematic approach.) All points were geocoded so that
ma:ches could be made with the Election Commission list showing residents at each address.

~he Mapinfo software assigns an "XCOORD" and "YCOORD" to each address point, corresponding to
lon3itude and latitude, which in tum serves to determine the bounding census block, tract, neighborhood.
wad, or whatever. Once all the address records were "tagged” with their appropriate census block groups.
counts were aggregated by census block group.

13 Things never "fit" completely, but here the fit was very close. In terms of address geo-coding, virtually
every unit could be assigned to its appropriate census block, if not the interpolated position on the street
block face. Address errors in TIGER revealed themselves during geocoding (through matches that failed)
and were corrected before proceeding, e.g. missing address segments on Lake View Avenue (the street
was also crooked, and misplaced address ranges along the right side of Garden Street, which placed some
apartments on the Common, instead of on the triangle block between Concord Ave, Garden St, and
Weterhouse St.

Coding of rent-controlled properties posed different sorts of problems. The category, C#, meaning
lodging house unit, does not match any U.S. Census unit, and sometimes, these should be assigned to
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Among the 94 census block groups in Cambridge, those with noteworthy concentrations of

particular housing types were flagged, e.g. rent-controlled, public/assisted, or market
rentals.

Table C, All ing Units in i mbri 1990, breaks down the total housing count
from the 1990 U.S. Census, 41,979 dwelling units (D.U.), into owner- and renter-occupancy stock
on the Cambridge Total line. Below this are the respective counts for the respective block groups
in which different rental housing market types are concentrated.'4 The biock groups that have
special concentrations of particular rental housing types reveal the very significant differences

among the types. As Map A, Housing Type Concentrations, 1990 shows, these representatlve
block groups are fairly widely distributed throughout the City.

Table C: All Housing Units in the City of Cambridge, 1990

Total Owner Occupancy Renter Occupancy
D.U. D.U. Median D.U. Median Medi;n Rent/
Count Count 1-family Count  Rent Hhold Income

Value Income Ratio

Cambridge Total 41,979 13,377 $293,120 28,602 $483 $27,763 21.0
Rent-Controlled Total 9,991 3,127 $389,025 6,864 $485 $30,090 19.3
Public/Assisted Rentals 3,539 714  $175,279 2,825 $246 $13,610 21.7
Market Rentals 5,246 2,403 $336,166 2,843 $731 $34,381 25.5

Source: 1990 U.S. Census, STF1, STF3, using CRCB and Comm. Dev't data to determine market types.15

group quarters. This helps explain why housing counts are difficult to reconcile completely. The Rent
Control Board (CRCB) may count 7 single room units as 7 separate units, whereas the U.S. Census may
identify their lodging as 1 dwelling, or assign all the residents to the group quarters tabulations. The total
count of such rooms, 537 units citywide, or 2 percent of the total rental stock, is not large enough to
seriously distort the findings.

Controlled condominiums posed yet another type of minor problem. Where the CRCB identified units as
C*, meaning controlled condominiums, the U.S. Census simply counted units as either rental and owner-
occupied. Only on the two block groups dominated by Harvard, 3537003 and 3537004 (and 3 others with
condo concentrations) was the residual count of market units negative. In general, this means the derived
count of market rentals in the city, (8,375 units , or 29 percent of the rental stock), may be overstated by an
indeterminate number of "controlled units” that the census revealed as owner-occupied condominiums.
While the number is not large, it may aggregate to several hundred units. With a little time and effort,
diverging counts could easily be reconciled at the block level, using the STF3 Census data and this desktop
mapping approach.

14 Note that vacant units are included here in their respective categories. Thus the Cambridge Total
Renter Occupancy stock shown in Tables D and E, 28,602 units, is a little larger than the renter-occupied
stock shown in Table A, Col. E, The study focused on total rental units, not just renter-occupied units,
because the Assessing Department and Rent Control Board Records do not identify vacant units.

15 Note that Table D lists all the renter-occupancy units (D.U. Count) of all market types on the respective
block groups that had high concentrations of particular rental housing types. Table D shows that there were
6,864 rental units altogether on the block groups with rent-controlled housing concentrations, not that there
were 6,864 rent-controlled units in the City.
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Table D, All Rental Housing Units in the City of Cambridge. 1990, disaggregates the rental

dwelling unit count column in Table C, to demonstrate the high sampling rate. The lines
correspond to the preceding table, but here in Table D the total rental stock is sorted into three,
mutually exclusive categories: Rent Controlled, Public/Assisted Housing, and Market Rentals.

Table D: All Rental Housing Units in the City of Cambridge 129 0
- D.U. DU. Row D.U. Row D.U. Row
Count Count Pct Count Pct Count Pct
Cambridge Total 28,602 15,227 53.2 5,022 176 8,375 29.3
Rent-Controlled Total 6,864 6,403 93.3 76 1.1 385 56
Public/Assisted Rentals 2,825 633 224 1,773 62.8 419 148
Market Rentals 2,843 - 545 19.2 _ 45 16 2,253 79.2

Source: 1990 U.S. Census, STF1, STF3, using CRCB and Comm. Dev't data to determine housing market types

The first line, Cambridge Total, divides the total count of 28,602 rental housing units in the City
into 15,227 rent-controlled units (53 percent of the rental stock), 5,022 public and assisted
housing units (18 percent), and 8,375 market rate rental units (29 percent). The highlit
percentages in Table D for the respective housing types are important for interpreting the median
values, rents, and household incomes in Table C.

The line, Rent-Controlled Total, shows that 6,403 of the 6,864 units on these block groups are
actually rent-controlled units, or 93.3 percent of all the units.'® Viewed in the context of all 15,227
rent-controlled units, the 6,403 on these block groups comprise 42 percent of the City total. This
is a remarkably high "sampling rate" considering the conventional wisdom that Cambridge
neighborhoods are very diverse.

In the Public/Assisted Rentals block groups, 62.8 percent of the units are public or subsidized
housing units, while 22.4 percent are rent-controlled, and 14.8 percent are market rate rentals.
Similarly, in Market Rentals, 79.2 percent of all units are market rentals, and most of the balance,
19.2 percent are rent-controlled.

Median rents. With the foregoing considerations in mind, reconsider Table C. The Cambridge
median contract rent is $483.

e The median for all rental units in block groups with rent-control concentrations is $485, only
a little bit higher. The median for actual rent-controlled units must lie somewhat below this due
to the presence of 6 percent market units on these block groups with higher rents.1?

16 The balance are 76 publicly assisted units and 385 market rate units.

17 Medians used here are weighted averages of the census medians for each block group, that is, the
block group medians are each multiplied by the respective owner/rental unit count, aggregated, and then
divided by the total unit count to arrive at a weighted average. Tests using biock group, tract and citywide
data show this technique matches the medians tabulated by the U.S. Census for the respective
geographies. Not only are these medians more useful than means or averages (which tend to be higher),
but means cannot be calculated for some block groups because the census only lists the counts for the
higher ranges ($750 - $1,000, and over $1,000), in ways that cannot be used to calculate means.
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The median for all rentals on public and assisted rental block groups is $246. Similarly, the
median for actual public and assisted rentals must be lower due to 22 percent rent-controlled
and 15 percent market rentals with higher rents in these block groups.

The median contract rent in the market rental block groups is $731. In this instance, the
median for actual market rentals is likely to be higher, due to the presence of 19 percent rent-
controlled units plus a small number of subsidized units at lower rents in these block groups.

Median Renter Household Incomes and Rent/income Ratio are also shown in Table C. The
all-Cambridge median renter household income of $27,763 is a blend of different housing market
types. Tenant incomes and rent burdens become more meaningful when housing types are
disaggregated:

The median household income of all renters living on census blocks where rent-controlled
units dominate was $30,090, over 8 percent higher than the all-Cambridge median.
Comparing the median annual contract rent to the median household income indicates a rent
to income ratio of only 19.3 percent of household income.

The median income for all rentals on public and assisted rental block groups was $13,610,
resulting in a rent/income ratio of 21.7 percent.

The median renter household income on market rental block groups was $34,381.
Comparing this to the median rent of $731 reveals a rent/income ratio of 25.5 percent.

In conclusion

Such a high concentration of particular rental housing types gathered in the respective block
groups, compounded by the total number of units covered, makes the findings summarized on
page 1 at the outset, considerably more robust than any previous research on rental housing in
Cambridge.

The only grounds on which these findings might be challenged would be the assertion that the one
household in six completing the 1990 U.S. Census long form misrepresented their incomes or
rents. Since the research approach reveals such significant differences in rent burden between
rent-controlled and market rate households among fairly similar income classes, there is little
ground for such a challenge. Furthermore, entirely separate research approaches at the property
level using City data, comparing occupations and ages of Cambridge residents in controlled and

other housing (previously presented as Part |I: Summary of Preliminary Age Group and
Qccupation Class Findings,

10/2/92), corroborate the findings presented here.
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