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ABSTRACT

v

This thesis focuses on the potential economic development and environmental 

health impacts of a 25,000 seat soccer stadium in the Inner Belt and 

Brickbottom neighborhoods of East Somerville, Massachusetts. The goal of 

this thesis is to provide recommendations to Somerville about development 

in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods as it relates to the relocation 

of the New England Revolution soccer stadium. To make recommendations to 

Somerville, 10 planning and economic development documents were reviewed 

from Carson and San Jose, California; Sandy, Utah; Harrison, New Jersey; 

Bridgeview, Illinois; and Portland, Oregon. These stadiums were built (or majorly 

renovated) for MLS soccer teams and have access to public transportation. 

Documents were reviewed for economic development and environmental 

health impacts.

There are many similarities between these other cities and Somerville including 

a need for a diversified tax base, replacing underutilized industrial sites, and 

creating a draw for their city. Somerville has shown that it has the capability to 

work with their residents on complex issues and should proceed with caution 

as they evaluate a mixed-use stadium development using an independent 

economic development impacts study and a health impact assessment. 
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Stadium development across the United States has been rampant over the last 

25 years ranging from the Centennial Olympic Stadium in Atlanta, Georgia to 

minor league baseball’s Louisville Slugger Stadium in Louisville, Kentucky. The 

‘big four’ leagues, MLB, NHL, NFL, and the NBA have built over 30 stadiums or 

arenas since 2000. During this time, Major League Soccer (MLS) has become a 

formidable league with twenty teams and thousands of dedicated followers. 

The league franchises have built 10 soccer specific stadiums in the last 12 years. 

The Kraft family owns and operates the New England Patriots and the New 

England Revolution, one of the league’s ten founding teams. The New England 

Revolution play soccer at Foxboro Stadium, a stadium designed for National 

Football League games. 

MLS has begun a campaign that all new expansion teams must play in a soccer-

specific stadium (Economic Research Associates 2008). Currently, 13 of the 20 

MLS teams have built (or majorly renovated) stadiums to seat 18,000-27,000 

fans (HVS Consulting and Valuation Services 2009; Sports Economics 2008; 

City of Houston 2010). Since the Revolution is a founding team from 1996, 

they are not affected by this MLS campaign. However, this has not stopped 
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the organization from exploring options to relocate from the 68,000-seat 

Foxboro stadium, located 45 minutes outside of Boston, into a smaller urban 

stadium that fits roughly 25,000 fans. Twice in the last four years the Boston 

Globe (Moskowitz 2010; Moskowitz 2008) has covered rumors of relocation 

including the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods of East Somerville. 

The President of the New England Revolution, then the Chief Operating Officer, 

has even answered questions about stadium relocation in a June 28, 2010 blog 

post, the Globe confirmed stadium relocation was a top priority for the team 

in March 2011, and Bilello again acknowledged the priority in March 2012 in a 

television interview (Bilello 2010; Dell’Apa 2011; NECN 2012). 

The City of Somerville is currently working with residents in a visioning 

process to imagine the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods after the 

Green Line Extension that is expected to start operation in 2016. In addition, a 

2008 Scoping Study (CBT et al. 2008) commissioned by Somerville included a 

stadium utilizing air rights1  over a Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA) 

maintenance facility as part of a 160-acre site. The Inner Belt and Brickbottom 

neighborhoods are separated from the majority of the community by major 

roadways including Interstate 93, McGrath Highway, and Washington Street.    

Redevelopment, including a 25,000-seat stadium, changes a neighborhood 

and affects the surroundings. The typical MLS schedule hosts fifteen home 

games between April and September plus playoffs. Each game would bring 

an influx of fans and vendors, traffic, light (for night games), and noise to a site 

surrounded by the typical Somerville housing stock, converted single families 

and triple-deckers. Somerville already has the greatest number of vehicle 

miles traveled per square mile in Massachusetts (City of Somerville 2010) but is 

anticipating relief from the Green Line extension. 

1	 Air rights is a term used in real estate development that symbolizes a development 		
	 agreement to build above an existing property or land.
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At the same time, Somerville is seeking economic development opportunities. 

Somerville has already established the following criteria for redevelopment of 

the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods: reconnect to Somerville and 

surrounding communities including Cambridge and Boston, create mixed use 

development and open space, enhance transit access, rework infrastructure, 

and encourage a life sciences convergence with nearby universities (The City 

of Somerville 2011e). Somerville loses 85% of its workforce population every 

workday to neighboring cities. These workers pay their own transportation 

costs and are more likely to spend money outside of Somerville. Somerville is 

looking for ways to employ residents to increase opportunity, increase their tax 

benefits, and help the local economy (The City of Somerville 2008). 

The goal of this research is to explore potential neighborhood impacts, 

specifically economic development and environmental health impacts, of a 

stadium development in the City of Somerville by collecting and reviewing 

planning and economic development documents from other urban soccer 

stadiums. This thesis includes the following chapters, a brief history of Boston 

stadiums, Somerville, and Major League Soccer; a literature review focusing 

on stadium development, financing and economic development, and 

environmental health; the review of economic development and planning 

documents for six urban stadium sites followed by recommendations for 

Somerville. I chose this approach because much of the academic literature 

focuses on other US leagues: MLB, NFL, NBA, and NHL. By evaluating these new 

stadiums, the argument for stadium development can be further informed.





5

STADIUMS IN BOSTON’S HISTORY

Boston has a storied history when it comes to its sports teams. From the Red 

Sox Curse of the Bambino to the Big Three of the 2008 Championship Boston 

Celtics, Boston is nationally known for being a sports town. The Boston metro 

area also has a history of professional soccer teams starting in the 19th Century 

(see Table 1). In 1894, the South End Grounds hosted the Boston Beaneaters 

and later in 1921 the Boston Soccer Club played games there. Fenway Park, the 

oldest stadium in Major League Baseball, also hosted a soccer team in 1967 for 

one season, the Boston Beacons (Foulds 2005). 

In fact, Nickerson Field (Boston University), Balmoral Park in Andover, Malden 

Stadium, Everett Stadium, Manning Bowl in Lynn, Alumni Stadium (Boston 

College), and Bowditch Field in Framingham all have hosted professional 

soccer teams at one point in their history. Regionally, Sam Mark’s Stadium, 

home to the Fall River Marksmen was the first soccer specific stadium in the 

U.S. Despite the team name, the stadium was in Tiverton, Rhode Island because 

Massachusetts blue laws prohibited games on Sundays (Foulds 2005).

Chapter 2

BACKGROUND
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Furthermore, Harvard Stadium hosted soccer games for the Los Angeles 1932 

Summer Olympic games and Foxboro Stadium hosted games for both the 

Men’s and Women’s national teams. It was actually the success and enthusiasm 

of fans at the 1994 World Cup that lead to New England being chosen as one 

of the original MLS teams. In addition, MLS and the Women’s United Soccer 

Association (WUSA) hosted their inaugural championship games at Foxboro 

Stadium (Foulds 2005). 
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The Boston metro area is no exception to the stadium expansion seen 

nationwide. In the last 25 years, of the three major venues in Boston, only 

Fenway Park remains. The Boston Celtics (NBA) and the Boston Bruins (NHL) 

play in the TD Banknorth Garden built in 1995 (opened under the name Fleet 

Center). Gillette Stadium opened in 2002 after the Krafts almost moved the 

Patriots to South Boston, Providence, or Hartford (Foulds 2005).

Plans to move the Patriots and Red Sox began in 1994, with a proposal for two 

new stadiums on the South Boston Waterfront. The stadium development 

was part of a $1 billion project that included a convention center. The project 

was dead by the end of 1995 because of “size, cost, complexity, and political 

unwieldiness” (Powers 2002). Another stadium, only for the Patriots, was 

proposed. Thirteen hundred South Boston residents came to a public meeting 

to voice their disapproval for the project. Their protests were successful and the 

project was ended soon thereafter (Powers 2002). 

Kraft, still needing a replacement for Foxboro Stadium, then looked to Hartford, 

Connecticut, where the team would play in a new stadium at Adriaen’s Landing 

paid for by municipal bonds and a sales tax on tickets. The deal fell through 

because the state couldn’t meet the original deadline of the 2002 season. In 

the end, the Kraft family, with private funds and $70 million from the state of 

Massachusetts for infrastructure support, built the $275 million Gillette Stadium 

(Foulds 2005; Delaney and Eckstein 2003a).  In 2005, the Red Sox declared that 

they would stay at Fenway (Goodno 2005). To keep the stadium current it goes 

through renovations almost every off-season.

OVERVIEW OF SOMERVILLE

The City of Somerville is a diverse community bordering Boston, Cambridge, 

Arlington, and Medford (see Figure 1) and has been mentioned as a possible 

location for a new stadium for the New England Revolution. Somerville, 

the densest city in New England, is organized into a series of squares and 
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neighborhoods, most notably Davis and Union Squares (City of Somerville 

2011a). Somerville is accessible by the Red and Orange lines of the MBTA and 

Interstate 93, and it will eventually be accessible by the Green line extension 

(see Figures 2 & 3).

The City of Somerville is a progressive government run by Mayor Joseph (Joe) 

Curtatone since 2004 (City of Somerville 2011b). In this time, the City has been 

named “The Model City” in the Boston Globe Magazine (2006) because of the 

local government’s cutting edge ideas and willingness to change. In 2009, the 

city won the All American City Award by the National Civic League. The honor 

awards communities whose citizens’ work together to address local issues 
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(City of Somerville 2011c). In 2010, Mayor Curtatone was honored as a keynote 

speaker for the kickoff of First Lady Michelle Obama’s Let’s Move campaign. Her 

program is similar to the initiatives of Shape Up Somerville, a program started 

in 2003 in collaboration with Tufts University (Roy 2010).

A Fiscal Year 2009 state report confirmed that Somerville is a “lean” city (Resistat 

2011). Somerville spends the least per capita of any city in Massachusetts. This 

is the result of the Mayor and his team looking for ways to increase efficiency 

and decrease costs. Each year the State of Massachusetts has decreased 

funding to municipalities, and Somerville is no exception. Over the last 10 

years, state aid to Somerville has decreased by $20.7 million dollars or 13% of 

the City’s operating budget (Resistat 2011). 
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Somerville has made numerous changes over the last 5 years to bridge that 

budget gap. They have converted the city to a single stream recycling service. 

The pilot program increased recycling rates which reduces disposal fees. 

Somerville has also increased several fees such as parking permits, visitor 

parking, and meter rates. This includes extending the meter times in business 

districts from 6 to 8 p.m., an additional 2 hours of revenue. The City sees this 

as preserving an urban community, encouraging residents to take alternative 

and sustainable forms of transportation, and increasing turnover in business 

districts (Guha 2009).
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Another way of decreasing the budget gap is through development of 

commercial properties which have a higher tax rate than residential. For the 

most part, Somerville’s 4.1 square miles are fully developed. Because of this, 

Somerville views underdeveloped land in high regard and wants to transform 

underdeveloped properties to their maximum potential. In addition, Somerville 

wants to increase employment opportunities for current and future residents. 

Some of the underdeveloped sites in Somerville are the vacant Powderhouse 

Community School in Teele Square, the Kiley Barrel site in Union Square, the 

MaxPac site near Davis Square, the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods, 

and Assembly Square in East Somerville (see some of these sites in Figure 4). 

Somerville is currently home to 20,000 jobs and wants to increase to 50,000 

jobs by 2030 (City of Somerville 2012).

Assembly Square and its redevelopment are an example of the City working 

with the residents to vision new uses for an underutilized area. Ford Motor 

Company operated a manufacturing facility on the site until 1958. In 

subsequent years, the building remained empty and several other surrounding 

manufacturing businesses closed. In 1980, the City adopted a 20-year urban 

renewal plan to improve the abandoned area, which included a mall of big 

box retailers and surface parking. In 2000, a new plan was adopted for the site 

that was a result of collaboration between the City and residents. The residents 

opposed large retailers using the waterfront for private business. 

The new plan includes designs for a 145-acre mixed-use, transit oriented 

development (TOD) with accessible public green space along the Mystic River. 

The development is expected to bring in $24 million tax dollars annually 

to Somerville, 9,700 new jobs, and retain 590 existing jobs. The real estate 

development has been slowed by the economic downturn but infrastructure 

improvements for the mixed-use district have started to take shape including a 

new stop of the MBTA’s Orange Line called Assembly Square which is expected 

to open in 2014 (City of Somerville 2011d).
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One of the other underdeveloped neighborhoods in Somerville is the Inner Belt 

and Brickbottom neighborhood (see Figure 5), the neighborhood identified 

as a possible location for the Revolution stadium. The neighborhood is on the 

eastern edge of Somerville bordering Cambridge and Boston. More specifically, 

the neighborhood is east of McGrath Highway, south of Washington Street, 

and West of Interstate 93. It is a 160-acre, or ¼ square mile, light industrial zone 

(The City of Somerville 2011e). The majority of the neighborhood has gone 

underutilized since 1970. The Inner Belt Highway project, a six-lane highway 

meant to connect Somerville, Cambridge, Brookline, and Boston ended at that 

time without a highway being built. Unfortunately, much of the neighborhood 

had already been demolished to prepare for the highway and interchange 

construction (The City of Somerville 2011e). 

Currently, the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods are comprised of 

low-density industrial and commercial uses, a different vernacular than the 

rest of Somerville. Properties along Washington Street match the context of 

Somerville and hide the industrial portion from drivers and pedestrians. The 

neighborhood is part of a fiber optic loop including Cambridge and Boston, 

which makes it more desirable to high technology tenants because of the 

high speed internet access (The City of Somerville 2008). Another attraction 

to the community in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods are the 

Brickbottom Artist Lofts. The lofts are one of the largest artist communities 

under one roof in the U.S. The lofts and an affordable housing development 

serving primarily elderly people account for the small population of the area 

(The City of Somerville 2011e).

The Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhood are part of the larger East 

Somerville designation (see Figure 4). McGrath Highway, elevated through 

the majority of Somerville, separates East Somerville from the rest of the 

community. Interstate 93 further separates the neighborhood by dividing the 

Mystic and Assembly Square neighborhoods to the North and the Inner Belt 
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and Brickbottom neighborhoods to the South. Because of these two pieces of 

regional infrastructure, East Somerville shoulders the burden of transportation 

infrastructure for the region (The City of Somerville 2008). In total there are 

250,000 vehicle trips on Interstate 93, Mystic Avenue, and McGrath Highway 

per day. In addition, there are 200 diesel rail trips (freight and commuter) 

per day (STEP 2011). The majority are in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom 

neighborhoods. The trains do not have a station in Somerville, they simply 

transport goods and people from the suburbs to downtown Boston. 

The East Somerville neighborhood includes the residential areas that would 

be adjacent to a stadium. Table 2 summarizes the demographic differences 
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between the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhood, East Somerville, 

Somerville, and the Boston Metropolitan Statistical Area using 2010 Census 

information. The majority of East Somerville residents work in service, 

production, and transportation-related fields (The City of Somerville 2008). 

These occupations tend to be low-paying, and 62% of East Somerville residents 

are low and moderate income (The City of Somerville 2008). 

East Somerville’s housing stock is comparable to Somerville as a whole with 

a few exceptions. The majority of housing units were built between 1875 and 

1925 and 86% have two or more units. With an aging housing stock there 

is concern of lead paint and fire hazards. Some of the housing is in poor 

condition and suffers from a lack of routine maintenance like painting and 

weatherproofing (The City of Somerville 2008). However, the biggest problem 

with housing in the East Somerville neighborhood is crowding. There are too 

many people living in inadequately sized housing. This is most likely due to 
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the high cost of rent and real estate. Crowding in East Somerville is twice the 

citywide rate at 11% (The City of Somerville 2008). On a positive note, in East 

Somerville a third of the homes are owner occupied which is 3% higher than 

the citywide rate (The City of Somerville 2008).

Despite the challenges facing East Somerville, the City sees this area as an 

asset. They are currently engaged in a visioning process with residents of the 

Brickbottom and Inner Belt neighborhoods. Twenty percent of the land area 

is commercial and industrial use, the largest in Somerville, plus rental rates 

are still lower than Cambridge and Boston making it competitive (The City of 

Somerville 2008). The low-density Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods 

are home to 800 jobs. The City of Somerville wants to improve the 

infrastructure and services to this part of Somerville and sees many large areas 

of underdeveloped commercial land as potential for job growth and business 

(The City of Somerville 2008). In short,

“Somerville is under great pressure to expand its commercial tax 
base in order to relieve its citizens of the burden of funding basic city 
services with residential property taxes. Somerville’s commercial tax 
base remains very small in comparison to Boston and Cambridge that 
derive 66% and 60%, respectively, of their property tax revenue from 
businesses. By contrast, Somerville derives only 28% of its property tax 
revenue from businesses” (The City of Somerville 2008, 222).

Somerville values the Innerbelt and Brickbottom neighborhoods as a place to 

increase tax revenue with redevelopment.

HISTORY OF MAJOR LEAGUE SOCCER & 
THE NEW ENGLAND REVOLUTION

Major League Soccer (MLS) and the New England Revolution began their 

inaugural season in 1996. The international governing body of soccer, FIFA (The 

Federation of International Football Associations), awarded the United States 

the right to host the 1994 World Cup. In return, they expected the United States 

to start a new professional soccer league (Jewell and Molina 2005). The league 
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started with 10 teams, expanded to 12 in the second season, and contracted 

back to 10 in the third season. Although the first few seasons were uncertain, 

especially in some markets, the league has continued to grow and now has 19 

teams in the US and Canada (Jewell and Molina 2005).

MLS set up their league differently than other professional soccer leagues 

of the past and many other professional leagues in the U.S. MLS is a single 

limited-liability company. Franchise owners own a stake in the league and 

their team and Major League Soccer owns 50% of each MLS franchise. MLS 

owns and negotiates all of the player contracts and is responsible for player 

allocation. Team owners have the right to 50% of the ticket sales, and the 

remaining percentage goes back to the league to pay for player contracts. This 

structure avoids larger markets (teams with higher tickets sales) taking good 

players from smaller markets. In other words, and using a different league as an 

example, this avoids the difference between the New York Yankees payroll and 

the Kansas City Royals payroll (Jewell and Molina 2005).

Because of this unique league structure, MLS players sued MLS for holding 

down salaries. In the 2000 decision on the antitrust lawsuit called Frazie, et al. 

v Major League Soccer, it was decided that the league structure did not defy 

the Sherman Act2. The decision did not say that soccer is exempt from antitrust 

laws but that there was enough competition internationally that they did not 

create a monopoly (Jewell and Molina 2005; Fizel 2006). In 2007, MLS created 

the Designated Player Rule allowing teams to sign up to three players with only 

the first $335,000 of their salary counting towards the team’s salary cap. The 

first player to come to MLS under this new rule was international star David 

Beckham. There are now over 20 designated players in the league (Foss 2011).

Major League Soccer has a unique fan base. They have the largest female and 

Hispanic fan base of any professional sport representing 48.5% and 19% of the 

2	 The Sherman Act is a federal statue passed in 1890 that limit business activities that 		
	 hinder competition in the marketplace.
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fans, respectively. The NBA has the second highest Hispanic fan base at 14.5% 

and the NHL has the lowest at 10.2%.  MLS followers also have the second 

highest income levels of the professional sports; 40% of fans make more than 

$50,000 per year. This larger income indicates that soccer fans could have 

more discretionary income and may spend more at a soccer stadium. These 

demographics are important to potential sponsors and advertisers because 

they contain young professionals of both sexes with higher than average 

incomes. Currently, MLS stadiums generate a 77% utilization rate of their soccer 

specific stadiums or 19,250 people in a 25,000 seat stadium. In addition, MLS 

games attract over 10 million television viewers annually (Sports Economics 

2008).

The Revolution play in the 68,000 seat Gillette Stadium (Foulds 2005). Gillette 

Stadium and Patriot Place, an outdoor mall next to the stadium, are 28 miles 

from downtown Boston. The stadium is surrounded by a sea of surface level 

parking and game day traffic clogs Route 1, a four-lane highway leading to 

interstates 95 and 495. The MBTA commuter rail runs commuter train service 

from Boston and Providence for all Patriots’ home games but not for the 

Revolution games. These trains carry a maximum of 1,800 fans3.

According to Jonathan Kraft, Investor/Operator of the Revolution, Gillette 

Stadium “…provides a valuable economic environment for [the Revolution]. 

Without it, I don’t know if this team would exist” (Dell’Apa 2011). The 

3	 Riding the T – New England Patriots. 2012. http://www.mbta.com/riding_the_t/		
	 patriots/ (accessed April 16, 2012).
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Revolution, once one of the best-attended teams in MLS, used to draw up 

to 19,000+ fans per game (Sports Economics 2008). In the past few seasons 

they have only drawn around 12,000-13,000 fans per game (Moskowitz 2010; 

Tomasch 2012). The fans and team look dwarfed in the stadium (see Figure 6). 

The 2011 season saw only 5 wins. The team is currently in a large transition in 

the 2011-2012 offseason with changes to both the coaching and office staff 

(New England Revolution 2011).

 The New England Revolution rarely comment on their work toward an urban 

stadium site except to state that this is a high priority of the team (NECN 

2012). Their intentions can only be approximated by third party sources close 

to the team, like Frank Dell’Apa, the Boston Globe Staff and soccer columnist. 

In Dell’Apa’s 2011 article he summarized interviews with Don Garber, MLS 

Commissioner and Jonathan Kraft, Owner/Investor of the New England 

Revolution regarding stadium development, “…the Revolution are not about to 

vacate Gillette Stadium unless they can find vacant land and receive financial 

aid from a municipality.” In the article, Kraft acknowledges the challenges due 

to the economic downturn which have municipalities reprioritizing, and Garber 

acknowledges the need for both commercial revenue to fund a stadium and a 

municipality’s role in garnering public support.

In an interview on New England Comcast Network (NECN 2012), Brian Bilello 

expressed that the New England Revolution’s first priority is a soccer-specific 

stadium. This adds to previous news articles about the Revolution looking for 

an urban stadium site (Moskowitz 2010; Moskowitz 2008; Dell’Apa 2011). A 

new stadium could increase their chance at success including increased ticket 

sales. Major League Soccer wants to tap into the “young, urban demographic 

that so deeply loves the game and wants to experience it in a small urban 

environment” (Dell’Apa 2011).
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Bilello further clarifies in his television interview that he understands that 

the Revolution need to work with municipal officials and make sure that a 

stadium is the right fit (NECN 2012). Dell’Apa states that the best scenario for 

the Revolution would be to combine two MLS stadium scenarios; the Seattle 

Sounders’ Qwest Field’s urban location with Sporting Kansas City’s LiveStrong 

Sporting Park’s financing. LiveStrong Sporting Park received $150 million 

dollars in public funds (Dell’Apa 2011). It’s likely the New England Revolution 

believe a funded, urban locale would be best for their organization.
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Stadium development is rarely about the stadium alone. Stadium owners 

strike financing deals with municipalities, offer promises of employment and 

community involvement, and build stadiums that attract thousands of people 

to otherwise quiet areas. Cities across the US have started to abandon rural 

stadiums on cheap land with urban infill stadiums that promote entertainment 

and cultural districts. No matter the sport, it is important to understand the 

recent history of the stadium debate including arguments about stadium 

financing, economic development, community morale, and environmental 

health. 

STADIUM DEVELOPMENT 

History of Stadium Development	

The boom of stadium construction in the last 25 years is not surprising 

considering the fundamental changes in stadium development, increase in 

subsidies, and the success and interest in professional sports teams. Before 

1945, teams played in privately owned stadiums. After World War II, there 

was an increase in the popularity of sports but most teams continued to rent 

stadiums from private owners (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a). With increasing 

Chapter 3

LITERATURE REVIEW
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coverage on television, cheaper transportation options, and swelling 

population in the South and West, teams that were once regional pastimes 

saw the opportunity to capitalize on a new fan base (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003a; Noll and Zimbalist 1997). Numerous teams in the saturated markets of 

the Northeast moved in favor of being the only franchise in a new city (Noll 

and Zimbalist 1997). These new cities, like many after World War II, had two 

income households and were focusing on educating their family leading to 

an increase in attendance at cultural events (Curry, Schwirian, and Woldoff 

2004). Municipalities jockeyed over the right to host teams and gain notoriety 

with them. New stadiums, sometimes built by the municipality, were a way to 

lure the team to the city. Politicians that supported using municipal dollars to 

construct the stadium often touted economic development benefits and the 

increased morale of citizens as a reason for the expense (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003b).

Stadium Financing

Supporters of stadium development will argue that stadiums increase 

economic development opportunities and therefore should be subsidized to 

encourage their development. Stadium financing refers to who pays for the 

construction of the stadium and operating the stadium once it’s opened (Noll 

and Zimbalist 1997, 6). Sports franchises have used stadium financing as a way 

to pit city versus city in an effort to get the best available deal for their team. 

This makes stadium funding a contentious debate between franchise owners, 

city and state officials, and local residents because they are competing for 

public dollars against other wants and needs including public transportation, 

environmental cleanup, infrastructure improvement, ADA accessibility, and 

housing (Curry, Schwirian, and Woldoff 2004). 

Building a stadium usually takes a mix of resources. Teams make a financial plan 

that generally has three components: corporate sponsorships, expenses paid 

by the professional team, and expenses paid by a local or state government. 
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The government issues bonds4 in order to help pay for the development (Noll 

and Zimbalist 1997). The government then repays the lender(s) with interest. 

Municipalities pay back the debt in a variety of ways which can include an 

increase in sales tax, an additional tax on ticket sales, savings from cuts in 

public services, and/or increased real estate tax income on the stadium 

property (Noll and Zimbalist 1997). 

Another way of subsidizing a stadium is by giving government owned land or 

providing money to purchase land for the project. One example of this is the 

new Yankee Stadium which was built on 22 acres of public parkland adjacent to 

the old Yankee Stadium (Johanson 2009). Harrison, New Jersey gave 40 million 

dollars for land acquisition. The Houston Dynamo and the LA Galaxy play in 

stadiums that are built on municipal and state land respectively. See Table 3 for 

stadium financing of Major League Soccer Stadiums.

Even stadiums that tout being subsidy free don’t necessarily come without a 

cost to municipalities. The San Francisco Giants have one of the few stadiums 

built with 100% private funds. AT&T Park, built in 2000, used $186 million from 

the sale of personal seat licenses and naming rights to finance the stadium. The 

stadium cost $307 million to build, but the city of San Francisco paid for a new 

light rail transit stop, street lighting, and public utility connections (Delaney 

and Eckstein 2003a). 

Economic Development 

The majority of evidence states that stadium development does not contribute 

to economic development (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a; Noll and Zimbalist 

1997; Coates and Humphreys 2000; Santo 2005). Editors Roger Noll and Andrew 

Zimbalist gather the most common arguments in Sports, Jobs, and Taxes (1997) 

4	 Bonds are a type of loan that pays the lender back in a specified period of time 
including principal and interest.  The Wall Street Journal. 2012. What is a Bond? http://guides.
wsj.com/personal-finance/investing/what-is-a-bond/ (accessed April 16, 2012).
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the preeminent book for people against stadium development as an economic 

development tool (Santo 2005). However, stadium development has changed 

from the time of their research from rural cookie-cutter stadiums to urban 

contextual stadiums, which has continued the debate. Santo (2005) more 

recently argued against the ‘one size fits all’ approach of the research in Sports, 

Jobs, and Taxes (1997). 

Either way, the expectations are high for major league teams: “redevelopment 

projects must do more than just enhance the urbanscape. They are expected 

to create jobs, stimulate business, attract new investment to the downtown 

area, make the city more lively and user friendly and enhance the fiscal health 

of the city government” (Curry, Schwirian, and Woldoff 2004, 37). Matheson in 

the Handbook of Sports Economic Research (2006) acknowledges that these 

expectations have received significant attention in the United States but little 

has been written about soccer specifically. These stadiums will become even 

more common since MLS (17,872 average attendees per game) has overtaken 

the NBA and NHL as the third most attended sport behind the NFL (66,960) and 

MLB (30,352) (Edwards 2011). 

Support for Stadiums as Economic Development Tools	

Some supporters of stadium development see economic development as the 

primary reason for a new stadium. To these people the three main benefits 

are temporary employment for construction trades, permanent employment 

caused by the operation of the stadium, and increased development around 

the stadium site such as restaurants and souvenir shops (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003a). Benefits exclusive to the municipality are an increase in tax revenue 

from ticket sales, concessions, and real estate taxes (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003a). Curry et al (2004) list three reasons to host sporting events from 

amateur teams like AAA baseball to the Olympic games; first, cities want the 

prestige that comes from hosting a team; secondly, they want to stimulate local 

businesses; lastly, they want to use the team as a way to provide for or reason 
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for major urban redevelopment projects. This list could also be used to describe 

the wants of municipalities hoping to recruit a team.

More recent studies like Charles Santo’s “The Economic Impact of Sports 

Stadiums Recasting the Analysis in Context” try to cover economic 

development and urban stadiums. In his 2005 Urban Affairs article, he 

acknowledges the breadth of information supporting the argument that 

stadium development cannot spur economic development but notes some 

exceptions. Santo evaluated stadiums from 1984-2001 that had experienced a 

change in NFL or MLB franchises or stadium construction with mixed results. 

His results show that the presence of a new baseball stadium can have a 

significant positive impact on a metropolitan statistical area’s (MSA) income 

share. He also notes that stadium location is important. The football and 

baseball stadiums that had a positive correlation with MSA income share were 

located in downtown areas. Santo did not define the characteristics that make a 

downtown area in his journal article.  

Mark Rosentraub in Sports, Jobs, and Taxes (1997) analyzed 12 cities with 

downtown stadium developments (10 midwestern and 2 southern) for changes 

in employment, population, and employment sectors. Cities with downtown 

stadiums lost less of their population (11%) versus cities without stadiums 

(13.3%). For both cities with and without stadiums there was a decline in 

employment opportunities in central business districts including finance, 

insurance, and real estate (FIRE) sectors. 

Indianapolis, which made a cluster strategy around sports, did better in this 

analysis than the other cities. Rosentraub explains that they had a downtown 

redevelopment plan that included professional sports and national sports 

organizations (like NCAA) (Noll and Zimbalist 1997). Indianapolis attracted 

spectators and employers to their downtown with their sports strategy. This 

strategy combated traditional viewpoints, “The factors that attract businesses 
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and people to suburban locations are more powerful than the roar of the 

crowds or the crack of a bat at nostalgic facilities, despite all their architectural 

splendor” (Noll and Zimbalist 1997, 206). Robert Baade and Allen Sanderson 

(1997) acknowledge that stadiums built as part of a large commercial 

and residential development tend to fare better at increasing economic 

development than suburban stadiums tailored to automobile efficiency. 

Opposition to Stadiums as Economic Development Tools

Opponents of stadium development as a tool for economic development 

express a variety of concerns. The first is that the evaluation of the site 

compares the stadium development to the alternative of leaving the 

area undeveloped. Other economic development documents calculate 

that spending at the stadium and adjacent new developments are new 

expenditures and not creating a substitution effect from other entertainment 

and retail districts of the city (Noll and Zimbalist 1997). Expectations for income 

also change depending on whether the team has recently located to the city 

or is just in a new stadium. If a stadium moves to a new municipality, income 

is increased since the ticket and concessions sales are new. However, a new 

stadium in the same city might only create an incremental increase in these 

sales (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a). 

Indirect tax revenues, or spending from tourism, that is accounted for in 

economic development plans are also frequently overstated. Noll (1997) 

summarizes this with numerous examples. For instance, a family could visit 

Boston and take in numerous historical attractions, museums, and also 

go to a baseball game. Depending on the parameters of the economic 

development plan their entire vacation could be attributed to the Red Sox. 

This overstatement is also seen in multiplier effects or businesses near the 

stadium making money and spending it in the community. Noll argues, “the 
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local economic effect of a sports facility is between nonexistent and extremely 

modest” (Noll and Zimbalist 1997, 15). 

Furthermore, some plans account for ever-increasing attendance figures 

driving a consistent increase in tax revenue. This has been proven false: 

stadiums usually see increased attendance the first few years of a new stadium, 

but attendance figures are more likely increased if the team is successful (Noll 

and Zimbalist 1997). More so, attendance is increased when the outcome of 

the game is more uncertain and the teams are well matched with one another. 

Victor Matheson analyzed European soccer matches in the Handbook of Sports 

Economic Research (2006) and found that games with the league title on the 

line can attract an additional 13,000 spectators versus a game that did not 

decide the champion. Another study summarized that “fans come to games 

where they expect that the home team will win in a high-scoring but not too 

lopsided game” (Fizel 2006, 121). These studies find that competition within the 

stadium increases ticket sales more than having a new stadium.

The financial plans cannot account for businesses that may not come to 

the area because of the stadium. This is the opposite of what supporters of 

stadiums as an economic development catalyst hope for since it decreases 

economic development opportunity. In Phoenix, some employers were 

concerned about being too close to the stadium and having to compete for 

parking and deal with traffic (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a). 

There are additional critiques of stadium development that focus on the 

financial goals of the teams, since they don’t necessarily share the same 

interests of their host municipality. In recent years, beginning with Camden 

Yards for the Baltimore Orioles, stadiums have gone to further lengths to 

keep spending inside the stadium with interior themed ‘streets’ providing 

entertainment before and after the game. Gates open earlier so fans can enjoy 

the ambiance of the stadium but end up spending more money within the 
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stadium on things like concessions than in the neighborhood (Delaney and 

Eckstein 2003a). Spending inside the stadium is further critiqued: Stadiums 

tend to favor national brands so concession and souvenir money goes to large 

corporations like Coca Cola instead of local suppliers (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003a).

Many people are against subsidizing new stadiums because of the increasing 

profit of team owners and salaries of professional athletes. Before the stadium 

boom, the majority of revenue came from ticket sales so new stadiums were 

primarily built to accommodate more seating. Now, teams are finding new 

ways to increase income including naming rights of the stadium, pouring rights 

(exclusive beer and soda sales), broadcasting rights, concessions, food retail 

inside the stadiums, and luxury seating (Noll and Zimbalist 1997). For instance, 

Fleet Bank bought the naming rights to Boston’s new NBA and NHL arena for 

15 years in 1995 for 30 million dollars ($44.5 million in 2011 dollars) and called 

it The Fleet Center (Noll and Zimbalist 1997). It is now called TD Banknorth 

Garden, since Fleet Bank no longer exists. 

Other Benefits

	 Because of the differences in research outcomes and the need to 

evaluate urban and suburban stadiums differently, supporters of stadiums 

as economic development tools have begun to use less tangible benefits in 

their arguments. Kevin Delaney and Rick Eckstein (2003) argue that these less 

tangible benefits are brought up because they are harder to argue against and 

cannot be combated with academic research. Supporters cite an increase in 

“community self-esteem” and “community collective conscience” as being a 

positive benefit for the city but they cannot be as easily quantified as monetary 

gains (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a, 4). However, Kuper and Szymanski (2009) 

argue that happiness is a relatively new measurement and that politicians 
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(people promoting stadium development) have realized that a happy 

community is just as, or more important, than a rich community. 

More specifically, these benefits are seen two ways; first by changing the 

way people think about their own city and second by changing the way 

others outside the community perceive that city (Delaney and Eckstein 

2003a). Community consciousness arguments can be seen in campaigns like 

Cincinnati’s, “Keep Cincinnati a Major League City” (Delaney and Eckstein 2003a, 

54). A professional sports team brings publicity and an appeal to a city as well 

as bringing citizens closer together in solidarity. Lastly, Delaney and Eckstein 

(2003a) point out that professional sports teams are what corporations and 

CEOs (unaffiliated with professional sports) want to see. To business leaders it’s 

a matter of recruiting and being able to showcase what their city has to offer 

(Delaney and Eckstein 2003a).

Contemporary stadium development requires teamwork from municipalities, 

franchises, league organizations, and private developers. There is no standard 

formula for development and each project takes its own shape. In the end, 

cities can call themselves home to a favorite sports team but few have 

summarized the benefits, especially for Major League Soccer stadiums. Santo 

(2005, 190) summarized his study: “a facility’s ability to impact its local economy 

is tied to its context.” He argues that urban and suburban stadiums have 

different economic development capabilities. An MLS stadium in Somerville is 

an urban but unique context that requires further research. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Noise

Half of Major League Soccer (MLS) teams have their own open-air stadium. 

The noise created inside such a stadium is not contained and is likely a cause 

for concern for residents surrounding the stadium. Most research focuses on 

traffic and urban noise and does not focus specifically on noise from a stadium 

(Stansfeld  et al. 2005; Vernez Moudon 2009; Chepesiuk 2005; Pandya 2003). 

However, many stadiums are part of an urban environment and can exacerbate 

environmental noise. 

Regulation of environmental noise, including regulation on occupational 

and community exposures, has waxed and waned over the last 60 years. In 

the 1970’s, due to industrialization and the advancement of transportation, 

there were several pieces of legislation enacted, including the 1978 Quiet 

Communities Act (Vernez Moudon 2009). In 1974, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) set guidelines for outdoor noise levels: a 70 decibel 

maximum in outdoor areas to avoid hearing loss and 55 decibels for acceptable 

sound levels to prevent annoyance or activity interference. However, in 1982 

when the federal government started shifting more control to state and local 

governments, the noise control division of the EPA was defunded. In an odd 

twist, Congress never rescinded the noise control legislation with the above 

standards and the same regulations stand today but go unenforced (Vernez 

Moudon 2009).  

Despite regulation on noise, urban environments have gotten increasingly 

louder (Vernez Moudon 2009). Ron Chepesiuk (2005) and Anne Vernez 

Moudon (2009) compiled lists of physical and psychosocial impairments. Loud 

and/or constant noise can damage the inner ear and result in permanent 

hearing loss, elevated blood pressure, increased heart rate, cardiovascular 

constriction, loss of sleep, labored breathing, and changes in brain chemistry. 
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Psychosocial changes could include increased aggression, annoyance, and 

reduced performance quality. Even non-consistent noise or bursts of noise 

can impair task performance (Abarghani et al. 2009). However, different noise 

levels and consistency can have varying effects on retention tests (Abarghani 

et al. 2009). Research also shows that noise exposure in children can lead to 

decreased cognitive performance including reading, attention, and memory 

(Vernez Moudon 2009; Chepesiuk 2005; Wells, Evans, and Yang 2010). In the 

last 15 years, researchers have increasingly linked transportation noise to 

cardiovascular health (Walker 2012).

Although regulation in the United States does not have an enforcing body, 

it hasn’t stopped other organizations from combating noise. In 2000, the 

World Health Organization (WHO) released guidelines for occupational and 

community noise levels (Vernez Moudon 2009). In turn, the European Union 

released their own regulations including a requirement that cities with a 

population over 250,000 monitor noise levels (Vernez Moudon 2009). This 

resulted in noise surveillance programs. Nationally, New York City and San 

Francisco have municipal noise ordinances. San Francisco leads the U.S. in 

documenting land uses that contribute to noise exposure (Vernez Moudon 

2009).  Meteorological factors like rain, temperature, and wind can also affect 

the intensity of noise by as much as 10 decibels (Walker 2012). 

Specific to soccer stadiums, a recent noise study was completed at Ali Sami Yen 

Stadium, home to the first division team Galatasaray in Istanbul, Turkey (Akdag 

and Dal 2011). The stadium is capable of holding 26,000 fans and is located in a 

bustling commercial and residential district. Researchers used noise mapping 

and surveys of local residents to assess conditions on game and non-game 

days. Their research showed that according to Turkey’s noise limit regulation, 

known as the Assessment and Management of Environmental Noise (AMEN), 

residents were exposed to high levels of urban noise. Every day 7,700 of the 
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32,000 residents (24%) are exposed to unacceptable levels of urban noise but 

on game day that number increases to 11,750 residents (37%).

A recent study explored the impact of soccer noise on spatial retention in rats 

(Abarghani et al. 2009). Groups of rats were trained on a maze while being 

exposed to a recording of a stadium during a soccer game. The groups were 

split into varying noise levels: high, medium, and low intensity sound. The 

groups that were exposed to the same level of noise during training and the 

final test finished in similar time. However, when exposed to different decibel 

levels (higher and lower) during the final task, performance declined. 

Both studies do not discern the types of noise coming out of the stadium. 

However, the exhibition games leading up to and during the 2010 World Cup 

in South Africa put the local instrument, the vuvuzela, into mass production. 

Known for its very loud and distinct vibrating sound, the vuvuzela can be 

heard for miles around a stadium (Hall and Swanepoel 2010). The noise values 

produced by vuvuzelas exceed international limits for occupational settings. 

Two separate studies evaluated spectators hearing and the noise levels from 

a vuvuzela (HalI and Swanepoel 2010; Hall, Koekemoer, and Swanepoel 2010). 

They concluded that the intense sounds from a vuvuzela over the duration of a 

soccer game can put users and spectators “at a significant risk of noise-induced 

hearing loss” (Hall, Koekemoer, and Swanepoel 2010, 100). 

Quite differently, Chase and Healey (1995) compared neighborhood nuisance 

ratings of noise levels for soccer games and rock concerts at the same stadium. 

Regarding noise exclusively, soccer games had small spatially confined areas of 

residents reporting the nuisance, which dissipated with distance. Rock concerts 

have more variability in noise complaints. Many new stadiums are multi-use in 

order to increase viability and justify development with more events per year.

There is no question about the detriments of constant exposure to sound. The 

lack of enforced regulation in the United States has allowed transportation, 
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machinery, and a variety of land uses to expose neighbors and communities to 

“secondhand noise” (Chepesiuk 2005, 36). Researchers have suggested the use 

of Health Impact Assessments (HIA) to gauge the impacts of specific projects 

(Vernez Moudon 2009; Wells, Evans, and Yang 2010). HIAs provide information 

to policy makers with research-based evidence that can inform the debate 

about a specific policy or development (Wells, Evans, and Yang 2010). Wells et 

al. summarizes the use of HIAs as a “promising mechanism for incorporating 

health issues into the planning process” (2010, 135).

Some stadium developers have listened to the neighborhood concerns about 

noise and included features like land berms into the stadium designs (Bay Area 

Economics 2006). Geographical features like large expanses of trees and grass 

can have a great effect on noise and can help absorb sound (Walker 2012). 

Even though noise and its affects are frequently considered in stadium design, 

without an enclosed (domed) structure, stadiums will share noise with the 

surrounding community.

Traffic & Parking

Traffic and parking are frequently the primary issues with local residents, 

especially in a built environment that is heavily reliant on car travel with already 

limited parking space. Even with public transportation nearby, a stadium 

cannot expect that every spectator will use public transportation. In rural 

England, Sheffield Wednesday Football Club’s stadium seats 30,000 people 

and city officials expect 90% of those people to travel to the stadium by car 

(Naldrett 1995). 

Older stadiums struggle with the influx of cars and short term parking 

demand, which can force attendees onto neighborhood streets, even 

blocking driveways. New stadiums, sometimes in rural locations, have either 

seas of asphalt or parking garages that bring no value to the neighborhood 

except storing cars on game days (Naldrett 1995). Carson, California widened 
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intersections after the stadium events began and traffic delays were found. The 

first four games were described by the city traffic engineer as “a traffic disaster” 

(Bay Area Economics 2006, 13).

Sheffield Stadium reports a manageable build up to the game since spectators 

often come to enjoy the neighborhood and pre-match festivities. However, 

traffic peaks 45 minutes after the game when people are in a rush to go home 

but are only going 100 meters (109 yards) every three minutes (Naldrett 1995, 

12). Newer stadiums like the Red Bull Stadium in Harrison, NJ acknowledge the 

importance of transit access as well as bike and pedestrian accessibility (Bay 

Area Economics 2006). Overall, the current approach of quantifying increased 

cars per day and analyzing traffic patterns around stadiums after events does 

not fully describe the effects of increased stress and pollution on neighborhood 

residents. 

Alcohol Abuse

Another nuisance often not mentioned directly is alcohol consumption 

inside the stadium resulting in intoxicated patrons exiting the event. Vingilis 

et al (1992) focused on motor vehicle accidents in Toronto after alcohol sales 

were permitted at the Canadian National Exhibition (CNE) baseball stadium. 

They found the results mixed, with no direct relationship between the sale 

of alcoholic beverages and increased motor vehicle accidents. CNE stadium 

has access to reliable public transportation but researchers did not focus on 

an increase in incident reports from the transit authority after the inclusion of 

alcohol sales. 

Erickson et al (2011) conducted a study asking fans leaving professional 

football and baseball games to allow their blood alcohol content (BAC) to be 

taken followed by a brief survey. Of the 362 in their sample, 60% had a BAC of 

zero. Of the remaining 40%, people who had reported tailgating had higher 

odds of having a mid-range or high BAC. People under the age of 35 had twice 
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the odds of having a mid-range BAC and over nine times the odds of having 

a high BAC than a zero BAC. Additionally, games on Fridays and Mondays had 

fans with higher BACs. Eight percent of the sample had BACs over the legal limit 

for driving. If their sample is representative, approximately 5,000 attendees of 

NFL games would leave with blood alcohol content above the legal limit. Using 

the same percentages for a 25,000 seat stadium, 2,000 people are leaving the 

stadium with BACs over the legal limit for driving.    

Lighting

Regarding new development, it is assumed that new stadiums will have 

lighting for evening and night games. Wrigley Field, home to the Chicago Cubs, 

is one of the oldest major league ballparks and has a modest seating capacity. 

After a long permitting process, Wrigley Field was allowed to add lighting and 

began night games in 1988. The Lakeview/Wrigleyville neighborhood saw an 

increase in traffic (possibly due to the game time coinciding with commute 

times) and further instituted parking restrictions to combat the influx. During 

public hearings regarding lighting Wrigley Field, a survey revealed that only 

22% of residents (those living within a half-mile of Wrigley Field) would 

accept lighting at the stadium. The remaining 78% would rather have the 

Cubs relocate. With the increase of nighttime baseball, the neighborhood has 

changed into more of an entertainment district than a neighborhood. Besides 

the addition of lighting at Wrigley field, current literature does not highlight 

lighting itself as a benefit or nuisance to the surrounding neighborhood 

(Spirou and Bennett 2002).  Dartford Soccer Stadium in England was concerned 

about their neighbors’ perception of their new stadium in 2006. Instead of 

only building up from the ground level, they lowered the field level inside the 

stadium leading to a lower elevation of field lighting to lessen the impact of 

light pollution in the neighborhood (Craik 2008).
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In summary, stadiums can contribute to environmental health outcomes and 

the economic development potential in a neighborhood, but the results are 

mixed. Stadiums may serve as an anchor tenant in a redevelopment project, 

contribute to noise in a neighborhood, and increase less tangible benefits like 

community self esteem. 
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The current literature on American 25,000 seat soccer stadium developments 

including their impacts is lacking due to the short duration in which these 

stadiums have existed. Stadium developments like these are similar to lower 

division soccer leagues in Europe but infrastructure and cultural differences 

make comparisons difficult. The potential impacts of a soccer-specific stadium 

development in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhood have been 

determined by collecting and reviewing planning and economic development, 

interviews with local officials and stakeholders, and GIS analysis.

Economic development and planning documents have been collected for 

teams in the United States that have a MLS tenant soccer specific stadium 

and access to public transportation. Table 4  highlights stadiums that fit these 

requirements. 

Of the twenty MLS teams, three are from Canada and are excluded due to 

differences in the planning process. Of the fifteen teams in the United States, 

eight teams have their own stadium (two are in planning/construction) and 

Chapter 4

METHODOLOGY
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access to public transportation. Information from the following municipalities 

have been selected for review because they fit both requirements:

•	 Bridgeview, Illinois - Chicago Fire

•	 Houston, Texas - Houston Dynamo 

•	 Carson, California - LA Galaxy and Chivas USA

•	 Harrison, New Jersey – New York Red Bulls

•	 Chester, Pennsylvania - Philadelphia Union

•	 Portland, Oregon - Portland Timbers

•	 Sandy, Utah - Real Salt Lake

•	 San Jose, California - San Jose Earthquakes

There were 11 planning, economic development, and state mandated 

documents collected and 1 interview with a planning consultant in lieu of 

documents (see Table 5). Economic development and planning documents for 

Chester, Pennsylvania and Houston, Texas were not obtained. Each document(s) 

collected has been reviewed for information regarding job creation, taxes, 

traffic (automobile, pedestrian, public transit, and parking), noise, pollution, 

and crowding. 

In addition to the review of planning documents, interviews with the parties 

involved in the relocation to Somerville are equally important. The goal, after 

receiving institutional review board approval, was to interview Mark Abbott, 

President of Major League Soccer; Brian Bilello, President of the New England 

Revolution, and Brad Rawson, Senior Planner – Economic Development for 

the City of Somerville. However, only the interview with Brad Rawson was 

conducted on February 19, 2012. Mark Abbott was not reached and Brian 

Bilello declined an interview since this is an active project for the New England 

Revolution. Rawson’s knowledge of the development and economic goals 

of the City of Somerville provide a perspective not available in the literature. 

Interview questions are provided in Appendix A.
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The last part of the qualitative process has been used to draw similarities of 

the other stadium locations and Somerville. As Santo (2005, 190) states, “a 

facility’s ability to impact its local economy is tied to its context.”  There is not 

a prescribed process or attributes that deem successful stadium development 

but similar characteristics could predict related strengths and challenges. 

The stadium location and transit access have been mapped using ArcGIS and 

available plug-ins; they are available in Appendix B. 
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To uncover potential impacts of stadium development in Somerville it is 

important to look at the potential impacts from other urban soccer stadiums. 

By reviewing 11 documents and conducting two interviews there are 

similarities that can be drawn to Somerville and between these sites. Although 

there was no standardization of reporting or results, each document provided 

some information regarding potential economic gain, traffic congestion, or 

health impacts (see figure 6). 

Overview of Documents and Interviews

Of the 11 documents reviewed and two interviews conducted there was 

a variety of justifications for stadium development. Municipalities were 

looking for economic opportunity, rebranding potential, and redevelopment 

opportunities. Documentation ranged from one environmental report for a 

stadium complex that was built in 2003 to four documents for a stadium in San 

Jose that will begin construction this year.

More specifically, Harrison, New Jersey and Sandy, Utah both used district 

redevelopment documents to plan for their stadium. Portland, Oregon, majorly 

Chapter 5

RESULTS
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renovated an existing stadium to suit MLS field and seating requirements, 

and San Jose focused on economic impacts. Their reports included market 

assessments and potential economic outcomes for the municipality and 

metropolitan statistical area (MSA). It should be noted that the two economic 

development reports for the Portland stadium included numbers based on 

the scenario that the existing stadium would be renovated for an MLS team 

and a new stadium would be built for their AAA baseball team. In actuality, 

the stadium was renovated but the baseball team moved to California when a 

stadium agreement was not reached with the City of Portland (Manning 2012). 

Carson and San Jose, California both included environmental impact reports 

(EIRs). Carson did not have any additional planning documents for the Home 

Depot Center because the stadium is built on the campus of California State 

University – Dominguez Hills. The EIR for San Jose’s stadium was completed in 

2003; it was executed on the basis that the 93-acre district was being rezoned 

from a heavy industrial use to 3 million square feet of office and research 

and development use. Hotel, retail, and commercial uses are specified in the 

EIR but a soccer stadium is not mentioned specifically.  Lastly, there were no 

planning documents for the stadium in Bridgeview, Illinois. In lieu of planning 

documents, Mike Thiessen of Madison Group Ltd, was interviewed. He is a 

consultant to the City of Bridgeview.

There are two stadiums with access to transit that are not covered thoroughly 

in this analysis. Houston, Texas (Figure 7 in Appendix B) did not have any 

available documents except for an Economic Development Agreement and 

Stadium Lease between the team and the City of Houston (City of Houston 

2010). The stadium is near the home of the Houston Astros (MLB) and Houston 

Rockets (NBA) in a stadium district. The MLB and NBA stadiums were funded 

by a voter approved hotel and rental car tax (Harris County Sports Authority 

2012). The Dynamo stadium is being built with private funds on land owned 

by the City of Houston as part of the original MLB and NBA deals. The Houston 
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Dynamo will lease the stadium from Houston for $65,000 a year (City of 

Houston 2010).

The City of Chester (Figure 8 in Appendix B) used their stadium to redevelop 

and revitalize a brownfield site in their waterfront district. They projected that 

the stadium would bring new jobs and recreation possibilities for residents of 

Chester (City of Chester 2012). The stadium was funded with $102 million from 

the State of Pennsylvania and gambling tax revenues, along with a $7 million 

low interest loan from the state and $80 million from private investors. The 

federal and state governments and the Delaware River Port Authority helped 

with infrastructure costs (HVS Consulting and Valuation Services 2009).

Of all the documents reviewed, all stadiums except two have opened. The 

Houston Dynamo will begin their 2012 season at their new stadium. The San 

Jose stadium will most likely start construction this year and open for the 2013 

season. A previous December development permit approval was appealed by 

residents asking for further review of the lighting and noise associated with the 

stadium. They also wanted a ban on noisemakers like vuvuzelas and fireworks. 

Their appeal was denied and the planned development permit was upheld on 

February 22, 2012 (Earthquakes Media Relations 2012; Seipel 2012).

Stadium Development

More than making the stadium an anchor of a mixed used development, 

another trend is to make stadiums part of an entertainment district. The goal 

of these developments is to make the whole district a destination for visitors. 

This is seen in the Sandy, Utah Civic Area planning document: “The plan, 

in general, provides a vision for the Area that enhances the existing retail, 

entertainment, hospitality, sports, office, and residential components as a 

basis to create a true integrated mixed-use designation attracting significantly 

more people with substantially increased economic activity” (Sandy City 

Community Development Department 2012, 7).  Their plan includes branding 
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specific to the district and to “…create the perception of a higher value of the 

Area for residents and visitors and differentiate the area from other projects of 

destinations” (Sandy City Community Development Department 2012, 15).

The average MLS stadium hosts 50 events per year of varying sizes (Sports 

Economics 2008). San Jose acknowledges the importance of events throughout 

the year to attract residents and visitors year round (Sports Economics 

2008). All of the stadiums except Portland are part of larger development 

plans. Harrison aimed to make a regional destination in their waterfront 

redevelopment plan and San Jose would like to make an extension of their 

downtown (City of Harrison 2003; Bay Area Economics 2006). The Inner Belt 

Scoping Study (2008) identified the importance that the neighborhood should 

identify a program that would create a unique identity; a stadium was one 

possible concept. Similar to Houston’s stadium district, the Home Depot Center 

is part of an athletics development that includes practice facilities for the US 

National Soccer Team, a velodrome, track, and facilities for CSUDH athletics 

(The California State University 2001). 

Although, the majority of MLS stadium planning aims to make stadiums part of 

mixed use developments, the recent economic downturn has made additional 

development difficult to achieve. Firehouse Falls, a hotel development with an 

indoor water park, was proposed for complementary development for Toyota 

Park. The project was abandoned due to economic reasons and the City of 

Bridgeview is still looking for a complementary development (Thiessen 2012). 

In Harrison, redevelopment has been slower than expected even though 

there is progress on several projects (Mokha 2011). Municipalities have had to 

readjust their timelines for development. 

Economic Development and Employment

Even if not an economic development report specifically, the majority of 

documents mentioned at least employment opportunities and spending in the 
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local economy. Some of the economic development documents quantified the 

outcomes of the stadium developments while others implied the opportunity. 

The economic development reports also summarized benefits outside of the 

stadium. 

Both economic development and planning reports cited the need for new jobs. 

New stadium developments are often expected to be employment generators 

(Curry, Schwirian, and Woldoff 2004). Of the reports that do none cite specific 

numbers, The Home Depot Center (Figure 9 in Appendix B) EIR reviews 

employment growth with an environmental perspective. It cites “marginalized 

job growth” at a scale that would not affect the regional population (The 

California State University 2001). The Sandy, Utah Master Plan (Figure 10 in 

Appendix B) and Harrison Plan (Figure 11 in Appendix B) focus on creating a 

wide range of employment opportunities and an equitable distribution of jobs 

(Sandy City Community Development Department 2003; City of Harrison 2003). 

More vaguely, the Inner Belt Scoping Study (2008) sees the district as a place 

for economic opportunity. 

Some hiring was not quantified by other reports. For instance neighborhood 

restaurant owners in Carson, California, reported that their revenues rise by as 

much as 30-40% on game days, which could increase the demand for staff (Bay 

Area Economics 2006). The City of Bridgeview (Figure 14 in Appendix B) did not 

quantify jobs generated by the stadium. Thiessen believes that the majority 

of people that work at the stadium live within 5 miles and use the stadium 

jobs as supplemental income (Thiessen 2012). San Jose views any increase in 

employment as a way to balance the housing to jobs ratio and make San Jose 

less of a bedroom community (City of San Jose 2003).

Two reports published employment numbers for construction of the 

stadium. The MLS and AAA baseball scenario would generate 1,200 full time 

construction jobs (Economic Research Associates 2008). In San Jose (Figure 12 
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in Appendix B), construction activity is expected to generate 14,542 jobs (part 

and full time) and $879 million in wages (Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 

2008).

Employment created by the stadium operation is much lower than the 

temporary construction jobs created. The Portland (Figure 13 in Appendix B) 

stadium is expected to generate 205 full time equivalent (FTE) jobs and 51 jobs 

outside of the stadium (Economic Research Associates 2008). The San Jose 

stadium is expected to create a combined 1,480-1,860 jobs both in the stadium 

and outside of the stadium (Sports Economics 2008). 

Of the reports reviewed there is a range of 256-1,860 stadium and ancillary 

service jobs created and 1,200-14,542 construction jobs created. However, the 

metrics used are barely comparable. The reports don’t always report in full time 

equivalent numbers as well as separate stadium employment from an increase 

in neighborhood employment. 

The other economic development impacts are generally summarized as 

spending benefits. These spending benefits are often based on different 

aggregates like spending within the city, county, or MSA. The average San 

Jose spectator is expected to spend more outside of the stadium than inside 

it. It is estimated that fans will spend $77 per day outside of the stadium and 

$51 inside. This adds up to $24 million dollars of spending outside of the 

stadium (Sports Economics 2008). Sports Economics (2008) expects the San 

Jose stadium to contribute $49.6 to $62.3 million dollars in direct and indirect 

spending to the City. Likewise, the Portland stadium is expected to bring in 

$1.9 million of spending outside of the stadium within Multnomah County 

(Economic Research Associates 2008). 

Instead of analyzing spending on a per fan basis, Sports Economics (2008) 

researched other professional sports teams and found that slightly more 

than 20% of the budgeted annual expenditure of a team will be spent in its 
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city. Since the Earthquakes’ annual budgeted expenditures are $15 million, a 

projected $3 million would be spent in San Jose. 

Another aspect of local economic development related to stadiums focuses on 

municipal benefits like an increase in tax revenues. Building on the site turns it 

into a productive site in terms on tax dollars rather than an unproductive site, 

one with few buildings or a use with a low property tax rate (Thiessen 2012). 

Many times the redevelopment includes an entire mixed-use district in which 

the stadium serves as the anchor tenant. 

Harrison, New Jersey, Bridgeview, Illinois, and San Jose, California all had 

industrial uses prior to their stadium development (City of Harrison 2003; 

City of San Jose 2003; Thiessen 2012). The Harrison Waterfront District has 

an industrial heritage that left them with 20 properties with environmental 

contaminants. The waterfront plan states several benefits of redevelopment 

including a strengthened and diversified tax base, expanded retail and housing 

options, and an increased value in the housing stock (City of Harrison 2003). 

This all leads to increased tax revenues for the city.  

The Sandy Master Plan acknowledged that the private market was not able 

to get the full value out of their property when redevelopment was needed. 

They wanted to stabilize declining neighborhoods and commercial property 

values (Sandy City Community Development Department 2003). The stadium 

site was undeveloped and the canals that bordered the site were suffering from 

maintenance problems, illegal dumping, and burglaries in the vicinity (Sandy 

City Community Development Department 2003). 

In addition, the San Jose EIR (2003) explains that the objective of the project 

is to prepare the site for uses consistent with the San Jose General Plan. 

The site, in its current condition, is underutilized and mostly vacant. An infill 

development is encouraged in the General Plan because an increase in 

property value would increase property tax revenue (City of San Jose 2003). 
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The only documents that quantified tax benefits were for San Jose (Economic 

and Planning Systems 2008 and Sports Economics 2008). The proposed 

2.25 million square feet of mixed-use development is estimated to generate 

$1,722,145 of sales tax revenue (Economic & Planning Systems 2008). This will 

help fulfill one of their goals outlined in their EIR (2003): a stronger tax base. 

None of the documents quantified the increased income in property taxes. This 

is possibly due to stadium financing agreements that sometimes forgive tax 

payments.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

A stadium development brings an influx of fans, traffic, and noise into a 

neighborhood. The EIRs required for the San Jose and Carson stadiums were 

the only documents that summarized emissions and impacts during and post 

construction (The California State University 2001; City of San Jose 2003). Other 

planning and economic development documents did touch on at least one 

factor contributing to environmental health aspects of a stadium development 

although in a qualitative way. 

Traffic

One of the downsides of regional attractions, like a stadium, is traffic (Rawson 

2012). Most documents at least mentioned increased traffic due to the stadium. 

However, each municipality studied traffic differently and used non-compatible 

quantification methods such as cars per day, vehicle trips, and increased 

trips. Some municipalities only knew their baseline traffic numbers. Harlem 

Avenue, the main thoroughfare in Bridgeview, Illinois hosts 60,000 vehicles 

per day (Thiessen 2012). In Sandy, Utah, Interstate 15, the nearest interstate to 

the stadium, carried 171,726 cars per day in 2001. State Street, which borders 

the stadium, carried 32,390 vehicles per day in 2001 (Sandy City Community 
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Development Department 2003).  In Sandy, existing traffic and congestion was 

reported to be hindering business and in Bridgeview the stadium development 

was meant to support existing businesses on Harlem Avenue (Sandy City 

Community Development Department 2003; Thiessen 2012).  Sandy identified 

congestion as a major problem for businesses in the master planning 

area (Sandy City Community Development Department 2003). A stadium 

development in Somerville tested for 20, 40 and 60% transit use estimates a 

1,300-2,700 increase in vehicle trips (CBT et al. 2008). Emissions and mitigations 

strategies for traffic in the Bridgeview, Sandy, and Somerville reports were 

never identified.

The EIR for the Home Depot Center and San Jose stadiums quantified the 

increased number of vehicles and their emissions. In Carson, there was an 

expected increase of 698 vehicles on non-event weekdays and up to 6,646 

vehicles on weekend sold-out event days. The additional traffic would 

contribute to an increase in eight-hour carbon dioxide concentrations that 

violate the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and an increase in 

carbon dioxide, volatile organic compounds, and nitrous oxide on event 

days that violate the thresholds for the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District. There were 19 mitigation measures suggested to ease traffic at four 

intersections and additional measures to safeguard the neighborhood like 

strategies to minimize cut-through traffic (The California State University 2001). 

The EIR for San Jose (2003) estimates an increase of 3,441-3,534 vehicle trips. 

The additional trips would impact three local intersections and create a need 

for increased capacity to 16 freeway segments. The increase in emissions was 

predicted to impact regional air quality, and the developed site would increase 

levels of volatile organic compounds, ozone, and particulate matter (PM10). 

Increases in these pollutants can lead to eye irritation, respiratory impairment, 

and aggravation of heart and lung disease symptoms (San Jose 2003). 
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Mitigation measures include a new public transit station and a carpooling 

program (Bay Area Economics 2006). 

Parking

Traffic related to a stadium event also results in a parking problem during event 

times. Urban stadium sites have been trying to manage the problem without 

a sea of asphalt around the stadium. In Carson there is a need for an additional 

4,166 parking spaces that could not be accommodated on the CSUDH campus. 

Measures were proposed to reduce significant impacts of parking in four 

neighborhoods near the stadium like resident permit parking. The EIR did note 

that there would be no carbon dioxide hot spots in the parking lots before or 

after the event (The California State University 2001). 

Other planning documents only mentioned parking. Sandy, Utah 

acknowledged that the Gateway District will still be auto oriented and that 

convenient and accessible parking is important. However, they want parking 

away from primary views in order to maintain a “more positive community 

image” (Sandy City Community Development Department 2003, 57). In 

Harrison, New Jersey, their formula allowed one parking spaces for every six 

seats, not to exceed 5,000 spaces (City of Harrison 2003). The San Jose mixed-

use development project proposed adding 9,600 parking spots which would 

cover 62% of the site (City of San Jose 2003).

Public Transportation

	 All of the stadiums reviewed have access to public transportation. 

In addition, several communities used their stadium as part of a transit 

oriented development (TOD). Harrison wanted to capitalize on the existing 

commuter traffic that the train station provided. Since Harrison is only eight 

miles from downtown Manhattan and one mile from Newark, the waterfront 

redevelopment plan focused on making the area desirable for commuters 
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and attracting new residents (City of Harrison 2003). The proposed San Jose 

stadium and commercial development have access to a train and several bus 

lines. The Portland stadium has always utilized the existing network including 

buses and the light rail system (Economic Research Associates 2008).

Sandy acknowledges that, “An aggressive, comprehensive transportation 

system is vital to the long term vigor of Sandy City” (Sandy City Community 

Development Department 2003, 21). In the Civic Area plan they acknowledge 

that the convergence of the interstate, light rail, and commuter rail can create 

an opportunity to reduce vehicle miles travelled. Sandy goes as far as to 

introduce the idea of a personal rapid transit network within the civic arena 

district. Personal rapid transit networks are a system of personal vehicles 

available at collector stations that can run directly to other collector stations 

instead of making additional stops like a traditional rail network (Sandy City 

Community Development Department 2012).

The other aspects of transit-oriented development include accessibility 

for pedestrians and bicyclists. Portland was already a bicycle friendly city 

(Economic Research Associates 2008). The Harrison plan focuses on the 

pedestrian’s circulation and experience at the street level (City of Harrison 

2003). They also plan for bicycle racks along commercial roadways. The Sandy 

master plan acknowledges the need for increased pedestrian access like 

benches and shade trees and a street network within the civic area that is safe 

and efficient for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users (Sandy City Community 

Development Department 2003; Sandy City Community Development 

Department 2012). In Sandy, instead of including bicyclists on roadways, they 

are including connections throughout the district to the local trail network 

that connects the district to the whole community (Sandy City Community 

Development Department 2003). The Inner Belt plan not only sees an increase 

in transit due to the green line extension but a link to open space at the station 

locations (CBT et al 2008).
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For other cities, transit options have been increased since the stadium was 

built. For instance, Bridgeview has started running shuttles between the 

subway station and the stadium on game days (1.25 miles). They admit that 

transportation access to the stadium needs to improve in Bridgeview (Thiessen 

2012). Urban stadium developments are increasingly considering current and 

proposed transit systems and incorporating the experience of the pedestrian, 

bicyclist, transit and automobile user into their designs. 

Noise

Noise in and around soccer stadiums can be the result of construction of the 

stadium, an event, traffic or people entering and leaving the stadium. During 

construction, the EIR for the Home Depot Center (2001) recommended that 

heavy impact equipment within 200 feet of residential units should use a noise 

barrier. Post occupancy, there were several measures suggested to mitigate 

noise impacts. For instance, stadium events can only increase the noise level in 

adjacent neighborhoods by five decibels over the non-event day noise levels. 

This is attainable with acoustic panels and a land berm to absorb sound. In 

addition, tailgating and air horns are prohibited (The California State University 

2001).

Unfortunately, the EIR identified some impacts that were unavoidable and that 

could not be mitigated. They include traffic noise and aircraft flyovers. Events 

and set up and tear down times are limited and neighborhood impacts of 

traffic noise and pedestrian activity are suggested to be mitigated by proactive 

planning and management of parking. Management of noise also identifies 

the importance of a strong working relationship between the stadium and the 

surrounding neighborhoods (The California State University 2001). 

The San Jose development is adjacent to an airport. The reporting of noise in 

the EIR related to aircraft noise versus stadium noise. San Jose aims to avoid 

interior noise levels above 45 dBA. To reduce noise impacts they recommend 
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that projects be reviewed by an acoustic consultant, maintain a minimum 

setback from existing noise sources, and use noise mitigating building 

materials like insulation. They further restrict outdoor uses in areas with an 

average over 60 dBA (City of San Jose 2003).

Lighting

The only document addressing lighting is the EIR for the Home Depot Center. 

There was no mitigation available for the marquee signs. Since the signs are 

perpendicular to the freeway and use direction louvers to aim the light, this 

was regarded as an aesthetic impact instead of a health impact (The California 

State University 2001). 

Environment

Only San Jose and Carson, California summarized environmental losses of 

development because of the state required environmental impact report. 

Carson residents lost the view of the vista on the CSUDH campus due to the 

stadium development (The California State University 2001). The San Jose 

development will cause the loss of mature trees but they developed a plan 

to keep the five largest oak trees and a ratio of replanting depending on the 

size of the trees lost. Lastly, the San Jose development identifies losses to the 

Burrowing Owl habitat (City of San Jose 2003). Both the San Jose and Harrison, 

New Jersey sites required remediation from hazardous materials, although little 

detail was provided in the planning documents (City of Harrison 2003; City of 

San Jose 2003).

Other Benefits

The majority of the documents reviewed mentioned the less tangible reasons 

for a stadium development that are described in the Literature Review (Delaney 

and Eckstein 2003a). Bridgeview and Harrison are redefining their cities from 

their industrial past. Bridgeview’s Mayor Steve Landek has the vision to change 
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Bridgeview from a manufacturing and distribution hub into an urban village 

(Thiessen 2012). Harrison is a city that depended on industry for employment 

but wants to be “capable of supporting and attracting the diverse uses 

important in the 21st century” (City of Harrison 2003, 5). Even CSUDH saw the 

opportunity in hosting a soccer specific stadium. The soccer stadium fit into the 

campus plan and university mission to enhance the “prestige and visibility of 

CSUDH” (The California State University 2001, 1). 

San Jose was the only city to mention the benefits of the increased media 

exposure. MLS plays in seven of the 10 largest media markets and has the 

ability to reach 180 million households through an agreement with ESPN 

International. There are 10 million television viewers annually (Sports 

Economics 2008). The media coverage is considered free media for the 

municipality. 

San Jose is also the only city to mention the emotional benefits to residents. 

They say that these are greater than the financial benefits of hosting a team. 

The economic development report uses the terms “psychic impact” and “public 

consumption benefits” but notes that quantifying the increase was outside of 

the scope of their study (Sports Economics 2008, 5).

COMPARISONS TO SOMERVILLE

There are many similarities between the MLS host communities reviewed 

and Somerville. These commonalities can help Somerville navigate the 

stadium development process. There are similarities in goals for job creation, 

redevelopment of neighborhoods, and demographics. In my interview 

with Brad Rawson, Senior Planner – Economic Development for the City of 

Somerville, he was able to share some of the City’s goals for development in 
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the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods that strengthens some of these 

similarities. 

Somerville is seeking a variety of sectors with a mix of employment 

opportunities for existing and new residents, but wants development to fit 

within the existing community. Somerville does acknowledge that the solution 

is not to create a heavy commercial district like Kendall Square in Cambridge. 

Kendall Square is lacking in neighborhood qualities including residential 

development and feels more like a business center (Rawson 2012). San Jose’s 

plan of a mixed-use development was used to bring more employment to the 

city to make it less of a bedroom community to San Francisco and Oakland (City 

of San Jose 2003). A mix of residential and commercial development is what 

gives a neighborhood an active street life and makes residents feel safe in their 

neighborhood (Rawson 2012). Somerville wants to see more opportunities 

for employment of their residents in Somerville since 85% of its workforce 

population leaves the City each workday (The City of Somerville 2008). 

All of the stadiums except Portland have been developed as part of other 

developments. Because of the economic downturn some are still in the process 

of being developed. With the average MLS stadium hosting 50 events per year, 

this is a way to increase commercial activity around the site on non-event days 

(Sports Economics 2008). This further increases the commercial tax base and 

employment opportunities.

New development is more difficult in an existing neighborhood. Somerville 

has the challenge of implementing a master plan while showing support for 

longtime resident businesses that have been a value to the community. In 
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addition, Somerville is anticipating the Green Line Extension and is expecting 

the Washington Street stop (that will service the Inner Belt and Brickbottom 

neighborhoods) to spur development before its 2016 opening date. The Green 

Line Extension will also serve as a catalyst to make the neighborhoods more 

accessible to pedestrians and cyclists; Somerville acknowledges that the Inner 

Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods are not very accessible. That being said, 

development has to balance the vision of any neighborhood with the market 

realities (Rawson 2012).

Rawson was able to talk about Somerville’s interest in regional attractions but 

not specifically a soccer stadium. In fact, a soccer stadium would be a regional 

attraction and Somerville has interest in hosting these types of events. Regional 

attractions increase people’s awareness of Somerville and can strengthen 

the Somerville brand. Soccer is a multicultural sport and connecting that to 

Somerville could be a special thing (Rawson 2012). Similarly, Bridgeview, Illinois 

and Harrison, New Jersey had manufacturing pasts similar to the Inner Belt and 

Brickbottom neighborhoods and used their stadiums as municipal rebranding 

tools. They developed a vision for a more modern city that is similar to the 

approach taken by Mayor Curtatone, who has been in the process of redefining 

Somerville since his first term started in 2003. This includes a three-year 
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community vision process released February 24th, 2012 entitled SomerVision, a 

2010-2030 Comprehensive Plan (City of Somerville 2012).

Lastly, of the eight urban stadiums outlined for review, only three are 

major metropolitan areas, Houston, Portland, and San Jose. Houston and 

Portland both had previous structures for stadium development, an existing 

neighborhood and stadium respectively. The remaining five are dense urban 

edge cities to major metropolitan areas (see Table 6). The density of these 

cities makes them more likely to be walkable and bikeable like Somerville 

(Churchman 1999).  

These 11 documents and 2 interviews reveal that Somerville has many 

characteristics similar to other urban MLS host communities. Some cities 

share a manufacturing past, density of residents, or a need for economic 

development. However, Somerville is a unique community and no MLS host 

community will ever be exactly the same. 
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The New England Revolution have outlined requirements for stadium 

development and Somerville has outlined development requirements for 

the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhood. The Revolution want an 

urban stadium site, access to public transportation, and a municipality that is 

willing to work with them on support of the stadium (NECN 2012). Dell’Apa, 

of the Boston Globe, believes that they also want financial support from a 

municipality. The City of Somerville wants new development to fit in the 

current urban fabric of Somerville but also spur job creation. 

It is no surprise that the Revolution have looked at Somerville as a potential 

stadium site. MLS teams have gravitated towards developing stadiums in urban 

municipalities that are close to major metropolitan areas; Somerville is more 

densely populated than any other urban soccer stadium community that was 

studied. The Green Line extension, in particular the Washington Street station, 

will provide transit access to the neighborhood and any future development. 

Lastly, Mayor Curtatone has demonstrated that he has the ability to work 

with residents on important issues. This can be seen in the visioning work in 

neighborhoods around the City. 

Chapter 6

COMPARISONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
SOMERVILLE
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There are also implications in the media that the Revolution are looking for 

financial support that need to be considered. Somerville has acknowledged 

that transit access and infrastructure improvements are important for 

redevelopment (City of Somerville 2011e). Somerville can fairly support 

development of all types by investing in infrastructure improvements. 

These improvements could be similar to the public private partnership that 

Somerville has with the developers of Assembly Square (City of Somerville 

2011d). 

Regarding the development of a soccer-specific stadium in Somerville, the 

City should consider commissioning reports that explore both economic 

development and environmental health concerns. A report focused on 

economic development issues would study the potential employment, indirect, 

and direct spending created by the stadium and ancillary developments. 

Of the four economic development reports reviewed it is clear that these 

are contextual to their site and development parameters. These reports are 

increasingly complex when the site is yards away from other municipalities 

with a variety of development types, stakeholders, and development time lines. 

Although an Environmental Impact Report will most likely be required for a 

redevelopment project in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods5, the 

environmental health implications of a soccer stadium should be explored with 

a Health Impact Assessment. This would be similar in scope to the EIRs from San 

Jose and Carson and would include health outcomes and possible mitigation 

strategies to combat increased traffic, noise, and crowding. The two existing 

residential developments in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods 

are the most important to the study but the assessment should also include 

residents of East Somerville and residential development in Inner Belt and 

5	 The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act requires EIR for projects requiring agency 		
	 action. 301 CMR 11.00: MEPA Regulations. 2012. http://www.env.state.ma.us/			 
	 mepa/regs/11-01.aspx (accessed April 16, 2012).
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Brickbottom. East Somerville already shoulders the burden of infrastructure 

and emissions of regional transportation and that burden should not be 

increased.

Somerville is already planning for the future of the Inner Belt and Brickbottom 

neighborhood and is including residents in a visioning process. An increase 

in development in the Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhoods would 

increase property tax income but Somerville has to balance existing businesses 

and residents with the context of a changing neighborhood. An economic 

development study and health impact assessment will help guide Somerville 

through the potential redevelopment process. 
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For this thesis, I reviewed the potential economic development and 

environmental health impacts of a soccer specific stadium development. I 

provided a brief history of stadiums in the Boston metro area, the history of 

Somerville, and Major League Soccer and the New England Revolution in the 

Background Chapter. Then I grounded my research in the current literature 

on stadium planning, development, and the environmental health impacts of 

stadiums. Finally, I reviewed 11 documents from other urban MLS stadiums and 

made recommendations to Somerville. 

There were some limitations to my methodology. I was not able to access 

documents for Houston, Texas or Chester, Pennsylvania. Documents may have 

been accessible if requested using the Freedom of Information Act. Planned 

interviews with MLS and the New England Revolution were not possible.

Throughout the review process, each of the documents shared some 

similarities with Somerville whether it was a common manufacturing past or a 

need for an increased tax base. In the least, Somerville can use the compilation 

of documents for an internal review. However, I hope they are able to use my 

Chapter 7

CONCLUSION
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research and suggestions for an economic development study and health 

impact assessment to further inform a potential stadium development in the 

Inner Belt and Brickbottom neighborhood.
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Interview Questions for Brad Rawson the Senior Planner for Economic 

Development in the Mayor’s Office of Strategic Planning & Community 

Development for the City of Somerville. 

1.	 How does the City of Somerville define successful development?

2.	 What is the role that the city plays in development of the Inner Belt/

Brickbottom neighborhood?

3.	 What are some challenges Somerville is facing with redevelopment of 

underutilized site?

4.	 What are Somerville’s goals in redeveloping the Inner Belt/Brickbottom 

neighborhood?

5.	 Who are the stakeholders at the City of Somerville that make 

development decisions?

6.	 Is Somerville reaching out to other communities for examples of 

successful development?

7.	 What is the timeline for development of the Inner Belt/brickbottom 

neighborhood?

8.	 What is the position of the City of Somerville on a 25,000 seat stadium in 

the Inner Belt/Brickbottom neighborhood?

APPENDIX A
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