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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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.  



 

 12 

INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION    

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 SNANONPROFIT SECTOR SNANONPROFIT SECTOR SNANONPROFIT SECTOR SNAPSHOTPSHOTPSHOTPSHOT    

The United States depends on three main 

sectors 1) government, 2) business and 3) the 

nonprofit sector. Each of the sectors plays an 

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 

Chapter One – The Nonprofit Sector in Boston 

NONPROFIT FACTS 

► Contribute to the public good 

► Do not distribute profits 

► Tax-exempt 

► Formal organizations 

► Private 

► Voluntary 

(adapted from Salamon 2001) 
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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 EXWHY DO NONPROFITS EXWHY DO NONPROFITS EXWHY DO NONPROFITS EXIST?IST?IST?IST?    

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. 
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Public goods are also referred to as 

collective goods. Salamon (2001, p.164) 

writes that the market works well for things 

we consume individually, like your brand 

name jeans, but does not handle things that 

we consume collectively such as clean air—or 

in the case of this study, educational and 

healthcare services. 

The case of contract failure is a classic 

market failure theory (Hansmann, 1981, as 

cited in Salamon, 2001, p.165). A “contract” 

fails when consumers trust nonprofits more 

then for-profits for particular goods or 

services.  

For example, they are more willing to 

choose a nonprofit hospital for their parent’s 

healthcare, rather than a for-profit that might 

be more concerned with cutting costs then 

the quality of care. In this report we will be 

exploring hospitals and universities which 

would fall under the failure explanations of 

nonprofits. 

THE GROWTH OF NONPROTHE GROWTH OF NONPROTHE GROWTH OF NONPROTHE GROWTH OF NONPROFITSFITSFITSFITS    

There are nearly 1.5 million nonprofit 

organizations registered with the IRS, 

Why do Nonprofits Exist? (adapted from Salamon 2001) 

► Historical 

• “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 

• 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.” 

► Solidarity 

• 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 

• 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. 

Table 1: Theories of Nonprofits 
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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 

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 

More than 2,000 buildings on local 

college and hospital campuses help to 

define Boston’s landscape and built 

environment. 
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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 

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 

8 out of 10 of Boston’s top employers are 

either hospitals or colleges 
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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 

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 

Unpaid taxes as a percentage of the 

City’s [Boston’s 2005] budget would be 

nearly 11.6%, about five times the 

national average. 
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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. 
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BOSTON ZONING AND THBOSTON ZONING AND THBOSTON ZONING AND THBOSTON ZONING AND THE BRAE BRAE BRAE 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, 16).  

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.  

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. 

ARTICARTICARTICARTICLE 80 AND IMP REVIEWLE 80 AND IMP REVIEWLE 80 AND IMP REVIEWLE 80 AND IMP REVIEW    

In order to better address the growth, 

expansion and planning needs of Boston’s 

Chapter Two – Institutional Master Plan 

ROLE OF THE BRA 

1. Comprehensive Planning 

2. Special Planning 

3. Transportation Planning 

4. Zoning 

5. Economic Development 

6. Article 80 (and IMP) Review 

(adapted from Barr, 2003, p.16) 
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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 

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 

The City of Boston has its own zoning 

regulations that are separate from the 

State of Massachusetts.  



 

 21 

as spelled out in Article 80. (Barr 2003; 

Citizen’s Guide to Article 80). 

 The IMP is an overall vision statement 

that sets out the general design features of 

an institution’s projected expansion. It 

describes the institution’s existing property 

and uses, long-range planning goals and 

proposed projects over an extended period 

(Barr 2003). Development review is in place 

to provide an evaluation of design, density, 

use, and physical and social impacts of a 

proposed project in conjunction with City 

agencies and the impacted community. IMPs 

must be amended every time an institution 

adds or changes a project over the review 

threshold, usually a project that adds over 

50,000 square feet.  (Barr 2003 83,118). 

Large projects are in effect the 

implementation of the IMP and their 

cumulative effects are greater on the 

surrounding area than other types of 

development in Boston and therefore require 

this greater oversight. Prior to the adoption 

of Institutional Master Planning, institutions 

had to apply for approval for each single use 

project and obtain conditional use permits 

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

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 

Institutional Master Plan Review Large Project Review 

► Institutional Master Plan Review is required for: 

• hospitals, colleges and universities 

• developments with 20,000 square feet of gross 

floor area 

• interior alterations for more than 50,000-sq ft of 

gross floor area 

► Large 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) 

► 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 

► 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.) 

Task Force may be appointed to help steer the process 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} 

► 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 

Table 2: IMP Review and Large Project Review Requirements 



 

 23 

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 

Review under Article 

80 kicks in each time 

that an institution 

embarks upon a 

project that is over 

50,000 square feet. 

Large Project Review 

also includes public 

comment periods 

and requires a public 

meeting and vote of 

the BRA to approve 

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.  

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 

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 

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

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

Review process affect the final plan? 

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

community benefits and Cooperation Agreements? 

SCSCSCSCOPING AND METHODOLOGYOPING AND METHODOLOGYOPING AND METHODOLOGYOPING 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. 

Chapter Three – Research Approach 
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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 

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 

These Cooperation Agreements are legal 

documents between the BRA and 

nonprofit institutions and stipulate the 

agreements for the building permit of the 

development projects.  
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communities were incorporated the 

community benefits of the Final IMP and 

Cooperation Agreements. 

OUR RESEARCH APPROACOUR RESEARCH APPROACOUR RESEARCH APPROACOUR RESEARCH APPROACHHHH    

► 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 

for participation. 

Information defining 

the participation 

setting for our research 

was derived from the 

Article 80 which 

includes the IMP Review 

process. This 

information was 

obtained online from 

the BRA website and documents pertaining to 

the review process. 

► 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 

define the participants 

objectives are as a result 

of their participation. We 

strove to  clearly define 

their objectives in order 

to determine whether or 

not they were achieved. 

This information was 

obtained through 

attendance of the meetings, review or 

meeting minutes and interviews with 

participants. 

Figure 3: Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation 
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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 LIMITATIONSRESEARCH LIMITATIONSRESEARCH LIMITATIONSRESEARCH 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 
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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.  
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DEFINING PUBLIC PARTDEFINING PUBLIC PARTDEFINING PUBLIC PARTDEFINING PUBLIC PARTICIPATIONICIPATIONICIPATIONICIPATION    

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 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND 

DEMOCRACYDEMOCRACYDEMOCRACYDEMOCRACY    

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 

Chapter Four – Public Participation Research 
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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 

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 PUBEFFECTIVENESS OF PUBEFFECTIVENESS OF PUBEFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC LIC LIC LIC 

PARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATION    

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 

Increasingly, public participation in 

governmental decision-making is now 

considered part of our definition and 

experience of democracy.  
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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 BOSTONPUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN BOSTONPUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN BOSTONPUBLIC 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 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE 

INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANINSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANINSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANINSTITUTIONAL 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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INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION    

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 

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). 

Chapter Five – Community Benefits 

... the Community Benefit Agreement is a 

contract between a developer and a 

community coalition 
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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 ACOMMUNITY BENEFITS ACOMMUNITY BENEFITS ACOMMUNITY BENEFITS AND ND ND ND 

MITIGATIONMITIGATIONMITIGATIONMITIGATION    

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. 

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 

Community benefits are commitments by 

the developer to provide benefits to the 

community in the form of physical 

enhancements, social programs or 

financial contributions. 
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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: 

► 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. 

Area of Mitigation Agreement  Agency  

Jobs Jobs Contribution Grant Neighborhood Jobs Trust 

Housing Housing Contribution Grant Neighborhood Housing Trust 

Transportation Transportation Access Plan Agreement 

(TAPA) 

Boston Transportation Department 

Construction Impacts Construction Management Plan (CMP) Boston Transportation Department/ 

City of Boston Construction                     

Management 

Construction Employment Boston Resident’s Construction        

Employment  Plan (“Employment Plan”) 

Boston Employment Commission in 

accordance with Boston Residents 

Jobs Policy 

Construction Employment Memorandum of Understanding and 

First Source Agreement  

Economic Development and Industrial 

Corporation of Boston/ office of Jobs 

and Community Services 

Table 3: Standard Areas of Mitigation within Cooperation Agreements 
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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 AGREEMENCOOPERATION AGREEMENCOOPERATION AGREEMENCOOPERATION AGREEMENTSTSTSTS    

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 BENEFITHE COMMUNITY BENEFITHE COMMUNITY BENEFITHE COMMUNITY BENEFITS TS TS TS 

MOVEMENTMOVEMENTMOVEMENTMOVEMENT    

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 

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. 

The Community Benefits Agreement 

(CBA) is “an empowerment model that 

combines substantive deliberation, 

coalition building, and grassroots 

organizing.” - Baxamusa 
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INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION 

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. 

    

    

Chapter Six – Findings 
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FINDINGS REGARDING TFINDINGS REGARDING TFINDINGS REGARDING TFINDINGS REGARDING THE INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANHE INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANHE INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLANHE 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 IMP is a unique process; there are a small number of cities that have specific IMP process 

outside of regular 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 

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 

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 

 

 

“Roxbury is under siege with unwanted 

development…there is a lot of devel-

opment underway, and the community 

isn’t being told about it.”  

--- Roxbury Resident 

 “Having Article 80 is a strength, it 

mandates public comment periods 

with a timeline, a structure that runs 

pretty well” 

—BRA staff person 
“…when a notice is ‘put in the news-

paper’ it’s not necessarily 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 THFINDINGS REGARING THFINDINGS REGARING THFINDINGS REGARING THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESSE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESSE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESSE 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 

 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.  

 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.  

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) 

“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) 
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 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 CFINDINGS REGARDING CFINDINGS REGARDING CFINDINGS REGARDING COMMUNITY BENEFITSOMMUNITY BENEFITSOMMUNITY BENEFITSOMMUNITY 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 

“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 “too 

bad, no room for public input”  

--BRA staff member 
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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 

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 

 

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

 

 

[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 

“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 

 “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 ‘laundry 

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 

developer directly.    

In their standard CBA 

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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“The largest community benefit you can 

have is that community is involved in 

deciding what the benefits are.”  
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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. 

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 

At the placation level the ground rules 

allow the have-nots to advise, but retain 

for the power holders the continued right 

to decide. 
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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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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 RECOMMENDATIONSPUBLIC PARTICIPATION RECOMMENDATIONSPUBLIC PARTICIPATION RECOMMENDATIONSPUBLIC 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. 

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 

Chapter Eight – Recommendations 
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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 RCOMMUNITY BENEFITS RCOMMUNITY BENEFITS RCOMMUNITY BENEFITS RECOMMENDATIONSECOMMENDATIONSECOMMENDATIONSECOMMENDATIONS    

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. 



 

 56 

► Community Perspective 

 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. 

 

“In the IMP, money has to go into 

housing trust fund or jobs trust fund, 

but I 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 partici-

pated in the program, how many con-

tinued”; there is nothing” 

---  Community activist 
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Appendix 1: Public Participation Evaluation, User-Oriented Evaluation Approach (adapted from Rosener (1981) 



 

 62 

 

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