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Abstract 
 
This report is the final product of a group project created by participants in the Spring 2011 
Practical Visionaries Workshop at Tufts Dept of Urban & Environmental Policy and Planning. The 
intention of the class was to explore community-driven planning and strategies to develop and 
implement a vision for a socially, economically, and environmentally just neighborhood –  a 
“justainable” city. Our team of community practitioners, UEP students, and faculty member believe 
that community control over development is an important part of realizing justainability. This 
document is an attempt to bring together the collective knowledge and experience of past struggles 
for control (Part I), including reflections from activists and academics involved in those struggles 
(Part II), take a closer look at the benefits from a specific development (Part III), and begin to think 
about how communities can gain more control in the future (Part IV and Appendix A). There is also 
an extensive list of resources in Appendix B. 



 3 

Table of Contents 
 

Part I: Conceptual Framework for Community Control Over Development.............Page 4 
 
Part II: Perspectives on Community Control Strategies.................................................Page 15 
 
Part II: Reexamining the Community Benefits of Economic Development:..............Page 20 
An Analysis of the Grove Hall Mecca Mall 
 
Part IV: A methodology for analyzing community control over development...........Page 27 
 
Appendix A: Boston Medical Center and the Boston University Medical Campus:...Page 33 
An Initial Analysis of an Anchor Institution 
 
Appendix B: Community Control Over Development: A Collection of Resources...Page 36 
 

Appendix C: Full Size Maps..................................................................................................Page 40 
 
 
 
 



 4 

 
 

Part I:  
Conceptual Framework for Community Control Over Development 

 
This framework outlines the various ways that communities can exert bottom-up control and 
influence over development of land and economic development. We have put this together to help 
frame the various community strategies that have been undertaken in Boston and elsewhere in the 
US over the last 4+ decades. Our hope is to compile and assess these various strategies, both to 
understand their theory (how are they supposed to work) and their practice (how successfully have 
they been implemented). We believe this is a valuable exercise because grassroots movements have 
learned and achieved quite a bit over the decades (particularly in Boston), but it is difficult to access 
and interact with this collective experience and knowledge in one place. We hope this framework 
can be a useful tool for various movement-oriented entities in Boston as they develop longer-term 
strategies for community control and building a justainable city. 
 
We have divided these strategies into three broad categories: 
 
1. Community Control through Government (the “state”) 
2. Community Control through Direct Negotiation with Capital (landowners/developers) 
3. Community Control through Endogenous Development and Direct Ownership 
 
In addition to the outline below, we also conducted a series of interviews with experienced activists 
and academics to get comment and feedback on the overall framework, as well as historical and 
experiential perspectives on the challenges and opportunities of the various strategies. The themes 
and highlights that emerged from these interviews follow in a separate document. Following the 
outline of the conceptual framework is a short piece on historical and political-economic context for 
community control efforts in Boston. 
 
Below is the outline, with Boston-specific examples in brackets [  ]. 
 
Community Control through Government (the “state”) 

 
Strategies that pursue community control through government policies at the federal, state, and local levels. 
 
1. Responsible Development Standards1 

 
These include mostly municipal ordinances (but could also be state laws) that mandate various types of 
affordable housing, jobs and job training, transportation, and environmental standards and mitigation 
benefits in the process of developing land. Aside from zoning, these policies don’t consider what development 
happens, only what needs to be done in conjunction with a development proposal. What exists is often the 
result of past grassroots struggles opposing harmful development and trying to assert more direct forms of 
community control. Existing policies are often incomplete (they may only cover large and/or public land 

                                                
1 Note that in this section we have focused only on those standards that have been more actively struggled over in recent 
decades. We have not included a whole range of environmental, public health and safety, and building codes at the 
federal, state, and municipal levels. 
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development), ineffectively or partially implemented or enforced, and/or insufficient to ensure community 
standards are met. 
 
• Zoning [Article 50 Roxbury] 

Zoning is supposed to set rules about what land uses are allowed and prohibited on 
specific parcels of land. Zoning variances are a means by which developers can build 
projects that do not comply with zoning regulations. 

 
• Local hiring ordinances [Boston Resident Jobs Policy 1983, 1985] 

Boston’s policy for construction jobs was set by Mayor’s Executive Order in 1979 and 
furthered by City Council ordinances in 1983 and furthered by another Mayoral 
Executive Order in 1985. It sets out targets of 50% city residents, 25% minority, and 
10% women to be hired to work on construction projects that are funded by the city or 
that must pay into linkage funds (see below). 

 
• Living wage [Boston Jobs and Living Wage Ordinance 1998] 

Requires employers with city contracts to pay a living wage and provides “first source” 
opportunity to hire low-income residents. Passed by City Council after campaign led by 
ACORN in later 1990s. 

 
• Inclusionary zoning for affordable housing [Inclusionary Development Policy] 

Established by Mayor’s Executive Order in 2000, it requires that affordable housing 
units comprise 15% of the market rate units in larger residential developments that either 
require zoning variance or are using public land or subsidy. (For more details, see Drdla 
2009).  

 
• Linkage funds for affordable housing and job training [Boston Neighborhood Housing 

Trust, Neighborhood Jobs Trust] 
Linkage policy was won in 1983 and established a fee for large developments (>100,000 
sf) to pay per-square-foot fees into funds for housing and job training administered by 
the BRA. (For more information, see Neighborhood Housing Trust annual report 2010.) 

 
• Transportation access plans [Article 80] 

Part of the BRA project review process, these plans address the transportation impacts 
of developments. 

 
• Green Building standards [Article 37 and 80] 

In 2007, City adopted the equivalent of LEED Silver standards for large developments 
under BRA’s article 80 process. 

 
2. Planning and Project Review 
 

These strategies address who participates in proactive planning and review of specific development projects. In 
Massachusetts (as in many other states), there is no law binding local governments to follow their master or 
comprehensive plans (or to even have plans). There have also been numerous forms of public participation in 
development planning and oversight, with varying levels of effectiveness. 
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• Master Plans [Roxbury, Chinatown] 
Master plans have often been developed at the urging of community activists, who have 
felt that it would be better to engage in a process over the entire neighborhood rather 
than fighting one parcel at a time. Each process is different and dictated by 
neighborhood politics and relations with City. 

 
• Environmental review [MEPA, NEPA] 

These are state and federal laws that require environmental impact statements. These 
reports must document the impacts of the project, examine alternatives, and propose 
mitigation. These processes cannot stop development, but they are often used to delay 
projects and/or extract mitigation commitments. 

 
• Community and Public Health Impact Statements 

The idea here is to use the same model of environmental review to examine other types 
of impacts, including socio-economic, health, cultural, etc. Not sure that any form of this 
exists right now in Boston. 

 
• Community oversight [Neighborhood Councils, Impact Advisory Groups, Roxbury 

Master Plan Oversight Committee] 
There are numerous examples of various types of committees and task forces created to 
meet community demands for participation. These entities often vary in how they are 
put together (appointed vs. elected). While they are only advisory, they vary in the level 
of power they have to review and advise on various aspects of and types of projects.  

 
• Project Reviews [Article 80] 

Article 80 governs the BRA’s project review process. Table 3 below shows a standard set 
of community benefits that are supposed to be negotiated with the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority by developers who must go through the Article 80 Large 
Project Review process (excerpted from Tufts UEP Field Project 2008). 
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3. Control Over Public Capital/Subsidy 
 

Communities can also intervene at the level of the public subsidies that go to development. These subsidies 
exist at the federal, state and city levels. There can be regulations that require certain types of benefits as well 
as opportunities for public review and input. [NOTE: This section needs a bit more research to more fully fill 
out. One starting point is Shirley Kressel’s website. She has been following Boston and particularly BRA 
subsidies for development for 15+ years.] 
 
• Federal $$ (HUD Section 3) 

The 1968 Housing and Urban Development Act’s Section 3 requires cities receiving 
funding to provide job and contract opportunities “to the greatest extent feasible” for 
low income residents and businesses. 
 

• State 
 

• City 
 

Community Control through Direct Negotiation with Capital (landowners/developers) 
 
Strategies to exert direct influence over developers on specific sites and projects. Often, landowners, developers, and 
investors are seen as coming from outside of the community to make a profit on developing land. These 
developments also have negative community impacts. These negotiations produce agreements and commitments to 
enable projects to move forward by providing mitigation of impacts through various community benefits. 
Community benefits agreements (CBAs) are not necessarily ends in of themselves, but rather tactics as part of 
strategies towards stronger policies for responsible development and building movements for community control and 
“right to the city”. [See Partnership for Working Families website for more on CBAs.] 
 
1. Community Benefit Agreements between community and developer 

These are legally binding contracts that include a range of benefits for the community as a 
whole. They can be enforced directly by the community entities that sign them. Developers 
gain agreement from community groups to support or at least not oppose the development 
in return for benefits. The Staples Center agreement with the Figueroa Corridor Coalition in 
South Los Angeles is often seen as a model for this form of CBA. There are no examples of 
this type of comprehensive CBA in Boston that we know of. However, groups in Boston 
have been interested in exploring its use, particularly with institutional expansion (see Tufts 
UEP Field Project 2008, which includes a letter from Chuck Turner regarding Northeastern 
University expansion and the Roxbury Builders Guild to BRA about establishing a CBA 
template). 

 
2. Community Benefit Agreements between developer and City 

This form of CBA is between the developer and City, so communities have another layer of 
accountability to establish with the City to ensure enforcement. Because agreement is with 
city, other laws governing public entities come into play. Also, city administrations can 
change, resulting in incomplete implementation and enforcement. The BRA’s Cooperation 
Agreements could be seen as this type of CBA.  
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3. Non-legal Agreements 
There are numerous examples of attempts to create a legally enforceable agreement that fall 
short or rely solely on nonlegal will. As CBAs gain more spotlight, there appear to be more 
of these types of agreements. Several examples in New York City (see Gross 2007-8) provide 
good cases in how CBAs that appear to be legally binding are in fact not so at all. 

 
Community Control through Endogenous Development and Direct Ownership 

 
Strategies for various forms of community ownership of development assets, including land, housing, businesses. 
There have been waves of effort to establish these direct forms of control, most recently in the wake of the social 
movements of the 1960s-70s. In the last ~20 years, these strategies have become less prominent, as neoliberal free 
market ideology has become more dominant and large-scale state socialism has collapsed. However, models of 
limited success have persisted and been created even in the last 20+ years. There is a resurgence of these strategies 
through solidarity and community economy concepts, as well as regional cooperative networks such as those found 
in Spain and Italy. 
 
1. Community Land Trusts [DSNI] 

Land is owned by a community entity governed by residents. DSNI is a well recognized and 
celebrated model.  

 
2. Cooperatively Owned Housing [a number of Boston examples: IBA, other?, ADP] 

Various forms of cooperatively owned and/or controlled housing exist in Massachusetts. 
 
3. Cooperatively Owned Businesses [Equal Exchange, South End Press] 

There are well-known networks of worker-owned cooperatives in Mondragon Spain and in 
Italy. Here in the US in Cleveland, the Evergreen Cooperatives are trying to build a similar 
network of Mondragon-style worker coops that are linked to the regional economy of the 
city’s anchor institutions (universities, hospitals). Here in Massachusetts, Equal Exchange is a 
coffee distributor, which is worker-owned and sources fair trade coffee with coffee farmer 
cooperatives. (See Rothschild 2009 for a historical overview of cooperatives and social 
change, and see Iuviene et al. 2010 for a comparison of Evergreen and Mondragon 
cooperatives). 

 
4. Buying cooperatives [numerous food coops, MassEnergy, Coop Power, REI] 

These are membership organizations of individuals who pool together to increase their 
purchasing power, so that they can negotiate lower prices and help support more 
environmentally friendly and humanely produced goods. 
 

5. Local landowners and business owners 
Small and locally rooted businesses and landowners can be a critical asset for community 
control over development. While these entities can often provide a base of employment, 
keep money circulating in the community economy, as well as provide other community 
benefits, they do not necessarily always share the same interests as the broader community. 
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Boston’s History and Political Economic Context 
 
To better assess the various strategies and prospects for community control in Boston requires a 
deeper understanding of the specific history of neighborhood struggles over development, as well as 
the broader political and economic forces that have and are shaping the city. This section will 
provide only a brief summary of some of the key historical and contextual factors. This summary 
draws on a number of works that critically examine the prospects for local community organizing 
and struggles over land in the current era2 and that document past community struggles in Boston3.  
 
Today, Boston (and the metropolitan region) enjoys global recognition as a hub of finance, health 
care, and research. Political and business leaders think of Boston as a “world class” city. But it also 
continues to be a city of extreme contrasts in wealth and divided in terms of race and class. These 
extreme inequalities reflect broader neoliberal political and economic trends. Thus, to make the city 
a hub of global capital has required controlling land and remaking land uses to serve the interests of 
the world class. In this process, neighborhoods and their communities have been ripped apart, torn 
down, and displaced. 
 
For the lower income and working classes and people of color who have not shared in the 
tremendous wealth created and managed in the city, waves of displacement and gentrification have 
been a reality over the decades. Over time, though, the form of this displacement and gentrification 
has changed, along with the kinds of community organizing efforts and the prospects of their 
success.  
 
• 1950s-1960s: Urban renewal and highway building. 

 
Boston was remaking itself from a manufacturing center into one of finance and research. It 
experienced de-industrialization several decades earlier than the “rust belt”. Federal programs for 
urban renewal and highways enabled wholesale destruction and remaking of neighborhoods, 
such as the razing of the West End, loss of half of Chinatown’s land to the I90 Turnpike 
extension and I93, and clearing of land for the defeated Southwest Expressway. The Boston 
Redevelopment Authority is born to oversee the urban renewal process. 
 
The other side of the coin of massive investment in downtown was disinvestment in 
neighborhoods like Roxbury and Dorchester. These communities were becoming lower income 
communities of color. Overtly racist practices such as redlining were further segregating people 
of color into the city as wealthier whites fled to the suburbs.  
 
Community organizing and consciousness grow, particularly in communities of color. The defeat 
of the Southwest Expressway opens up more participatory planning around land-use in the 
corridor and transportation in the region. In 1968, struggles began in the South End to protect 
land from urban renewal and taking of houses that led to the development of Villa Victoria (by 
Inquilinos Boricuas en Acción) and Tent City. 

                                                
2
 See Jennings and Jordan-Zachery 2010, DeFilippis et al. 2010, Orr 2007, and Mitchell 2003. 

3
 These include Tufts UEP Field Projects for the Coalition for Community Control of Development in 1988, 1989, and 

1991 and a 1987 issue of Radical America that includes articles by Gaston and Kennedy as well as Kennedy and Tilly, 
and interviews with Bob Terrell and Chuck Turner. For more on history of struggle in Boston’s communities of color, 
see King 1981. 
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• 1970s-mid-1980s: School integration to Rainbow Coalition 

 
The battles over school desegregation pitted lower income and working class whites against 
communities of color. This turbulent and difficult period in the mid 1970s showed that 
neighborhood control concepts could be mobilized for reactionary, racist, and exclusionary 
ideals, as much as for progressive causes. This history earned Boston a reputation around racism 
and segregation nationally, but also left an indelible mark in the consciousness of those who 
lived through the period. 
 
The 1983 Mayoral campaign was a historic one, where Mel King challenged Ray Flynn. As a 
black candidate, Mel King brought together a multi-racial Rainbow Coalition that brought 
together various groups from across Boston neighborhoods. Both ran as reformers, but Mel ran 
on an explicitly anti-racist perspective. Though Mel King lost, the progressive coalition that 
came together had lasting impact, including on the Flynn administration. 
 

• Later 1980s-90s: Community Control 
 
Boston experienced a real estate boom (bubble) in the late 1980s that burst in the early 1990s. 
This boom affected many neighborhoods that had already experienced urban renewal in 
previous decades. While direct displacement and forced removal of communities had become 
more difficult politically by this time, communities feared more indirect displacement through 
market gentrification. 
 
Cities, including Boston, were facing new fiscal crises due to property tax caps (Proposition 2 ! 
in Massachusetts). Boston was looking for new areas to attract private investment and tax 
revenues. A BRA plan to invest $750 million in Dudley Square was unveiled in 1985. This time, 
the community was ready to fight. The Greater Roxbury Neighborhood Authority4 came 
together to develop community consensus around development vision and demand community 
control over the development process. They succeeded in getting a slate of representatives 
elected through their own public process to be seated on an interim project advisory committee.  
 
In this period in other parts of Boston, there were similar struggles to achieve community 
control over development. In Chinatown, a master plan was developed with the community. 
Neighborhood councils were appointed by the Flynn administration in a number of 
neighborhoods. Groups from across neighborhoods formed the Coalition for Community 
Control of Development.5 It was also in this period that Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative 
was born and won the power of eminent domain to take control of privately owned land. 
Community efforts led to citywide policies such as linkage fees and the Boston Resident Jobs 
Policy. 
 
There was a sense that neighborhoods that had previously been run over, and then had to 
struggle with development issues parcel by parcel, were pursuing more systemic strategies.  
Bob Terrell (Radical America, p. 28), explains that: 

                                                
4 Bob Terrell served as GRNA’s Chair and Chuck Turner as Vice-Chair. 
5 See Tufts UEP Field Projects for CCCD that profile neighborhood histories and struggles in Roxbury, South End, 
Jamaica Plain, Chinatown, Fenway, Back Bay, Beacon Hill, East Boston, and Charlestown. 
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Chuck Turner states in his interview (1987, p. 36): 
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• Later 90s-early 2000s 

 
Boston and its neighborhoods experienced another wave of development pressure in the later 
1990s into the early 2000s. In this wave, there were examples of institutional expansion and large 
downtown projects. There were also neighborhood projects, such as the Grove Hall Mecca Mall 
and Jackson Square Stop and Shop that were seen as neighborhood developments. The HUD 
Demonstration Disposition project in Boston starting in mid-1990s rehabilitated almost 2,000 
housing units with strong resident participation and coordinated with other community and 
economic development goals. Major struggles in Chinatown against the expansion of downtown 
led to the recognition of the Chinatown Residents Association, beyond the business-dominated 
Chinatown Neighborhood Council. Environmental justice became recognized as a core concern 
for communities and became incorporated as a goal of local initiatives. In this period, the living 
wage ordinance was also passed in Boston, as was a Mayor’s Executive Order for Inclusionary 
Development Policy. By the new millennium, Boston had also become a majority minority city. 
 

• Where are we now? 
 

The economic recessions at the beginning and end of this past decade along with the foreclosure 
crisis are shifting the political economic context once again. Now, the contradictions of “trickle 
down” neoliberalism appear to be more transparent than ever, even with an Obama 
Administration in the White House. While public give-aways to further prop up private capital 
accumulation only increase in scale, more are questioning how marginalized communities 
benefit, not to mention the general public. There are new attempts to connect community 
organizing and community development to a broader political economic vision. The Right to the 
City Alliance has emerged, including a partnership of Boston base-building groups6. Coalitions 
like Whose Boston? have echoed the same themes as the Coalition for Community Control of 
Development in the late 1980s. Community Labor United is building a new alliance among 
unions and community.  
 
Looking back at the last several decades, there is evidence of substantive leaps and incremental 
progress towards community control over development. Yet, none of the victories have been 

                                                
6 These groups include Chinese Progressive Association, City Life/Vida Urbana, and Alternatives for Community & 
Environment. 
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sufficient to turn the tide against the broader political economic forces that have continued to 
remake the city into a nerve center for global capital and a theme park for the ultra-rich. There 
are some significant beach heads, but the trend of gentrification has continued, and the housing 
affordability crisis only gets worse. 
 
So, looking forward, there are many questions facing Boston’s communities that still struggle for 
their “right to the city” or community control over development. Some of these include: 
 
• How will local organizing address the role of racism and differing histories and experiences 

of newer immigrants and longer-standing latino and black communities? 
• How can local movement building unite newcomers and old timers? 
• What arenas can we win bread and butter issues while also building consciousness around 

the need for broader and longer term political-economic change? 
• How can political power be built through the electoral arena that will continue to sow the 

seeds of a more radical vision? 
• How can local economic power be built through community economies and community 

ownership? 
• How can issues of environmental sustainability be integrated into our visions of justice? 
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Part II:  
Perspectives on Community Control Strategies 

 
This section seeks to weave together interviews conducted with academics and experienced land 
use/housing activists on their approaches to community control strategies.  Interviews were 
conducted with Ms. Gilda Haas, founding Executive Director of Strategies for a Justice Economy 
(SAJE); Mr. Steve Meacham, Tenant Organizing Director of City Life Vida Urbana (CLVU);  Ms. 
Kathy Brown, Coordinator of Boston Tenant Coalition (BTC); Ms. Lydia Lowe, Executive Director 
of Chinese Progressive Association (CPA) and Professor  James Jennings at Tufts University Urban 
and Environmental Policy and Planning  Department (UEP).   
 
Gilda Haas provided background and reflection on SAJE’s work with the Figueroa Corridor 
Coalition to negotiate a Community Benefit Agreement (CBA) with the Staples Center in Los 
Angeles, California. Steve Meacham, Kathy Brown, Lydia Lowe and Professor James Jennings 
provided insight into their experiences with current policies in Boston, Massachusetts from a direct 
organizing perspective. Each interviewee brought a different perspective on how to approach 
gentrification, land use and economic control. 
 
SAJE’s mission is to change public and corporate policy in a manner that provides concrete 
economic benefit to working-class people, increases the economic rights of working class people, 
and builds leadership through a movement for economic justice.  City Life/Vida Urbana is a 
grassroots community organization in Boston committed to fighting for racial, social, and economic 
justice and gender equality by building working class power through direct action, coalition building, 
education and advocacy. Currently, CLVU has led the way in innovative direct organizing 
approaches to protect and empower families of foreclosed homes. The Boston Tenants Coalition is 
a coalition of grassroots tenant neighborhood groups, community development corporations, and 
homeless and advocacy organizations that promotes affordable housing in Boston, organized to 
defend and expand the rights of tenants, and to push city, state and federal government, as well as 
private industry to address the needs of low-income tenants. The BTC led and supported many 
current land use studies and policy wins, such as the fight to use Boston Median Income in 
affordable housing development. The Chinese Progressive Association is a grassroots community 
organization which works for full equality and empowerment of the Chinese community in the 
Greater Boston area and beyond. In the past decade, CPA has organized Chinatown residents 
against gentrification and over-development in the Chinatown neighborhood and is currently 
developing a campaign targeting the Boston Jobs Ordinance. James Jennings, PhD, has worked with 
community organizations in the Roxbury neighborhood around planning and community control.  

 
Based on the framework outlined in the previous section, interviewees were asked to 1) reflect their 
experience with current policies and land use conditions in Boston, 2) vision the possibility of direct 
negotiations with capital such as a community benefit agreement or community land trusts, 3) vision 
building community control through economic assets such as worker owned cooperatives and 4) 
vision what it would take in order to move communities to have more control over land use and 
economic development in their neighborhoods.  
 
 
Themes that emerged from the interviews included 1) needing to place current policies in a historic 
and economic context, 2) suggesting that current policies (such as inclusionary zoning or the Boston 
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Jobs Ordinance) be expanded and leveraged, 3) seeing direct negotiation tools (such as community 
benefit agreements) as a mechanism to build community control, 4) needing to develop further 
study into building community power through current assets.  
 
1. Placing current organizing in a historic and economic context  
 
Professor James Jennings reminds us to contextualize current fights for community control by 
understanding historic struggles for land. Resistance to urban renewal policies, Mel King’s Mayoral 
candidacy and the Rainbow Coalition and formation of Neighborhood Councils were all examples 
of communities fighting for control of their communities (as referenced in previous section). 
Professor Jennings argues that a collective intergenerational understanding of history is crucial to the 
work around sustainability and development as we move forward; progress is dialectic.  
 
As the previous section outlines, the drive of cities such as Boston to compete in the global market 
has resulted in a “battleground” between the wealthy and poor over the future of our 
neighborhoods; the Right to the City framework has emerged out of this struggle. Today, low 
income and communities of color are attacked on different fronts: cuts in youth job funding, closing 
of community centers and schools, state and federal cuts for essential services, foreclosures, rising 
rents, condo conversions, expiring use etc. We now have neighborhoods like Chinatown where the 
average median income in the year 2000 was approximately $15,000 and the neighborhood has seen 
over 1000 luxury units developed in the past ten years; residents have opposed these trends, but 
power lies within the Boston Redevelopment Authority.   
 
Neighborhoods have fought for more voice in developments happening in their neighborhoods. 
The previous section outlined a summary of the Roxbury Master Plan and Roxbury Neighborhood 
Council, two entities that have intervention powers in the City. Organizing in Chinatown, led by the 
Chinese Progressive Association, has won certain gains for resident voice in development; the 
Chinatown Resident Association is now a recognized neighborhood voice. Recently, Chinese 
Progressive Association played a key role in bringing together stakeholders, whom otherwise had 
little trust of each other, to develop a joint vision for the community. The Jamaica Plain Neighbor 
Council has played a key role in advocating for community developments – housing, economic and 
public space.  
 
Through organizing struggles, there is more of a public process and transparency than in the past. 
There is a BRA process, Article 80, for large developments, for residents and stakeholders to give 
input. Translation can be requested for public meetings.  
 
Steve Meacham argues that in order for communities to have a voice, there needs to be a shift in the 
debate on the economy. He argues for more direct demands against capitalism and the ruling class 
and to develop a culture in which these demands are on the forefront of people’s consciousness (in 
direct actions and rallies regularly). He suggests that we need to ask: what is the alternative model 
that we are pushing? How are communities defining wealth and assets?  
 
 
 
2. Reflecting on current land use and economic development policies  
 



 17 

Many of the gains that have resulted from Community Benefit Agreements have been won in 
Boston policy through different means of organizing (as outlined in previous sections). Interviewees 
were asked to reflect on current policies and how these policies have or have not helped to build 
community power and assets. Kathy Brown reflected that some of the policies, such as linkage, have 
helped to create affordable housing, park space, job trainings and other benefits to neighborhoods. 
Local community development corporations (CDC) have been able to leverage funds to build these. 
 
There can be improvements to current policies to provide for more community voice.  A few 
examples include Inclusionary Zoning, Median Income guidelines, Impact Advisory Groups and 
Boston Jobs Ordinances.  Kathy Brown reflects that for Mayoral Executive Orders like Inclusionary 
Zoning, organizing needs to be done to study the process for fund allocation and effectiveness of 
the program. The City should move to develop an ordinance that would protect this policy for the 
long term. The Boston Tenant Coalition led a campaign to shift the use of Boston Median Income 
as a guideline for affordable housing development, arguing that the real median income of Boston 
residents is significantly lower than the metropolitan area and therefore Area Median Income 
guidelines excludes many Boston residents. However, despite winning commitment from the City, 
the use of Boston Median Income has not been put into practice.  
 
Having a seat at the negotiation table is imperative. For Lydia Lowe, current zoning policies are 
fundamentally flawed as they are used a starting point for negotiations. For private developers, 
breaking zoning would result in greater profit; for the Boston Redevelopment Authority zoning 
variances allows the opportunity to negotiate for more benefits to the City and agency; and for 
residents there is a high potential that zoning variances will displace and gentrify residents. Lydia 
Lowe also noted that current policies for community control often only allow community to develop 
mitigations and side benefits but do not allow for community to define what kind of development 
they want in the first place. 
 
Lydia Lowe reflected on the role of Impact Advisory Groups, in which community stakeholders are 
given an opportunity to input and interact with developers; unlike a community benefit agreement, 
this group does not have any litigation power. Also, members of IAGs are chosen by the Mayor’s 
office. In real life, deals are negotiated early in the proposal process, before IAGs are formed and 
may tie the community to consider a development despite its potential negative impact on the 
neighborhood. There is a contradictory tension for communities to voice opposition to a 
development but also negotiate for benefits. For organizations like CPA, having a seat at the table is 
a chance to voice for better benefits for the community. CPA sees IAGs and direct protest as 
leverage tools.  
 
Accountability and clawbacks are points of interest for many community partners. Three examples 
are the Boston Jobs Ordinance enforcement, tracking benefits outlined in developer agreements 
with City/BRA, and public subsidy enforcement through clawbacks. While there is a compliance 
officer within the Boston Redevelopment Authority, it is not clear how and if developers are held 
accountable should they not deliver on promised community benefits. For example with the Mecca 
Mall (reference in a later section), it is unclear if there are any accountability or consequence 
mechanisms in place in exchange for receiving subsidies.  Steve Meacham would argue that while 
clawbacks are useful, the trouble is that subsidies – particularly for private large corporations and 
developers – are not a good idea in the first place.  
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Using the recent experience with the Kroc Center development in Dorchester, MA, the CPA and 
Boston Workers Alliance are investigating developing a campaign targeting developers and 
contractors to hire from within the communities. The current Boston Jobs Ordinance sets goals of 
50% Boston residents, 25% people of color and 10% women; the Kroc center set goals of 51% 
Boston residents, 51% people of color and 15% women. Through the commitment of the 
developers, general contractors and community stakeholders, the goals were closely monitored, and 
the project was largely successful. The campaign would seek to create a culture in which developers 
and contractors agree to upholding similar goals and working with community to monitor the 
progress (and develop mechanisms to assist sub-contractors to comply). However, enforcement of 
the Boston Jobs Ordinance has been ignored because of a court challenge against a similar policy in 
Worcester.  
 
There is a need to increase revenue for the City as a means to maintain funding for essential services 
such as libraries, schools, community centers and provide funds for youth jobs. One idea that has 
been brought up is calling for increases in payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) from large nonprofit 
institutions (hospitals and universities). Community Labor United and the Lincoln Institute have 
studied the impact of institutions (and their expansion) on local neighborhoods. Increased PILOT 
payments can be allocated to support services and potentially provide a space in which communities 
are able to define development needs within their own neighborhoods and negotiate with the City 
based on community priorities.  
 
3. Direct negotiation with capital  
 
Gilda Haas framed SAJE’s organizing as urban land reform, that development should be a tool to 
lift people up. Ms. Haas argued that the victories from community benefit agreements are fruitless 
unless community is able to leverage them to build its own power.  
 
SAJE was a key partner in the Figueroa Corridor Coalition, a coalition of community and labor that 
negotiated a community benefit agreement with the Staples Center developer in Los Angeles, 
California. While the Figueroa Corridor CBA has been cited as a historic victory for community 
control, SAJE’s introduction to CBAs came from years of organizing for resident rights against the 
University of South California’s (USC) institutional expansion. Because of their proximity to the 
USC campus, in a historic black community, SAJE partnered with the Los Angeles Alliance for a 
New Economy (LAANE), a labor and community coalition, and other community organizations to 
form the Coalition for a Responsive USC. The Coalition’s goal was to provide solidarity around 
issues that organizations and residents were fighting for: living wage, union organizing and 
affordable housing.  
 
In the middle of their organizing, Coalition for a Responsive USC learned about the City’s plans to 
develop a strip of land called “Figueroa Corridor.” A major piece of the redevelopment plan was the 
Staples Center, a large scale development that would result in extreme gentrification and 
displacement of the low income community of color in the surrounding area. The Figueroa Corridor 
Coalition brought together community stakeholders with varying interests to the table: residents, 
workers, labor unions, land use organizations, environmental organizations and the faith community.  
 
The goal was to make a presence in the negotiation process. Knowing that private capital and 
developers have more resources, a united front and transparency were important to maintain the 
coalition. It was important to the Coalition that residents and workers were involved in the decision 
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making and negotiations. Compromise was a key sticking point, particularly since power and time 
were key to getting the agreement.  
 
Lessons learned: relationships that were formed during the CBA process were continued in other 
organizing campaigns. Gilda Haas would argue, particularity for Boston, to not default to a CBA but 
see it as a step to creating power and ownership in the affected community. There is a danger of a 
tool like CBA becoming co-opted by capital to hold back organizing.  
 
Overall, interviewees were interested in how CBAs can be used as a tool to building community 
control. Steve Meacham cited the possibility of using a CBA to set precedents around labor 
negotiations – he referenced the current struggle in the Jamaica Plain neighborhood around a Whole 
Foods grocery store. While there is an active group of residents and community members coming 
together in opposition to the grocery store, called a gentrifying agent, a CBA could be negotiated to 
gain a card check neutrality agreement that could be leveraged in other negotiations. A victory like 
that would give larger gains as unions and community organize for power.  
 
Lydia Lowe listed a concern that while a CBA would be a tool to hold private capital and developers 
accountable, there would have to be a united front within communities that may be difficult to 
achieve and maintain.  For a neighborhood like Chinatown, where there are opposing community 
stakeholders, it would take a lot of coordination to develop a community vision. A tool like a CBA 
would have to be carefully thought out to assure that residents have power in the negotiation 
process.   
 
4. Building community power through assets  
 
Interviewees all agreed that further investigation into building community assets – local jobs, local 
economies – is a direction to move for gaining more community control and political power. 
Interviewees responded positively to investigating how cooperatives, such as the Cleveland 
Evergreen model, could utilize anchor institutions as a market to build the economic power of the 
community. Interviewees also responded to other strategies, such as Community Land Trusts and 
cooperative housing. James Jennings noted that in Boston, there are already innovative models of 
collective control with Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative and Inquilinos Boricuas en Acción 
(IBA). 
 
5. Visioning what it would take to build power  
 
Interviewees were asked to vision policies or shifts needed in order to build community control. 
Professor James Jennings suggested that there be exploration of how public education could be an 
issue area to develop movement. The idea is how to gain control over public schools – not just the 
management of them but the discourse over the quality of education and the role of parents and 
students and neighborhoods. He argues that there needs to be a link between public education and 
neighborhood empowerment.  
 
Steve Meacham suggested that organizing to regulate rents is important to community power. He 
argues that rent subsidies should go towards socially owned housing and that more socially owned 
housing would allow for more mobility of residents. Section 8 subsidies should go to a socially 
owned mortgage as a means of building public wealth.  
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Part III: 
Reexamining the Community Benefits of Economic Development: 

An Analysis of the Grove Hall Mecca Mall 
 

THE MECCA AT GROVE HALL, in Roxbury, Massachusetts, is a model for 
new, urban development in the city of Boston. It was a true partnership with 
the City of Boston and surrounding abutters with Samuels & Associates as the 
developer.  The introduction of this $13 million center has spurred new 
development up and down the Blue Hill Avenue corridor by bringing quality, 
national retailers like Stop & Shop and CVS into the neighborhood.  As 
designated area of the City of Boston's "Main Streets Foundation," the Mecca at 
Grove Hall has had a positive impact on local residents by increasing 
accessibility to national chains, creating job opportunities and reviving a 
neighborhood from "urban blight." 
      - Samuels & Associates Website 

 
In order to better understand strategies for community control of development, and for 
communities to secure the benefits of economic development, we looked at the development and 
outcomes of a specific project, the Grove Hall Mecca Mall. In the late 1990’s, the Mecca Mall’s 
supporters envisioned it as an economic development engine, bringing local jobs and new services 
to residents – including a large grocery store, which had been absent from the Grove Hall 
neighborhood for nearly two decades. The project required a significant investment of time, 
community participation, and government financial investment. But did it really meet community 
needs? Using the Mecca Mall as a lens, we ask whether traditional economic development accrues 
real benefits to the local community, and whether a project like the Mecca Mall can be successful 
even in achieving its (narrow) economic development goals.  
 
We used the following questions to frame our research and this case study: 
 

o What were the specific goals of the Mecca Mall development? 
o Were these goals met by the project, especially a decade after completion? 
o Were these project goals sufficient, or even appropriate, measures of benefits to the 

community? 
o How can communities measure the benefits and impacts of economic development projects 

like the Mecca Mall? 
o What general recommendations for community control of development can we draw from 

looking at this specific economic development project? 
 
History o f  Grove Hall  
 
Grove Hall is a predominately African American neighborhood bordering Roxbury and Dorchester. 
With a population of 21,000+ residents, it is also one of the densest neighborhoods in Boston. 
Seventy percent of the population rents and much of the rental housing consists of multi-unit 
buildings. In the 1920’s, developers built several ‘high end’ rental units: Nazing Court, Maple Court, 
and the Blue Hill Avenue Apartments (now known as Blue Elm Estates). Advertisements for the 
units boasted of formal foyers, dining rooms and porches all with in walking distance of the 
beautiful Franklin Park, a ‘ 527 acre country park’ designed by the esteemed Frederick Law Olmsted. 
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Franklin Park is part of the emerald necklace and Boston’s largest park.  
 
For years, many blacks could not rent or buy homes in Grove Hall. Ken Guscott, a Boston 
developer and former owner of several Grove Hall buildings once told the story of his attempts to 
rent an apartment at 97-99 Elm Hill Avenue. The owner told him while he had no problem renting 
to ‘Negroes’, his tenants would not tolerate it. Mr. Guscott knocked on the doors of tenants’ and 
asked them if they had a problem living next to him. Many did. When whites began leaving the 
neighborhood, Guscott bought 97-99 Elm Hill Avenue and several multi unit apartment and 
commercial buildings in Grove Hall and the neighboring Dudley Square, one being the Ferdinand 
Building – the proposed future site of the Boston School Department. Guscott started Long Bay 
Companies, one of the largest owners of rental properties in Grove Hall. He sold the rental 
management company in the early 2000’s. It operates now as United Housing. 
 
The 1970’s brought forced busing, white flight, redlining and disinvestment. Homes were 
abandoned; buildings were left to decay. Absentee landlords were the norm. The population Grove 
Hall shifted from predominately white to predominately African American – and remains that way 
today. In the 1980’s, the only major grocery store, Purity Supreme, left the area. That store, located 
at the corner of Columbia Road and Washington Street was replaced with the city’s Welfare 
Department and a Burger King. Residents’ food shopping choices were a smaller longtime full 
service grocery store, Brothers Market, or a few convenience stores in the neighborhood. 
 
Development o f  the Mecca Mall  
 
Originally five parcels, the Mecca Mall site is bordered by Blue Hill Avenue, Stanwood Street, 
Normandy Street and Geneva Avenue. Boston had foreclosed on the future Mecca Mall property in 
1968. Formerly, the 5-acre site had both industrial and commercial activity, including oil and gas 
distribution. After foreclosure, the city razed all onsite buildings and the property sat vacant for 30 
years. Finally, in 1997, the city paid for an environmental engineering firm to clean up the site. 

Ambient Engineering removed 11 underground storage tanks, 
and the site was cleaned to a level where “here were “no 
limitations on its use.” At the same time, the city and the 
Grove Hall Neighborhood Development Corporation were 
discussing potential redevelopment of the vacant site, near the 
center of existing commercial activity on Blue Hill Avenue. 
 
In 2000, after 15 years of planning and over 200 community 
meetings, the Grove Hall NDC partnered with Samuels and 
Associates to develop the Grove Hall Mecca Mall, a $13.5 
million project (accounts of development costs vary, more 
details below). The projected goals for mall tenants at the 
70,000-plus square foot development included a large grocery 
store and a sit down restaurant along with other retail stores. 
The project’s supporters had hopes of spurring additional new 
businesses in the Grove Hall area and in stimulating local job 
growth, with at least 250 jobs in the Mecca Mall itself. In 

addition, the Grove Hall NDC was committed to ensuring that the Mecca Mall worksite represented 
the community by meeting the Boston Resident Jobs Policy.  
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Grove Hall’s Mecca Mall was financed through both private and public funding sources. Because of 
its location within a HUD-designated Enhanced Enterprise Zone, or area that receives Community 
Development Block Grant funding, the Mecca Mall was eligible for and was able to take advantage 
of federal funding opportunities.  
 

 
Funding Source 

 
Funding Amount 

 
Description 

 
HUD Section 108 
Financing 

 
$3.2 million 

 
Second mortgage loan with a 15-year term and 
interest payments deferred for two years; for 
economic and housing development projects; HUD 
allows cities to use Community Development Block 
Grant funding as collateral for this loan 

 
HUD Economic 
Development 
Initiative (EDI) 
Funds 

 
$3.6 million  

 
Direct HUD grant; projects with Sec. 108 financing 
are eligible to compete for this grant; city has a claim 
on 50% of excess cash flow and/or property sale 
proceeds up to $1.5 million for 30 years 

 
Fleet Bank 

 
$3.7 million to $6 
million 

 
First mortgage bank loan; community banking loan; 
different sources quote different amounts for this 
loan 

 
Grove Hall  and the Mecca Mall  today  

 
In 2008, Samuels and Associates, which had helped to develop 
and helps manage the Mecca Mall, estimated that there were 
61,782 people living within one mile of Mecca Mall – or 21,051 
households with an average household income of $45,698. 
  
Similar to Grove Hall overall, in 2009, in the census tract where 
the Mecca Mall is located, the majority of residents were Black 
or African American; 15 percent of residents were Latino.7 
Approximately 20 percent of the population were immigrants. 
Average household income was $36,531; and approximately 30 
percent of households were living below the poverty level. 
Thirty-six percent of all households had children under 18.  
 
The most common occupations for residents were management, 
professional and related occupations (24 percent); service 

occupations (25 percent), sales and office occupations (37 percent); and production and 
transportation (14 percent). Seventeen percent of residents were unemployed.  Among adults, 27 
percent had a high school diploma, 17 percent had completed some college coursework, 15 percent 
had an associates degree, and five percent had a bachelors degree. The majority of housing in the 

                                                
7
 Census Tract 902, Suffolk County, Massachusetts (2005-2009 American Community Survey Estimates 

http://factfinder.census.gov). 
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census tract was built before 1950, and 80 percent was renter occupied. Over 40 percent of renters 
were paying more than 35 percent of their income towards housing.  
 
Today, the Mecca Mall has several retail tenants: Stop and Shop; Dunkin Donuts; CVS Pharmacy; 
Bank of America; Rainbow Clothing; and Redbox, the movie rental box within Stop and Shop. The 
mall does not have a sit down restaurant, as first planned, but the city did provide funding for the 
former Keith’s Place (now Flames Restaurant), across Blue Hill Avenue from the Mall. According to 
Steven Rumpler, of Boston’s Office of Business Development, the tenants receive rental subsidies 
and the development created more than 450 permanent jobs onsite and offsite.8 While the rent 
subsidies may still be in place, our research found different numbers for job creation. 
 

Mecca Mall Tenants and Economic Assets 2009* 
 

Business Name Number of Employees Total Payroll + Benefits Sales 

Bank of America 11 Not available Not available 

CVS Pharmacy 28 $1,000,000 to $2,500,000 $5,124,000 

Dunkin Donuts 10 $100,000 to $250,000 $560,000 

Rainbow 14 $500,000 to $1 million $2,212,000 

Redbox 4 Not available $380,000 

Super Stop & Shop 105 $2.5 million to $10 million $25,935,000 

Total 172 $4.1 million to $13.75 
million 

$34,211,000 

* Based on data from Reference USA, drawn from various publically available sources. 
 
Although we don’t have access to the actual salaries of individuals 
working at the Mecca Mall retail stores, we can estimate that these are by 
and large not high paying or even living wage jobs. For instance, if the 
upper range of Dunkin Donuts’ total payroll and benefits were used and 
all employees were fulltime, each employee would be making $25,000 
annually, including benefits. What is clear is that the Mecca Mall does 
not provide the promised 250 local onsite jobs that it was intended to 
generate. In 2009, there were 172 employees total of the various 
businesses at the Mecca Mall. However, these numbers have likely 
declined due to the recent installation of self-checkout equipment at 
both CVS Pharmacy and Stop & Shop – more on this below. The 
observations of neighborhood residents also contest the generation of 
offsite jobs claimed by Rumpler. Interviewees described little change in 
the commercial landscape around the mall. 

 
Diff i cul ty  in tracking the bene f i t s  and impacts  o f  the Mecca Mall  
 
Did the Grove Hall Mecca Mall meet its local economic development goals? After talking with 
several people, including Chuck Turner, Bob Terrell and Judy Roderick, it seems that the work site 
goals were met during development and construction of the mall. However, the numbers given by 
these informants, 80 percent to100 percent of Grove Hall residents on the job site, seem 

                                                
8 Miara, Jim. “Retail in Inner Cities.” Urban Land Magazine, January 2007. 

 
Source: 
http://alri.org/ltc/prohope/do

rchester/grovehallsquare.htm. 



 24 

exaggerated and were not confirmed through documentation. To really measure impacts, it also 
would be important to break those numbers down further. For example, what percentage of the 
workers were women (the primary heads of household in Grove Hall)?  What were breakdowns of 
workers by race and gender? What was the rate of pay and how did it compare to whites on the job? 
What jobs were community members hired for? How long were the community members employed 
on the job site?  
 
As discussed above, at a very basic level target numbers for retail jobs at the mall are not being met, 
eleven years after the Mecca Mall opened. The number of jobs, however, is not the only element of 
this economic development project that should be examined – or that we looked at for this case 
study. What are salaries and benefits? Are stores hiring locally as committed? Are stores hiring and 
promoting people of color into management positions? Stop & Shop has a commitment on its 
website to hiring people of color for management positions but even a quick look at the managers’ 
photos at the Mecca Mall show that management is, by large, white. 
 

One other major driver for the development of the 
Mecca Mall was that it would encourage further local 
economic development. After a decade, the commercial 
landscape around the mall has not visibly changed much, 
beyond the development of the Flames Restaurant site 
across the street – another government funded project. 
Looking at the various business surrounding the Mecca 
Mall, one can see very little changes in the physical 
appearance of the smaller, long-term businesses. Did 
mall proponents reach out to local businesses or 
entrepreneurs to leverage the existing economy? What 
were the channels that this ‘spillover’ economic 
development was supposed to come through? As we’ll 
discuss more below, there were existing businesses that 
could have used support for stability and growth. Several 
interviewees talked about the fact that the immediate 
neighborhood had not changed very much after the 
mall’s arrival, although (anecdotal) business did decrease 
for some local retailers. There may be some glimmer of 

hope, in 2007, Long Bay developed the Rubina Ann Guscott Building. Named for Ken Guscott’s 
mother, the buildings major tenant is One United Bank. Metro PC is also located in the building. 
The number of jobs created by both are minimal. 
 
Despite many requests, we found it difficult to get information and documentation for what was 
heralded as a groundbreaking economic development project from the parties involved in the Mecca 
Mall’s development. No one from the BRA, the Department of Neighborhood Development or the 
Grove Hall NDC would agree to an interview or to provide information. The BRA ignored a 
request for documents pertaining to the project (despite being legally bound to honor such 
requests). HUD has information on its funded Section 108 and Economic Development Initiative 
projects for the past decade available online, but this does not cover the years of Mecca Mall funding 
and HUD likewise did not respond to requests for information. Project consultants ICF 
International reference 250 jobs created and over $100,000 in tax revenue generated for Boston 
because of the Mecca Mall development. However, as shown above, even the data we were able to 
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access from Reference USA not support this. It is troubling that none of the many Mecca Mall 
development partners we contacted was able to share information and documentation regarding 
project outcomes, indicating that systems may not have even been in place to track and monitor 
project impacts. 
 
Could economic deve lopment funding have been invested di f f erent ly?  
 

Eleven years later, this is what we know about the 
impact of the Mecca Mall’s development. After a twenty-
year absence, Grove Hall has a major grocery store. 
Residents no longer have to travel to other 
neighborhoods to shop. However, many residents that 
Soledad Boyd spoke to still shop at Brothers Market, 
especially for meats, which they say is cheaper than Stop 
and Shop. Other people that Soledad spoke to said they 
do not shop at Stop and Shop because it is too 
expensive. They shop at Save A Lot, a market father 
away in the Washington Park Mall. Since the 
development of Mecca Mall, Grove Hall has not seen a 
significant increase in businesses along the Blue Hill 

Avenue corridor. Across Blue Hill Avenue, Keith’s Place was replaced with Flames. Ma Dixon’s 
Restaurant, a Grove Hall institution since 1943, closed in 2001. A Laundromat opened soon after 
the Mall was built, but then suffered a severe fire that closed it for several months. Further down 
Blue Hill Avenue, Merengue Restaurant, a 90 seat eatery new to the area opened around the same 
time the Mecca Mall was completed. Breezeway Bar and Grill, another business that came to Grove 
Hall around the same time as the Mall has been the source of many neighborhood complaints due to 
noise, loitering and violence. In October of 2010 two patrons of the bar were shot, one fatally. 
 
The local job creation aspect of the Mecca Mall’s development could be short-lived as well. Over the 
past year, both Stop and Shop and CVS have converted significant amounts of their stores to self-
checkout. When Ms. Boyd asked a Stop and Shop employee what the self-checkout meant for 
workers, she replied, “Half the time the machines don’t work. Our hours are cut; they just don’t 
schedule us as much. People end up quitting sometimes, we’re union but they don’t do anything 
about it.” What if economic development funding had been spent on targeted job training for 
neighborhood residents instead, preparing people for jobs with growth potential? 
 
Within only a quarter mile of the Mecca Mall, there are 104 small businesses operation, many of 
which predate the mall or represent replacement businesses due to turnover at various sites. Some of 
these businesses, like Brothers Market, provide comparable services to the newer, retail chain 
businesses attracted to Mecca Mall through government subsidies. What if economic development 
funding had been used to help these businesses grow instead?  
 
Some f inal  re f l e c t ions  
 
Analyzing the development of the Grove Hall Mecca Mall allowed us to take a close look the 
intentions and outcomes of a fairly traditional economic development strategy. The project 
leveraged significant amounts of government funding to attract several national chain businesses, 
ultimately resulting in less than 200 retail jobs – a level of employment that may not last given 

 
Source: Soledad Boyd, 2011 
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technology change. We would argue that government funded economic development projects 
should, and can, do more to benefit communities. Based on our look at the Mecca Mall, here are 
some final thoughts on better practices and issues to consider for projects that get substantial public 
subsidy and other government support: 

o Engage community members in monitoring outcomes of projects not only in initial project 
development – or at least make information accessible. 

o Make development goals clear and ways of measuring goal achievement transparent to 
community. 

o Recognize the existing economic assets of a community, whether small businesses, 
community organizations or workforce – and consider how these existing assets can be 
leveraged. 

o Consider what businesses (and who) is being “attracted” and “retained” by economic 
development projects. 

o Consider a business’ other roles in the community: should businesses like Bank of America, 
which is one of the responsible parties for foreclosure crisis in community, be given 
subsidies for a Bank of America branch?   
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Part IV: 
A methodology for analyzing community control over development 

 
In the previous sections we outlined a framework for community control over development and 
showed examples of how those strategies played out in development. Community control over 
future development is possible, but communities also need a methodology to:  

 
• Understand and claim their “economic identity”; and, 
• Identify economic opportunities for future community control. 

 
Understanding and Claiming an Economic Identity 
In order to control development, a community must understand its current economic identity, 
otherwise it is vulnerable to having developers and municipalities determine its economic needs and 
assets. Most assessment methods assume a community as a whole can be described by the average 
of its individuals. Common metrics or indicators include household income and concentration of 
homeownership. But a community is more complex than a sum (or average) of its parts. Two 
alternative methods for describing community need and assets are discussed below and then applied 
to the Blue Hill Avenue Corridor (the Corridor) in Roxbury and Dorchester, Massachusetts.  
 
Income Density 
Instead of relying on median income to describe a neighborhood’s wealth, we can look at the 
combined income of all households per acre. Communities that have a low median income but high 
density of residents per acre may be able to support more local businesses than higher income 
individuals living in lower density areas. 
 
The maps below show the Corridor in the context of Boston. From these maps we can see that in 
terms of household income the Corridor is mostly lower income. But when we look at income 
density, the Corridor is mostly an area of moderate-income density. There are areas with higher 
income density but there are also areas of lower income density. The average income density for the 
Corridor is approximately $302,000/acre, whereas for all of Boston the average is approximately 
$676,000/acre, and $214,000/acre for the state of Massachusetts. 
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Owner Occupancy 
Homeownership is often used to describe the stability of an area. It is assumed that homeowners are 
more “invested” in a community and will be more likely to support investment in the neighborhood. 
But using homeownership as the only indicator of this kind of stability may under-represent the 
neighborhood stability of urban areas.  
 
A multifamily home may house a multigenerational family. If one generation owns the whole 
building, every unit in the building could be considered to represent the same stability, wealth, and 
neighborhood investment as an owner occupied unit. Additionally, a tenant association may own a 
housing development, which is a form of owner occupancy not recognized by most methods.  
 
In the following maps the residential parcel data from Boston’s Assessor’s office is used to show 
owner occupancy. The first map shows owner occupancy as defined by the assessor’s office: “a unit 
is occupied by the owner.” This method shows the Corridor area as split between owner-occupied 
units and units not occupied by owners. By including owner occupied buildings, therefore capturing 
those multigenerational multiunit buildings and tenant associations, we see a shift to a community 
dominated by owner occupancy. 
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These are just two examples of alternative methods for understanding a community’s economic 
identity. U.S. Census data can also be used to establish other traditional economic indicators 
including employment status, education achievement, languages spoken, etc. Free, online programs 
including Policy Map can be used to show demographics for specific areas. The purpose is not to 
misrepresent a community in need of investment and services as one of affluence. Instead, these 
assessments are intended to allow a community to better understand its resources and assets so that 
it is not held hostage by every development proposal that promises to improve local economic 
conditions. The Corridor has a similar economic identity to that of Boston in general. It should have 
the luxury to pick and choose the developments that best fit its needs. 
 
Understanding a community’s economic identity is also critical for evaluating the success of 
government strategies for community control over development. Most of these government policies 
have requirements for local employment, but it is difficult for a community to hold the government 
accountable without having a means to compare pre and post development conditions. A current 
economic identity can act as a baseline for future comparison.  
 
Assessing community control opportunities 
In addition to understanding its economic identity, a community needs to assess its opportunities for 
endogenous development and direct ownership, or economic growth from within the community.  
 
Expenditure Density 



 30 

Building on the income density analysis, an expenditure density analysis shows the total annual 
expenditure per acre in an area. This is calculated by adding up the average annual expenditure for 
households for each income level (as determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer 
Expenditure Survey) and dividing by the area. Below are a map of Boston’s median income by 
census block group and a map of expenditure density for Boston with the Corridor highlighted in 
purple. Similar to the income density analysis, this method shows that the Corridor is close to 
average as compared to the rest of the City. 

 
This expenditure density analysis can be taken further by looking at expenditures in specific 
categories. The Consumer Expenditure Survey is broken into numerous categories including food, 
retail, and entertainment. This type of data can also be used by communities to find spending 
“leakage.” For example, we could determine the total average expenditure on grocery items for the 
given income levels within the Corridor. This could then be compared to the total annual sales 
revenue from all the groceries in the area. If the expenditure in the study area is higher than the sales 
revenue of the local stores than area residents are leaving the area to purchase food items, in other 
words, there is grocery-spending leakage. These techniques are not novel and are likely a routine part 
of any market analysis conducted by a developer. However, if a community can conduct this type of 
assessment independently it puts itself in the position to dictate the kinds of development it wants. 
 
Anchor Institutions 
Institutions such as universities, health clinics, and hospitals are tied to their surrounding 
communities. There are 925 colleges and universities and 350 hospitals located in U.S. inner cities 
spending over $200 billion annually on goods, services, and their workforce (Porter 2010, p. 15). 
They are place-based institutions with the potential to provide local social and economic benefits if 
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they spend and hire locally. Therefore it is important for communities to understand what 
institutions operate in their communities and what their spending practices are. The Initiative for a 
Competitive Inner City has laid out a framework for harnessing the potential of anchor institutions, 
but it is vague and lacking specific actionable steps for a community organization or coalition to 
take. Their suggested next steps for nonprofit leaders include:  

• Understand the business needs of anchors 
• Present opportunities for engagement that create shared value 
• Offer strategic partnerships to anchors that leverage their key assets: ability to attract talent, 

businesses and funding, and advocacy, and 
• Seek partnerships with anchors to help them deliver tangible results (Porter 2010, p. 54).  

 
These steps could be summarized as “find out what anchors spend their money on and then cater to 
their needs.”  
 
A more specific framework that empowers a community organization to demand more community 
benefits from anchor institutions needs to be developed. Community Labor United’s report “The 
NonProfit City” looked at Boston’s major teaching hospitals and began to question the value of the 
community benefits provided by these anchors as compared to the value of the tax breaks they are 
given. This type of analysis needs to be taken further so that host communities can demand a 
quantifiable value of benefits from all anchors that have been excused of their tax obligations 
because of their commitment to the benefit of society. 
 
A companion piece in this report conducts an anchor institution analysis of Boston Medical Center. 
 
Next steps 
Most of these methods were derived from Social Compact’s “DrillDown” reports. Social Compact 
is a non-profit market analysis organization that studies inner cities. They believe that inner cities are 
underserved markets because U.S. Census data and standard market analyses describe these areas as 
lacking wealth, spending power, and stability. Their goal is to use alternative methods and their own 
demography to describe inner cities as untapped markets with huge potential, ripe for private 
investment. 
 
We believe their premise is correct: inner cities are often mischaracterized as “economic 
wastelands,” but we believe inner city needs must be met with more complex solutions than 
wholesale private investment. We suggest their methods could instead be used to enable greater 
community control over development. 
 
Additional methods from Social Compact include looking at access to financial services through an 
analysis of the number of banks per households and the average distance to the nearest bank; 
determining the informal economy by, “weighting...households with income below $30,000; 
difference between household income and household expenditure; the percentage of households 
with no credit record; and the percentage of utility payments made in cash; the number of 
nontraditional financial service providers per household per acre; the difference between estimated 
housing costs and real home values; and the percent foreign born population” (Social Compact 
2008, 17). 
 
Communities should conduct a “build-out analysis” of their area. This is a standard planning analysis 
that reveals the potential future of a municipality if all parcels were built out to their designated and 



 32 

zoned land use. It is a technique that is often used in suburban towns to convince residents that 
zoning needs to be changed in order to preserve open space or prevent dense residential 
development. The analysis could also be useful in inner cities to help communities understand where 
development is going to be targeted, which open space is vulnerable for development, and how 
much potential there is for new commercial development. MassGIS provides a framework for 
conducting a build-out analysis found here. 
 
Resources 
Community Labor United. 2008. The Nonprofit City: The Impact of Boston’s  

Teaching Hospitals on Our Community. 
 
MassGIS. 2002. Scope of Services for Buildout Analysis.  

www.mass.gov/mgis/buildout.htm 
 
Porter, Michael. 2010. Anchor Institutions and Urban Economic Development: From  

Community Benefit to Shared Value. From Inner City Economic Forum Summit 2010. 
 
Policy Map. www.policymap.com 
 
Social Compact inc. 2008. Balitimore Neighborhood Market DrillDown: Catlyzing  

Business Investment in Inner-City Neighborhoods. 
 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2010. Consumer Expenditure Survey: Income before  
taxes table. http://www.bls.gov/cex/2009/Standard/income.pdf 
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Appendix A:  
Boston Medical Center and the Boston University Medical Campus: An Initial 

Analysis of an Anchor Institution 
 
Anchor institutions such as hospitals and universities represent enormous forces in community 
development as real estate developers, local spenders, and major employers. Anchor institution 
physical expansion appears inevitable; the question is whether expansion will provide new 
opportunities for community benefits or continue to physically and economically displace 
community members and businesses. 
 
As mentioned in the methodology section, we need to look closely at anchor activities and 
economics to see what current level of community benefits they are providing and what additional 
opportunities for benefits exist. What follows is an initial analysis of Boston Medical Center, its 
Institutional Master Plan, and its Community Benefits Report. 
 
Brief Economic Description 
Boston Medical Center is the eighth largest employer in the city of Boston with 4,875 employees 
(Alvaro et al. 2011, p. 6). In 2008 41 percent of BMC employees lived in Boston and 26 percent 
lived in Mattapan, North Dorchester, Roxbury, South Dorchester, South Boston, or the South End 
(BMC Institutional Master Plan 2010). In 2009 the Boston Medical Campus employed 3,269 workers 
(2,798 full time) of which 872 were Boston residents. See tables below for more employment figures. 
 
BMC Employment (FY08) 

Full-time  Part-time  Total 
Total Employees   4,647   1,310   5,957 
Residents of Boston  2,091   362   2,453 
Core Neighborhoods*  1,311   234   1,545 
     

Source: BMC Institutional Master Plan 2010, p. 1-23 
 
BU Medical Campus Employment (2009)  

Full-time  Part-time  Total 
Total Employees   2,798   471   3,269 
Residents of Boston  783   89   872 
Core Neighborhoods*  166   20   186 
 
*Zip codes 02110, 02111, 02118, 02119, 02120, and 02121  
    Source: BMC Institutional Master Plan 2010, p. 1-28 

 
In 2010, BMC had a sales volume over $500 million and paid out over $10 million in payroll and 
benefits to its employees (Reference USA). Numerous other financial indicators are publicly 
available through the State’s Department of Health Care Finance Policy (DHCFP) reports.   
 
Every year except 2009 BMC generated a massive profit as shown in the table below:  
 

Source: DHCFP Hospital Financial Reports 
 

Boston Medical Center Profits 
Fiscal Year 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 
Profit $-11,329,000 $54,986,048 $52,128,472 $45,792,397 $54,219,000 $21,112,762 
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According to DHCFP’s 2010 “Study of the Reserves, Endowments, and Surpluses of Hospitals in 
Massachusetts,” BMC earned $18,734,000 (p. 188) in investment income and held $631,829,000 in 
net unrestricted assets (p. 144) in 2009. Also in 2009, BMC’s net patient service revenue including 
premium revenue was $878,490,000 (p. 215) and revenue from the Health Safety Net was 
$89,779,191 (p. 239). 
 
The DHCFP report also looks at hospital utilization as measured by total patient days and total 
admissions. According to the report, BMC’s total patient days actually decreased from 148,875 in 
2005 to 143,859 in 2009 (p. 245). In the same time period, total admissions rose from 27,792 to 
30,250 (p. 251). 
 
Planned Expansion 
On March 22, 2010 Boston Medical Center submitted a ten-year Institutional Master Plan (find the 
submitted plan here) to the Boston Redevelopment Authority for review as required by Article 80. 
The plan included three major projects all located near the corner of Massachusetts Avenue and 
Albany Street: 

• A new combined heat and power facility. There is no mention of actual megawatt capacity, 
but it will be a 48,000 square-foot, four-story (plus smoke stacks), natural-gas-fired plant to 
make enough electricity and steam for nearly all of BMC’s needs; 

• A new 160,000-square-foot, nine-story Administration/Clinical Building and; 
• A new 405,000-square-foot, 14-story inpatient building 

Source: BMC Institutional Master Plan 2010 
 
Community Benefits 
Obviously Boston Medical Center is an institution of incredible wealth and resources, but is it 
providing adequate community benefits given its dedication to serve the public and its non-profit 
status? 
 
In 1994 the Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office created the “Community Benefits Guidelines 
for Non Profit Acute Care Hospitals” in order to provide a non regulatory, volunteer method to 
encourage hospitals to provide community benefits “commensurate with their tax-exempt status” 
(Office of Attorney General, p. 1). Most hospitals have produced annual community benefits 
reports, including Boston Medical Center, up until 2008 (most hospitals continued to provide the 
reports in 2009 but BMC did not). What follows is a brief summary of BMC’s stated community 
benefits. 
 
In its 2008 Community Benefits Report, BMC estimated its direct expenses on community benefits 
programs were $18,434,426 in 2008 (p. 33). According to the Attorney General’s guidelines, BMC 
estimated its total community benefits expenditures to be $30,204,021 in 2008 (p. 33). This included 
more than $4 million in operating support for Boston HealthNet health centers. 
 
Other specific benefits according to the Community Benefits Report included free visits to a dental 
clinic, interpreter services, shuttle rides, food pantry services, free prostate and breast cancer 
screenings, distribution of free winter clothing. Broader benefits were stated in BMC’s Institutional 
Master Plan but not described in detail. They included “encouraging neighborhood economic 
development that connects with residents one at a time,” and “workforce development programs to 
reach employees from Mattapan, North Dorchester, Roxbury, South Dorchester, South Boston, and 
the South End” (BMC IMP 2010, p. 1-27).  
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BMC’s purchasing of goods and services could provide benefits to the local community. BMC 
claims to have spent $111 million in 2008 and the Medical Campus claims to have spent $18.7 
million in 2007 for goods and services provided by Boston suppliers (BMC IMP 2010). 
 
Other potential community benefits include Payments in Liu Of Taxes (PILOT). BMC’s payments, 
along with most other large nonprofit hospitals were found by a 2008 Community Labor United 
report to be insignificant. BMC’s total assessed value of tax-exempt land and buildings were 
$262,022,400 in 2007. If BMC paid local taxes at the commercial rate ($28.67 per $1000 in value) 
they would have paid $7,040.542 for FY07. Instead they made a $123,114 PILOT payment or 2 
percent of what they would have paid if they were a for profit hospital. The goal of the PILOT 
program is to get institutions to pay 25 percent of their hypothetical tax amount. This would have 
been $1,760,135 for BMC. Their PILOT payment was only 7 percent of the City’s PILOT goal (the 
second lowest of the major hospitals) (CLU 2008, p. 21). For FY08, BMC reported a “Linkage/In 
Lieu/Tax Payment” of $78,160 (BMC Community Benefits Report 2008, p. 33). 
 
Resources 
 
Boston Medical Center. 2010. Institutional Master Plan Renewal: Boston University Medical  

Center. http://www.bmc.org/Documents/bmc-IMP-3.22.10Pt1.pdf 
 
Boston Medical Center. 2009. Community Benefits Report Fiscal Year 2008.  

http://www.cbsys.ago.state.ma.us/healthcare/hccbar.asp?section=15&head2=Community+
Benefits&head3=Hospital+and+HMO+Reports&cbsys_app_ctx=report_main&cbsys_sub
_ctx=entry&origin=browse_reports&report_id=8-2008 

 
Community Labor United. 2008. The NonProfit City: The Impacts of Boston’s Teach  

Hospitals on Our Communities. 
http://www.communitybenefits.org/downloads/The%20NonProfit%20City.pdf 
 

Division of Health Care Finance Policy. 2010. Study of the Reserves, Endowments, and  
Surpluses of Hospitals in Massachusetts. 
http://www.mass.gov/Eeohhs2/docs/dhcfp/r/pubs/10/hospital_reserves_report.pdf 

Also see Appendix 4: 
http://www.mass.gov/Eeohhs2/docs/dhcfp/r/pubs/10/hospital_reserves_appendi
x_4.pdf 
 

Lima, Alvaro, Mark Melnik, Gregory W. Perkins, Nanette Dyer Blake, Nicoya M. Borella.  
2011. The Largest Employers in the City of Boston. Boston Redevelopment Authority.  

 
Massachusetts Office of Attorney General Martha Coakley. The Attorney General’s  

Community Benefits Guidelines for Health Maintenance Organizations. 
http://www.mass.gov/Cago/docs/healthcare/hmo_guidelines.pdf 
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Appendix B: 
Community Control Over Development: A Collection of Resources 

 
A companion to the Practical Visionaries Workshop’s Conceptual Framework for Community 
Control, this collection of resources is intended to support movement-oriented entities in the 
development of longer-term strategies for community control and building a justainable city. These 
resources are organized loosely by strategies for community control over development. 
 
General Resources 
 
DeFilippis, James, Robert Fisher, and Eric Shragge. 2010. Contesting Community: The Limits and 

Potential of Local Organizing. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press. 
 
Jennings, James, and Julia Jordan-Zachery editors. 2010. Urban Spaces: Planning and Struggles for Land 

and Community. New York: Lexington Books. 
 
Kennedy, Marie and Chris Tilly. 1987. “The Mandela Campaign: A Summary,” Radical America, vol 

20, no 5, pp. 23-25. Available at: http://dl.lib.brown.edu/pdfs/1142530362773750.pdf  
 
King, Mel. 1981. Chain of Change: Struggles for Black Community Development. Boston: South End Press. 
 
Mitchell, Don. 2003. The Right to the City: Social Justice and the Fight for Public Space. New York: The 

Guilford Press. 
 
Orr, Marion, editor. 2007. Transforming the City: Community Organizing and the Challenge of Political Change. 

University Press of Kansas. 
 
Social Compact inc. 2008. Baltimore Neighborhood Market DrillDown: Catlyzing  

Business Investment in Inner-City Neighborhoods. http://www.socialcompact.org/  
 
Community Control through Government: Boston Specific Policy and Resources 
 
Boston Green Building Standard. See: 

http://www.cityofboston.gov/environmentalandenergy/buildings/  
 
Boston Neighborhood Housing Trust. 2010 Annual Report. Details of Boston’s linkage program. 

Available at: http://www.cityofboston.gov/dnd/pdfs/NHT.pdf 
 
Boston Redevelopment Authority. 2004. “A Citizens Guide to Development Review Under Article 

80 of the Boston Zoning Code.” Available at: 
http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/PDF/Documents/A%20Citizens%20Guide%2
0to%20Article%2080.pdf  

 
Boston Resident Jobs Policy web site. See: http://www.cityofboston.gov/brjp/default.asp.  
 



 37 

Community Labor United. 2008. “The Nonprofit City: The Impact of Boston’s Teaching Hospitals 
on Our Community.” 
http://www.communitybenefits.org/downloads/The%20NonProfit%20City.pdf 

 
Drdla, Richard. Dec 22, 2009. “Case Study: Boston, MA,” Inclusionary Housing Canada website. 

Available at http://www.inclusionaryhousing.ca/2009/12/case-study-boston/.  
 
Gaston, Mauricio and Marie Kennedy. 1987. “Blueprint for Tomorrow: The Fight for community 

control in Black and Latino Boston,” Radical America, vol 20, no 5, pp. 7-22. Available at: 
http://dl.lib.brown.edu/pdfs/1142530362773750.pdf  

 
Kressel, Shirley. “Follow the Money” web map of Boston subsidies to developers. Available at: 

http://web.me.com/shirleykressel/MyWebsite/Politics,_economics,_religion/Politics,_economi
cs,_religion.html  

 
Terrell, Bob and Chuck Turner. 1987. “Community & Kinship, History & Control: Two 

Community Activists Talk about Boston’s Future,” Radical America, vol 20, no 5, pp. 27-39. 
Available at: http://dl.lib.brown.edu/pdfs/1142530362773750.pdf  

 
Tufts University UEP Field Project. 1988. “Community Voices: Profile of Land Use and 

Development Struggles in Six Boston Neighborhoods,” for The Coalition for Community 
Control of Development. 

 
Tufts University UEP Field Project. 1989. “Affirming Community: Self-Definition and Citizen 

Participation in East Boston and Charlestown,” for Coalition for Community Control of 
Development. 

 
Tufts University UEP Field Project. 1991. “Informational Overview on Fourteen of Boston's 

Neighborhood Organizations and An Organizational Analysis of the Coalition for Community 
Control of Development,” for Coalition for Community Control of Development. 

 
Tufts University UEP Field Project. 2008. “The Planning Impact of Boston Nonprofits on 

Neighborhoods and the Democratic Process,” for Community Labor United. Available at: 
http://ase.tufts.edu/uep/Degrees/field_project_reports/2008/Team2_CLU_Report.pdf  

 
Community Control through Direct Negotiation with Capital: CBAs 
 
Beach, Benjamin S. Fall 2007/Winter 2008.“Strategies and Lessons from the Los Angeles 

Community Benefits Experience”, Journal of Affordable Housing Vol. 17: 1-2, pp. 79-112. Available: 
http://www.communitybenefits.org/downloads/Strategies%20and%20Lessons%20from%20L.
A.%20CB%20Experience.pdf  

 
Gross, Julian. Fall 2007/Winter 2008.“Community Benefits Agreements: Definitions, Values, and 

Legal Enforceability, Journal of Affordable Housing Vol. 17: 1-2, pp. 35-58. Available at: 
http://www.juliangross.net/docs/CBA_Definitions_Values_Enforceability.pdf  

 
Gross, Julians with Greg LeRoy and Madeline Janis-Aparicio. “Community Benefits Agreements: 

Making Development Projects Accountable.” 2005. Good Jobs First and Partnership for 
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Working Families. Available at: 
http://www.communitybenefits.org/downloads/CBA%20Handbook%202005%20final.pdf  

 
Partnership for Working Families. Website: Community Benefits and Responsible Development. 

http://www.communitybenefits.org/article.php?list=type&type=163  
 
Community Control through Endogenous Development and Direct Ownership 
 
Alperovitz, Gar. 2004. America Beyond Capitalism: Reclaiming Our Wealth, Our Liberty, and Our Democracy. 

John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Allard, Jenna, Carl Davidson, and Julie Matthaei editors. 2008. Solidarity Economy: Building Alternatives 

for People and Planet. Chicago: ChangeMaker Publications. Available at: 
http://net4dem.org/senet/SENAD2BU.pdf  

 
Center for Popular Economics. See: http://www.populareconomics.org/  
 
Community Economy Collective. See: http://communityeconomies.org  
 
Iuviene, Nicholas, Amy Stitely, and Lorlene Hoyt. October 2010. “Sustainable Economic 

Democracy: Worker Cooperatives for the 21st Century.” MIT Community Innovators Lab. 
Accessible at: http://colabradio.mit.edu/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/Coops-
CoLabOct2010.pdf 

 
Porter, Michael. 2010. Anchor Institutions and Urban Economic Development: From Community 

Benefit to Shared Value. From Inner City Economic Forum Summit 2010. Available at: 
http://www.icic.org/ee_uploads/publications/Anchor-Institutions.PDF  

 
Rothschild, Joyce. 2009. “Workers’ Cooperatives and Social Enterprise: A Forgotten Route to Social 

Equity and Democracy,” American Behavioral Scientist, vol 52, no 7, March 2009, pp. 1023-1041. 
Abstract: http://abs.sagepub.com/content/52/7/1023.abstract  

 
Swinney, Dan. 2000. Building the Bridge to the High Road. Center for Labor and Community Research. 

Available at: http://www.clcr.org/publications/pdf/building_a_bridge.pdf  
 
Anchor Institution Analysis: Boston Area Resources 
Boston Medical Center. 2010. Institutional Master Plan Renewal: Boston University Medical  

Center. http://www.bmc.org/Documents/bmc-IMP-3.22.10Pt1.pdf 
 
Boston Medical Center. 2009. Community Benefits Report Fiscal Year 2008.  

http://www.cbsys.ago.state.ma.us/healthcare/hccbar.asp?section=15&head2=Community+
Benefits&head3=Hospital+and+HMO+Reports&cbsys_app_ctx=report_main&cbsys_sub
_ctx=entry&origin=browse_reports&report_id=8-2008 
 

Division of Health Care Finance Policy. 2010. Study of the Reserves, Endowments, and  
Surpluses of Hospitals in Massachusetts. 
http://www.mass.gov/Eeohhs2/docs/dhcfp/r/pubs/10/hospital_reserves_report.pdf 
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Also see Appendix 4: 
http://www.mass.gov/Eeohhs2/docs/dhcfp/r/pubs/10/hospital_reserves_appendi
x_4.pdf 
 

Lima, Alvaro, Mark Melnik, Gregory W. Perkins, Nanette Dyer Blake, Nicoya M. Borella.  
2011. The Largest Employers in the City of Boston. Boston Redevelopment Authority.  

 
Massachusetts Office of Attorney General Martha Coakley. The Attorney General’s  

Community Benefits Guidelines for Health Maintenance Organizations. 
http://www.mass.gov/Cago/docs/healthcare/hmo_guidelines.pdf 

 
Resources for Collecting Data and Mapping Community Assets 
Available for free: 
American Fact Finder: Five-year American Community Survey Estimates, wider range of 

demographics for individuals than the U.S. Census, searchable by geographies down to 
census tract level. http://factfinder.census.gov  

 
Google Fusion Tables: import your data, visualize it in maps and tables, and publish online. 

http://www.google.com/fusiontables/public/tour/index.html 
 
Mass.gov: general city and state level statistics for Massachusetts, including employment statistics, 

and demographics and comparative statistics. 
 
Massachusetts Office of Geographic Information (Mass GIS): Massachusetts data resource with 

online mapping capacity. http://www.mass.gov/mgis/massgis.htm 
 
MassGIS. 2002. Scope of Services for Buildout Analysis. www.mass.gov/mgis/buildout.htm  
 
Policy Map: Create layered maps of demographics for neighborhoods and cities. 
http://www.policymap.com/ 
 
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analyses: personal income and consumer spending. http://www.bea.gov/  
 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics: data on employment and unemployment, pay and benefits, wages, 

time use, and regional resources. http://www.bls.gov/data/ 
 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2010. Consumer Expenditure Survey: Income before taxes table. 

http://www.bls.gov/cex/2009/Standard/income.pdf  
 
U.S. Census: a wide range of demographics for individuals and businesses, searchable by geographies 

down to census tract level. http://www.census.gov/  
 
Other resources available through university affiliation or paid subscription: 
ProQuest Statistical Insight: Existing economic and data analyses, searchable by place. 

https://web.lexis-nexis.com/statuniv 
 
RefUSA: Information on businesses, searchable by address and other geographies. 

http://www.referenceusa.com/ 
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Appendix C: Full size maps 
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