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Abstract

This report examines public participation in the Institutional Master Plan (IMP) review process
under Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code. We evaluate whether or not public input is re-
flected in the final IMP plans of nonprofit hospitals and universities and whether or not commu-
nity benefits as outlined in Cooperation Agreements with the Boston Redevelopment Authority
(BRA) are reflective of the needs and desires of residents affected by the institutional expansion
projects.

Through interviews with BRA staff, neighborhood residents and community activists, this report
attempts to discern the quality of the level of public participation in the IMP process and com-
munity benefits negotiations. We compared the level of public participation in the IMP process
with Sherry Arnstein's (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation and found the level of public par-

ticipation consistent with what Arnstein terms 'Placation’.

At the Placation level the ground rules allow the have-nots to advise, but retain for the power
holders the continued right to decide. In the case of Boston institutional development and re-
view, members of the community are allowed to advise, but the BRA and institutional develop-
ers, and ultimately the Mayor, retain the right to make the final decisions regarding the devel-

opment.



Executive Summary

The Greater Boston region contains the country’s greatest concentration of highly acclaimed
colleges and hospitals and the role played by these nonprofits is woven into the life of the city.
These hospitals and colleges have essentially become ‘city builders’ as they drive development
in Boston. Boston’s neighborhoods are therefore at risk of becoming dormitory towns and

parking lots, changing the original fabric of the neighborhoods.

Yet there are opportunities for communities to mitigate the negative impacts of this
expansion, and to leverage the resources of these institutions through the creation of
community, or public benefits. This report examines the planning impact of nonprofit
institutions on Boston neighborhoods and the democratic process. It is part of greater research
effort, “The Nonprofit City,” a project initiated by our client Community Labor United, which

investigates ways in which these large nonprofit institutions affect Boston communities.

In this report we set out to establish the ways in which the public is able to participate in the
Institutional Master Plan (IMP) review process under Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code. We
evaluate whether or not their input is reflected in the final IMP plans. We also examine whether
or not community benefits as outlined in Cooperation Agreements with the Boston
Redevelopment Authority (BRA) reflected the needs and desires of residents affected by the

institutional expansion projects.

Our team limited the general scope of our research to three institutions: Harvard University,
Northeastern University, and Brigham and Women's Hospital. Through interviews with BRA staff,
neighborhood residents and community activists, we attempted to discern the quality of the
level of public participation in the IMP process, as well as the level of input by residents in
community benefit packages negotiated in Cooperation Agreements with the BRA. Our research
also included community meeting minutes, websites of community organizations, a literature
review and public BRA documents including Institutional Master Plans and Cooperation

Agreements.

We utilized Judy Rosener’s User-Oriented Evaluation Approach (1981) to evaluate public

participation, we compared the level of public participation in the IMP process with Sherry



Executive Summary

Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation.

We found that the level of public participation within the IMP and Article 80 Development
Review to be at the level that Arnstein labels ‘Placation’. At the Placation level the ground rules
allow the have-nots to advise, but retain for the power holders the continued right to decide. In
the case of Boston institutional development and review, members of the community are
allowed to advise, but the BRA and institutional developers, and ultimately the Mayor, retain the
right to make the final decisions regarding the development. The opportunity for the
community's comments are fixed within the review process. The changes that the
neighborhoods can make in the final plan are limited minor adjustments, as major changes or

alterations are often overridden in the final plan.

We examined the Cooperation Agreements of Harvard University Science Center, Northeastern
University Residential Hall 1 (Parcel 18) and Brigham and Women’s Hospital Parking and Amory
Building. These Cooperation Agreements are legal documents between the BRA and the
institutions and stipulate the agreements for the building permit of the development projects.

They outline community benefits promised by the institutions.

It is important to mention some limitations that we encountered in our research. Our research
was conducted over a four month period yet the life span of the IMP planning is about eight to
ten years. To examine the full effect of the IMP planning requires a longer time period for
research the team had to work within. It is also difficult to measure the full impact of the

process as it is still evolving, having only been established in 1996.

Additionally, it is difficult to generalize our findings as we focused more deeply on the above
mentioned institutions, rather than making broad comparisons across institutions that would
require greater data collection and analysis than we were capable of in the time period of our
research. Therefore, what we offer is a review of the process that can provide a guide when
reviewing future plans, and gives direction for long-term future research in this area. We offer
recommendations to community based organizations in terms of where to direct future

campaigns with their community partners when dealing with institutional nonprofit



Executive Summary

development.
Our findings regarding public participation and the IMP are as follows:

1. The IMP can be a useful planning tool that streamlines the zoning process for the BRA by

providing blanket zoning for the entire scope of the institution’s campus
2. The framework of the IMP review process is inherently flawed
3. The IMP eliminates previous zoning
4. There are concerns about oversight of the IMP process

5. The task force model is an acceptable and productive practice in public participation within

the IMP review process.

6. Subjecting the task force members to the Mayor's approval has raised concerns about the

transparency, independency and accountability of the task force members.
Our findings regarding Community Benefits are as follows:
1. It is difficult to define Community
2. Flaws also exist in the Community Benefits framework

3. Community Benefit Agreement, an agreement for community benefits that is
entered into between the developer and a community coalition directly, is looking

attractive to community members

We recommend that organizations “Shine the Light” on the IMP process so that the
community understands the formal points of contact within the process. The BRA should be
urged to use Deliberative Democracy techniques in planning. These techniques allow for large
scale participation in the planning process and utilize new technologies to facilitate town
meeting style planning forums. A focus could also be placed on pushing for enforcement of
existing community benefits in Cooperation Agreements. We suggest working with the City
Council Committee on Institutional Relations as a resource. Finally, organizations could
consider the use of Community Benefit Agreements as a new model for mitigation of the
negative impacts of nonprofit institutional development. This would empower the community to

establish a relationship directly with these institutions.



Chapter One - The Nonprofit Sector in Boston

INTRODUCTION

Boston's nonprofit12 organizations range
from big and world renowned institutions to
small neighborhood-based clubs, those with
big budgets and those with limited finances,
employers of many workers to mainly

volunteer groups.

The role played by these nonprofits is
woven into the life of the city. Health and
human services, sports, cultural, religion,
education, training, housing, financial
assistance, community engagement and
environmental protection are examples of the

services provided Boston nonprofits.

But of these myriad nonprofit institutions
in the City, the hospitals and the academic
institutions are the most significant
nonprofits in Boston, in terms of the impact
of their services, size and operations. These
two groups of nonprofit institutions are the
focus of this research and their contributions
to the city of Boston have been extensively

researched by different groups.

NONPROFIT SECTOR SNAPSHOT

The United States depends on three main
sectors 1) government, 2) business and 3) the

nonprofit sector. Each of the sectors plays an

(adapted from Salamon 2001)

important role in the sustenance and growth
of the country and each sector has its own

strengths and limitations.

» Nonprofit Characteristics

There is a great deal diversity among
nonprofits’ size, mission, and mode of
operation. The term “nonprofit organization”
means different things to different people.
Some people may think of powerful multi-
million dollar institutions such as large
hospitals and universities, which happen to
be the focus of this report, while others may
associate nonprofits with smaller community

organizations.

There are also some common
characteristics that exist among nonprofits.
Two key characteristics of nonprofits are that
they contribute to the public good in some
way and operate without distributing profits

to shareholders (Salamon 2001). This is one

12



of the main justifications for nonprofits’ tax-
exempt status under the Internal Revenue

Code (NCCS, 2008).

Nonprofits are also formal organizations,
typically registered as a corporation. They are
“private,” meaning institutionally separate
from government. Nonprofit organizations
are also voluntary and self-governing,
operating without clear lines of ownership or

accountability (Salamon, p. 163-164, 2001).

There are 26 different sections under
section 501(c) of the IRS code that reflect the
diversity of nonprofit organizations operating
in the United States. Varying types of 501(c)
organizations include subsections such as (4)
social welfare, (8) fraternal beneficiary
associations, (11) teacher retirement
associations, and (19) posts of past or
present members of the armed forces (IRS,

2004).

» 501(c)(3) Public Charities

Over 60% of nonprofits are registered as
‘public charities’ or 501(c)(3) organizations in
Massachusetts and the United States (NCCS,
2007). These are defined by the IRS as
“religious, educational, charitable, scientific,
or literary organizations and public safety

organizations.” (IRS 2004).
The most significant financial distinction

between 501(c)(3) public charities and all

other types of nonprofits is that donations

made to public charities are tax deductible
(NCCS, 2008). Jeffrey Berry (2003) observes
that when people talk about nonprofits they
are likely referring to 501(c)(3) public
charities such as educational and religious
institutions. The heart of our research is
nonprofit hospitals and universities and their
impact on neighborhoods and the democratic

process in Boston, Massachusetts.

WHY DO NONPROFITS EXIST?

Before we can assess the planning impact
of nonprofits, it is appropriate to ask why

nonprofits exist in the first place.

Lester Salamon (2001) suggests that
theories of nonprofits can be organized into
five categories: 1) historical, 2) market
failure, 3) government failure, 4) pluralism

and freedom, and 5) solidarity (see Table 1).

The failure of the government and the
market are probably the most popular
explanations for the existence of the
nonprofits. The failure theories are central to
this report, and would be the most likely
justification for the existence of nonprofit

hospitals and universities.

The failure justifications are based on the
idea that both the government and market
sectors are limited in providing collective or
public goods thereby creating a void for

nonprofits to fill.



Table 1: Theories of Nonprofits

Why do Nonprofits Exist? (adapted from Salamon 2001)

» Historical
e "Communities formed before governmental structures...to help deal with their (people’s) common con-
cerns’ (Salamon, 2001, p.164).
People had to come together voluntarily to create fire departments, schools, and orphanages.

Americans were still reluctant to hand control over to government in fear that a monarchy would reemerge
(Salamon, 2001).

» Pluralism and Freedom
e Nonprofit organizations play an integral role in promoting pluralism and freedom. Salamon (2001, p.165) de-
scribes nonprofits role in this light as encouraging “individual initiative for the public good just as the business
corporation encourages individual action for the private good.”

P> Solidarity

o Alexis de Tocqueville observed that “individualism...disposes each citizen to isolate himself from the mass of
his fellows" and withdraw to his little society of family and friends; “... he gladly leaves the greater society to
look after itself.” (de Toqueville, 1835, as cited in Mayer, Ed. 2000, p.506).
In this vein, excessive individualism, which certainly exists in the United States, and as described by de Toc-
queville, can lead to weaker communities and democracies.
Salamon argues that nonprofits foster solidarity as a response to individualism. The ability for people to vol-
untarily help one another is critical to civil society and if this sense of community does not exist, “civilization
itself would be endangered’ (de Toqueville, as cited in Salamon, 2001, p.166).

» Government Failure and Market Failure

e The failure justifications are based on the idea that both the government and market sectors for various rea-
sons are limited in providing collective or public goods thereby creating a void for nonprofits to fill.

Public goods are also referred to as services.
collective goods. Salamon (2001, p.164) For example, they are more willing to
writes that the market works well for things choose a nonprofit hospital for their parent’s
we consume individually, like your brand healthcare, rather than a for-profit that might
name jeans, but does not handle things that be more concerned with cutting costs then
we consume collectively such as clean air—or the quality of care. In this report we will be
in the case of this study, educational and exploring hospitals and universities which
healthcare services. would fall under the failure explanations of

The case of contract failure is a classic nonprofits.
market failure theory (Hansmann, 1981, as
cited in Salamon, 2001, p.165). A “contract” THE GROWTH OF NONPROFITS

fails when consumers trust nonprofits more There are nearly 1.5 million nonprofit

then for-profits for particular goods or  qrganizations registered with the IRS,



representing 5.2% of the gross domestic
product (GDP) and 8.3% of wages and salaries
in the United States (NCCS, 2006).

Between 1996 and 2006, the nonprofit
sector grew by about 36% in the United States
and Massachusetts respectively (NCCS,
2008). This is not a new trend as the sector
overall has been increasingly growing since

the 1960s (Berry 2003).

Nonprofits play a critical role in the
economies of Massachusetts and Boston.
From 2000 to 2003, while the overall
employment decreased by 4.1% in
Massachusetts, nonprofit employment
increased by 8.6% helping to stabilize the
economy (MassINC 2005).

There are over 37,000 nonprofit
organizations and Massachusetts (NCCS,
2007) employing 420,000 workers
representing 13% of the State’s total
workforce - nearly twice the national rate of

6.9% (MassINC, 2005, p.5).

» Positive Impacts of Nonprofits

The Hospitals and Universities shape the
region’s identity; the Greater Boston region
contains the country’s greatest concentration
of highly acclaimed colleges and hospitals, as

reflected in U.S. News rankings.

Forty percent of the region’s residents hold

a college degree, almost twice the national

average. Local institutions have educated a
number of the world’s current and former
leaders. The hospitals are leaders in advance
research in medicine and health. The benefits
of these researches are enjoyed not only by

the local residents, but by people all over the

More than 2,000 buildings on local
college and hospital campuses help to
define Boston’s landscape and built
environment.

B
world. Many of the region’s colleges and
hospitals are located in urban areas, and
their students, faculty, and staff provide
vitality to a new urbanity that is sweeping the
region. The more than 2,000 buildings on
local college and hospital campuses help to
define Boston’s landscape and built
environment (Carol R. Goldberg Seminar,

2005).

In past five years Boston's medical
institutions, colleges and universities have
been the driving force of employment while
employment in the financial and other
industries has declined. The hospitals have
become the largest employer in the city,
while generating billions of dollars to support

the city’s tax revenue.

The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce
reported in 2005 that Healthcare and Life

Sciences is the largest employment sector in

15



the region employing 252,000 employees.
Higher Education institutions employ 85,900
workers. In other words, 8 out of 10 of
Boston’s top employers are either hospitals
or colleges employing every 6 out of 10
Boston residents. According Conference of
Boston Teaching Hospitals, Greater Boston's
teaching hospitals alone generated $1.2

billion dollars in city and state tax revenues.

A report by the Alliance of Boston's
Colleges and Universities (2005) noted the
following as the contributions made by
Boston’s academic institutions. The colleges
provide the economic and civic leadership
which stimulates social progress, as political
and community leaders still look to higher
education for such leadership in an effort to
fill the void left by corporate mergers and
acquisitions.

Secondly, the partnership between the
colleges and communities advances the
quality of life for all Boston residents. The
city's 75 educational institutions continue to
educate about 265,000 students annually,
and the eight major research universities
alone provide continuing education programs
to 25,000 adults per semester. Local colleges
and universities over the past 20 years have
awarded more than $150 million in

scholarships to Boston Public Schools.

Boston's colleges and universities continue

to provide and facilitate volunteerism in

support of local k-12 programs promoting
college readiness, cultural enrichment, after-
school activities, and literacy as well as
school system support and teaching training.

One out of every four volunteers in the

8 out of 10 of Boston’s top employers are
either hospitals or colleges

Boston Public Schools is a local student.

Greater Boston enjoys one of the leading
health care systems in the world due to its
affiliation with nearby higher education
institutions. Boston Medical Center is the
largest provider of charitable care in New
England. These colleges host a range of
programs that advance local health, public

safety and the environment.

In providing cultural and recreational
opportunities, the local colleges and
universities offer multiple arts, cultural and
sporting opportunities to Boston residents
and nurture new talent that often becomes

part of the local scene.

For instance, the Pro Arts Consortium that
was founded by Berklee College of Music, the
Boston Architectural Center, Massachusetts
College of Art and other colleges, sponsors
the Boston Arts Academy, the city's first pilot
high school for visual and performing arts.

This Academy acts as a laboratory for



developing "best practices” in urban arts

education in the country.

Boston’s higher education sector has
helped to anchor the city's innovative
economy by developing other leading sectors
like health care and biotechnology. Leading
local companies like Boston Scientific, EMC,
and Analog Devices were founded by
graduates of local colleges. Major companies
such as Novartis and Merck have moved to
Boston to be closer to its higher education
clusters. The region’s concentration of
knowledge networks rooted in higher
education attracts numerous workers to the
region. According the Boston Redevelopment
Authority: MIT alone executed 95 licenses
and options to businesses, earning more than

$18 million in fees.

» Negative Impacts of Nonprofits

The admiration of these nonprofit
institutions has not been shared by all of
Boston's communities and residents. The
existence and operations of Boston hospitals
and colleges also had an adverse impact on
the city. Boston loses millions of tax dollars
in terms of property tax revenue which serve
as subsides to the operation of these

nonprofits.

According to a report by Community Labor
United (2006), if all the properties of

hospitals were to be taxed at commercial

Unpaid taxes as a percentage of the
City’s [Boston’s 2005] budget would be
nearly 11.6%, about five times the
national average.
_——

rates, the City would generate over $65

million dollars annually. However, the city
only received $5.5 million through the
Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) and ended
up subsidizing the operation of these

hospitals with approximately $59.5 million.

According to an article in the Chronicles of
Philanthropy (November 2006), Boston ranks
3rd in total nonprofit property value among
the Nation’s biggest cities. Boston nonprofits
are exempt from paying over $247,000
million in property taxes in 2005, including
PILOT adjustments. These unpaid taxes as a
percentage of the City’s budget (2005) would
be nearly 11.6% , about five times the

national average.

The hospitals and colleges have also
become ‘city builders’ as they drive
development of the city. These institutions
have been expanding their campuses into
abutting neighborhoods and in recent times
most of the major developments in these
neighborhoods are initiated by these

institutions.

The neighborhoods are at the risk of
becoming dormitory towns and parking lots,

changing the original fabric of the



neighborhoods. In most cases, the neighborhoods were kept in darkness about these
development plans or the benefits promised to these neighborhoods were not fulfilled, creating
hostility between the institutions and their neighborhoods. The Carol R. Goldberg Seminar on
educational institutions recorded this tension in its report. It stated that the institutions
repeatedly encountered longtime residents still chafing at the past transgressions of colleges
and universities that didn’t appropriately account for neighborhood concerns in facilities
planning. As one neighborhood activist put it: “We have a long way to go in educating
universities and hospitals about the negative and destabilizing impacts of their growth on
abutting residential communities and working collectively as a matter of course to determine
significant positive economic fallout for the impacted neighborhoods” (Goldberg Seminar, 2005,
p.9).

The planning process and impact of the development of these universities and hospitals on
the abutting communities is the focus of the research in this report. This research focuses on
the Institutional Master Plan Review (IMP) process as instituted by the Boston Redevelopment
Authority to address this issue. This report examines the public participation component of the
review process to ascertain how the concerns of the neighborhoods are addressed in the

development and planning of these institutions.



Chapter Two - Institutional Master Plan

BOSTON ZONING AND THE BRA

The City of Boston has its own zoning
regulations that are separate from the State
of Massachusetts. These Zoning Regulations
were established in 1956 through an act of
the Massachusetts Legislature, referred to as
the “Enabling Act” (Barr 2003). These
regulations are established by The Boston
Zoning Commission and make up the Boston

Zoning Code which became effective in 1964.

In the early 1980’s the City embarked upon
a rigorous rezoning effort to reflect changes
and growth within the City and the Zoning
Code that exists today largely reflects those
changes. The Boston City Planning Board,
originally established in 1957, was abolished
by the Massachusetts Legislature and its
powers and staff transferred to the Boston
Redevelopment Authority (BRA) in 1960. (Barr
2003).

» The Role of the BRA

The BRA is the agency charged with the
City’s planning, urban renewal and economic
development functions. As the City’s
planning agency, the BRA is responsible for
comprehensive planning, special planning

studies, transportation planning and zoning

(Barr 2003, 106).

Additionally, the BRA is responsible for
reviewing development proposals under
Article 80 of the Zoning Code and
coordinates the community review portion of

this process.

(adapted from Barr, 2003, p.16)

The BRA's Economic Development Division
guides the City's development review
process. This includes facilitating the
evaluation of design, density, use, and the
physical and social impacts of a proposed
project in conjunction with City agencies and
the impacted community. Therefore, the
formal point of contact for community
residents within the planning process is with

the offices of the BRA.

ARTICLE 80 AND IMP REVIEW

In order to better address the growth,

expansion and planning needs of Boston’s



many large nonprofit institutions and their
impact on neighborhoods, the City of Boston
revised its Zoning Code and created the
Institutional Master Plan (IMP). The IMP
applies to nonprofit institutions (NPI) in
Boston and includes colleges and
universities, hospitals, and convalescent
homes which are subject to special

regulations for institutional uses.

The BRA recognizes that the cumulative
effects of the incremental expansion of these
institutions may be greater than, or different
from, the effects of each project individually
and therefore created the IMP as a
comprehensive way to review these effects.
Institutional Master Plan Review is the
principal tool for guiding institutional
expansion and mitigating its impact on the
neighborhoods surrounding these

institutions (Barr 2003, 83).

Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code:
“Development Design and Review” is the
section of the Zoning Code that governs the
IMP. Article 80 was established in 1996 and
consolidated all of the previous Zoning Code
requirements for the BRA’s review of real
estate developments (Barr 2003, 92). It
authorizes the BRA to review the design and
impact of development proposals and to
enter into Cooperation Agreements with
developers (Barr 2003,16). Article 80-Part D

refers specifically to Institutional Master Plan

Review. The purpose of the Master Plan is to
provide an opportunity to project 10 years
into the future and to let the community
understand what large institutions plan to do

in their neighborhood. IMP review is

The City of Boston has its own zoning
regulations that are separate from the
State of Massachusetts.

essentially the only place where abutters and
other community residents can learn the
intentions of the institution and provide input
to the BRA regarding the proposed
development. Once approved by the BRA and
the Zoning Commission, these plans are
updated every two years. An update
describes the progress of ongoing projects,
notes projects completed since the last
update or those scheduled to begin before

the next one.

Nonprofit institutions governed by the IMP
must revise and submit a new IMP every four
to eight years using the same procedure as
initial adoption. If there are no significant
changes to the Plan, the standing plan is re-
approved and considered the new plan. In
addition, each time that an institution
embarks upon an individual building project,
depending on the size and scope of the

project it must undergo Large Project Review
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as spelled out in Article 80. (Barr 2003; must be amended every time an institution

Citizen’s Guide to Article 80). adds or changes a project over the review

The IMP is an overall vision statement threshold, usually a project that adds over

that sets out the general design features of 50,000 square feet. (Barr 2003 83,118).

an institution’s projected expansion. It Large projects are in effect the

describes the institution’s existing property implementation of the IMP and their

and uses, long-range planning goals and cumulative effects are greater on the

Step 1. Institutional Master Plan Natification Farm (IMPHF) and scoping determination

Applicant files IMP NF with BRA.
Notice of IMPNF published — ee——
within 5 days.

Step 2. Institutional Master Plan Adequacy Determination

Applicant files Institutional

Public cornment period runs for
30 days after notice published.

BRA issUes Scoping
Determination within 45 days
after IMPMNF filed.

ER& Board holds public hearing

! ?:;ELE';;&“;:S;?Q . S T Y L E T T — de?er:EnrnD;ESnnqui?r?iﬁqguua;gys
- . B0 days after notice published.
Deterrrination. Motice of plan v P after Institutional Master Plan

published within 3 days. filed.

If the Adequacy Determination does not approve the Irstiutional Master Plan, the Instiution may submit a reveed Master Plan for review, The revised Master Plan recefves the
same review 3 the original Master Plan.

Step 3. Zoning Commission Approval

Zoning Commission halds
hearing and votes on
Institutional Master Plan. IT
approved, Institutional M aster
Flan goes to Mayor for
approval

BRA petitions Zoning Zoning Caormrmission publishes
Cormmission for approval of — eo—e-  otice of Hearing at (east 20— . .—g-
Institutional Master Plan. days before hearing,

Requlations for Zoning Commission hearings and notices are not part of POA review under Article 30 but appear in the Boston zoning enabling act(Chapter 865 of the Acts of
1956, included in the front of Valume 1 of the Zoning Code), which establshes the Zoning Commission.

Figure 1: Institutional Master Plan Review (BRA, Citizen’s Guide..., p. 17)

proposed projects over an extended period surrounding area than other types of

(Barr 2003). Development review is in place development in Boston and therefore require

to provide an evaluation of design, density, this greater oversight. Prior to the adoption

use, and physical and social impacts of a of Institutional Master Planning, institutions

proposed project in conjunction with City had to apply for approval for each single use

agencies and the impacted community. IMPs project and obtain conditional use permits
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Table 2: IMP Review and Large Project Review Requirements

Institutional Master Plan Review

» Institutional Master Plan Review is required for:

« hospitals, colleges and universities

« developments with 20,000 square feet of gross
floor area

o interior alterations for more than 50,000-sq ft of
gross floor area

Describes an institution's entire long-range
development program including its existing facilities,
long-range planning goals and proposed projects
Specific elements to be addressed are decided in the
Scoping phase

Task Force may be appointed to help steer the process

Large Project Review

» | arge Project Review is required for:

¢ Projects that add at least 50,000-sq. ft. of gross
floor area (new construction or by an addition to
an existing building)

» Addresses the project impacts in a variety of areas,
including:
traffic and parking
environmental protection (wind, shadow, noise,
etc.)
the design character of the area
historical buildings
infrastructure systems (water, sewer, electricity,
etc.)

Impact Advisory Group may be appointed to help assess
necessary mitigation

BOTH REVIEW PROCESSES REQIURE PUBLIC
COMMENT AND PUBLIC HEARING FOR APPROVAL

» Once approved by the BRA and Zoning Commission,
institution may build any project whose uses,
dimensions and location are described in the plan

» The effects of these individual projects are assessed
in large project review where [TEXT MISSING HERE}

for each expansion or change. (Barr 2003).
The IMP has simplified this process,
establishing an overarching zoning regulation
that applies to all projects within the IMP.
When an institution embarks on a new
project, essentially the zoning use is already
established, and the project is then examined
through Large Project Review to ensure that it
matches the objectives laid out in the Master

Plan. The IMP must be reviewed by the public

» BRA may require the developer to change the
project's design or to take other measures to reduce
(or "mitigate”) those impacts

» Once approved and a Cooperation Agreement is
signed, building permits are issued

and approved by the BRA and the Zoning
Commission after public hearings. In one
sense, the IMP is the macro level of
institutional development while Large Project
Review is the micro level. Individual projects
must concur with the IMP, and the IMP must

be amended to reflect the each new project.

An important aspect of the IMP is that it
serves to mitigate the impact of large

nonprofit institutions through the provision
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of community benefits (also referred to as
public benefits) Community benefits are
established through negotiations facilitated
by the BRA with input form community
residents and other stakeholders and will be
discussed further in the chapter on
Community Benefits. Table 2 provides and
overview of the requirements for IMP and

Large project Review.

» Mandated Public Input

It is crucial that community residents in
neighborhoods facing institutional expansion
understand the IMP process and its
components, particularly the stages that
allow for public review and comment. The
process begins with the Institution (the
“proponent”) filing an Institutional Master

Plan Notification Form (IMPNF).

» IMP Timeline

The BRA publishes notice of the IMPNF in a
newspaper of general circulation (generally in
the Boston Herald) and the public has 30
days to comment before the BRA issues a
Scoping Determination outlining the
elements the IMP must include. (Barr 2003,
117). Comment may be verbal, at public
meetings and testimony at hearings, or
written. Written comments are reviewed by
BRA staff and included in the appendix of the

IMP. The proponent then submits an IMP

addressing the issues specified in the

scoping determination (Barr 2003,117).

In general the scope calls for the following
elements to be included in an IMP:

» The Mission and Objectives,

» Existing property uses,

» Needs of institution,

» Proposed future projects,

» Institutional transportation and parking

management and mitigation plan,

» Pedestrian circulation guidelines and
objectives,

» Urban design guidelines,

» Job training analysis,

» Community benefits plan and

» Additional elements requested by the

BRA.

The institution then files an IMP in
response to the scoping. This is the second
point for public comment which runs for 60
days. The BRA Board then holds a public
hearing, which is the third opportunity for
public comment in the process. The BRA
then votes on adequacy determination within
90 days of the IMP filing. Once the adequacy
determination has been made, the BRA
petitions the Zoning Commission for

approval of the IMP.
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The Zoning Commission publishes notice
of the Approval Hearing 20 days prior to the
hearing date, and the holds a hearing to vote
on the IMP. This is the last opportunity for
public comment. If approved by the
Commission, the IMP is forwarded to the
Mayor for final approval (Citizen’s Guide to

Article 80).

» Large Project Review Timeline

Large Project

A Cooperation Agreement between the
institution and the BRA enforces agreed upon
mitigation measures. (Barr 2003, 93). A new
component of development review includes
the establishment of an Impact Advisory
Group (IAG) for projects undergoing Large
Project Review.

Members of IAGs should be active
neighborhood residents, business

representatives or members of social service

Step 1. Project Netification fram (PMF) and Scoping Determination

Review under Article
80 kicks in each time
that an institution
embarks upon a

project that is over

Public comment period runs far
30 days after notice published.
= Community M eeting

= Scoping Session including 1A G

BRA I35Ues Scoping
Deterrnination within 45 days
after PMF filed.

Developer files PMF. Motice of

——--
PRF published within & days

The Scoping Determination may w aive further review , and require mitigation commitments | if the BRA Board finds that the PNF and Public Comments provide adequate information aboutthe projects impacts

Step 2. Draft Project Impact Report (OPIR) and Preliminary Adequacy Determination (PAD)

Applicant filed OPIR in response Public carmment period runs far BRA issues PAD within 45, &0

to Scoping Deterrination 30, 44 ar 74 day s after DRIR or 90 days after DPIR filed,
Notice of DPIR publisned within Se——- o depending on project size  — cepending on project size and

5 days and location lacation.

The B&D may w atve further review, and require mitigation commitment, if the BRA Board finds that the DPIR and Public Comments provide adequate information about the project's impacts.

50,000 square feet.

Step 3. Fina Project Impact Report (FPIR) and Adequacy Determination

Large PrO_jeCt REViEW Applicant files FPIR in response

to PAD.
also includes public

5 days

comment periods
and requires a public
Cooperation

meeting and vote of i

the BRA to approve

Public comment period runs far

Step 4. Cerfication and Implementation

- BRA DESIN REVIEW  —

BRA Eoard holds public meeting

v oles on Ad
30, 45 or 75 days after FPIR EMTER LSS N U TR

Notice of FPIR published within filed, depending on project size — L G

days after FPIR filed, depending

and locatian on project size and location

Ifthe Adeguacy Detzrmingtion dsapproves the FPIR, the applicant may submit a revised FPIR for review. The revised FPIR receives the same review @ the original FPIR.

Cetification of
Cormpliance
Permitting Project
Construction

Perrritting and Project
Conaruction

Figure 2: Large Project Review Process (BRA, Citizen’s Guide..., p. 9)

the project (Barr
2003, 93).

Large project review follows essentially the
same review process as the IMP, only it looks
at an individual project and in many cases,
both IMP review and large project review
occur simultaneously. Public review takes
place at three stages: 1) scoping, 2) draft,
and 3) final.

or community organization. Elected
representatives also nominate members to
the IAG. Members are asked to consider
appropriate mitigation for the physical and
social impacts caused by development

projects.

IAGs do not replace the role of the greater

community in the development review
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process. The Impact Advisory Group process is an overlay to the existing process and is

designed to work cooperatively with public review procedures. (www.cityofboston.gov/bra).
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Chapter Three - Research Approach

Given the expansion and growth of nonprofit institutions in Boston, we developed the

following questions to guide our research on the subject:

» How is the Planning of Nonprofit Institutions’ development impacting
Boston neighborhoods?

e To what extent does public participation during the Institutional Master Plan (IMP)

Review process affect the final plan?

e To what extent are the needs and concerns of the community incorporated in the

community benefits and Cooperation Agreements?

SCOPING AND METHODOLOGY

The scope of this report expands over all the nonprofit hospitals, colleges and universities
located in the Greater Boston region. However, considering the time and logistical constraints
this team had to work within, three institutions were selected for the purposes of this report:

1. Harvard University,
2. Northeastern University, and
3. Brigham and Women's Hospital .

Harvard University was selected because there is an ongoing Institutional Master Plan review
and the Allston-Brighton community in which Harvard University is located has a long history of
engagement in the Institutional Master Plan (IMP) Review process, thus providing a rich source
for analysis.

Northern University was selected to provide geographical balance in research as Northeastern
University is located at Roxbury. Brigham and Women’s Hospital was selected to present the
development of Boston’s hospitals.

Our primary source of research were interviews and attending public and Task Force

meetings and reviewing minutes of meetings. Our secondary source of information was through

literature reviews.



Primary interviews were conducted with

groups in two categories:
1. BRA officials, and
2. community residents and activists.

Two BRA officials were interviewed who were
familiar with Institutional Master Plans. The
mayor’s liaison to higher education was
interviewed on behalf of BRA’s Assistant

Director of Compliance.

In addition to the interviews, these officials
provided additional documents on the review
process for examination. Materials on the
BRA website pertaining to the IMP process
were reviewed. These activities provided us
with the perspective of the BRA on the IMP
review process. This perspective represents
the state of the IMP review process, its

justifications, achievements and limitations.

To balance the BRA perspective we
interviewed neighborhood residents,
community activists and Task Force
members. This group of interviewees
included heads of community organizations
and advocacy groups, a union organizer, a
Neighborhood Council Member and a City

Councilor.

Additionally, we collected various
documents obtained from interviewees and
community-based organizations’ websites for
review. Interviews and a literature review

were conducted to reflect the perspective of

These Cooperation Agreements are legal
documents between the BRA and
nonprofit institutions and stipulate the
agreements for the building permit of the
development projects.

the neighborhoods’ demands, concerns and
views of the IMP review process. Some
information was also gathered during Task
Force meetings that took place during the
research period (Jan.—April 2008); past
meetings minutes on Harvard University

Science Center were also reviewed.

To determine which concerns of the
community were incorporated in the final
documents of the IMP process, we examined

the following Cooperation Agreements:
1. Harvard University Science Center,

2. Northeastern University Residential

Hall 1, and

3. Brigham and Women Hospital Parking

and Armory Building.

These Cooperation Agreements are legal
documents between the BRA and nonprofit
institutions and stipulate the agreements for
the building permit of the development

projects.

The agreements include mitigation
measures and community benefits which

reflect the extent to which concerns of the
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communities were incorporated the
community benefits of the Final IMP and

Cooperation Agreements.

OUR RESEARCH APPROACH

» Evaluation of the Public

Participation process

This research utilized extensively the User-
Oriented Evaluation Approach (1981)as
evaluation method developed by Judy
Rosener of University of California, Irvine (see

Appendix 1).

There are two major approaches to public
participation evaluation, the process
improvement approach and the User-Oriented
Evaluation Approach. The process
improvement approach focuses on the
identifying the inefficiencies in the process.
This research utilized the User-Oriented
Evaluation Approach developed by Judy
Rosener of University of California, Irvin in
1981. This evaluation approach focuses on
the goals and objectives of the participants
and specifies criteria for measuring the goal

achievement.

The major advantage of this approach is
that it forces specificity and it results in a
clear picture of whose goals and interest are
being pursued. It indicates whether or not
participation goals are being achieved and

the basis for such claim. However the

disadvantage of this approach is that it may
sacrifice the generalization that results from
using a common set of indicators; since case

to case vary.

This evaluation method focuses on the
goals and objectives of the participants or
users of the participation process, and the
specification of criteria for measuring the

goal achievement.

The major advantage of this approach is
that it forces specificity and it results in a
clearer picture of particular goals and
interests being pursued. It indicates whether
or not participation goals are being achieved

and the basis for such a claim.

However, the disadvantage of this
approach is that it is difficult to generalize
the results using a common set of indicators,
since the data is specific to individual cases.
Another disadvantage with the User-Oriented
Evaluation Approach is that there is no widely
accepted measure to determine effectiveness
in a situation where the goals of the
participating groups are conflicting. The use
of this approach for evaluation is complex as
it emphasizes in-depth research analysis

compared generalized research.

» Defining the Participation Setting

The first task is to learn about the setting
of the participation. The settings may affect

the participation goals and objectives as well
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as the evaluator’s ability to obtain

information.

Information gathered about the setting

includes:
» mandated v. discretionary actions;
» government agencies involved;

» interest groups and individuals

involved;

» what kinds of resources are available or
committed to the activity and the

participants;
» the type of issue being debated,;
» the scope of the issue;
» the duration of the process; and

» the needed skills

Figure 3: Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation

for participation.

Information defining

the participation

setting for our research

was derived from the
Article 80 which

includes the IMP Review

» Identifying Citizen Participation
Goals

The next task in the User-Oriented
Evaluation Approach is to identify the general
goals of the participants. We attempted to
identify the goals of the participants through
semi-formal and informal interviews with
participants and BRA officials, and by
attending Task Force meetings and through
content analysis of meeting minutes and
official documents like Cooperation

Agreements.

» Specifying Citizen Participation
Objectives
To employ the User-

Oriented Evaluation

Approach we set out

. Delegated Power |
- Partnership I
7- PLACATION |

Citizen Control
I' define the participants

objectives are as a result

of their participation. We

strove to clearly define

Consultation

their objectives in order

[T S
mnrorming

process. This
information was
obtained online from
the BRA website and documents pertaining to

the review process.

Manipulation

to determine whether or

Therapy

not they were achieved.

This information was
obtained through
attendance of the meetings, review or
meeting minutes and interviews with

participants.
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» Defining Measurement Criteria

Although there are no inherent limits on
the types criteria which can be utilized with
the User-Oriented Evaluation Approach. We
limited our measurement criteria to these two
measurements: 1) the extent to which the
recommended plans satisfy participants’
needs and desires, and 2) the extent to which
the outcomes of public participation are
reflected in the final IMP and Cooperation
Agreements, in this case community benefits
in the Institutional Master Plans and the

Cooperation Agreements.

» Approach to Evaluation

To evaluate the public participation
process this report utilized Judy Rosener's
“User-Oriented Evaluation Approach” (1981)
which examined the extent to which the
concerns of participants are reflected in the
final IMPs and Cooperation Agreements. This
evaluation process is suitable for individual
cases, but limited in making general

conclusions.

For the purpose of generalization, this
report utilized Sherry Arnstein's (1969)
“Ladder of Citizen Participation” (Figure 3).
Arnstein graded various types of citizen
participation into eight typologies and
assigned characteristics to each of the rung

of the eight rungs of the ladder of

participation. The characteristics of each
rung, or typology were reviewed to assess
where the public participation in the IMP

review process fits on the ladder.

RESEARCH LIMITATIONS

There were some significant
limitations to the research. The first

limitation was time constraint; the research
was conducted in four-month period.
However, the life-span of IMP planning is
about eight to ten years. In order to examine
the full effect of the IMP planning would
require a longer time period than our
research team had to work within. Moreover,
the IMP process is a recently developed
mechanism adopted by BRA in 1996.
Therefore the information or data on the IMP

process is scarce.

The second limitation is the scoping of the
research. Our research was based of only
three nonprofit institutions in Boston. Each of
these institutions IMP review process
occurred at different time and they are
located in different neighborhoods. It is
difficult to make accurate generalizations
based on the examination of IMP review

process of only three institutions.

Finally, the multiple dimensions of the term
‘community’ make it difficult define exactly

who and what is meant when we refer to

30



community in this research. However, from
the BRA’s procedural point of view, the term
‘community’ refers to the abutting
neighborhoods and wider neighborhoods in

City of Boston.

The perspective of the nonprofit
institutions was not solicited; as our research
focused on the perspectives of the BRA and

the neighborhoods.



Chapter Four - Public Participation Research

DEFINING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In order to assess the public participation
within the IMIP process we conducted a
literature review on theories of public
participation in planning. The term public
participation has different meanings with
some people referring to it as public
information programs, and other referring to

it as public hearings or public comments.

Definitions of participation range from a
narrow view such that participation in a
group is defined in terms of nominal
membership ( Chopra et al., 1990; Molinas,
1998), to a broad view in terms of a dynamic
interactive process in which disadvantaged
populations have voice and influence the
decision-making process (Narayan, 1995;

White, 1996).

Inclusion of those most affected by the
decision-making of the proposed intervention
is central to the idea of public participation.
The terms public participation, citizen
participation, public input and community
participation have been used interchangeably

throughout much of the published literature.

The International Association for Public
Participation has defined as the core values

of the public participation process as:

» the promise that the public’s
contributions will influence the

decision,

» the public should have a say in
decisions about actions that affect their

lives, and

» the process should communicate the
interests and meet the needs of all

participants.

The Public Participation process also
involves participants in defining how they
participate. The process provides participants
with the information they need to participate
in a meaningful way. The public participation
process communicates to participants how

their input affects the decision made.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND
DEMOCRACY

Creighton (2005) also defined public
participation as the process by which public
concerns, needs, and values are incorporated
into governmental and corporate decision-
making. It is two way communication and
interaction, with the overall goal of a better

decision that is supported by the public.

Increasingly, public participation in

governmental decision-making is now
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considered part of our definition and

experience of democracy.

Citizen participation in administrative
decision-making has become widely
institutionalized over the last three decades.
It has increasingly become a requirement for
federal grant-in-aid, diffusing through state,
regional and local government statutes and
ordinances. “Citizens now have far greater
opportunity to participate in the decision-
making processes of their state and local
government than they have ever enjoyed”.

(Rosenhaum 1984)

There are three necessary conditions to
ensure accountable governance. These

include:
» Letting citizens know what is going on,

» Allowing for participating in the process

and

» building competition into the political

system.

The downside of the American Republic is
that significant participation is often based
on the amount of funds special interest
groups hold to advance their point of view.
Some argue that this has led our country to
be a special interest state (Cohen 1982).
These special interests focus on short term
agendas, without considering their impact on

others.

No political system or democracy is perfect.

James Madison’s forewarned in 1787, in his

famous writing The Federalist No. 10, that
[

Increasingly, public participation in
governmental decision-making is now
considered part of our definition and
experience of democracy.

faction would be a serious weakness in the

new American democracy.

He described faction as instances when
citizens, bound by a common interest, are
“adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to
the permanent and aggregate interests of the
community” to protect their interests. In
other words, powerful interest groups acting
on their behalf, at the expense of citizens
and communities to protect their interests
are a threat to individual rights and minority
group voices - this is otherwise referred to as

theories of pluralism and freedom.

EFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION

Murtaza H. Baxamusa write that “within
planning theory, there is unresolved debate
regarding the significance of participatory
processes in making public decisions (2008,
p.261). Ruth Hinderfeld of League of Woman
Voters of the United States views effective
public participation as a process where

citizens are able to state their case or present
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their perspective on issues to decision
makers. Decision makers in turn incorporate

this citizen input into their decision-making.

In this process the participants are
provided technical assistance and
management support from professionals, not
only in their researches but also on how to

organize themselves to participate effectively.

Another issue of effectiveness is how the
citizens are informed about the participation
process. Effective participation to Peterson
(1982) also means agencies take necessary
steps to inform participants in advance of the
opportunities for participation. Such efforts
include publication of notice in general
circulation publications rather than restricted

circulation publications.

The other critical factor to effective public
participation is the how the process is
evaluated periodically to ensure the emerging
elements of citizen concerns are captured in

the process.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN BOSTON

There is some recent literature that does
examine public participation in the Boston
area, but they do not refer to Institutions or
IMPs. The most relevant research was
conducted by Martha Tai in 2004 on large

scale development in Boston.

In Building Voice: A Comparative Analysis

of Neighborhood Involvement in Affecting
Large- Scale Development in Three Boston
Neighborhoods, Martha Tai (2004) examines
the role of neighborhood involvement in
affecting private, large scale developments in
downtown Boston neighborhoods. Tai
identified three neighborhoods in Boston and
chose one project in each to assess the level
of participation in the development process,
demands made and project changes that

subsequently occurred.

She performed a comparative analysis of
project changes and outcomes in these
neighborhoods to determine which
neighborhoods were most successful in
making changes in the projects. Tai found
that the “extent to which a neighborhood can
effectuate project changes is dependent on
the influence it wields in the process.” (Tai
2004, 10). She writes that this influence is a
function of the level of unity in and
institutional support extended to the

neighborhood.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE
INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLAN

Having gained an understanding of the
theories of public participation in general, we
then examine the way pubic participation
takes place in the IMP process. Each IMP is
assigned a BRA staff person from the

Economic Development Department as the
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project manager.

The managers coordinate the review
process, review public comment and prepare
determinations. They also attend meetings
and facilitate communications between
residents, developers and public agencies

(BRA, Citizens Guide to Article 80..., 22).

» Task Forces and IAGs

In many instances, the City has organized
standing citizen Task Forces to work with the
BRA and the institutions on an on-going basis
to plan and implement an IMP and to
strengthen the relationship between
community and institution. The Mayor
assigns the Task Force made up of members
representing the community to help oversee
the review process and to negotiate

appropriate community benefits.

Elected officials from the affected
neighborhood recommend individuals or
representatives from community
organizations to site on the Task Force, and
these people are officially appointed by the

Mayor.

The Task Force serves as an advisory group
that helps steer the IMP process. Task Forces
help in the planning and development of the
IMP, while Impact Advisory Groups (IAGs)
participate in Development Review of Large
Projects within the approved IMP. These IAGs

meet regularly and hold public meetings to

work with Institutions to ensure that they are
proposing plans that fit within the official

neighborhood plans.

Each individual IMP has its own Task Force,
organized as part of the planning process.
Often they break down into subcommittees
to work on particular facets of a large
planning initiatives such as an IMP. The
number and members of a Task Force are

determined by the scope of the project.

» Community Meetings

Community meetings are another way that
the BRA encourages public participation.
Community meetings are open to the public.
These meetings are publicized by the BRA
project managers in newspapers and emails

and postings on blogs.

The BRA in The Public Process in Economic
Development and Planning (2000) that

community meetings have three purposes:

1. to update and inform residents about
ongoing development plans or projects

in their community,

2. to provide an opportunity for residents
to ask questions and share concerns

directly with the BRA staff, and

3. to solicit input from neighborhood

residents to improve the project.

One focus of these meetings is to determine

community benefits.
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Chapter Five - Community Benefits

INTRODUCTION

There is little published literature on the
concept of community benefits in and of
itself. Most of the current literature is about
the Community Benefit Agreement, a contract
between a developer and a community
coalition, and how to use it as a tool to
obtain benefits for residents from developers
in exchange for approval of a project. The
‘community benefit movement’ that
promotes the CBA as a tool will be explored

later in this chapter.

In The Problem with Community in
Planning, Talen (2000) writes of the
ambiguity and vagueness surrounding the
term ‘community’ and the concept of a ‘sense
of community’ in planning. Talen researched
how notions of community are manifested in
neighborhood planning documents in
planning departments across the country.
She describes a dualistic notion of
community: community as a process (where
collective problem solving is strengthened),
and community as an end state that can be

created by design.

Talen selected 20 cities to assess for the
use of the word “community” in planning and

analyzed documents that were an integral

part of neighborhood planning (2004, p.173).
She concluded that the notion of community

is composed of a number of different

... the Community Benefit Agreement is a
contract between a developer and a
community coalition

dimensions. Community in its various
dimensions exists at a wide variety of levels,
both territorial and non-territorial. Clearly,
these multiple dimensions of “community”
make it difficult to define exactly who and
what is meant when we say “community
benefits.” From the procedural point of view
of the BRA, clearly we are speaking of the
community in its broadest sense. IMPs are in
place partly to ensure that institutions ‘give

back’ to this community.

The Partnership for Working Families traces
Through the Institutional Master Plan,
institutions are required to thoughtfully plan
their future development to insure not only
that impacts on its host neighborhoods are
mitigated, but also that public benefits are
enhanced. Each plan must include a provision
of community benefits in order to mitigate,
or lessen the severity, of the impacts of

proposed future projects. (Barr, 2003).
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Community benefits are commitments by the
developer to provide benefits to the
community in the form of physical
enhancements, social programs or financial

contributions.

COMMUNITY BENEFITS AND
MITIGATION

In 2000 Mayor Menino issued an Executive
Order Relative to the Provision of Mitigation
by Development Projects in Boston. This
executive order was created out of concerns
about what impacts it was appropriate for
developers to mitigate. It calls for policies to
be implemented across the necessary city
agencies to ensure that the developer of any
proposed project subject to Large Project
Review under Article 80 determine “any and
all impacts” of the proposed project and
appropriate mitigation efforts (this includes
hospitals and universities adding over 50,000

square feet).

The intent of Executive Order was to re-
emphasize the role of the BRA and clarify the
relationship between the developer and the
community in the determination and
mitigation of impacts of development. The
City wanted to ensure that both developers
and all neighborhoods understand
community benefits. (BRA press statement,

2000).

Of key importance is the fact that although
the determination of “appropriate community
benefits” would include input from a citizen
advisory committee, however, the sole
governing body responsible for the
negotiation, approval and distribution of

community benefits is the BRA.

Community benefits are commitments by
the developer to provide benéefits to the
community in the form of physical
enhancements, social programs or
financial contributions.

In the Executive Order, “Mitigation efforts”
are described as: “mitigation of
environmental impacts through physical
enhancements to the proposed project or
affected areas, or mitigation of social impacts
through the provision of community and
public benefits.” Mitigation efforts are to
consider the local impacts and needs of the
immediate area surrounding the Proposed
Project as well as impacts on and needs of

neighborhoods throughout Boston.

For the purposes of this report we are
mostly concerned with mitigation of social
impacts as defined by the BRA. According to
the BRA’s web site, social impacts are the
non-physical effects of a development project
on the surrounding area, including increased

land values, development pressures, higher
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Table 3: Standard Areas of Mitigation within Cooperation Agreements

Area of Mitigation Agreement

Agency

Jobs Jobs Contribution Grant Neighborhood Jobs Trust

Housing

Transportation

Construction Impacts

Construction Employment

Boston Resident's Construction

Housing Contribution Grant Neighborhood Housing Trust

Transportation Access Plan Agreement Boston Transportation Department
(TAPA)

Construction Management Plan (CMP)

Boston Transportation Department/
City of Boston Construction

Management

Boston Employment Commission in

Employment Plan (‘(Employment Plan’) | accordance with Boston Residents

Construction Employment

costs of living, and the opportunity cost of

last places for public utilization.

We would add that in the case of large
nonprofits this can also include the loss of
taxable land and increased burden on

neighborhood services and infrastructure.
Positive social impacts identified by the
BRA include:
» the creation of jobs,
» provision of affordable or market-rate
housing,
» contribution of public meeting space,
and
» the generation of economic activity.
To mitigate the negative social impacts
associated with large scale development the

BRA requires the contribution of community

and public benefits such as:

Memorandum of Understanding and
First Source Agreement

Jobs Policy

Economic Development and Industrial
Corporation of Boston/ office of Jobs
and Community Services

» provisions of open space,
» parks,

» daycare facilities,

» affordable housing,

» educational institutions,

» support for cultural and youth

opportunities, and

» programs to promote the health and

welfare of residents.

The mitigation should be in the form of
specific, tangible enhancement projects or
programs completed by the developer
(Executive Order of Mayor Menino, 2000).
The BRA may also receive a financial
contribution from the developer that would
be held by the BRA and used to support

social programs and community initiatives.



Under Article 80 Large Project Review the
Developer and the BRA enter into a
Cooperation Agreement that spells out the
agreed upon “mitigation and public
commitments”. If an Impact Advisory Group
has been assigned, they have 15 days to
review the draft Cooperation Agreement and
provide comment. In the case of institutions,
there is often a Task Force that has been
assigned to help steer the IMP process, and
this group also may weigh in on community

benefits.

COOPERATION AGREEMENTS

Under Article 80 Large Project Review the
developer and the BRA enter into a
Cooperation Agreement that spells out the
agreed upon “mitigation and public
commitments.” If an Impact Advisory Group
(IAG) has been assigned, they have 15 days
to review the draft Cooperation Agreement
and provide comment. In the case of
institutions, there is often a Task Force that
has been assigned to help steer the IMP
process, and this group also may weigh in on

community benefits.

Several standard separate agreements
within the larger Cooperation Agreement are
entered into on behalf of the institution in
the areas of transportation (the TAPA),
construction impacts (the CMP), construction

employment (Boston Residents Employment

Plan) and First Source (MOU), Jobs
Contributions (Neighborhood Jobs Trust) and
Housing Contributions (Neighborhood
Housing Trust) (See Table 3).

The enforcement of these agreements lies
with the individual agency with which the
agreement has been made. Also included are
‘social’ community benefits that are agreed
upon with input from the community as
expressed in community and Task Force
meetings, through written public comment,
and at public hearings. In general, we found
that when the institution is a hospital, the
community benefits revolve around charity
care and other health services provided to the
community. In the case of colleges and
universities, the benefits are educational in
nature, including provisions of scholarships
for community residents, supports provided
to the local school system and other
miscellaneous educational projects and
programs. In other cases, community
benefits involve programs that enhance the
economic development of the neighborhood
in which the institution sits. This can take the
form of workforce development programs for
residents to commitments about what kind of
businesses and services will be included in
institutionally owned property that would

serve to enhance the community.
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THE COMMUNITY BENEFITS
MOVEMENT

A literature review of community benefits
found several articles that reflect the
heightened interest in the CBA as a tool for
urban communities. The Community Benefits
Movement highlights the use of Community
Benefit Agreements (CBA) as a way to direct
economic development, planning and land
use in cities through the use of Community

Benefit Agreements (CBA) (Gross et al. 2005).

The Partnership for Working Families traces
the beginnings of the movement to
California, where organizations in Los
Angeles, San Diego , San Jose and the East
Bay have worked individually and collectively
to realize the tremendous social justice
potential of economic development and land
use planning. (Gross,2005 ,p. 5). Their CBA
handbook provides tools for community
members to use in creating community
benefits agreements that are generally
applied to publicly subsidized development

projects.

The Community Benefit Agreement results
in a new power structure in which the
developer of a project enters directly into a
contract with a community coalition to
establish a set of tangible benefits in
exchange for the community’s approval of a

development project. Used in this way, the

CBA provides the community with leverage to
obtain economic benefits in the areas of
employment, affordable housing, and
improved neighborhood service from the
institutions and projects that are the
economic engines driving land use decisions

in communities. (Gross, 2005,p5).

Baxamusa (2008) presents the Community
Benefits Agreement (CBA) as “an
empowerment model that combines
substantive deliberation, coalition building,
and grassroots organizing.”( Baxamusa, 2008
p.261). Baxamusa highlights the importance
of organizational and coalition empowerment

in community benefits negotiations.

Community Benefit Agreements are private
agreements entered into between a
community coalition and a developer outside
of the planning process. (Baxamusa, 2008, p.
263). Negotiations within the agreement are
made directly between the community and
the developer without the assistance of

professional planners.

Baxamusa describes some common
features of CBA processes from across the
country, including information from two case
studies that he examined - the LAX
expansion and the Ball Park Village Project in
San Diego. He found that coordinated
grassroots organizing leads to the formation
of a coalition, and that these coalitions

include groups of varying interests and so
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not lend them to rigid membership.

(Baxamusa, 2008,p266).

Another common feature of CBA as
Baxamusa describes them is that the offer to
negotiate community benefits comes from
the developer, and is often politically
motivated. Developers are beginning to see
the CBA is a “risk mitigation” exercise.

(Baxamusa, p266).
Deliberations include:

» the selection of negotiating teams and

moderators,

» the debate of proposals and
counterproposals,

» strategic caucuses and timeouts to

maintain cohesion among the group,

» and the use of guest experts to provide

data and technical analysis for both

sides.

After which the developer may meet with
planning officials to ensure that their
commitments in the CBA will be deliverable

within a regulatory framework.

The coalition looks at the developer’s
proposals and decides whether or not to
enter into a CBA. Attorneys for each side
work together to write the agreement. The
agreement is then signed by individual
members organizations of the coalition. Any
of the signatories on the CBA have the

authority to enforce the terms of the CBA.

Finally, an oversight committee is formed
to oversee the implementation of the CBA.
(Baxamusa, 2008, p.266). Baxamusa
concludes that it is too early to judge
whether the agreed upon benefits in these
agreements will materialize as projects evolve

over time. He does note that some of the

The Community Benefits Agreement
(CBA) is “an empowerment model that
combines substantive deliberation,
coalition building, and grassroots
organizing.” - Baxamusa

commitments gained in the LAX and Ball Park
Village case studies were unprecedented.

(Baxamusa, 2008, p.271).

The Partnership for Working Families
suggests that a CBA should be part of any
developer agreement made between a
developer and the city. However, in Boston, it
is important to note that in the Executive
Order Relative to the Provision of Mitigation,
states that “only agreements made by the
developer within the Article 80 review
process and to which the BRA is a party will
have bearing on the developer’s Mitigation

Efforts” (Menino, 2000).

Currently, this eliminates the possibility for
an agreement between the developer and the
community that outlines benefits from being

included in the Cooperation Agreement.
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Chapter Six - Findings

INTRODUCTION

This report examines the impact of nonprofit
institutions in Boston and the impact of their
development and expansion on neighborhoods
and the democratic process. Through our
investigations, a story emerges of a city whose
development is being driven by nonprofit
institutions, the good and the bad side of this type
of development and the role these institutions play

in the community.

A story emerges of the complexities of
community relations, divisions between race and
class, factional political arguments, self interest
versus community needs and the struggle to
address the needs of businesses, residents and
labor, all who must strike a balance in the
neighborhood power dynamics and work with the
City of Boston to find best solutions for planning,
economic development and reinvestment in the

city that raises the quality of life for all residents.

This balance is playing out in the IMP process,
where the positive and negative impacts of growth
and development of large nonprofit institutions is
examined, and where the potential for leveraging
the success, wealth and resources of the
institutions is possible through community
benefits, public realm improvements and pro-local

hiring practices.

In our research we discovered that there are
two sides to every story of the IMP process.
Through our interviews, positive views emerged
about the IMP review process from the BRA side
and concerns about the process from the
community side. There are also places where the
community and the BRA are finding ways to work
together to find planning solutions, and there is
evidence of many citizen groups that are actively
engaged in outlining their own visions and
demands for responsible institutional development

and neighborhood planning.

Among these groups are the Allston Brighton
Community Development Corporation, the
Roxbury Builder's Guild, the Alliance for Boston
Neighborhoods, Safety Net, the Lower Roxbury
Residents Leadership Group and Fenway CDC.

In presenting our findings, we attempt to
present views that are reflective of both the BRA
and community perspectives on the process. We
have divided our findings into three categories:
Findings regarding the IMP, Findings regarding
Public Participation and Findings regarding

Community Benefits.
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FINDINGS REGARDING THE INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLAN

In looking at the IMP process we focused on the procedural aspects and found both positive aspects

and some concerns.

1. The IMP is a useful planning tool that streamlines the zoning process for
the BRA by providing blanket zoning for the entire scope of the

institution’s campus

The IMP is a tool that allows the institutions to project future planning for their entire campus ten years
into the future. Prior to Article 80 review, permits were granted by piecemeal on a project-by-project basis,

while the institution’s plans were ambiguous.

The current IMP process allows the City and the community to get a comprehensive picture of an
institutions plans and needs. The IMP review also allows the public to react and see how the projects
that are being planned fit into the neighborhood. In essence, the IMP’s for Harvard, Northeastern and
Brigham and Women'’s Hospital do address the scope of questions asked by the BRA as they attempt to
create an overall planning vision. In this sense the objective of the IMP as a planning tool for the BRA and

institutions is working.

» BRA Perspective

“The IMF is a unique process; there are a small number of cities that have specific IMP process
outside of reqular zoning process. Institutional master planning is more difficult than single pro-
Ject planning in that institutions are here to stay, development will continue over time and the cu-
mulative impacts on the community are greater. The Boston IMP. process gives a formal proce-
dure for thinking forward about development, and allows the neighborhoods to be part of that
process of future development as well. Out of this process comes the zoning, rather than zoning
building by building.”

-- BRA Staff Person

“From the institutions perspective, it is a more streamlined and rational process, even though it is
more work up front. The strength of the IMP is that is can compel institutions to take a look at
their needs and to inform the BRA and neighbors of how they will address them in future devel-

opment.’

-- BRA Staff Person
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» Community Perspective

“Roxbury is under siege with unwanted

development...there is a lot of devel-

opment underway, and the community

isn't being fold about it.”

--- Roxbury Resident

Procedurally, the Article 80 and IMP review
process also allows for formal public comment
and review. The public review portions offer
communities the opportunity to provide input into
the development in their neighborhood by making

comments.

Residents can weigh in on how they feel the
development will impact their neighborhood, and
whether or not the development fits in with the

established neighborhood planning framework.

» BRA Perspective

‘Having Article 80 is a strength, it

mandates public comment periods

with a timeline, a structure that runs

pretty well”

—BRA staff person

The question of whether or not public input
reflects any changes in plans will be addressed in
our findings on public participation. However,
strictly as a tool, the IMP does allow for some
transparency in the process and the community

can formulate a response to proposed

development their neighborhoods.

For example, in Allston Brighton, the Allston
Brighton Community Development (ABCDC) had
formed a Community Planning Initiative to
address development and planning issues
specifically. This group has been working with
BRA planners on the North Allston Strategic
Planning Framework which outlines the planning

direction for the neighborhood.

These residents have been able to use the
Harvard IMP to do a comparison of their vision
and Harvard’s and to provide input as to whether
they feel Harvard’s development is appropriate
according to their neighborhood plan. They then
submitted written comments to the BRA which are
included in the appendix of the IMP. They also
created fact sheets that outline a direct point by
point comparison of the NASPF and the Harvard

IMP and made it available on their website.

However, we found that there are concerns
about how much the entire public is actually
aware of the opportunity to participate in this
review. Several community activists that we spoke
with questioned whether or not the public is really

made aware of the IMP and the process.

» Community Perspective

“...when a notice is put in the news-
paper it's not necessarly a paper
where people in the community” will
see it. This is a part of the process

that breaks down’

-—-Roxbury resident
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2. The framework of the IMP review process is flawed

Even though the IMP procedure can be seen as a useful planning tool, we found that there are some
flaws with the process. One view that we heard is that IMP planning framework is flawed because the
community can only respond to the IMP. There is an implicit assumption that the nonprofit's master plans
will drive the development of the neighborhoods, and the neighborhood plan must conform to the

institution. It would be ideal if the community was brought in earlier in the planning stages.

The public is brought in too late, when the plan of the institution’s expansion has already been decided
and the development is assumed to be appropriate. The public is brought in to review and comment on
the development proposed, but not involved in outlining the overall comprehensive planning for the
community. Because of the framework city planning is driven by the needs of the institutional expansion
rather than integrating the nonprofit institutions’ expansions into the wider city or neighborhood plans.
However, this situation has begun to change as neighborhood groups such as Allston Brighton CDC and

others insist that the university and neighborhood plans coincide with each other.

3. The IMP Eliminates Zoning

Another point raised by activists in the community is that the IMP takes away the community’s only
power, to uphold zoning through the law. The IMP review process provides blanket zoning by setting
aside existing zoning. When an IMP is approval by the BRA, special zoning is created for the area under

review and the site zoning is set aside. The new zoning code increases the density of the IMP area.

» Community Perspective

“The IMP. process eliminates zoning.... within the IMP process the community has no leverage

to seek recourse’

—Community Activist
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4. Oversight of the IMP Process

There are also concerns about the general oversight of the IMP Process and he way power is
constituted in the whole process. As one activist puts it: “Oversight of the process is as important as

procedure.”

Presently the BRA controls the process and dictates the procedures for planning to which the
public can only respond. One place for oversight to occur is through the City Committee on
Institutional Relations. This committee serves to develop a relationship between neighborhoods
and the public and private institutions affecting them. Part of their mandate is to encourage
stronger community participation in the master planning of public and private institutions. They
serve mainly as an oversight committee with respect to the Institutional Expansion Board and
the Boston Medical center. According to one member, the committee has held hearings as
Councilors have filed orders relating to these issues around expansion, yet there is little

interaction between the committee and neighborhood groups.

FINDINGS REGARING THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

We looked at the IMP and the public participation component of the review process to
ascertain how the concerns of the neighborhoods are addressed in the development and

planning of nonprofit institutions.

1. The use Task Force model to engage the neighborhoods into
negotiations with developers is an acceptable and productive practice in

public participation within the IMP review process.

Task Force meetings have specific agendas and members are willing to work with BRA and
the developer. This arrangement allows negotiations between the community and the developer

to progress, avoiding unconstructive public meetings.

2. The communities commend the efforts of the project managers in their

organization of the public and Task Force meetings.

Public notices about these meetings in some cases went beyond what is required, as the
project managers maintain email lists and send out upcoming meeting dates and agendas, as

well as posting to community blogs. Public notices are also published in the Boston Herald and
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Task Force members are always notified of

up coming meetings.

3. The members nominated to serve
on the Task Force must be

approved by the Mayor.

Subjecting the Task Force members to the
Mayor's approval has raised concerns about
the transparency, independency and
accountability of the Task Force members.
The issue of the Mayor’s dominance of the
assembly of the Task Force was carried on
the front page of the Boston Globe December
26 edition, an article which portrayed the

Task Force to be "Under the City's Sway.”

» Community Perspective

Kerrick Johnson, a community activist in

Roxbury refers to the Task Forces as

“patronage cliques” where nominees are

loyalists of the elected representatives
who make the recommendations to the
Mayor.

--- Kerrick Johnson,

(interview, April 14, 2008)

Not only is the independence of the Task
Force questioned, but also all other supporting
services aimed to assist the Task Force
members are also questionable. The hiring of
the consultants to assist the Task Force

members requires BRA approval and these

services are paid for by the developer. It has led
to some community members to conclude that
the selection of the consultants and the Task
Force members are carefully managed by BRA

to achieve specific results.

‘BRA hired the consultants and the
NPIs pay for the services and this ar-

rangement raises the question of neu-

trality of the consultants. The selection

of the consultants are also managed to

achieve a specific results’
--- Shirley Kressel

(interview, April 14, 2008)

4. While the Institutional Master
Plans last for 6 to 8 years and
large projects last for 2 to 4
years, the opportunity for the
community's comments is fixed

within the review process.

The neighborhood has little opportunity to
influence the course of the development of a
project after the review period. At the Allston
Brighton community deliberations there have
been instances where the Task Force
members’ request for an extension of the
deliberation period was denied for
expediency. The fixed and short period for
the neighborhood to comment of the project
raises doubts about whose interests these

meetings are serving.
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‘these projects take 2, 3, 4 years and if you haven't formed a Tax Payer Group

or written your comments within the first 30 to 45 days that something is proposed then ‘foo

bad, no room for public input”

--BRA staff member

5. The changes that the neighborhoods can make in the final plan are
limited to minor adjustments, as major changes or alterations are

overridden in the final plan.

The emphasis on deliberation is focused on mitigation measures rather than major
alterations. Changes in design and off-site mitigation can be more easily secured than
alterations in density and use of project. Many neighborhood concerns remain unaddressed in

the final cooperative agreement.

The Northeastern University Parcel 18 Task Force proposed 471 beds as opposed to the
planned 1,200 beds; and in spite of Councilor Chunk Turner’s and many other elected officials
(Appendix 2) efforts to stall the approval of the 1,200 student dorm, the final Cooperation

Agreement reflected no change in the number of beds.

6. BRA has come to realize that there is no reference for the review of the
impact of Institutional Master Plans in the communities and has started

the process to generate Community-wide Plans.

These plans serve as the basis upon which institutional expansion will be evaluated. The first
workshop for these community-wide plans took place at the North Allston/North Brighton

community on April 9, 2008.

FINDINGS REGARDING COMMUNITY BENEFITS

We found wide and varying opinions on the subject of Community Benefits within the IMP and
Article 80 Review. There are several schools of thought that emerged in our research. Some
view community benefits as positive and necessary contributions that an NPI should make to

the community of which they are a part, and see the community benefits negotiations as
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leverage to ensure that NPI’s ‘give back’ and are responsible members of the neighborhood.

Others see the provision of community benefits as mitigation, a way for institutions to lessen
their negative impacts on the community by making certain improvements. Still others see the
provision of benefits as a pay-off to the community by the developer in exchange for something
it would otherwise not get—the approval of the community for a project.

Then there are those who see infrastructure improvements promised through community
benefits as a substitute for what the municipal government is supposed to provide, the
maintenance of roads, the building of parks and open space, schools and libraries. These
people believe that it is inappropriate for the institutions to serve this function, and that it is
even an unfair burden on the institution. We also found that there are those who find flaws

within the community benefits framework itself.

1. Difficult to Define Community

One fundamental problem in the negotiation of community benefits is the question of who
represents ‘the community?’ There is a wide variety of perceived community stakeholders, and
tension exists even within these groups.

» First there are the immediate, legal abutters who live in the closest proximity to the
proposed project. Then there are the residents who, although they do not have legal
standing, live in the neighborhood of the proposed project.

» There are formal community groups that are located within the greater community and
represent their constituencies such as CDC’s neighborhood Councils, and churches.

» There is the labor community made up of workers who may or may not live in the
neighborhood but are part of the community within the institution.

» Then there is the greater community in the City of Boston, the taxpayers who have an
interest in nonprofit development and its impact on the Boston tax base.

Each community stakeholder has their own special interest and agenda for community

benefits that they would like to see.
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2. Flaws in the Community Benefits framework

The BRA points out that The Cooperation Agreement addresses large numbers of priorities in

a way that is meaningful. Community Benefits are an on-going, long term process.

» BRA perspective

[Through community benefits] ..."the relationship of the institution to the community is spelled

out in one place and the community benefits and public benefits are documented...”

-- BRA staff person

However, the framework for setting down community benefits is that the negotiations and
agreements are between the BRA and the developer, without the residents as parties to the
Cooperation Agreements. Residents are allowed only to provide input as to what they think
should be included. The BRA is the only party that can negotiate community benefits and enter

into mitigation agreements with the institution within the Cooperation Agreement.

» Community perspective

“Community benefits under the present city arrangements don't have to reflect community
needs and concerns, since the BRA controls the negotiations. In the Northeastern situation,
while eventually community representatives sat with the BRA officials, we didn t have the oppor-

tunity to see the final list presented to the BRA or engage in the negotiations.”

-- Councilor Chuck Turner

One activist spoke to us about working on empowering the system framework. His goal:

“To ensure a planning framework for community benefits that is flexible and that can avoid frac-

ture of community identity. To create a structure that provides the structure that community

benefits should take, and not focused simply on individual community benefits (like a faundry

list).
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3. Community Benefit Agreements

Increasingly the Community Benefit
Agreement, an agreement for community
benefits that is entered into between the
developer and a community coalition directly,
outside of the planning process is looking
attractive to
community members.
This has been used
on the West Coast the
country with some

success.

There is some desire to work toward
Community Benefits Agreements in the
community. The Roxbury Builder’s Guild is
one example (Appendix 3). Roxbury Builders
Guild is a coalition group made up of
community residents, labor and construction

workers.

They have established a standard
community benefit agreement that they
would like to see used for each large
construction project in Roxbury. It includes
sections on benefits for Linkage Funds ,
Temporary Jobs, Permanent Jobs,
Environment, Training and Apprenticeship. It
leaves room for additions to these standard
benefits, but focuses on these areas as
components necessary to the benefits

package of any large project.

It calls for contactors to agree to a

workforce recruitment, placement and

reporting regime with the Roxbury

community separate from its obligations to

the City of Boston. This is the hallmark of the

CBA concept, that the community is a party

to the negotiations and that the agreements
are between the

community and the

“The largest community benefit you can

developer directly.

have is that community is involved in

In their standard CBA

deciding what the benefits are.”

agreement the RBG
asks for the developer
to pay for an independent, community
appointed compliance officer. They also
demand a regular public meeting of a
compliance review board and access to all
City BRA, BEC, and BJRP compliance meetings

and reports.
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Chapter Seven - Conclusions

In conducting our research in this area we
set out to establish how the public is able to
participate in the Institutional Master Plan
review process and to evaluate whether or
not their input is reflected in the final IMP

plans.

We also sought to discover whether or not
community benefits as outlined in
Cooperation Agreements with the BRA
reflected the needs and desires of residents
affected by the institutional expansion

projects.

We discovered that in the planning and
review of the Institutional Master Plans in the
City of Boston, the BRA indeed mandates
public participation.

This public participation takes place in

three main forms:

1. Task Force that helps steer the

planning and development of an IMP,

2. Impact Advisory Groups reviewing
large projects and through attendance

at Community Meetings, and

3. Formal public comments during
several stages within the IMP timeline,
cumulating with a public hearing

before the Zoning Commission.

Though these opportunities exist, in reality

there are still many residents who are

unaware of these opportunities.

All these provisions accord the community
the opportunity to learn about projects in
their neighborhood and to share their
concerns with the BRA and institutional
developers. As mentioned earlier, The public
participation process should involve

participants in defining how they participate.
B

At the placation level the ground rules
allow the have-nots to advise, but retain
for the power holders the continued right
to decide.

Yet the present state of the public
participation in the IMP review process
confines the time for the communities to
exact any influence on a project to the review
period. The influence the communities can
exert on developments in their neighborhood
is limited. The selection of the Task Force
members are subjected to the Mayor’s
approval raising concerns about the equity of
representation, transparency and

accountability of the Task Force members.

Communities are not signatories to the

Cooperation Agreement nor do they have the
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legal standing to enforce compliance. In
some cases, the concerns of the communities
remain unaddressed as development plans

are approved.

These characteristics correspond with the
fifth rung of Arnstein’s of Ladder of Citizen
Participation: Placation. At the placation level
the ground rules allow the have-nots to
advise, but retain for the power holders the
continued right to decide. In the case of
Boston institutional development and review,
member of the community are allowed to
advise, but the BRA and institutional
developers, and ultimately the Mayor, retain

the right to decide.

Using the User-Oriented Evaluation
Approach, the provisions for public
participation appear to serve better the needs
of the BRA and institutions than the
communities. While allowing the communities
to advise on plans, these public participation
provisions allow institutional developers to
avert community confrontations that have
characterized the past relationship between

them and their host communities.

The entire framework of the IMP process is
created, managed and enforced by the BRA in
order to serve the needs of institutions, with
the public as third party advisors. Even so,
Cooperation Agreements for Harvard,
Northeastern and Brigham and Women’s

contain significant benefits to the

community, though not necessarily at the

scale and level desired by the community.

Continued collaboration between
community groups, education for residents
about the effects of development and what
residents can do to influence the process, as
well as continued pressure to ensure the
enforcement of community benefits within
the Cooperation Agreements is needed to
ensure that the people of Boston truly have a
say in the development of their

neighborhoods.
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Chapter Eight - Recommendations

After conducting our research we decided on several recommendations for action that
community organizations can use when deciding where to direct the focus of future campaigns

around nonprofit institutional development.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Shine the light on the IMP process so that the community understands the

formal points of contact within the process

Information is power, and citizen oversight is key. It is important to know the process and
how to work it. Citizens may not be able to control how much the BRA or a developer responds
to their input, but residents can certainly give input and have it recorded, and be ‘part of the

process’.

Another important way to influence decision-making is to be a part of the Task Force.
Interested participants should contact their local elected representative to ask to be appointed
to the Task Force. If certain parts of the community are not represented in the Task Force, insist

to your representative that the Task Force be made more inclusive.
I

2. Urge the BRA to use Deliberative Democracy Techniques in Planning

Deliberative Democracy techniques strengthen the voices of residents in government by
allowing critical deliberation amongst people of all races, classes, ages and geographies, and

creating a partnership in the planning decision-making process.

According to www.deliberative-democracy.net., Deliberation is “an approach to decision-making

in which citizens consider relevant facts from multiple points of view, converse with one
another to think critically about options before them and enlarge their perspectives, opinions,
and understandings.”

In many cases today’s neighborhood planning involves local resident review of proposals and

plans, development of new plans as part of a city’s comprehensive development plan or
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neighborhood clean up activities and beautification.

Additionally, neighborhood planning has evolved into an enterprise focused on commercial
revitalization and provision of public infrastructure. (Talen, p.173). In Large Scale Citizen
Engagement and the Rebuilding of New Orleans, Carolyn J. Lukensmeyer provides an alterative
to this kind of neighborhood planning. She points to the success of the Unified New Orleans
project that, by using the AmericaSpeaks 21st Century Town Meeting methodology, allowed
thousands of people to engage in deliberations about rebuilding and planning priorities in post-

Katrina New Orleans.

The AmericaSpeaks methodology employs technology to link small-group, face-to-face
dialogue with large-group decision-making. As Lukensmeyer describes it, “...this process
represents a “second generation” of public participation in governance [in contrast] to the usual
decide- announce-defend model of one-way information flows, beyond the “line-up-behind-the-
mike” approach to public comment meetings, beyond public opinion polling or focus groups,
and beyond the usual-suspects approach of rounding up key stake-holders to figure things out

behind closed doors” (Lukensmeyer, 2007, p.14).

Innovative techniques that residents could encourage Boston planners to consider
incorporating into the public process portion of the IMP include one-on-one interviews,
leadership workshops, community- based and online discussion forums, and regional town
meetings. These techniques are already being implemented by AmericaSpeaks in programs in
Ohio (Voices and Choices) and the Citizens Health Care Working Group, a national discussion

on health care (Lukensmeyer, 2007, p.14).

COMMUNITY BENEFITS RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Push for enforcement of existing community benefits in Cooperation

Agreements.

One tactic could be to direct energy toward the enforcement of current community benefits
promises. The compliance officer may need to be compelled to provide reports on compliance
within current Cooperation Agreements. The BRA created the position of Deputy Director for
Compliance in 2004 to formally monitor the commitments made in the Article 80 process. Yet it
is difficult to discover how compliance is enforced nearly impossible to reach the compliance

office.
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» Community Perspective

‘In the IMP, money has to go into
housing trust fund or jobs trust fund,
but | tried to get reports tracking those
dollars but with no success, there is

nothing tracking “what kind of outreach

to you do for the program, who patrtici-

pated in the program, how many con-

tinued’; there is nothing’

- Community activist

We suggest working the City Council
Committee on Institutional Relations which is
the committee charged with oversight of
institutional development. Councilor Chuck
Turner has had some success working with
the Roxbury Master Plan Oversight
Committee in developing the framework for
Requests for Proposals for development
requests in property in Dudley Square that
would ensure some benefits for the
community, and has experience in dealing

with institutional planning.

As a result of our research, he has offered
to submit file a hearing order asking for a
report on the fulfillment of community
benefits packages during the last fifteen
years. This would be a good starting point in
pushing for better compliance and more

access to reports.

2. Consider the use of Community

Benefit Agreements

The Community Benefit Movement (CBA)
began in California. Community Benefits
Agreements establish legal agreements
entered into directly between a developer and
a community coalition outside of the regular

planning process.

CBA’s have potential to create social justice
through economic development and land use
planning. Roxbury Builder’s Guild already
moving in this direction and has established
a Standard Agreement for Community
Benefits to apply to any large construction

project in Roxbury (Appendix 3).

Community groups can work together to
establish a strong community coalition to
engage in negotiations with developers.
These can be complex legally and there are
other drawbacks so this idea should be

reviewed carefully as an option.
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Appendix 1: Public Participation Evaluation, User-Oriented Evaluation Approach (adapted from Rosener (1981)
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Appendix 2: (Comments from Elected Officials) Northeastern University IMP Scoping Determination
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July Z7F, 2006

Gerald Aulter

Project Manager,

Hoston Redevelopment Authority
One Ciry Hall Flaza,

Boston, Ma 02201

Drear Mr. Aulter,

[ wronald like to offer these written comments in place of testimony at fonight's Jearing as |
will be in the State House taking up the Governor's overrides in sessbom until labe this
evening.

1 would like to compliment this community process that has led us to this point. 1 continue
to support and push for private institutions to bring neighborhood groups and organizations
to the table as active participants when it cormes to land use and development in the 7
Suffiolk Chateict. The BEA has done an uxtl:]l&nl:'pd: 1 Eu:il:ling the process on fubure
residential developrment at Mortheastern University, With that being said, thisis just a first
step, and much more work lies ahead of us,

The development of Parcel 18 east and Parcel 18 west ks & major area of concern for me aind
for the people [ represent. 1t has been previously deslgnated by Mortheastorn University as
an economic development area. Mow, with the agreement to build residential anits on
Parcel 18 West by the Community Task foree, Mostheastern University and the BRA, 1 want
o e clear that [anly support this project as lomg as it does not interfere with economic
developmaent on bath Parcels of land. This is clearly stated in the conditions or. page 1-8 of
the “3* Amendment to the Institutional Master Flan” as submitted by Northeastem
Undwersity an July 10, 2006,

Additicnally, 1 do not support Northeastern University building maore tham the agreed wpon
471 vnits unbess Mortheastern University gets support from the abatters of Pareel 18, Talso
der not support Mortheastern Undversity building 1,200 beds on that site. 1 feel hat number
iz boo high, Future developrment of Parcel 2 i3 to become the gateway to the Rosbury
commundty. Flacing bwo twenty-two story bowers adjacent to Farcel 3 is foo much, too high,



Appendix 2: (Comments from Elected Officials) Northeastern University IMP Scoping Determination

amd will evershadow the future development at Parcel 3 and the rest of the coridor. [t is my
hope that some compromise can be reached, with a satisfactory community benefits package,
that has the support, and will support the Boxbury community,

Thank you for your attention in these matters, and [ look forward to the continued
cooperation by BRA, Northeastern University and the neighborhood abutters.

Yours in Community Servioe,

State Representative,
7 Suffolk District



Appendix 2: (Comments from Elected Officials) Northeastern University IMP Scoping Determination

[he Commonwenlth of Massachusetts
House of Representafives

BYROMN RUSHING
oot Assoton] Mlapaly Lesles

Epron Bashingdstalo maus

i
=
F5F

s 1

et Himgsae - Hewnn 431
Bawion, BA 02Z133-1054
(=1 7) 72221 HF

=] ¥y TZ2-IHH] (F}

#ih Saffalk IHstric

."'.r-h'-'l End

e August 10, 2006

.:“::.4:“ Mark Maloney

Coplny Mace Diircetor

o — Boston Redevelopment Agency
Cne Cily Hall Plaza
Boston, bA 02201

Al Gerald Aulier, Project Manager
Diear Wi S

I 'would like 1o take this opportumity to comment on Mortheastern
Universaty®s Institiuticnal Master Plan Motification Foen (Third
Amendment to IMP) and Project Motification Forms (PNFs) for Parcel 18
West Development and Residence Hall K submitted to the BRA an July
10, 2006, 1 am alzo sending a copy of this letter via fax.

[ praise the community-university planming that has brought ws to this
piint, Alhoagh there have been a few bumps along this road, [ belisve
thery were all caused by moaments of distrust and opacity by one or mors of
the partics. We are now on the right road: 1 look forward to o orocess of
trist and transparency.

The PMFs before me foday wers developed affer the conimunily and
university ropresentatives agreed o hold the new institutional Jlanming
prosess in abeyance in order to complete a process to respond 1o the
immediate need for the construction of & minimum of 1,250 beds {see p, 1-
14,
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BYRON RUSHING

A key proposal that allows for the University"s proposed solution is the community's
apgreement o wee a part of Parcel 18 for dommilory development. The development of
Parcel 18 enst and Parcel 18 west is a major anes of concern for me and for nry
constituents. It hes been previously designated by Morheastem University as an
econgmic developrment area.  Mow, with the agresment 1o buwild residential units on
Parcel 1B wesl by the Commumily Task Force, [ want to be clear that [ can anly suppart
this project as long as it does nof interfere with economic development on Paxel 18, both
East ancl West {gee p. 1-8)

[ urge the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) not to support Northeastam
University building more than the agreed upon 471 dormitory beds en Parcel 18 and not
s support Natheastern University building up go 1,200 beds on that site, Tuge the BRA
o support the construcbion of am additional 729 beds on amd at the Culliane Hall building
gite and the Gainsborongh Garape amd Parking Lot sites.

Placing two twenly-twe story fowers on Parcel 18 15 1oo much, 1oo high, and &ill
detrimentally overshadow the future development at nearby Parcel 3 and the rest of the
corfudor, The Parcel 18 site cannot sccammodate swch a large dormitory without a
debilitating effect om a proposed hodel and conference center developrent and
development oriented 1o the Lower Roxbury sited there. | uwrge the BRA to vse its
regources and infllueice to reach a compramise with a satisfstory community benefits
package that will support the Rexbury community,

Let me add a comment on the new master plan for Northeastern: [ have heard suggestions
that this process be delayed beconse of the armivel of & new university president, | urge
wour i the strongzst terms not o delay or postpone the master planning process.

Thank you for your attention to thess matiers, 1 look forward to the contimsed
caoperaticn betwesn the BRA, Northeagtem University, neighborhood abutters, and the
Cireaber Roxbary commmity.

Wours druly,

Byron Bushimg
Second Assistant Majorily Leader
" Suffilk District
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Mr. Mark Maloney, Director
Boston Redevelopment Anthority
Cme City Hall Plaza

Raoaton, MaA (2201

Diear Mr. Maloney:

[ am writing in regards o Mortheastern University™s proposed development of tero new
stuclent resident halls on Parcel 18 West and the current gite of Cullinans Hall.

Orwer the last 18 menths, the Community Task Foree which was charged with advising
Morthenstern as il examined potential sites for student housing met nearly two dozen
timees to outline a series of objectives for both the Ubiversity as well as the surrounding
communities. While T believe the end resuli, manifested m PMNF now under conssderation,
i5 cerlainly @ step in te right direction, there are still & rumber of owtstanding issues
which impact Boston's communitics, particulary abutting neighborleaeds.

O of the most pressing matters facing my community teday is that of an ever-
incrensing student presence at the expense of penmanent reaidents, Owver the last sevesal
years, the Mission Hill seighborhood has become more and morme sabursted wath off-
carmpais sdents, which in furm has Jed o 0 host of other related problems, including lowd
ansl disrupdive partics, destructive behavior, a loss of affordable rental housing, and an
exadus of families from the area.

The creation of approximately 1,800 beds as cutlined in Mortheastern's carrent plan is an
encouraging step in the right direction of housing more of the institntion's students on
campis. However, with the phasing-oul university housing under the Master Leass
Property Program (MLPP), 750 off-campus beds will be lest over five years
commencing with the isswance of constroction permits for the proposal before us. As
swch, much of the new dormifory space will serve as a replacement for current
University-controlled beds cather than as surples new on-campus housing, Given te
projected time frame for planming and constrection, 1 do not belicws that this new
develapment, while positive, will have a tangible impact on the current situstion in
Mission Hill.
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In light of this reality, [ believe it is fundamentally imperative for the University to
exarning its enrollment policies and projections throughout the current Master Plan and
well into the next, As more on-campus housing is added, it s vital that the University
kesp in check the addition of even more new stisdents, lest we find oursalves approving
the construction of new housing merely to accommodate rew stindents, rther than
shifting the existing population out of our residential neighborheods. | would therefore
ask that Mortheastern, throngh its Master Plan process, formally owline their policy on
stuclent enroliment and over-cnroliment in addition to the mstitution's projected student
population over the Llife of the curent baster Plan and into the next.

Related o the issue of off-campus student hovsing is that of student behavior, The
aforementioned influx of elf-campus students into residential neighberheods has resulted
in mumerows quality of life concerms for local residents. Lowd partics, vaxdalism, and an
assartment of other concems continue to affect the reighborhood, and though effors
have been made in cooperation with Mortheastern and other instifutions to address these
issues, it is likewise important that the University take full responsibility for the actions
of its students and enswre that the diseiplinary procesa is both swift and effective. While a
minority of the students living in Mission Hill is responsible for the majority of the
problems relafed to such behavior, the cumulative affect of this student migration indo my
distriet continues to be significant.

As new dorm space comes onling snd additional opportunities for on-campus woesing are
created, [ would like to ses Morthesstern closely examine the feasibility of reqoiring first
amd second vear students to live on-campusg in the Muure, T understand that the Thyiversity
does in fact offer housing to all freshman, though if does nol explicitly requine that they
liwe on~campus, Whils [ recognize the difficulties in implementing such a policy, [
balicve that Mortheastemn should further explors this option in an effort o addnss some
of the balavior issees outlined above, For freshmen Hving off-carmpus, the oflen fiest-
time expenence ¢f being away from home and independent can frequently lead to such
diaruptive behavior. Requiring thess atwedents to spend their fivat and possibly sccond year
ot carmpus may halp o diffose some of this behavior, Whiles exceptions sould certainly
be made, such as for students living ot home, this prospective policy should be further
explared.

Aclditionally, the Umnversity"s commitment (o the Boston Public Schools 15 also of
importance ko bath my constituents ond to me. Two years agn, 1wrobe fo you regardimg
the then Memorandum of Understanding betwezn Mortheastem and the City in which 1
expressed my inferest i seeing stronger partiverships formed between the University and
our City"s gradusting bigh school students. Thers are an estimated 2,200 freshman
cnrolled at Northeastern and nearly 14,600 tofal undergraduates. Given that fewer than
100 BPS gradunies were enrolled for each year from 2000-2004, [ believe thal the
Ulniversity can and must make a more concerted affort to reach out to local high schoal
students and encourage their application o the nnivessty, in addition L likewise
endeavoring to admit more BPS students, Tam aware and hove been reminded by
Mortheastern officials that the reagon many Boston Public School graduates are not
admitiesd are because of o lsck of meeting the GPA amd SAT requirements for admission,
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[ would recommend Mortheasteen beok at building initistives nod only at Roxkury
Community College but within their own programs that will allow BPS Gradeates to
have an apporiunity to show MNartheastem that thesr strength les in a sum of naltiple
strengths, not just within the paradigm of money, SAT scores, and GPA. While Tam
aware that these are significant components which allow Northeastern to break through
national rankings, I would recommend that the University then soek to utilize the School
of Professional and Continuing Education which may provide Northessierm cover (rom
ratiking standards while at the same time find an avenue which may work for those
students who may not est well o may have not had igh GPA throughout high school. 1
am hopefil that Mortheastern will wiilize the powerful sum of its parts to engage and
build a way to get Boston Public School graduntes o chance of attending to such a fine
Tezming: community such as Mortheasterm.

1 have no doubt that there are still numerous challenges facing the City, Nortkeastern, and
my distriet in relation to this process. However, [ am confident that we can continue to
collaborate and work woward a selution that is beneficial to everyone. We have come a
long way since Morth Lot and Camden were first proposed, but Tdo believe that the end
result, thug far, is a good one.

Thank you for your conssderation and if you have any questions or if T can beof any
assistance in the future, please do not hesitate to conlact my office at (61 7T) 722-2370,

With warmest regards,

hez '
State Kepresentative

CC: Mayor Thomas M. Mening
Jomeph Aoun, President, Northepstern Universily
Robert Gitlens, Vies President of Public Relabions, Northeastern [niversity
Teffrey Doggett, Director of Government Relations snd Community Affairs,
Mortheastern Universaty
Harry Collings, Executive Secretary, Boston Redevelopment Authority
Gerald Autler, Project Manager, Boston Redevelopment Anthorty
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MicHAaeL P Ross
BosToxn Crry CoOUNCIL

Soguest 1O, 20006

Gierald Autler

Senior Project Managser

Baoston Redevelopment Authority
e City Hall Plnza

Baston, MA 0221

RE: Moriheastern University
[IMPNE: Third Amendiment to the IMP

Dear Mr, Autler:

[ am writing o comment on the Institutional Master Plan Motification Form for
Mortheastern University Boston Campus. 1 would like to take this opportunity to shane
both my suppart as well as some concems regarding this project since the Mission Hill
and Fenway neighborboods will be divectly and heavily impacted.

| support Mortheastesn University's overall plans for this project, which ncludes the
construction of 1,200 beds in Parcel 18 West, provided Northeastern negotistes with the
abutlers on a fair agreement. [ forther suppor the constrection of an on-campus
dormitory, where Cullivane Hall is presently located, and the addiioa of the
Giainsborough Garnge Lot

Given the challenges Mission Hill and Fenway neighborhoods have experienced
regarding off-campas housing, [ hereby request a change in Northeastern® policy that
would mandate freshimen and sophomore students to live on-campus, Such a policy
would alleviate the negative impact of students living in abutting residential
neighberboods such as Mission Hill and Fenway.

The potential benefit from this dormitory project will be lost if Mortheastem exceeds the:
gtated moal of a 15000 person swdent body. The bission Hill amd Fenway
neighborhoods have suffered tremendous negative consequences from cartin students
who live in off-compus housing in the neighborhoods. Long term residents, inclsding
Farnilies, have departed Mission Hill due o stident related distarbances awd high rent
prices which can be easily afforded by a growp of students in o unil, Mortheastern must

DisrwicT &
Rosray Crry Hank, Oxe Crey Hann Prasa, Bostos, Dassseii=SgTee 022000
(O1T) BAS-4220 Fax; (G17) BAS-4208 Mmieiani oS il oL nosTo. i, us

o L B e
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continue 1o work with the community to reduce the negative impacts and increase the
benefits this institution and its students have on the community.

I am concerned with this institution’s continued efforts to purchase property outside of
their eampus area, particularly St, Ann's Church. This wus a disappointing purchase as
there were apporiunities by other interested developers to purchase this propesty to be
used 25 home ownership opportunity and by new residents in the community.
Comsidering the amount of commumity intesest and repard for St. Ann thet: should be
more community review for the development and use of this property.

In closing, | support Northeastern Universily's Institutional Master Plan proposal and
praise this university for working with the community on these issues and for their
eonstruction of supervised on-compus dormitories. T hope that the concern: outlined in
this letter are taken seripusly and considered as the plans move into their fioal stages, as
they are also the primary concems of the Mission Hill and Fenway communilies at-large.

Thank you for your attention to this letter and please do not hesitate to contact me at
6170354225 if you have any questions o cOnceTms.

Best regards,

IMi=THICT &
Hiseiiax Oy Hanl- Oae Cery HALL Preasa, Bosrox, Alasmssomer=agrms (1220
(17} 0854385 Pax: (517) 635-420% ML AE L, O L ORI 3L

[+ O —
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From.: Tumer, Cluck

To: Autler, Crerald:

CC:

Sub ject:

Daie: Tharsday, Auagast 10, 2006 10:06:50 40
Antachmenis:

Tes oy rezarding Northeastern®s Froposal for 1200 beds on Pawel 12
Clnck Tummer, Boston City Counecilor, District 7

I am Clack Tarner, Boston City Couneilor wepresernting District 7. My testimony
15 forused on the amerdments being proposed by M ortheastern to amend their
Master Flan

Eefore presenting my views on theirplan, I reed to present the history of the
developmert of Parcel 18 onwhich they propose to pat a terenty one stoey toarer
and a sixteen story towrer to house 1200 stadents . Tlis history 15 necessary so that
vouunde stand the context mn which their proposal 15 being made.

In 1968, the Boston Black Umted Front, a coalitionof Black and Latn
orzamzatons n Eoxbury formed Operation Stop as a Coalibon to fizht I-25,
which was poposed as a superhiglvaray thatwould come doarn Cobimbias Averme
from the suburbs . Since the Front members believed the proposed sixteen-lane
higlraray wonld have a devastating effect on Lower Eorbury, Operation S top was
formed to mobilize the commmmities opposthon ard to join with others fizlting the
higlvaray.

Aftera taro year study process mitated by Governor 5 argeant to explore the costs
and benefits ofbuilding the igharay, he decided to cancel plans for a higlvaray
and fomis on developing a mass trarsit altemative . The leaderslup of the Front
then reached out to groups in Jamaica Flain and the 5 outh End to develop a plan
forhow the land should be used fiom a commnmnity perspective. The plan
develope d by the 5 outhwrest Comidor Coaliionbecame the bhieprirt for the state
plan that followred a foar veas later.
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The Coaliton’s planincladed the 1dea that Farcel 18 should be designated as asite
forlocal developers. While this conceptwras adopted by the state, nothing
happered fora mmberof vwears becanse the commmmnity developime it corporations
wdentfied as the developers were not able to zain the capital necess arr to move

forer ard with the project.

Howrever, in 1985, the director of'the BEA worked withthe Parcel 12 Task Force
to develop a plan for developins the land througzh a compettive bid process
fomised on local development tearns of calor.

The winung partnership, Colimbia Plaza Assoclates | thenbegan a process of
vworking with oir State legislatos to 1dembfir a state project that conld be sited on
the land. Iatally, the proposalwras that the Mass Water Eesoume Authonty pat
part of its opermtbon on the land. e o polibical manenvering the MWEA
building wete lozated at ancther site. Howrewer, a newr Eegis oy of Motor Velncles
building was then identified for the site, des pite the oppositionb v the employess .
Tet, before the tuilding could be fullyr opened, there wew complaints that the air
quality of the building v as not ke althy and the Fegsty moved to a Clunatoarn
site.

The Eegistry move to Clinatoar nleft the developers without a prime tenart and
they decided tosell the entive Parcel to M ortheas tern. While those of s who had
fought to stop the lnglrray and desiznate Parecel 12 for developme by the
comnmmtyundestood the diffioultr faced by the deve lopers, there was a sense of
betrayal that ourbusiness people had failed to hold the pareel.

Famwel 12 has been dormmant for a decade except for the buillding orzinally baalt for
the Registry which thenwras ccoupled by Hortheastem offices and the Whither
St et Health Center which rerted space finm Hortheastern Hortheastern azreed
when they bought the building to develop an economic development project on the
Pamwel bereficial to the commmmtby but have taken no action in over a decade.

Development on Parcel 18 15 nowr before us since 5 enator Wilkerson proposed last
December dunng the Hortheastern Master Plarmmung process that Parcel 12 he
used fora lmited mmber of beds if Northeastern agreed to mowve forer ard with the
developme it of the ecoromic project. Other elected officials and Eosbuary
comunimty representatives in the planmng process agreed to sapport her propos al
as lomg as M ortheastern agreed to move the econonue development pmoject



Appendix 2: (Comments from Elected Officials) Northeastern University IMP Scoping Determination

forar ard at the same time and the mmber of beds were hinuted to0 471,

Hortheastern agreed to the 1dea of moving the economie development project
forar ard in conmne hon v ith the building of the donmitores but objected o the
dea of hnubng the beds 10471, They then proposed that the details would he
worked cutwarith the rerinants of the Parcel 12 Task Force and abutters . Hoarevwer,
I do notbeliewe that anyone mn the group representing FEoxbuny mn the plauing
process ever nnagined that Hortheastem wonld propose to tuild tero towres onthe
land wrath 1200 students .

My certainty 1s based on the fact that many of the Foxbury representatives had
stazsled for years to hint the mamber of Northeastem stadents 1n a development
project a fewr bloclks awray to no more than s landed beds i a development that
vas spread over a larger area than the porbonof the Parcel 18 site proposed for
the dormmtories.

In addition, the fomus on gething stadents out of the neizhborhoods sumounding
Hortheasternwr as based onthe experience that stadents inleased housing in the
neighborhoods wew dismphve to the quabby of ife . Therefomre, 1t made no sense
for the Fosbury represe mtatives to sapport M ortheas tern placing 1200 students on
a site thatwould be acwoss the street fiom the FS parel that 1s being proposed for
mixed use, mchiding market rate and affordable housing.

Whywr a1ld wre wramt to create a problem for the residents whowould be living in
the hoasing developed on P 3 by sapporhing 1200 students livng i dosmmitonies
across the street? In addition, the Eoecbury Master Flan indicates that the F3 site 15
viewed as the gatevway to the Eoxbury commmmrty and needs to have an
architectaral defirobom thatwill enhance the aesthebe experience as people enter
the area. Obviously, taro towrers across the street filled writh stadents will detract
fromm the mpact envis aged forthe P 3 development.

I kreoar that some have said that cconmrmmaty be vefits forlocal orgamzations woald
be areasonable trade off. However, Morheastern should be willing to give those
benefits inretarn forbulding a dorrmitory that will honse 471 stoderts. Wiy
should the commnmmty have to support a monstonas project m omer to have
cormmmmty benefits?
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In addition, given the expenence of'the Whither 5 treet Health Center,

Hortheas tern conmmnity benefits can tam out tobe awolf in sheep™s clothing.
When M ortheas term bought the P 5 parcel from Columbia Plaza A ssociates, they
said theywrould alloer the Wiothe 5 treet Health Center to move rent-fiee mto the
building they had acquired onPawel 15

In whumn for use of the space, Whither Stieet agmed to pay 21 £5%% of the
operating costs.

Wihile they falt that the total operating costs of $700,000 was high, theyrbelievs
that they conuld afford their share of those costs . Howrewer, they neverimagzined
that the operating cos ts of the fuilding would almost doable in five wars, from an
initial $700,000 to $1, 200,000, Zince Whittier 5 treet paws for theiroarn
utlities, semirity, and jamtonal services, theyw have asked Hortheasterntoses a
copy of the operating costs so they canses what they are paying for. Howrever,
Northeastern has refiised to give them the irdormation. Even the EEA which
agreed toget the figures from N ortheastern have been unsuccess il m obtairung
the information

When vou look at the siwaton carefully, it 1s easy to see that Hortheastern 1s
benefiting fiom the Health Center beingz 1n the M., building not the Center.

# Center’s nonrent has almost doubled infive yvears
#Ho cap onthe escalation of nomne
# Center pays for its oar nuatlibes, secunty, and maintenance

# Center catmnot find oxtwhat they are paans for
#Center had to invest $3,000,000 in oo titting the bare space
that w as rented 1o them.

In conechasion I am whemently opposed to Northeastern’s planto putup taro
torarars wrhichowr oald house 1200 stadents. These bar o towr ers wonld overarhalim
the surrounding commmnity ard cur P 5 development. In addition, having w atched
developrne it for 2 mmber of vears, | have seen loar mmbers proposed for heizhis
density and thenbe raised after the process mowes forerard, parbioulad v if they ave
ahle to zet the site 1dertified as a Flammed Developiment Area.

While [ mitially agreed to the 471 umts, as I thanlk about the pastbehavior of
Hortheastern, their commmmtrbenefits scam with the Wither 5 treet He alth
Center, and their proposal of 1200 beds, I amm begiuong to believe itwas a major

mistake to agree to any mamber cf umts. Howrewer, we agreed to that mamber and
have to honor our agreement. Howrever, we do not have to accept them almost
triphng that mamber and [ ask for your help in protechng the P 5 Pawel and Lowrer
Foxburrb v inubng the beds t0 471, Cur commmmtr fought too long to stop the
higltaray and forthe approprate development of Parel 12 to have Hortheastern
make a mockery of our forbr-ve ar stugsle.
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ROXBURY
BUILDERS

GUILD

Roxbury Standard Community Benefits Policy

The following citedia ae designe dtobe the standad community benefits policy for lzage
coine tucticn projgects thioughout Boxboiy. The fral form of this agreement should be a
sigqned contraet beteen the developar and the Roabuvy Builders Guild wepresaming the
evie commurity of Roxduy.

LIMEAGE FUNDS:

Azzessed as a peicerage of otal development cost (2%, Held and distibuted bv a
Fioec by base denfity. These funds ame sepamte from any wegular ongoing payments o
b= made by Dayvelopsr,

Cometucion Bomding Pool

COR] sumnee Find for Subs

Subeort@et reumnce & Frompt Pagy ment Agree meit (2 weak pey cwcle)
Busiress Developrent Fund

Apprerdcaship Trust Fond (Training Scholarships 2nd Sdpend)
Affordable Housng Tast Aind

MWzdizon Pailk Wozaioral Techrical Hgh Sebodl Taining Facility

Fund other Bising Taining Progars (Fev, Hotcherson, Suthon Sc bool,
YouthBaild, Woaren inthe Buildng Tades, RCS Wernbwonth)

Public Cpen Space Waimerance Commitroent

Acade mic mertoning 2nd 2o holas hips

Fiicrity givento Resident Abuters

Child Cae Vouchers

I R

-k R ok

TEMPORARY JOBS

Construction Policy:
+  CpenShop (Fight to o).
Crom ity Crevsight Boand
BRJP compliznce wepoing format
Apprerdceship LHlization Reguive ment
Hiving goals © indude sub-contmetars and development professionals
Uriversity SR policy
Joint Weriure progimn toencoumge local MYBEs
Miricnity Fabnicaon Progam
MWinanity Buiding Supply

P R SR
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BLIRY

BUILDERS
GUILD

FERMAMNENT JOBS

+

oI I R

Building Maintermnce
Landscaping

(A et yy wlaedaliy w= Ry
Buildirg Supply
Rerovation CortEoets
Crompuier Ted hirdl oy
Secuity

ENVIROMMENT

+
+

Cireen Buildng Sendand
Ferewabk Epengy Oemonstation Sies

TRAINING and APFPRENTICESHIP AR ELS OF COMMITTMENT

+

R T R I R

Bio-T e hirod oy

Ferewabk Ensngy

Crompuier Tec hirol ooy

Crometrucion Trades

Crhild Crave Profssicnals

Medcal Professicrals

Bio Technologqy Camwmers

e el Bducaion Memtoning, S bolarships | and Admissicns commitnens .
Craveet Advance menit and capacity buildng taining for businesses and wodiers.

FROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT

MEL =hould agies to paticipate in commurity wide negotiaions with the buildng tades
uicmof a compre bersive Project Labor Agree ment (PLA) govering the conditions of
the wnicin presence in Roxbuny Dovs bester and WMatapan, Two key aspects of this PLA
imclude provisions allowing norAamion sub-cormtmctors oo job sie, 2od comimitnents o
local traiving, apprerdceship, 2od hivivg fiom the unicns.

2 DUDLEY STREET

oElis

L2t o
krrickgoh rarorahear R nkeres |
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e B RY
EUILDERS

GUILD

COMSTRUGTION JOBS AMD CGONTRACGTS

PERF2RMANCE REQUIREMENT S:

o

-

-k ko

et BOSTON RESIDENTS

1% MIMCRITY

15%% WOMEM

L1 WEEOR MBE SUB-CONT RACTORS AND SUB-SUBS (WERIFIABLE)
DESIGHATE A PRIMARY AGENCY FORWOREF2RGE AND

SUBZSNT RACTOR REFERRALS LUSIMG ROWBURY COMMUMNIT Y JOBES
BAME.

DEVELZPER 15 RESPOMSIBLE FOR G2 NT RACTORYS AMD

SUBCCHT RAC TR S SOPLLARNE.

CONT RACTORS WILL AGREE T WORKEIRCGE REZRUIT MENT,
FLAZEMENT AMD REPCRTING RESIWME WITHTHE RCEBURY CObW LINIT Y
THAT 15 SEPARAT E FROM ITS OBLIGATICNS Tio THE G T Y OF BOSTON,
DEVELZFPER WILL PAY Fi2R INDEPEMDEMT | GO MUMITY APFOINT ED
COMPLIAMN:E CFFE:ER.

SUSTAINABLE RECRUITMENT FLAN F2R HEW WORKERS.
AFFRENTIGE LT ILLZAT K2H RE2UIREWMENT

TRADE-5FPEZ:IFE: REZJUIREM ENT (ZOMPLIANCGE RE2UIREWMENTS SHALL
BE MET F2R BACHTRADE).

PRIZRITY GMNEM T IMWEDIATE ABLT TIMG RESIDENT S

BAcH WORKER CAM COUNT [ CHLY TWE CAT BES2RIES.

PREVAIL NG WAGE J2BS SHLY

CFPEM SHOP (REGHT TOOW3RE)

CWERSIGHT MM T CRIMG:

WOREWITH COMMUNITY COMPLIANGE OFFIGER & COMPLIANCGE BOARD
RESULAR REFPORTIMNG FROTOCOL SHEOULEWITH GOMPLIARNE E
BoARD

GUILD ACGESSTOALL SITY, BRA, BEZ AND BRIP C:OMPLIANGE

MEET IMZS AND REFORTS

RESULAR PUBLIZ: WEET IMNG OF CiOMPLIAMCE REVIEN B2ARD

PROCESE:

FPRECOMETRUCTION MEET IMGES WITH S WM UNIT Y
CHOMMUMITY INWOLYEMEMT IN COMT RACTOR SELECT 2N (WET O PCWER)
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BUILDERS

GUILD

GO UNITY ACT ESS TOGONST RUCT I2H SCGHEDULE

ACCERS TOSUBCONTRACTORS

COMPELL GONT RAGTOR AND SUBS T OBEY THIS AGREEMENT

FULL ACZESS T JOB STE

COMMUNITY PART K IPATIOM [N ALL ARTK:LE S0, ARTICLE 20, BOESTON
ERMPLOYRMENT COMBMIZSI2N, AND PRE-COMETRUCTION WMEETINGS TO
PROVIOE DIRECST COMBMUMNITY ALTHENT K2ATION OF WORERDIRCE
COMPLIANCGE PROCESS.

o I

25 DUDLEY STREET
1) oL
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ROXEBLURY
BUILDERS

GUILD

3STEPS

TOWARDS ETHI: AL DEVELOPMENT PRACTKCES FOR
NORTHEASTERN UMIVER SI T

1. Maoratorium on all University expansion on the Roxbury side of
Tremont Street for 30 vears.

2 Megotiate a compre hensiie Community Barefits Agmweament
follxwing the framework described inthe Roxbury Sandard

3. Development of Joint Institutions {Instead of self senfing
schoRrships and grant wiiting opportunitie s for Nofbeastarn
what about jeint institutions that create colbbomtve entities.
Example: instead of 2 hotelon parcel 18 east, what about a
busiress insubator? What about o social action ingubstor?
What about a community resouce information clearing house?
what about a community metrics think tank?)

5z DUDLEY STREET

i
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CIT™ OF BOETON * WdAS8ACH USETTS

OFFCEOFTHE MAYOR
THOMAS . WEMN IO

EWFCTIT TVE ORTER
OF
MAVOE THOMAS M MENTTO

Ay Order Felative to the Prowvision uf}rﬁ.ﬁ.?.ti.nn
by Development Frajests in Boston

I, Thomas M Mezing, Mayoer of Boston, order that relevant City agencies and departmants

imme ﬂi.a.'ha'l.],l aTeats ﬂ.‘l’l.ﬂ.imP].E:ITLE:I'l.t F olicies to ensure that the ktrdure:r ﬂfﬂ.‘l’l.:ll Propose i Il:n:lj:-: t
subject to Larre Project Fevs was define din Srticle 30 of the Boston Zoxing Code ('Proposad
Projeat'’) foll ouss the explicit process, hersinafter set forth, with the Boston Redesvel opmant
ﬁuﬂlﬂﬁi}l |_‘_'E-R.&.":| in the determination ufa.ﬂ.],l and all :i.111.I|a.n:t: of the Pr opose d P:n:lj:-:t and

ap propriats mitizaion efforts Mitization efforts ('Mitization Efforts") shall be generally defined as
mitizati on of & His onm ental impacts throush physical exhancements 40 the Proposead Froject or
affested areas, or miigation of socialimpacts throush the provid en of communityand puhliz
benefits. Froposed Mitisation Efforts shall eonsider hothlocalimpacts on and needs of the
imme diate masmmu:ﬂ.ﬂ:i.ﬂ.g the P:n:lPu:: d P:n:lj ot as oell as :i.:ITLP acts oH and Heeds of
n=imhhothoods throughout Boston

I further order that the foll :lui:ﬂ.g Process he a.ﬂ.ﬂIl‘h!ﬂ.h:ll relaant ﬁ.'l!ll a.g:m:i.:: and ﬂ.:Ila:h'n.:m: uith
Tespectto Froposad Projects:

1. & Letter of Intent [ Letter of Intent”) detailing the location, use, sze, geneml desernption,
potential zoxing relief and other relevant information regarding a Froposed Project
must he submitted te the BE& prer to the submisseon of a Project Moification Form
('PHE")

2. Followsing the Letter of Intent hut pr or to the submizion of a PHFE, and wpon the
recommendation of the BES Ishall appoint an Impact Sdwisory Growp ('LAG"Y compesed of
up to xine ) members to advise the BEA with respect to appr opriate Mitigation Efforts The
L4 G mill continue unil e ompleti on of the TAG draft C oopertion fmree ment reviswrpeied
as deseribed helowse & majority of TAG memhbers shall he res dents, busine = owmers, or
designees ofcommunity orgamimtionsin the geogmphic area determined by the BEA as
impacted by the Proposed Project fAnyneghborhood

EQ3TOM CITY HALL * OME CITY HALL PLATA = EQ2TOMN * t4AB3ACHURE | 12 caani 5 mEs-oon
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Counels seruing within theimpaeted area shall be represented onthe IAG In additien, the
city counsl oy, the state representative, and the state s=xator in whose distric ts the
projectizlocatad vll each he allorwed sewen (7] days to Hominate three (1) 2 presentatives,
from ashom the Mayor will sele ot one (1), Fesidents may alse nominate individuals for
aonsidemation a= [& G membear=
2. Ifan 14 Gis app cinte d, the members of the T4 G shdl be invited to attend the o oping
Semion onthe Fropesed Projectand the views of the LAS regarding impacts of the
FPropo==d FProject and Mitimation Ffforts of the developer 1l be given simrificant weirht by
the EF&A as it dmafis the 5a qu'.:H.g D tarminati on
4. "here the BRA deems it necesmry and ap propriate, poior toiswing a Certificatio n of
Compianee for aFropmed Project the BFA shall @ iter into a C ooperaion dgreamant wwith
the dewel oper that shallinelude the xature and extant of all Mitigation Efforts. The
EF.d4 shall notenterint such Cooperation Sgreement untl the LAG members hawe heen given
fifeen (15 days to reviserthe draft Cooperation foree ment and provide ¢ ontinent
5. Omnly agmsements mads by the dewel oper within the Srficle S0 reviswr process and to
which the BEA is a party il hawe beanng on the ﬂ.ﬂ:lup::r's Mitimation Efforts as
de termined by the BEA and will he include d within the C oo peration fgree ment.
G. Prior to the compleion of a Froposed Froject, the devel oper shall obimin from the BRE&S a
Cerification of Mitization C omplianee for the Proposed Project detailing the fulfillment to
date ofthe terms of the C poperat on Sreemant

I further order that the provwision of Witimat on Ffforts bya deweloper shod 4 whenever pos=ibls, he
in the form of specific, tangible enhancements, projects, or programs ¢ omplets d by the

devel pper. At the diseretion of the BEA, the developer may offar a finaneial 2 ontibud on, to be hel d
inesergwrhy the BE A to supportsocal programs and 2 ommusity ivitistives.

I further or dar that the determimation of Witizad on Efforts he fxirand reasonahls, that mitimation for
exiiroumental imparts of a Froposed Project he comprahansive, md that mitisati on for = omial impae t=
be appropriate and not exeessive. Mitization Efforts should ensure that the positive henefits of
a Froposed Frojeet oubseizh the nemative immets of =id projest Mo amount of Mitimati on Efforts
shall all pwer for the approwal ofan othensize unaccapiable projest

I further order that relswant City amencies and departments create andim plement policies to ensure
that any resi dential P:n:lj:ct el ope d undesr or r:-:::i.ui.:ﬂ.g funds from the ]'r'E.ﬁ.g.ti.n:u Efforts ofa
FProposed Project be subject to all faiv howsing regudad ons and affirmative markeing proce dures.

I :n:|11.|.|:=tﬂ-|.= EBEF.4L to a.ﬂ.n:lFt tha ah o Drﬂ::a:i‘l:ru]i.c}l:i:t-:um-:im 1.'.'i.'t.'|-|.P:r:lI| ns:ﬂ.P:rnj:-:t:.

N _'_.,43 —
- "'-I.-_ ) ,.-"F{{.(’::-ﬁ:'—".i-'.-c-
--‘_'_._4— o il = i~ L

=

—_—

Thomas ML Iexino
]'r'[a.:,m:r of Boston
Daed
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Appendix 5: Tufts University IRB exemption status approval

gm Qe oF THe Vice Frovost
UNIVERS]TY

Cocial, Bebaiwloral, and Fdocatlonal Research
Institwtinnal Review Rosrd

Re: IRE Shudy # 08035038

Title: The Planning Impact of Nomprofit Instiutions on Meighborhoods, Communities and tha
Democratic Process

PI: Ina Anderson

Co-Inwestigators)- Michael Messina

Study Coordinator:

IRB Revwew Date: 3252008

March 26, 2008

Dear Ina,

| e reviewed your application for the new sludy listed above, Thes study qualfies as exermpl from
raview under the following guideline: 4, Existing publicy available information,

Any changes to the protocol or shudy materals that might affect the exempt status must be refemad to

the Office af the IRB far gudance. Depending on the changes, you may be reguired 1o apply for aither
expadited or full reviaw.

If you havwe any questions, please contact the Ofice of the IREB o (§17) B27-3417,

Sincarsly,

ViNGLG

Yeonne Wakeford, Ph.D,
IRB Adrménistrator

i Profssors How, Mediond, wa aziss
TEL Barbaroviy | orass Sopdarabmy | emars SBEREsufisedu@tofizedo
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XL
&4 1ufts |
\‘%: - :-ul g :". '.I-u... Crerpce or THE Vioe FRovasy

Sacial, Brhavieral, ame Edweational Bessarck
Lesrinotioal Revisw Bidsd

INVESTIGATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

Investigators who are conducting research using human participants have
the following responsibilities:

To comply with the Code of Federal Regulations regarding the protection
af human subjects,

o hitpliwww hhs gevishrphurmansubinctsiquigance/45cirs, hm
To protect the rights and welfare of all human subjects.
T ensura that each potantial participant understands the nature of the
research.
To ensure that the correct proceduras are followed to gain informed
consent from each person prior to participation,
To provide each participant with a copy of the IRB approved consant
document unless waived by the IRE.
To ensure that all researchers, research assistants and faculty advisors
have complated the required CITI tralning and that the certification is
current, Certification is valid for a period of 5 years,
Ta conduct all research according the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approved protocol.
Ta nol initiate any changes to the protocal without |IRB review and
approval, unless it is necessary to eliminate an Immediate hazard.
© o Bubmit the Request for Profecel Mediffcation form.

To submit to the IRB for continuing review at least & weeks prior to the
expiration date of the protocol if the research is going fo confinue past the
mxpiration date.

o Submit the Reguest for Continwing Review form,
Ta officially closa the study once completed,

o Submit the Reguest for Study Closwre form.
Ta promptly report any unanticipated problems to the IRB.

o Bubmit the Unanficipated Problem Report form.
To pramptly report any adverse avants to the IRB.

o Submit the Adverse Event Report form.

Ta retain all data and sigred consent documents for at least 3 years
beyond the completion of the ressarch.

Please refer to the website for additional information:

g i tuifts edulcentraliresearchlIRBImain. hitm

Feel free to contact us if you need any assistance.

Revisad 17232008 20 Profmsor: Row, Medford, ws oosg

TEL £37.627. 3487 | PAK BAP S 6Py | Eat: SEERSMulb.edo



Appendix 6: BRA Institutional Master Plan Fact Sheet

Boston
Redevelopment
Authorty

IMSTITUTIOMO L MASTER FLA M3

Introduction:

Boston iz Amous az a center of word-rene wned universities and hospitals. bost of
thesze faciliies are located in the heart ofth e City's residential neighborhoods, where off
campus institutional dewelopment can signi feanty impact the sumounding communities.
To en=ure that the expansion of a haspital or uniwersity enhances the institution's public
service and economic role in the sumounding community, 3= well asthe City as a whole,
the Cityinstituted hstitutional Master Plan Bewew,

Whiat is an hstibational Master Plan®

An Institutional haster Plan (IMP) descrbes an instibation's entire long-range
dervelopment program, giving the community and the Boston Redewslopment Authorty
(BRA) 3 context within which to evaluate all ofthe instibgtion's proposed projects and
their owerall efiect on the neighborhood. The MP is 3 comprehensive dewlopment plan
that descrbes an institution’s existing fadilities, long-range planning goals, and proposed
projects. The insttution must update and renew its WP perodically and must amend it
whenewer it adds or changes any project owver 3 minimum threshold.

nstittioral Master Plan Raiaw:

n=stitutio nal biaster Plan Review recogniz es that large colleges, universities, and
teaching hospitals tend to expand and renowate their facilities more fequentlythan other
uses do, andthat the cumulative efiects of incremental expansion may be greater than,
or difierant #om, the effects of each project individually, To assess these cumuative
impacts and determine appropriate community benefits, hsttuional kster Plan Review
requires 3 public rewew of a hospital or callege project inthe contest ofthe insttotion's
overall dewe lopment program.

n=titutio nal kiaster Plan Review is required by Article 80 of Boston's Zoning Code for
most hospial, uniwversity, and college projects that add more than 20,000 square &t of
gross floor area or that inwvolve interior aherations for more than 50,000 square feet of
grozs floor area. Instigtional Master Plan Rewew seeks to engage affected
comimunities in an open-to-all review of Instibutional Master Plans and the projects
described inthem. The adoption oramendment of an Instigtional aster Plan requires
public: cormment periods, 3 public hearing, and wtes of both the Boston Zoning
Commizssion and the BRA Board of Directors. In addition, the instition must sign a
Cooperation Agreement with the BRA. This Cooperation Agreement empow ersthe BRA
to enforce the instiution's public commitments approved in the revew process,
Approval of an nstitutional Master Plan creates new zoning regulations forthe land and
buildings de=cribed inthe plan. b does not howewer, examine the afiects that particular
project designs may hawe on specific areas. That question iz leftto Large and Small
Project Rewew,

w03
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Large and Small Project Review:

Ao Instiutional aster Plan may propose projects that are not allowed as-otrght by the
general zoning for the area. Fan MP iz approwed, the insttution may seek to build any
project whose uses, dimensions, and location are descrbed in the plan. Ifa proposed
project i= 50 000 =quare et of gross door area or more, examining the impadts and
effects ofthese project= iz letto Llarge Project Feview. Large Project Feview may
require the applicant to submit detailed technical analyses, such as but not limited ta,
wind, shadow , groundwater, and traffic studiez. The BRAMay conduct Large Project
Rewview atthe same time as Insitutional Master Plan Bevew ifthe information needed
for these analyses is awailable when the hstitutional Master Plan is ready for review .

Ifa proposed pmjed is lessthan 50,000 squae ®etof gross floor area bt mare than

20 000 =quare et of gross 1oor area, examining the impacts and effects ofthese projects
iz letto Small Project Rewew . The purpose of Small Project Review is to prowde a
condise pmocedurs for eviswing the design of projects that do not requie large Project
Fievew butthat can be expested to impact the sumourding area and public redm becauss
ofther size or location. Small Project Revew determines whether a project i= consistent
with the design gquidelines and ste plan sandards established forthe project lbeation and for
the City as a3 whole, The BRA may condud Small Project Rewview atthe same time a=
n=titutional hiaster Plan Rewview ifthe information needed for these analyses is awailable
when the Instibtional azter Plan is ready or review.

LG



Appendix 7: Group CLU Memorandum of Understanding with Community Labor United

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

EETWEEN
Turrs UNIVERS IT Y FiELD PROTECTS TEATI MO, 2
AND

Conmmmirry Lagor UmnTer (CLU)

L Introduction

Troject te amn martber: 2
Troject title: Neighborhood Inpact of Irstitutional bMaster Flan(II )
Client Cormrrmnity Labor Tnited

The Memorandwm of TTiderst anding sunenarizes the seope ofwork, work
products and deliverables, fimeline, work processes and methods, and lines of
authority, superrision and conurmnication relating to the Field Iroject identified
abowe as Meighborho od Impactof Institution bMaster Flan T} as agresd to
hetrreen;

(i) the TET graduate students errolled in the Field Frojects and Flanning
course TJEP-235 courze o flered by the Tufls Thiversity Deparbment of
Urban and Erorivormental Poliesyr ard Ilarming (TTET Jweho ave iderdified
inTaragraph I 1) below;

rii)Cormnanity Labo r United (CL1T), further identified inIFaragraph IT2)
belowe ;

([1if) and TJET, as represented b a Tafts faculty member directly
itnroled in teaching the Cowurse during the s pring 2003 semester.

O. Specific Provisions

(13  The Field Frojects Team working on the Froject consists of the following

indiriduals:

1. Enpnauel Orerasu email address:
. Ina Snderson email address:
3. LoganWangsgard ertiail address:
4 Michael Meszina errail address:
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(2]

(3]

The Client's contact information £ as folloyws:

Clientname  Conuroanity Labor TThited
Feycontact fsupenrizor. b o Convelly
Email address
Telephore mn
F 4.5 mmomber:
Bddress: 8 BearonSteet, rrd Floar, Boston B4 4 02108
Web site: weerwemasseluorg

The Froject Goals:

The Tufts TET Field Frojects team will seek to test published claine that large
nonprofits prowide positive net econonde wahie in the Boston area Generallsy.
the Field I'rojects team will do this by exanining the IMI' process as it ha
dereloped so far It will then ask whether:

1

2

(4]

The process has kd to more and more mearingful public it from
residents and workers liring in affected neighborhoods; md

The process has ereated more and more meanmgful co mnmnity benefits
[ ard partienlarkr berefits in affec ted comnmnities)

Project Liethods and Process; The methods and processes tlwough w hich
the Field P'rojerts Team interds to achiews these go s are

= interriewes = secondaryreseamh
= GIS analyeis = Field olmerraions

(i) Orenriew of Boston Cityr Zoring and Instiutional Master Flan

(ii)Evaluationofthe public input processes of IMI's that hawre been appmred

by the o ards ofdirectors ofselected hospitals and universities.

(1) In addition, the TET Fied Trojects team w il put together a naild -

outmodel ard applyit to II's now inthe approwal pipeline, or that hare
been approwved but notyet implemented.

[ir) Analysis ofthe commmaity o r public benefits provided through

IMTs approwved by the boards ofzelected hospitals and uniwversities.

I'u_ﬁ'a Liald ijin:."a MO n;uﬂ:?'eg 208 Pu:gn.‘.:'
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(r1Based onthe IMPs thathave been adopted, identific ation and mapping
outof the expansion plans of selected Bos ton hospitals and universities,
with attention to parcels that are cumently generating property taxes but
that mavy be taken off the tax rolls & aconsequence ofthe planned
expansiomn

[5) Project Products and D eliverables:

The final research will be in the formof
Trinted copwy,

Electronic copy,

Trinted maps and

G5 model

i) The anticipated Project timeline;

Feb 4 Sigring of BOTT

Febz0 DraftProject Onatline

Mareh 3 Eeporton Fesearch Progress
Apnl 2 Presentation of Draft Feport

Apml 30 Presentation of Final Feport

" Thelines of authority, superrision and commtmnication between the
_lient and the Field Projects Team are (or will be determninedas
follows):

The designated Field I'm ject teamicort act person withthe client £ Logan
Wangsgard, and the contact person for the client is b aryrJo. All formmal
corntunication betwreen these two persons is binding and miflects the interests of
the tweo groups in this contract Whenerer necessarsr co mnniric atio n betwean
these two groups will be superrEed ard required approved trra fasalty
member, who senres as ProjgetSupenisor for the studemt team

Coruute atio n can oo ur through the follbwing mediune, emaik, felephone,
fax, meatings.

I'ae_ﬁ'n Ticld ijin:":l MO npi?'eg 2008 !"‘u:gnﬂ
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OL Additional Representations and Und exstand ings

A Compensation:
The Field Projects Tearm is mmdertaking the Coumse and the Frojectfor
ac ademnic credit and therefore compersation(other than reiminpzement of
Projet-related expenses Jmay not be provided to team merbers, unlass
otherwEe decided trrihe client wohmitarily.

B FPublic Distribution of Field Froject
Eecause the Course and the Project itself are part of an academie program,
it iz understood that the final work product and deliverables of the Froject
- eitherin whole or in part - mavyr or most kel w il be shaved with others
inside and besond the Tufls conmnunity This marinelude, without
limnitation, the distibution of the Work Froduet to other students, faculty
and staff, release to cormrunit+y groups or public agencies, general
public ation, and posting on the Webh Tuft TTniversityr and the Field
Froject Teamn may seek and secure grant funds or simmilar pasenert to
defray the cost of ansyrsuch dishribution or publication. It is expected that
any issues invalring Client confid entiality or pro pristary information that
may arise inconrection with a Projeet will be narrow ones that canbe
resobred as ealvyin the semester as possible by diseussion ammong the
Client, the Field Irojects Tearn and a Tufts instuactor divecthy responsible
forthe Cowmrse(or his or her designes)

B Ownership and use of data and reseam h materials:

The following prorisions are made ecome erming Cwnarship and use of this

research;

(i) Client will hawe o pportunitsr o make input mto this pro ject at the
design stage, fivst draft and final draftstages of the research

(i)  Thefield projectteams seal to presert a balanee reportofits
findings: howerer the clierd can revise the report to suittheir wider
researt h pers pec thve: with proper alnow kdgemernt to the autho .

[ifi) Ifnecessary general data md conelusiors would be puablicly
arailable ad specific adwice o the cliert would be not public by
available.

[ir)  Field project team members working on aclient's projectwill not
speak to the media weithout first clearing this with the client

il Ins titnticnal Board Keview [IEE):
Itis understood that this Frojeet masrrequire the approwral (either thro ugh
full revriew or by exemphioniof the Tufls Thivers #yInstitntional Fewiew
Eoard(IFE] This process is tot expected to inderfere with timely
completion of the proe:t

Tufts Tield Feojata MOU siring 2 X8 Tage &



Appendix 8: Team CLU Interview Instrument

“Trares 2 O rowveani b Labeor Wrdbad 00010 “Tuabes Wrkan + Enogrennenial Fdiogt Banning
Fidd Frog s Trkargiagy Dop sen BF 2

EBackzround and Canzen t for Interyiew

Tlankyou foragresimng o I erview for his innporan s udy. My name is and ITama
srduae s udent at Tufls Thiversity pous ung 2 Mas er' s degres i Urban £ Evvimmicental Policy £:
Flatming,

This interview & patkof oy "Fidd Prjecs" clas: which is part of oy meq iemoent wwards rog Master's
degaes in DBolicy and Plarming, The class inkegrabes theory and prctice. We wod: on sl eanns o
addee z real-wodd challenre:, while offerng cooraoumily omeartdizs ot and agencie: expertanabysd: anda
Touch-mesded sance.

Corgmup's client i Cororowtdly Labor Tnied (CLIT, 2 nompmdt omganiz bon fat develops
parmeships batween boal miote and conomoumity gmoups, They have ashed & o assess The Plaiitdng
.ﬁ'?jpac.rﬁfh'bﬂpmﬁr M rERer i) OriiHaliker aild e Deidecrmbo Pooers,

Cnrgial is o erlirhe the level of public participe bon and conmounity henefie within he Ins Gnhonal
Mas er Planning (P Process in Boston . We will we mfoooabon gathered fomo his inteodew bo
infomnoureyaluation. ¥on ame mot equited o parbcipe be in the o erview . It is wolunaoy and will e
cotfiden ial ItE poour oght o mfuse o anewer any ques iom or shop e intendew atany e,

Tour pers pective and mszgh e could infoma CLTT, fedr clients, and fe peremal public about The Baiskiog
Tpache fiIPrefl 7 sEhbeils o CridMiHer aidd oo Deitecmpc Proogs A1 T ufts gmoupe will post

their Eport om our departnen tweh site. We will provide s copy bo pou hefore we postorpublish e
eport I any way w0 you can werify thatany perceived EpEcentabon of woumelf i acinke.

Pe'ould wou te willing bo patticipe e T e interdewy will Tee abo ot 20 b 30 odnues,
(werhal comsent)
Y —That's great A cewou ready bo begin

Io — Thank you for lizbening.

Time interview sarted:
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‘T B2 O rvwrvvanibg Lak=r Wriks-d 000N ‘Tubts Vrban + Enrenrienkd Fdiopt Hanning
Fidd Frojects Fbeng oy Public CEGdad (Flanrer

The interiew will have thiee sectons ; the =t & about pour mle and yourexpenence wit te
I dtutioTad Mas erPlan Beview pooces: | the second secton will e whout public participation, anda
third 3 bow b copemoumd by hemefilE

Alright, ace wou ready bo beoin? Great, let's sE=ctwith wour e pecience with the ITME ceview
oS,

1. Camypou deseribe worcument mke with ?

1. How doss wour johmlate o tha Inzhtubotal Mas er Phn Beview pmcess?

2. Which Bostom veighborhond do pou mepresen torwork with oos 7

3. Which nompmofit mzttutoe have the roos b mopact on e people in poouraes?

4. Whatdoes the IMP meview pmces: oean o you (pesomally andfor profes somallyy?

5. Pleate tell e about the roos b significant TP mview Gat wourve heen inwobeed witk?

1. Whatwas your mk?

b, Which Iz i iomal Mas erPhn was underor pooject under view?

G, Which meighboroods wem affectads

d. Heow condidentare you that the conoaomity affected was appmpmately mpreented?

e, Whatwent well with the IMP modew pmoces 7 What were your challemgme?
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“Trars A2 O rvarveani by Lak=r Wriked 00110 ‘T s Wrban + Envgrennvniad Fodicpt Banning
Fidd Frojechs Fbang e Publiz ZERaal Pl

I Was thelevel of public patticipation s ufcien teno ugh o Ecult in dEcwson o
delibem Ao

. Did the public's mputE2sult in a coromumity enefits clangs in he fral plan? K mot,
Plaze exiplain why'?

Thankpou. Let'z rovean bo ome roce genera | questions abaut public pacticipation ducing the
TP ceview.

&, Az pou know, Adick 2] mquies public nobees o he dismto ed himugh 2 vewspa perof generl
cim:ukadon and I wrikng b a1l pubic agmemcdes of e City...
a. Ampublcnotice: ppically mede available outbdde of these meq demnents?

b, IEyes, plaseediphin,

c. AR emany fuhme plans o distibu e public nobess eledmonicaly, sy by enail Hr
e aTople’?

1. Howare fhelocabons of he hearings chosen®?

a. It thelocabon comwenint b he comoomibe: affeced by the TP

b, Doyon think the seting of the hearing iz condudve for participaton and collabombon?

c. Whatis the geneml sime of the comorow ity patticipants atheatng:"?

8. Ea particubr forat wed duzning heating: that ensume roarino jarbcips bom’?

9. Howare the concems of the nedghborhoods addes sed duming public beaning=? And how ame hey
eemetally addeczed for public comoce nks? Pleace explin.

10, Howdo sk fomes mhite o the IME mview?
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“Trares 2 O rowveani by Labeor Wridbed 00010 ‘T s Wrkan + Enogronnetnid Fdiogt Banning
Fidd Frosts Trbarg e Publiz CERal FFlanrer

1. = them s mquienentfora mekioms to e asdmmed? Howam the bk fome wrembers
chosen?

b, Amconmourdby leaders iden ified before the IMP modew or duzing the poocess?

c. How ameconcamms and derca nds fionn the mekfoms mns femed o public coromments or
Public heanmg:?

11. Howare comcerms andderrands of he affeced corawmity docuroen ed?
a. Forpublic corcaen s and public hearng:?

b, Is any hing posted omline’?

1. Howane the concemms and dercands of e affected coraumity assessed and weizhted diming e
M P mnde’

. What methods am eroploped o poombse concatre and dercand s>

b, What factors ate coteidered dummg the approval pmces 7

O, we areon to the final zeclion on comreni by benefits.
15, Az wou kmow, ome of the roem pourposes of the lebbubonal Mas er Phn i b ens e public
o krenemt "ho delerine LppIop T be coToroumity hene !

. Who decides what is "appoprabe?

b, How does he BEA mediake bebween the ine dtuion and fe affeced commuminy?

! Cipof Eoebon, Boebm Bl svslopmnt Authorty (1008 TapL Adank S0 0 e dopan® foovd w ard 4 gpeoual Btbnicd
ICach 5, 20055, Fom hitp Sweww cipodbceton. sovbeapd FT.oungood stacbicks 0. pd £
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Teanin &2 O roaveni by Labor Vribed (0L

‘Tuits Wekan + Envirennenid Fodiopt Hanning
Fidd Frej+te

Fetrg g Bublic B dal (Pl

c. How oflen do the dercands of fie coromowrdby inbegrmbe inbo the IMP corommutiky benefik
Eport?

14, Article 30 Glks shes bk e dne i bon sgn: 2 coopemation wreemnent wit the BEA et will
enfioae the coToarumity bemefit coromn e

a. How does e BEA enfboe corommumity hemefit comvaod moem k=7

b, Underwhat jubsdicion is the corconutdby henefik agmearen bendo maahle?

G, Wlhatis the mleof he poooodse Joeeper?

15, Whatis hemleof the BELA when corcmounibes express that ine i ons ae 1o b fulfilling their
corcrrwTiky banefik conoood men £

1. How does the BEA assess suppossdly unfulilled coromoumity coroad moem 7

Tlanks again for participa ingin his intendew, Tappreciabe your broe and agein yourinsight iz
iroporant I ywou ave any follow up questots or mput tha teotnes o momd in e fulie, please fee] free
boereeil oe ak or call 1o at

Time interview ended:

Intervigw conducted: in peczon,oron the phone -

i . . .
Ciy of Boton, Easbon Erdevekpmant suthocdy 200 Frouay)l & Clipa's Fide S Drupfepdei v s ider Al e 50
o A Bt 2ot e, AT ieded hefarch 5, 2006, foom bt cipodod o ooy





