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BOSTON ARMY RASFE II:
T.ESSONS FROM A COMMUNITY PLANNING PERSPECTIVE
by

MARCIA JOAN SIGAT,

Submitted to the Department of Urban Studies and Planning
on Januarvy 30, 1987 in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the Degree of Master in Citv Planning

ABSTRACT

The paper continues previous course work in examining a
development project in Boston called the Boston Army Base. The
proiect was developed by Boston's Economic Development and
Industrial Corporation in an attempt to aid distressed garment
firms in the city's Chinatown area, and purportedly to save the
jobs of manv residents of the Chinatown communitv. The paper
evaluates the development through a community planning
perspective, in order to 1illustrate certain lessons for all
community planners in the future.

The paper describes and criticizes the roles and actions by
those involved in the development: the Economic Development
and Industrial Corporation; the Urban Development Action Grant
program; the city administration; and the community of
Chinatown. The work concludes that the project did not benefit
the Chinatown community and therefore from a communitv planning
perspective should have been opposed.

As a result of the analvsis, the paper draws four lessons to be
heeded bv those interested in planning for communities: 1) be
skeptically critical and wuntrusting of public agencies and
proposed developments, examine their data and assumptions; be
clear of the ramifications of development; 2) do not be rushed
or pushed into development in order to take advantage of
available public funds, determine how and who it will help; 3)
demand participation and control in publically financed or
supported development in neighborhoods; and 4) as an organizing
strategy oppose developments and programs that do not meet the
needs of the communities.

Thesis Supervisor: Frank Jones, M.B.A.

Title: Professor of Urban Affairs
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I. INTRODUCTION

This paper was written in part as a continuation of a case
studv written for a course entitled "Financing Community
Fconomic Development". The first case study, called the Boston
Armv Base Final Report, is attached and is prerequisite reading
for this endeavor. (See Appendix T) That paper, written in
May 1983, explained the complex financing scheme of the project
but raised unanswered questions and certain substantive issues
about the development project. Some of the previous questions
will be answered as the reader 1is brought up to date on the
events of the development, but new issues and questions will be
raised bv viewing the development in a different light.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the Boston Army
Base project through a communityv planner's perspective. The
paper asserts that a communitv planner, conducting a critical
review of the project, would conclude that the Chinatown
communitv was a "loser" in this proiject, and that Chinatown was
misused by city and federal agencies and programs. Tn
comparison to the initial expectations of the proiect held by
the community and this author, the final development product
was far from that which was promised by the project "hvpe". By
examining the events, processes and forces at plav in this
case, we can see lessons for all community planners and
leaders, if we are to avoid such planning and development

problems in the future.



The Boston Armv Base (RAB) proiect was proposed and
presented by the city to Chinatown and the public as the
development that would save Boston's garment industry, thus
saving a major economic base of the communitv and promoting
community economic development for Chinatown. In order to save
the garment industry, the development was supposed to relocate
Chinatown garment companies by constructing a "garment center"
at the Boston Armv Base site. Questions will be raised as to
whether the project trulv had the capability or intended to
help Chinatown or promote communitv economic development in
Chinatown. What 1is clear from what happened is that the
proiject failed to create the garment center envisioned bv the
developer, the Economic Development and Industrial Corporation
(EDIC).

After presenting the community's initial perceptions of
the project and describing the basis for these beliefs, the
paper will relate, based on what is known at this time, the
events of the development. The actions, roles and effects of
the c¢ity, EDIC, and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) grants in the project are discussed and
analvzed. Changes and growth within the communitv resulting
from this project are explored. An analvsis of the lessons

that can be learned by communities from this case is presented.

IT. INITIAL PERCEPTIONS

Chinatown community groups were originally sold on the

idea of the Garment Center based on the premise that it would
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save 1,500 jobs for Chinatown. At meetings attended by the RBRA
and EDIC at Senator Tsongas' office, one community leader has
said that the project was represented as communitv economic
development for Chinatown.1 Indeed, it was the promise of
saving and creating jobs for Chinatown that won their support.

In a public campaign to pressure the General Services
Administration (GSA) to reduce their price for the site
(described in Chapter II), the benefit to Chinatown from the
project was repeatedly used as a rationale for the project.2
It was purported (by the city) and believed (by the communitv)
that the project was being done to aid Chinatown and its
residents. Perhaps EDIC believed this too, victims of their
own publicity campaign. Duplicitous or not, misinformation did
occur.

Indeed, there was also an initial perception (by this
author and others) that the application for Urban Development
Action Grant (UDAG) funds required a target population group
and in this case that the group was Chinatown residents.
Because the public "speak" inferred manv times that this
project was essential *to save Chinatown ijobs, it appeared to
the inexperienced outsider and to the community that the
project was directed at the people who held these jobs. There
was a commonly held belief that the UDAG application was made
on behalf of Chinese workers, a distressed minoritv group. But
a distressed group of people is not the direct target of UDAG

awards, it is djobs and industrv.



Both the UDAG and this project obviously presumed an
indirect benefit to +the Chinese workers, but conveniently
limited their obligation by stating the jobs goals of the UDAG
in generic terms. It appears that even now communitv groups
are unaware that the UDAG application and Agreement were worded
to exclude any obligation to them.3

The Boston Army Base development 1is now called the
Bronstein Industrial Center, and has been attached to another
city project, the Boston Marine Industrial Park (BMIP). The
Center, developed bv the Economic Development Industrial
Corporation (EDIC), was financed by a combination of UDAG,
Community Develepment Block Grant (CDBG), and svndication
funds, industrial revenue bonds, loans and local bank loan
guarantees. June 1986 employment statistics show that of 824
employees there, only 56 are Black (7%), 24 are Hispanic (3%),
and 83 are Other Minorities (10%). (See Table I for
description of firms and emplovees.) These number are a far
crv from the 1,500 jobs (for mostly Chinese workers) that were
originallv supposed to be relocated there from 15 and 35
Kneeland Street. Currently, the Center is fully leased and
houses thirtv-one firms employing 845 workers. How the devel-
opment came to fruition and the rnles of its participants -
EDIC, the citv administration, HUD's UDAG program and others is

detailed bhelow.



III. UPDATE/REVIEW

Review of Site Selection Process

EDIC did a surveyv in the spring of 1981 that tabulated the
space cost and eviction needs of garment/apparel companies. Of
the 47 responding companies, 77% faced eviction or exhorbitant
rent increases within one vear. These companies emploved 2,356
people, 58% of whom were Boston residents and 47% were of
Oriental descent. The respondents expressed overwhelming
support for the idea of a garment center (75%) and about one
third desired or approved of the Boston Marine Industrial Park
and Boston Armvy Base for the location. Based on the survey
results, approximately 400,000 square feet (sqg. ft.) was needed
to relocate the companies enmasse to a "garment center".4

Eighteen 1locations and garment center scenarios were
analvzed by the members of GIRA (Garment Industrv Relocation
Association) and their consultant. However, in many of the
alternatives examined the rents would have been too expensive
(companies could or would not pay over 2.50/sg.ft.) or the
space inadequate to accomodate keeping all of the garment firms
together. T,ocation was also a prime consideration. n
addition, to keep the firms in Boston, which was the purpose of
creating a garment center, the rents had to be competitive with
locations outside of Boston.5

The Boston Armv Base (and the BMTIP area) was offered as a

possible site partiallv because EDIC alreadv had an interest in

purchasing it.6 EDIC had analyzed the possible uses of the



Armv Base and concluded that it was not viable for office,
retail, residential, or research use. The lack of alternatives
for its use, its large amount of space, its location (and the
fact it is adjacent to EDIC's successfully developed BMIP) made
it ideal for conversion to industrial use. The proximity of
the Base to downtown Boston and Chinatown, the (satisfactorv)
initial rental calculations and the large space available were
all factors in its emergence as one of the best locations for
the Garment Center (e.g. vote, consensus or default). The
exact date or decision process by which the Boston Army Base
was chosen is unclear (to this observer). What is known is
that by late 1981 Building 114 of the Boston Armv Base was the

building to be purchased and renovated into the garment center.

Delavs in Purchase of the Site

When EDIC began negotiations to purchase BAB from the
General Services Administration (GSA), it had known for some
time that the property was due to be declared "surplus" (for
sale) but the price had thus far been unknown. From meetings
with GSA regional officials, EDIC had expected the GSA to
declare the BAB surplus and have it appraised by February 1982.
The GSA, for unknown reasons, did not complete their process
until four months later. Their initial asking price was an
unexpected 4.1 million dollars. EDIC had anticipated an
acquisition cost of no more than 2 million dollars, based on
their own independent appraisal. Protracted price negotiations

ensued, causing even further delav. Much of EDIC's planning



for the project thus far had hinged on the lower estimate. The
higher purchase price and the further delays it caused put the
development at risk.

To make the project viable for the garment firms, low
acquisition and renovation costs were essential, or rental
prices would be too expensive, contrarv to a "haven" for the
garment industry. As EDIC was negotiating with the GSA, the
clock was ticking for tenants at 15 and 35 Kneeland Street, who
were facinag looming eviction proceedings. EDIC had hoped to
move the firms into the Armv Base in the summer of 1982, under
an interim agreement based on it's intent to purchase the site.
The GSA's 1late appraisal and subsegquent price negotiations
delayed any purchase agreement and prevented an interim lease.
EDIC and the BRA were able to obtain extensions for the firms
from their evictors, Tufts New England Medical Center, (TNEMC)
until Januarvy 1983.

The delavs and eviction deadlines also threatened the UDAG
component of EDIC's Boston Army Base project. Receiving a UDAG
loan or grant was contingent upon saving the garment industrv
jobs. Although the UDAG application was preliminarilv approved
in September 1982, if EDIC could not secure the site before the
firms were evicted and had moved elsewhere, there would be no
rationale for receiving UDAG funds. Also, the UDAG award was a
crucial component of the development, representing almost 4
million dollars of the total financing.

When the negotiations with the GSA dragged on, the city

began to conduct an intensive publicitv campaign in order to
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pressure the GSA to expedite the process and reduce the
purchase price. The Garment Industryv Relocation Association
(GIRA), EDIC, then Mayor White, Senators Kennedv and Tsongas,
Representative Moaklev, the local chapter of the ILGWU, and two
Chinatown communitv groups all wrote letters of support of the
project to the GSA. A top Reagan Administration official,
Edwin Messe, was contacted to ensure smooth passage of the sale
through congressional committees once the price was settled.
Editorials were written in local newspapers calling for the GSA
to act quickly and fairly.7 The project was represented by
many as vital to Chinatown, in that these garment industrv ijobs
were a major part of that neighborhood's economv.

The Citv's strategy of public pressure proved successful.
The price (3.5 million) and a workable purchase agreement were
finally reached by late 1982. The UDAG loan (3.7 million) was
awarded in December 1982 and in July 1983 the final UDAG
Agreement was executed, requiring the BAB project to create 139
new permanent jobs and retail 750 existing jobs. However, the
threatened garment firms were further delayed from moving into
the Base. An engineering study commissioned bv EDIC showed
that substantial renovations were necessary before the building
could meet building and safety codes. EDIC negotiated an
additional extension for the firms from January 1983 until June

1983.

Late Delivery of the Proiject

The late deliverv of the project caused great concern
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among the garment firm owners. Regardless of their extension
until June, +the firms had become uneasy, and many lost
confidence in the project. In support of the UDAG application
26 firms had signed letters of intent or prelease committments.
These letters included their own plans for capital improvement
(investment) in the space to be leased, a requirement of a UDAG
award. Unconvinced the site would be ready by June or whenever
thev would be evicted, most firms moved elsewhere. Twelve
firms moved near the BAB, to the Fargo building, which also had
lower rents. Some moved to other Boston locations, while
others moved out of the city, those jobs probably lost to the
citv forever. It appears that a final account of where all of
the firms have moved was not kept. Onlv two of the originally
twentv-eight threatened firms actually moved into the BAB.
Before opening the Garment Center had been 70% preleased, but
by the time construction and rehabilitation were finished it
was only 10% leased.

Although onlv two of the original 28 firms moved into the
BARBR, EDIC asserts that the project elevated the esteem for the
garment industry with Boston's commercial landlords, thus in a
way helping to keep them in Boston (and saving jobs). Prior to
the proiject, most garment companies were considered riskv
tenants and consequentlv charged premium rents if thev could
get a lease at all.8 While this mav have been an unexpected
benefit, it does not address the failure of the project to save
the garment industrv in a protected "haven". Market shifts

could cause similar problems later on, forcing the firms to
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then move out of Boston, still taking those precious Jjobs with

them.

EDIC Looks For Tenants

EDIC's mandate is to promote industry city-wide and to
assist all of Boston's companies, from start up through
expansion. In Fall 1983, FDIC began activelv searching for
tenants for BAB, engaging the Codman Company as their exclusive
marketing and leasinag agents. Because of EDIC's other economic
development activities, it was known that printing firms could
benefit from the new industrial center. Some Boston printing
firms were facing rent increases that threatened their
survival, while others were seeking to expand but could not
find suitable affordable space within the city. To date, 10
printing firms have moved into the BABR. The BAB UDAG Agreement
does not limit tenancy at the site to the carment industry, and
EDIC has sought to use the Center to help save and create -fobs
in other industrial sector's of Boston economv.

The leasing, however, happened slowly and bv September
1984 onlv 40% of the space was rented. September 1984 was the
initial deadline for creating the 139 Fjobs called for in the
UDAG Agreement. The deadline was not met, and an amendment to
the Agreement had to be requested by the citv. The
consequences of unfulfilled UDAG agreements as well as other
acpects of the UDAG and HUD's roles in development proijects are

examined below.
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1v. THE UDAG COMPONENT

Rrief History and Chronology of a UDAG

The Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) was introduced
in 1978 as part of the Carter Administration's Housing and
Community Development Act. It emphasizes a "partnership
approach" between federal, state and local governments and the
private business sector. Since its inception, over 5 billion
dollars in UDAG money has been awarded through fiscal year
1985. Boston has received over twentv awards (for comparison,
New York City and Baltimore have received over fifty awards).lo
A primary selection criteria for awards is designation as a
"distressed" city, based on census and labor statistics (i.e.
per capita income, age of housing, Jjob and population
lag/decline within a city, unemplovment). Cities with "pockets
of poverty" experiencing similar problems may also apply for
funds for those specific neighborhoods. Other criteria require
the leveraging of private investment capital to UDAG funds
(2.5:1 or greater is desirable); creation of new permanent jobs
(cost of $5,000.00 or less is desirable); retention of jobs for
low to moderate income persons, committment to minority
participation; and tax benefits.11

Preliminary approval of an application for a UDAG is made
to the Central Office of HUD in Washington, in part based on
reviews and recommendations made bv appropriate field office

divisions. Federal regqulations and guidelines require:

demonstration that the Grant is causing the private development
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to occur; a proven private investment to develop that depends
upon a UDAG award; firm financing for the proiject, including
necessary equity, if any; a committment for any other public
funds needed for the project; a plan for how the land will be
controlled or owned; and evidence that the grant will not cause
relocation from one distressed area to another.12

Once the UDAG has been preliminarily approved, a Grant
Agreement (a legal contract) is made in Washington between HUD
and the Citv Recipient. The funded proiject is supposed to
begin with six to twelve months of the award, and be completed
within twentv-four months of preliminary approval. During the
life of the project, the use of UDAG funds is monitored bv
field staff from the HUD area office. The final stages of a
UDAG award is the "close out" agreement and completion
certificate. When and if the field office is satisfied that
the project has been completed as best as possible, it will
recommend "closed out" status for the project, excepting any
further loan repayments. If approved by the regional office

and the UDAG office in Washington, a completion certificate is

issued when all financial obligations are discharged.

EDIC's UDAG Application

EDIC's UDAG Application for the BAB project was prelimi-
narily approved on September 30, 1982. The application was
introduced by a letter from then Mayor Xevin White, stating
that 1,500 jobs would be saved and 300 new jobs created by the

development. A supporting letter from Senator Kennedv stressed
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the importance of retaining these jobs, referring to the fact
that manv of the Jjobs were held by minorities, and that
significant unemployment would result should the proiect not
occur. Throughout the application reference 1is made to
Chinatown as both the geographic location of Boston's garment
industrv and as a community facing the loss of one of its major
emplovers. The application described Roston's garment industry
- its recent up and down ward trends, its future viability, and
the percentage of minoritv and low income workers emploved in
the city's garment industry.13

While the application was not made specificallv on behalf
of the emplovees of Boston's garment firms, the impact of the
loss of the garment industry to the people it employs was
clearly the concern that prompted the application and the
rationale for funding it. Testimonv from the local chapter of
the International Ladies' Garment Workers Union was submitted
in support of the project, indicating how dependent the Chinese
workers were on these jobs. The premise of the application was
clearly that relocating the garment firms from Chinatown to the
BAB would mean saving these specific individuals' djobs bv
relocating them to another site. The Boston City Council tried
to insure +this by authorizing a provision in the UDAG and
Section 108 (CDBG) applications that gave primarv consideration
for anv new 7Jjobs at the BAB development to residents of the
Chinatown/South Cove, South Boston, and North End neighbor-
hoods. This type of provision is forbidden under federal equal

opportunity laws (it would be discriminatorv because these
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neighborhoods have no identifiable BRlack and Hispanic

14

populations) . HUD required that the illegal 1language be

removed from the applications.15

UDAG Agreement for BAB Project

The language in the Agreement did not bind the project to
Chinatown, Chinatown garment firms or workers, or to the
garment industry at all. The Agreement specified only that the
City, through the BRAB development project, was obligated to
create 139 permanent ijobs and to retain 750 existing jobs. Of
the 139 new jobs, 125 (90%) were to be for low to moderate
income workers and 35 (20%) were to be for minority workers.16
The initiallv higher numbers of job creation and retention (300
created, 1,500 retained) were later adijusted downward by EDIC
and HUD respectively. EDIC was forced to reduce its estimate
of jobs to be created when many of the garment firms began to
withdraw their preleasing committments to the Garment Center.
HUD staff reduced EDIC's estimate of 1,500 retained Jjobs,
presumably for the same reason, as well as to take a minimum
and more experienced stand to job estimates.l7

Pursuant to the BAB UDAG Agreement, the Jjobs requirement
of the proiect was to be completed twentv-four months from
preliminary approval (September 1984). The reviews and audits
routinely performed by HUD area office staff showed that the
iob goals were not on schedule. The HUD area office plays a

crucial role in recommending and monitoring proijects which

requires explanation and discussion here.
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HUD Area Office

Each application for a UDAG award is reviewed by the HUD
area office of Community Planning and Development, the office
of Equal Opportunity and Fair Housing, and the Employment and
Market Analysis Division. Recommendations and reviews are
forwarded to the HUD Washington UDAG office. From examination
of certain HUD BAB documents, it is this author's opinion that
some reviews are treated in a seemingly facile manner. In the
Employment and Market Analysis Review, there appeared to be no
evidence of independent research or confirmation of emplovment
and market statistics and assumptions utilized by EDIC in the
application. The check list form issued by HUD to assure equal
opportunity seems to perfunctorily accept the claims in the
UDAG application. Again, there seems to be no critical
analvsis of the claims that minority groups would be adversely
effected by the lack of said development, and will positively
benefit from developing the project. One exhibit of the
application, a demographic profile of the Chinatown/South Cove
area does not cite its source.18 This is not to suggest that
the Boston HUD area office staff is or was in anv way
deficient. They followed procedures established through
Federal regulations and policies that apparently do not require
the in-depth analvsis the general public might expect for such
large public expenditures.

The HUD office in Washington is where the decision is made
whether or not to fund a UDAG project. Beside the area office

reviews, there are manv other factors (including political
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pressure) involved in each decision that are not discussed
here. After a grant is awarded, responsibility for the project
is sent back to the area office for monitorina. The transfer
of control (and large numbers of documents) back and forth can
be cumbersome. Disparity and disagreement can occur, as is the
case within manv large organizations and corporations, but the
area office is bound by the Agreement or anv other decisions
made in Washington.

Follow-up and monitoring is accomplished through audits of
the projects and periodic reports submitted by the Recipient.
In the case of the Roston Army Rase, these audits revealed the
lack of job creation and retention of the project.19 The
initial audit was performed directly after the above specified
twenty-four months. By September 1984, the Center was onlv 40%
leased. The HUD area office recommended that the City apply
for an amendment to the Agreement to extend the deadline for
providing the jobs to forty-eight months. There were
mitigating factors that supported this amendment. There was no
time 1limit stated by EDIC in the UDAG application. The
twenty-four month restriction was apparently inserted in the
agreement by staff in the central UDAG office. As a general
rule, twenty-four months is allowed for completion of a proiject
but more time can be allowed for exceptions. In addition,
there was a fault in the original agreement bhecause in that the
construction of tenant improvements was not due to be completed
until December 1984, Therefore, September 1984 was an

unrealistic deadline for completing jobs goals if companies
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were not expected to operate at full capacity until two months
later. This discrepancy can be attributed to the inconsistency
that can occur between the central and area offices.20 The
request for the amendment was approved, allowing EDIC until
September 1986 to complete the project (produce jobs).

The audits also showed ineffective or insufficient data
collection by the city on the number of new Jjobs created, and
inappropriate definitions of minority status. The citv's NDEA
(Neighborhood Development and Emplovment Agency) served as the
city's job monitor for this project. At one point, personnel
there had mistakenly counted persons of Portuguese descent as
minorities. Questions and problems also arose about how to
define a new job (what baseline dates and numbers to use) and
whether rehiring laid off emplovees constituted creating new

jobs (from HUD's view, it does not.)21

Close Out and Best Efforts

According to Boston HUD staff subsequent audits, found
improvement in reporting methods and satisfactory numbers of
jobs created and retained by the BAB development. Evaluation
of completion of Jjob goals 1is bhased on a "best efforts"
criteria: have the developers made earnest and reasonable
efforts to accomplish the goals; and was there good faith on
the part of the developers in proposing their estimates. If
the HUD staff finds that a developer/recipient does not meet
those criteria, the project 1is considered in default, anv

funding vet to be dispersed is denied, and/or HUD can require
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immediate repayment of monev alreadv spent from the Award. If
it is deemed that best efforts have been made, the project is
declared "closed out".22

The Community Planning Division staff (responsible for
close out review) did gquestion the lack of garment firms at the
site and did some independent research to find out why. They
found that manv of the firms would or could not wait for the
Garment Center to be ready, or found cheaper rents elsewhere
(less than the $2.75/sqg. ft. EDIC offered at BAB).23 The late
delivery of project, the slightly higher than promised rents
and the fact that firms chose other alternatives were all
viewed as out of EDIC's control. Also, HUD looked favorably
upon EDIC's attempt to assist the printing firms. HUD
determined that EDIC (and the BAB proiject) did put forth their
best efforts at completing the job goals.

The Boston Army Base proiject was officially given close
out status in the Fall 1986. At the time close out was
recommended in the Summer of 1986, only 78 new jobs had been
created, a little more than half of the number of jobs that was
supposed to be created by the UDAG award through the project.
The total workforce at the Center was almost 800 at that time,
the other 722 jobs are presumably the retained jobs. Within

the current workforce of 845 emplovees, no more than 275 are

jobs within garment or apparel companies.
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V. DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

A. EDIC

It is the author's opinion that EDIC wanted to develop the
Boston Army Base and would probably have done so with or
without the Garment Center Proiect. EDIC may not be a city
agency, but it has a deep and strong connection to City Hall
and city politics. The very creation of an agency such as EDIC
is an expression and tool of a city administration's public
policy on economic development. In one public announcement the
BAB and BMIP are hailed as the next "Quincy Market" of
industrial parks. The strong support, extensive "string
pulling"” and 1lobbying bv the citv can be interpreted as
determination on the part of city to develop the BAB area. The
previous case suggested that EDIC and the city wanted to
purchase the site for the other development activities (e.g.
Navy Base). The industrial has spurred other development in
the area. A Design Center has opened in another part of the
Base, and is rapidly becoming nationallv acclaimed. While the
Boston Army Base project was not community development for
Chinatown, this type of economic development certainly helps
the citv's economy.

As a developer, though, EDIC turned in a poor performance
in the BAB development, Pre-committment letters from GIRA
members were not binding, and were a poor basis for developing
some 400,000 square feet. Also, EDIC was unprepared for the

purchase process the GSA, and problems in this process should
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have been more intricately examined in their site availabhility
analysis. A possiblv higher purchase price should have been
better planned for, instead it put the whole development at
risk.

EDIC does not appear to have kept track of how many of the
original Chinatown garment firm jobs it had intended to save
were actuallv saved. HUD did not require EDIC to do so, nor
did the community request of them to give such an accounting.
That no such accounting or obligation is required or demanded
seems unfair and unfortunate since the application was really
made based on the plight of these garment workers losing their
jobs.

The proiect and EDIC are not accountable for the nature or
results of the development to the community, *the citizens of
the citv or of the countrv for that matter. Thevy are only
loosely obligated to HUD to create some jobs and to induce
economic activity. This is a serious flaw in the public
planning process. While as a quasi-public agency EDIC is
subject to public scrutiny and pressure, the groups it claims
to represent are really owed more. When EDIC, acting on behalf
of the city (and its citizens) prepares and submits an
application for federal money, they assume and accept a public
trust for the city. Thev have a responsibilitv to inform the
communities effected of changes 3in developments they are
supported to take part in, and to give a satisfactory
explanations of said changes.

Moreover, from a community planning perspective, EDIC, as
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a representative of the cityv, had a responsibility to involve
and include communitv groups to a far greater extent than they
did in the BAB development. Acting much 1like a private
developer, thev concerned themselves mostly with the process of
building the proiect, getting caught up in financing and
construction deadlines. Because of their independent status
and the nature of their development activities, EDIC is not
required to include anv  more than surface communitvy
participation, mostly in the form of public hearings.

In the Boston Army Base project, community leaders could
participate by joining GIRA, but the focus of this organization
was on the garment companies of Chinatown, not its people. It
was at these public hearings and meetings that the few
community leaders that were involved were (mis) led bv rhetoric
and professional Jjargon to understand that this project was
community economic development for Chinatown. In future
planning projects, the local groups involved in development
proijects such as these should strive to obtain definitive
agreements with developing agencies, in order to insure full
participation in and accountabilitv of projects.

EDIC is not the body to do community economic development
within the city of Boston, although they appear to do so and
this is misleading. Their mandate is to retain and create jobs
for Boston's residents (from anv community), improving the
economic base of the whole city, not specifically to improve
the economic base of a particular community. Thevy do their

proijects, though, by advertising how much they help communities
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by saving its residents' 7jobs. In this case, there was a
somewhat illogical assertion, inferred by EDIC, and accepted bv
the communitv and public, that community economic development
would be accomplished by moving the garment industry out of
Chinatown.

No long term planning relationship existed between EDIC
and Chinatown. EDIC staff had been in close contact with
business owners in the community but showed no understanding of
what the community as a whole needed or wanted. If they had
been a community planning agency, they would have looked at the
problem through the eves of Chinatown residents, gquestioning
the guality of garment industrv djobs (i.e. wages/benefits,
working conditions, advancement) and explored the future

employment and training needs of Chinatown residents.

B. UDAG

UDAG, as an expression of federal public policv, favors
place and physical development over people development. By
spurring economic growth, the UDAG program assumes that more
jobs and housing will create a better gquality of life for
people. This relies heavilv on a "domino" theorvy of economics
- more business growth will eventually help to alleviate
poverty. The UDAG agreement does commit the proiect to giving
job preference to low and moderate income people. This mav
imply a hidden assumption (and flaw) - that distinctively
disadvantaged groups are interchangeable in +this type of

economic development proiect. The nature of the dJobs to be
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created or retained by UDAG awards must be reconsidered by
Federal policv makers. This UDAG seemed only to consider the
guantity, not the quality, of the garment industry jobs. For
the some $26,000/job that was to be spent to create 13?2 dobs,
one might consider the alternative uses for such a large sum of
money (e.g. retraining).

If the federal government is counting on UDAG to help
create more jobs, it must discontinue funding proiects such as
the BAR where only 56% of the new jobs goals is met. EDIC and
the BAR project may have met HUD's "best efforts" criteria, but
one must ask if 3.7 million dollars of public monev is too much
money to be judged against a best efforts criteria. The BAB
development initially had a ratio of over $26,000 UDAG dollars
per Jjob created. These ratios are considered by HUD when
applications are approved or denied, so cost/benefit ratios are
an accepted tool to use in arguing for or against a project.
When the promised number of jobs is not created, the ratio can
be much higher than predicted. The final BAB project ratio was
over $47,000 UDAG dollars per job. Extremely high ratios such
as this one could indicate that certain kinds of projects being
funded bv UDAG are inefficient in achieving their goals.

When allowing a best efforts criteria, federal policy mav
be trving to be flexible, but it's a too haphazard treatment of
millions of dollars, and vulnerable to abuse. HUD should
consider enforcing specific performance of +the Agreement
contract, or devise repayment plans that compensate (to

taxpayers) for each job or housing unit not produced as
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promised. HUD should be sure %o avoid funding some tvpes of
projects that have shown a pattern or history of riskv delavs
or unrealistic jobs goals.

The best efforts criteria, the sometimes cursory review of
applications, the lack of contact with the community and the
limited communitv participation are indications that the UDAG
program is merely a funnel for federal dollars, not a planning
program. Unless and until the program changes, they will offer
the money, but it is up to cities (and their planners) to learn
from these mistakes and turn down tempting money for these
projects. Poor performance on past UDAG grants can limit or
eliminate a city from future consideration for UDAG funds. To
avoid Jjeopardizing other programs, communitv groups should
lobby against UDAG funding for projects than can seem to

address their problems but really do not.

C. Community Growth and Development

The problems of the Chinatown garment workers focused
community leaders on its economic and employment problems, the
need to have more control over the land in their neighborhood,
and the need to make Tufts and the citv more responsive to the
community's needs. In many ways, the BAB project was a
catalyst for change and growth within the communitv. Prior to
this "crisis" there was little communication or coordination
between the major community organizations. The Chinese
Consolidated Benevolent Association (CCBA) was viewed as the

0ld school but most powerful of the groups. The Chinatown
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Housing and TLand Task Force was seen as the young radicals.
The Chinatown Community Economic Development Corporation
(CCEDC) was thought of as an organization with internal
problems, and had primarily been involved in housing
development.24 These diverse groups came together, united, to
confront Tufts New England Medical Center, and they were
successful, fostering new found confidence in their ability to
shape their community.

The previous case studv described the encroachment of
TNMEC on Chinatown. Chinatown groups had, for a long time,
felt powerless against Tufts, and felt they would not receive
help from the Citv in this matter. Each of the community
groups described above had begun to realize the desperate need
for education and training, and Tufts' poor record in hiring
community residents. However, the Task Force and the CCEDC
were hesitant to approach Tufts without the power of the
traditional leadership of the CCBA. Negotiations between
leaders of the community groups took place, and members of
these younger community groups gained leadership positions in a
new body, created to represent the communitv in dealings with
Tufts. They requested and received a $100,000 grant from TNMEC
for a training program, along with a committment from Tufts for
placement of the program's first graduates. The training
program has graduated 120 people in the past two years from a
medical office skills training program. The Chinatown
Occupational Training Center and Bav State Skills Bureau

operate the program.2
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An additional victory was felt when a 2zoning amendment
that was co-sponsored by the CCBA and the BRA was approved by
the cityv council in December 1981. The amendment restricts the
development and expansion of medical institution within the
city and subjects all such plans to review by neighborhoods and
the BRA. An institutional review board was later created to
review proposed expansions and advise the Mayor on related
issues.26

Chinatown and its residents have successively and success-
fully gained more power - they are being heard and are
achieving some of their obiectives. The confidence and
recognition created by the negotiations with Tufts as well as
the garment center proiject has spurred other garment workers to
demand retraining from government agencies. P&L. Sportswear
employees were laid off without notice after that Chinatown
company went out of business suddenly in December 1985. The
workers, over 300 strong, about 200 Chinese, demanded that the
state release funds for their retraining. They compared their
status with that of the Colonial Meat Companv employees, who
received assistance within two weeks of that plant closing. At
the time of their organizing rally, the P&L workers had gone
four months without state assistance. Thev organized, got
publicitv on their own, and succeeded in their demands.

Other community groups, including the Chinese Progressive
Association, the Asian American Resource Workshop and the
Workers Committee, are in the process of documenting garment

jobs - not only the working conditions but the future viability
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of dobs in this industry as well. Additional projects seek to
assess the direction the community should take in community
economic development projects, looking at improving jobs in the
service sector (another larage employer of Chinatown residents)
and seeking other employment alternatives. The community has
learned from the failure of the Garment Center to save garment
industry jobs. The residents now want retraining for better
more modern and secure jobs.

Previously ignored by the citv and essentiallv politically
powerless, the community has begun to become organized, new
leadership is slowly emerging, and the residents are looking
for new ways to help themselves. While there trulvy was no
community economic development for Chinatown from the Boston
Armv Base Development, "community development” did result from

it.

VI. TLESSONS FOR COMMUNITY PILANNERS

At the time of the BAB project the Chinatown community
lacked the experienced to play a key role, and this lack of
experience may have contributed to the ineffectiveness of the
project. Had community groups been more experienced, they may
have argued with EDIC and the citv that this was not a viable
or reliable project.

Community groups saw the BAB development as the "best"
solution because it was the onlv solution really put forth bv

the city. They felt they had no choice but to support the

-30-



project with the "hope” it would help.27 Nonetheless, a good
many people in the community expressed reservations about the
project. Thev were concerned about racial and language
barriers that they feared would arise from the move to South
Boston, a community historically known as racist and viewed
dangerous to travel within. Also, most of the workers walked
to work in Chinatown for vyears, some had never ridden a bus
before. There was concern that the workers would not follow
their jobs to the Army Base in South Boston.28

Reservations of this kind should immediatelv serve as
"flags" that a program or project may not be responsive to a
community's needs. If community residents are uncomfortable or
unclear about a development they should be cautious of its
intentions. While +this may seem obvious, often times
communities make the mistake of being too trusting of public
agencies. As communities, we must not accept, prima facie,
that the city, state or federal agencies will "do the right
thing" for us or know what is best for us. In this case, the
Chinatown community accepted the project on face value,
believing that EDIC and the city were doing the project for the
good of their communitv and that this kind of development was
what Chinatown needed.

Looking at what happened (or failed to happen), we can see
that communities need to be skeptically critical of fast
moving, highly touted developments. We must ask questions,
examine the data and the rationales wused for projects,

especiallv when millions of dollars are being sought based on
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assumptions about us. To do this, we must be prepared. For
example, no one from Chinatown read the BAB UDAG application or
Agreement. This was likely due to the communitv's inexperience
and lack of knowledge about the processes of this kind of
development. Chinatown and communities in similar situations
should seek technical assistance (an important role for
planners) if they do not yet have the capability to complete
analvses on their own.

It is important for all communities to realize that we
must allow ourselves to be pushed or rushed (into development)
by external forces or factors, no matter how formidable they
seem. Being pressured can be a signal that we should pull
back, not go forward. In the case of Chinatown, the city and
EDIC stressed the urgency of developing BARBR, conducting an
intensive publicityv campaign and enlisting the support of
impressive and powerful officials and politicians. The
surgency was not only to meet the eviction deadlines of the
garment companies. There was also a rush to meet the aeadlines
for UDAG and other public money (CDBG, etc.), precious and
difficult funds to obtain in current time of limited resources.
Facing the city's fast paced bandwagon approach, Chinatown
community leaders, not presented with any alternative to the
BAB, endorsed the project.

Another Boston community, Dudley, will soon face the

redevelopment of their neighborhood. They would do well to
heed these lessons. City, state, federal agencies and their
money will be involved in the development. What happens in
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that whole corridor will shape not only the neighborhood's
physical look and local economy but the very fabric of the
community. This can be a significant opportunity for change,
one that is not likely to happen again for several decades, if
ever. It is important for the Dudley community to take or make
the time to carefully evaluate the ramifications of proposed
developments. Community groups should not be rushed or tricked
into ineffective or unresponsive development just for the sake
of getting all of the public moneyv that's available. This will
be another important task for community planners, to work
towards avoiding that mistake. Also, when analyzing proposed
projects, we should not confuse economic growth or development
with community-based economic development. Communitv economic
development must take place in the area, and create dobs,
housing, and stores primarily for those who live there.
Perhaps, if Chinatown groups had been more experienced and
organized, they would not have allowed their community to be
nisused, however unwittingly, to obtain public funds (UDAG and
CDBG) earmarked for community development purposes for a
project that could not provide community-based economic
development. Here 1is another 1lesson for community groups.
Alwavs remember that we, the community, are the consumers of
developments, and we must not allow ourselves to be taken
advantage of by developers. Too often we think of developers
as only private firms, but realistically public entities are
doing a good deal of the development going on in our neighbor-

hoods. As consumers, we have the right to a reasonable amount
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of warranty bv, and accountability of, our public agencies. We
can and should demand participation and control in development
that occurs in our neighborhoods. Even if it appears that the
planning process of an agency does not have a format for
community participation, we can try to force our inclusion
through strategies like publicity campaigns that criticize this
unfairness and by publicallyv opposing a program or projects.

In retrospect, if community planners in Chinatown examined
the BAR proiject record todav, they would see that no planning
was going on there for Chinatown. A communityv planning
approach to the neighborhood's garment industry "crisis",
would have considered what was best for Chinatown in the long
term. That is, to stop reliance on the garment and service
industries and to develop a balanced neighborhood economy. The
convergence of many different Asian groups, and the special
problems that arose from this, were recognized by neighborhood
residents. It has become increasingly clear that what was (and
still is) needed more than ever in Chinatown was language and
skills training. The program negotiated with Tufts was a
community response to those needs. As described earlier,
groups since then are exploring other community economic
development activities, largely without the help of city
agencies.

From a community planning perspective, the Boston Armv
base should have been opposed. The astounding amount of money
spent to retain and create so few garment industry jobs might

have been spent more effectively for education and ijob
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training. Even if UDAG funds could not be used for that kind
of program, a savvy planner could have used the garment
industry "crisis" as an opportunitv to draw attention to the
structural economic problems of Chinatown residents, and to
lobby for similar amounts of monev to work on those problems.
Although one might not expect such opposition to prevent an
otherwise strongly supported development from going forward, it
would strengthen the community's position to negotiate for
assistance and funding to implement the programs we feel meet
the needs of our residents.

Perhaps the planner would try to keep the garment firms
located in Chinatown, even unprotected and scattered, for as
long as possible, while devoting more of the communitv's time,
money and energy developing other neighborhood businesses and
designing appropriate job training programs.

A lesson for all communities is to realize that we can
oppose a development or anv other kind of program. We can use
our opposition to programs to draw attention to our needs and
wants. As a strateqgy, even if we do not stop a proiect, we can
aim for what we want by demanding a higher price for our
support. To do this, we must be prepared and have the
ammunition (facts and figures) to opposed a certain project and
to support our own proposals. We cannot be passive, as
Chinatown was in the Boston Army Base Development. We must
continually ask questions, and refuse to be intimidated by
external factors like time and funding limitations. If we want

to control the shape of development in our neighborhoods, we
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must demand participation and power in the process, even if it
appears that the planning or funding agencies "have no room"
for us, or thev "appear" to be doing a good job.

What happened in this <case is instructive for all
communities. Most of these lessons are by no means new. We
may have seen the same mistakes or lessons time and again, but
as times change they can be disguised in unfamiliar forms. It
is important in the forefront of our minds, to look for them,
and to make these lessons an integral part of our planning

process.
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TABLE T:

INDUSTRIAL CENTER TENANTS

Number of

Company Tvpe Companies
Printing 10
Apparel and Textile 6
Furniture and Fixture 3
Graphic Arts 2
Computer/Data Processing 1
Mail Service 2
Electronics 1
Wholesale Hardware 1
Food Products 1
Office Supplies 1
Medical Instrument Manuf. 1
Sheltered Workshop 1
Emplovment as of June 1986
Total 824
Black 56 (7%)
Hispanic 24 (3%)
Other Minoritwv 83 (10%)

163 (20%)
Boston Res. 346
South Roston 72
Low Income 617
Female 375
Source: EDIC, January 1987

Number
of Jobs

262
296
25
26
13

105

38

13

13
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11.

12.

FOOTNOTES

Interview with Regina Tee, Chinatown Community Leader and
member, Chinatown Housing and Land Task Force, December
1986.

Letters to the GSA described the devastating effects of
the 1loss of the garment industry to the Chinatown
community, cited statistics on the number of Chinese
workers emploved by the garment industrv (70% of Chinese
women) , and warned by massive unemplovment they could face
if garment -dobs were not saved.

Background interviews with Regina T.ee of CHLTF, Marilvn
Swartz T.lovd of EDIC, ¥aren Malfv of HUD, undated.

The results of the survey are contained in the previous
case studv, which is Appendix I of this paper.

See Appendix II for list of locations and scenarios.

In the previous case study questions were raised about
EDIC's prior interest in acquiring and redeveloping the
BAB. What has become clear is that the timing and
chronologvy of events is kev. When the need for the
garment center arose, the site was due to Dbecome
available. EDIC wanted to purchase the building, but
everything "fit together" at that time could Dbe
coincidental.

"The Fraved Garment Industrv" Boston Globe, September 3,
1982.

Interview with Doug Herberich, Director of Development,
EDIC, December 4, 1986,

Keeping with the spirit of the UDAG Agreement, EDIC does
have hiring goals bevond its initial requirement. It aims
to lease space in BAB to firms whose emplovee make-up is
50% Boston residents, 25% minoritv, 25% women, and 80% low
to moderate income persons.

Melvin Wayne La Prade, "Towards A Comprehensive Evaluation
Framework: Issues in Evaluating the Urban Development

Action Grant Program", Cleveland State Universitv, 1986,
p. 1.

Ibid., Appendix A.

Ibid., Appendix B.
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16.
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18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

Economic Development and Industrial Corporation, Boston
Army Base Urban Development Action Grant Application, July
1982.

Boston Area Office, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, staff memos, August 1982.

The attempt to include this provision was seen by some as
a political/appeasement strategy, since it was unlikely
that the city council or its legal staff did not know this
was illegal.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office
of Action Grants, Boston Army Base Agreement, Grant No.
B-82-AA-25-0108, July 1983.

Interview with Karen Malfv, Community Planning and
Development Division, Boston Area HUD Office, December 1,
1986.

Boston Area Office, op. cit.

Interview with Karen Malfv, December 1, 1986.

Ibid.

Ibid.
Tbid.
Ibid.

Undated interviews with Regina Lee, Tunney Tee (city
planner), and Carol Matheson (BRA staff).

Interview with David Eliot, Chinatown Occupational and
Training Center, December 1986.

Background interview with Regina Lee.
Ibid.

EDIC did retain interpreters to help the transition go
more smoothlv, and a new bus route was implemented by the
MBTA that made commuting relativelv easv. These actions
are laudable, but in the end Chinatown residents obviously
did not have much opportunitv to utilize these services.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This case study examines community economic development
through a project undertaken by the Economic Development and
Industrial Corporation (EDIC). EDIC is a quasi-public agency
in Boston created by the Mayor's office, whose mandate is to
implement neighborhood and community economic development by
targeting private/public investments and attracting specific
industries into depressed areas of the city.

This report evaluates EDIC's attempt to save the Chinatown
garment industry and its jobs, vital to the Chinatown economy.
The vast hajority of working Chinese women in Chinatown are
dependent upon these garment jobs. With the recent expansion
of Tufts' New England Medical Center (TNEMC) into Boston's
traditional garment district, the industry has been threatened.
EDIC reached to the potential loss of the industry by seeking
an alternative site for these garment firms. The Boston Army
Base was chosen as the most suitable location. There is no
clear evidence that EDIC assessed other viable options beyond
relocation, which may have better addressed garment industry
needs.

To understand the context of this redevelopment effort, we
begin with an analysis of the historical evolution of Boston's
Chinatown, its residents, and its status as a Boston urban
neighborhood. We then examine national and local trends of the
garment industry, to understand the constraints within its

changing environment. Next we introduce the participants and
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explain their respective roles in the project. A brief
description of the site and it's present and anticipated uses
follows, for an understanding of development trends in the
area.

We then turn to the financial deal; what the sources were,
how it was put together, and why it works. While the financial
aspects of the deal for the Boston Army Base may have been well
thought out, it is still unclear whether it was the right
choice to meet the garment industry's needs. We conduct an
analysis of this vital question and whether or not this was in

fact community economic development.
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I. Introduction

This report is the product of a 3 month investigation into
the redevelopment of the Boston Army Base as a form of
community economic development. The Econoﬁic Development and
Industrial Corporation (EDIC), one of three development
agencies in Boston was established to retain existing
industrial jobs and create new ones, through a combination of
development planning and financial assistance or incentives for
the benefit of Boston neighborhoods.

This study analyzes EDIC's attempt to meet its mandate,
through the development of the Boston Army Base. As a public
authority, EDIC works closely with other public agencies and
local financial institutions in order to target their efforts
to neighborhood based industries. Their programs include real
estate development and management (Cross Town and Marine
Industrial Parks), financial assistance, and Jjob training
(Boston Technical). The agency's stated (and highly
publicized) objective in this project has been to save jobs for
Chinese workers by keeping displaced Chinatown garment firms
near Chinatown, or at least in Boston. While their objective
is consistent with their purpose, it remains to be seen whether
or not this particular development project holds true to
community economic development.

To provide a framework for analysis, pertinent

characteristics of Chinatown, the garment industry, and the
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current problem at hand will be presented. The ensuring chain
of events and description of the site, players, and financing
of the development project provides the context for an analysis
of the appropriateness of this project to address that problem

and community economic development in Chinatown.

II. Boston Chinatown

Boston's Chinatown, now America's fourth largest, followed
a development pattern similar to the Chinatowns throughout the
country. Its residents were almost exclusively men from the
provinces surrounding Canton, who intended on returning to
their families in China. Throughout America they met blatant
discrimination and violent racism, exemplified by the 1870
Nationalization Act, which excluded Chinese from citizenship.
Other 1laws prevented their families from joining them, and
still others restricted their freedom. Prejudice, extreme
differences in culture, language barriers and a different value
system drew the Chinese immigrants in each American city into
tight, insular communities.

Drastic changes in immigration laws after World War 1II
allowed thousands of Chinese to come to America. These
immigrants differed dramatically from their predecessors. They
were families from throughout China intent on staying in the
U.S. New immigrants continue to come to Boston at a rate of
300 a year. While Chinatown is their first home, their average

length of residence is only ten years. Although most would
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like to remain in Chinatown, the housing stock, built between
1835-1850 has undergone continuous intensive use, with little
reinvestment. There are now only 996 housing units, with over
70% of it 1is deteriorated. Of Boston's 15,000 Chinese only
5,000 live in Chinatown, though many return each day to work,
shop and visit. Chinatown is the cultural and business center
of the Chinese community. Afterall, 80 percent of Boston's
Chinese residents are foreign born.

The upwardly mobile Chinese, moving to Allston-Brighton,
the Fenway, or the suburbs, leave behind friends and relatives
living in sub-standard, over-crowded housing, unable to find
good jobs. In 1978 Chinatown's unemployment rate was 16%, and
its underemployment rate was 70%, with only 23% of the women
and 40% of the man fluent in English. The restaurant and
garment industries employ over 75% of the workforce. With both
husbands and wives working long hours, the gross median family
income in 1978 was only $6,000 (the 1lowest of any Boston
neighborhood).

In spite of low paying jobs until 1970 Chinatown was
economically self sufficient, but with 200 Boston area
restaurants the market is saturated. The significance of this
cannot be underestimated since all but $3,416,000 of the
$18,512,000 gross income of Chinatown businesses' annual income
in the mid 1970's was related to restaurants. This is coupled
with the national decline of the garment industry. Chinatown's
growth sector industries, health, construction, and electronics

do not hire Chinese workers. 1In 1978, only 60 to 70 Chinese
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were employed in electronics, 60 to 70 in construction, and
they comprised only 2% of the Tufts New England Medical Center
workforce.

Much of Chinatown's overcrowding is due to the building of
the Southeast Expressway and the Mass Pike Extension in the
1960's, and the expansion of Tufts New England Medical Center.
These developments took half of Chinatown's land and housing.
Today the continued development of Tufts New England Medical
Center, the renewal of the Theatre District, South Station
redevelopment, construction of Lafayette Place, Park Plaza, the
U.S. Department of Transportation complex, and multiple office
buildings are causing land values to skyrocket, making crucial
housing development almost impossible, while few direct
benefits from this development go to the Chinese community.
Although this massive growth brought new customers to
Chinatown's restaurants, few Chinese were hired in the
construction of these projects or to work in them once
completed. Language and racism are still the primary barriers
for Chinese getting good Jjobs and this encirclement of
Chinatown by incompatible and competing land uses threatens
it's survival.

Both the City and the State have historically ignored the
needs of Chinatown. This could be because only 20% of
Chinatown's residents are registered voters. There are also
several conflicting community groups, each trying to speak for
Chinatown. A rally held on May 2, 1983, to express opposition

to Tuft's continued expansion, is a good example of this split
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in leadership. The Chinese Economic Development Council
(CEDC), the agency responsible for Chinatown community economic
development, was very obviously not present, nor a member of
the organizing effort. The Chinese Benevolant Association, the
Merchant's Association, CEDC, and the Chinatown Task Force each
have different visions for Chinatown and different expoused
strategies.

Few government, social service, or job training dollars
reach Chinatown. A 1963 "letter of understanding" from Mayor
Collins, giving the community veto power over outside
developers was ignored and Tufts was not forced to consult the
community before implementing development plans. On
innumerable occasions, Chinese community members protested the
City's, at worst blatant support, and at best quiet tolerance
of Tufts expansion and other development projects‘in spite of
their negative effects on Chinatown.

The City took a new role in 1981, with the BRA and then
EDIC leading the attempt to save the Chinatown garment industry
and its 600-2000* jobs, 25-50 percent* held by Chinese women.
The garment industry had steadily declined since the early
1960's but Tufts threatened eviction of a large number* of
firms at 15 and 35 Kneeland Street, brought the issue to the

public's attention and precipitated the City's involvement. (1)

(1) * Several sources report different numbers. See Appendix A
for explanatory chart.
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III. Garment Industry

The garment industry is America's only major manufacturing
industry to =escape the economic forces that 1lead to
concentration, automation, costly technology, limited entry,
and non-entrepreneurial management 1in other industries. In
many ways, the garment industry has not changed since the
nineteenth century, and its 1labor force <continues to be
primarily immigrant women, though the Jewish immigrants of the
early 1900's have been replaced by Chinese and Hispanic women.
Although there was an increase of large automated firms in the
1970'3, the industry continues to be primarily made up of
small, highly 1labor-intensive, competitive, volatile firms,
averaging 20 to 50 workers, with limited economies of scale and
producing for local and regional markets.

The nature of the industry is due to the transitory nature
of fashion styles and constant seasonal changes which make
large scale production impossible. Market instability keeps a
narrow ceiling on firm size and necessitates a large, flexible,
labor force. Producing in response to sudden shifts in demand,
firms depend on constant communication between suppliers,
buyers, and competitors. This requires agglomeration. The
need for quick access to supplies and cheap labor, and rapid
delivery to markets, anchor the industry in urban centers.
Printing 1is the only American industry rthat has remained

predominantly in urban centers.
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One out of eight U.S. manufacturing workers are emploved
by the garment and textile industries. The lack of general
awareness of the significance of the garment industry in the
American economy is probably due to the small size of most
firms and a workforce primarily comprised of immigrant women.
The average paycheck of a garment worker is 50 percent below
that of all other manufacturing emplovees, in spite of the fact
that the required skill for a stitcher are comparable to other
manufacturing jobs. The average U.S. garment worker's hourlv
wage is $4.35 per hour compared to $7.22 per hour in Sweden.
The 1large increase of imported clothing in the 1970's
(700% between 1961-1972) and the stagflation of the economy
caused a major decline in the garment industry. In fact, it
was the first U.S. industry to be threatened by foreign imports
and by American manufacturers, who moved their operations
overseas 1in search of cheap labor. Although some firms
increased their technology to maximize their productivity and
other firms moved to the southeast, looking for cheaper 1labor,
many firms were forced to close. In fact, 200,000 U.S. garment
jobs were lost between 1970 and 1980. The ILGWU is currentlv
organizing a massive lobbying effort to get Congress to reduce
import quotas from 40 to 25 percent, which they believe is the
only way to save the industrv in the long run.
The garment industry came to Boston's South Cove in the
1860's. Until recently, the availability of cheap Chinese
labor and the closeness to the downtown retail district kept

the industry in the area. Most firms were located on Kneeland
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and Essex Streets, the heart of Chinatown. Recent evictions,
threats of evictions, or rent increases have caused many owners
to seek alternative locations. It is interesting to note that
the district's growth in the 1940's and 1950's displaced many
residents and added to the substantial 1loss of Chinatown's
housing stock. Some Chinatown leaders now fear that the loss
of the garment firms causing the 1loss of hundreds of jobs*
threateﬁs the economic foundation of Chinatown.

Even though the garment industry remains Boston's second
largest manufacturing emplover (printing is the first), it is
small compared to other garment centers, particularly New York
City and San Francisco. Boston's eight thousand* employees are
less than 1/4 of the 36,000 Massachusetts garment workforce.
Both Fall River and New Bedford have relatively large garment
centers, dominated by a few large firms.

Although the Boston industry is made up of approximately
52 to 185 firms*, each emploving an average of forty workers,
most of the work is contracted by one company, "College Town",
a sportswear companv whose main office is in Braintree.
"College Town's" clothes are targeted to middleclass women
looking for moderate priced items. This market is particularly
import sensitive.

The survival of Boston's garment industrv is obviously
linked to "College Town". Two of the factors that have enabled
large firms's like "College Town" to compete with the imports
is a shorter lead time (foreign companies require six months)

and the ability to make special arrangements with textile
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firms. Boston's overall advantage is the continued
availability of an immigrant female labor force.

The Boston garment industry followed the national pattern
of large numbers of firm closing between 1969 and 1979 followed
by an apparent stabilization. 148 firms representing 4,000
jobs'either closed or moved from Boston during this period.
Some of Chinatown's firms moved to other parts of Boston
(particularly East Boston) in the late 1970's due to increased
rents, inability to find additional space for expansion, or
evictions. Confronted in 1981 with the immediate possibility
of Tufts evicting the firms in 15 and 35 Kneeland Street, the
city acting throggh EDIC decided to attempt to find a solution
that would keep these firms in Boston and as close to Chinatown

as possible.

IV. Playvers

The following agencies or groups plaved a role in the
development of the Boston Army Base: the BRA, EDIC, garment
firms, local ILGWU, State Street and Shawmut banks, Chinatown
Housing and Land Development Task Force (Task Force), HUD, the
Chinese Benevelent Association, the Chinese Economic
Development Council, and the Tufts New England Medical Center.
Our purpose here is to focus on the major players in the
project while providing a bhrief description of some others
involved.

EDIC, the Economic Development and Industrial Corporation,

is the main actor and leader in this development of the Armyv
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Base. As a public authority, EDIC works closely with other
public agencies and local financial institutions in order to
target their efforts to neighborhood based industries. By

combining real estate development and management (Cross Town

Industrial Park) financial assistance (leveraging loans,
revenue bonds and federal funds), and job training, EDIC has
established a successful track record thus far. In developing

the Boston Army Base, EDIC felt they were serving their purpose
or mission. They responded to what they thought was an urgent
community need - keeping the garment firms in Boston. The loss
of garment firms would mean many Chinatown residents would lose
their primary source of employment.

In 1981, garment firms and other agencies requested EDIC's
assistance in dealing with the Tufts Medical Center expansion,
which would cause displacement and financial hardship to many
firms. EDIC worked closely with GIRA, the Garment Industry
Relocation Association, an organization comprised of firms,
community reps, and banking and union officials. EDIC helped
to negotiate with Tufts on behalf of the firms. What ensued
has become known as the Boston Army Base project, for which
EDIC has secured the funding for the acquisition, rehab, and
long term financing.

EDIC's first involvement was to coordinate attempts to
persuade Tufts to extend their leases. Once Tufts agreed to an
extension until July 31, 1983, EDIC coordinated the development
of a relocation plan. In the fall of 1981, at the request of

EDIC, the Garment Industry Relocation Association (GIRA), made
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up of representatives of the ILGWU, the garment industrv, the
Task Force and others, hired Bob Xennv (formerlv director of
the BRA) of Urban Consulting to assist them in 1) site
identification for relocation; 2) financial feasibility
analysis; and 3) negotiating with Tufts and city/state/and
federal agencies. Together vwith EDIC, the BRA and KXennv
considered several sites for relocation and surveyed garment
industry needs. Of the 47 firms surveved, 16 companies
expressed interest in the Boston Armv Base site; earlier 25 to
30 firms expressed interest in the base. The total square
footage required was estimated to be 400,000 to 600,000 square
féet. The site was narrowed to Building 114 of the Boston Army
Base, although the criteria used in the decision making process
is not clear. EDIC then announced that the city would attempt
to purchase Building 114 to serve as the site of Boston's new
garment center.

In the past, the BRA had been sharply criticized by the
leaders of the Chinese communitv, who perceived the BRA as
supporting Tufts development, 1in spite of its substantial
adverse effects on Chinatown. After being apprised of the
threatened firms evictions, the BRA negotiated with Tufts New
England Medical Center, and helped persuade them to extend
their leases and not to raise the rents. The cause for the
BRA's changed pattern of action is not clear though orders mav
have come from the Mayor's office.

Representatives from the ILGWU see themselves as

organizers in this project. Previously, there had been no
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unityvy amongst garment firm owrers, In order tc =save unicer
members' dJobs, the Uninon knew that thev had to initiate an
effort to keep the firms in Boston. Manv times, thev acted as
coordinators and a liason between FEDIC, *he firms, and workers.

Roth Congressman Moaklev and Senator Tsongas became
invelved when Brian Dacev, executive director of FEDIC,
reauested their assistance in obtaining +the Bnston Army Rase
site. Thev helped FDIC obtain a $75,000 plannina grant from
the Department of Defense to conduct a market feasibilitv and
site development studv. T.ater these government officials
lobbied for the acquisition of the building from the GSA, and
used their political influence to help EDIC obtain its UDAG and
other federal financinag for the proiject.

First National Rank and Shawmut were represented on the
Garment TIndustrv Relocation Asscociation. Their interests in
the association were as lenders to the various garment firms.
In June of 1982, after the Boston Armv Rase was chosen as the
site for the 1industrv 1location, First WNational Rank was
approached bv Brian Dacev and Marilvn Swartz Llovd, of EDIC,
with a proposed budget pro-forma on the proiject. First
National felt they needed mnre information before thev could
proceed. When the pro-forma on the facilitv was brought to
State Street Bank later that summer, State Street agreed to
pursue the proiect further, following a cursorv review.

Shawmut was brought into the deal in late September.
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V. Site

Historically, the growth of Boston's economic base has
been uneven. It has occured in specific clustered areas,
emanating from central points within the city proper. The
Prudential Center, City Hall Plaza and the new Federal Reserve
Building have been stepping stones for development. Much of
the underutilized and vacant areas of space surrounding these
points have been captured by developers yet gaps still remain
to be filled. With the recent construction of the new Federal
Reserve Building, development trends in Boston are heading
towards the Southeast sector of the Waterfront, tightening up
the area between the North Atlantic and Summer Street bridges.

Projects for that area, either planned, proposed or
underway include EDIC's Marine Industrial Park, redevelopment
of the Boston Army Base and its container points, Massport's
piers, (Boscom), Commonwealth Pier, a new Northern Avenue
bridge and sea access road to Logan Airport. If development
projects succeed as planned, then the location of EDIC's Army
base project and the surrounding assembled land, will become
increasingly desirable to developers, merchants, and future
residents.

The Boston Army Base is comprised of the three major
buildings, Buildings 113, 114, and 119. Building 113 is the
smaller of the three, and housed Army administrative offices.
The U.S. Army used Building 114 as a training site, and for a

computer and storage facility, but phased out most of its
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operations on the base about seven years ago. Currently, some
of their computer facilities are housed in the building and two
private manufacturers - Personnel and Breckenridge sportswear
companies rent space in the building. Building 114 has 1.6
million square feet. Building 119, or 666 Summer Street, is
actually owned by the Navy, but because it is on the Army base,
the Army is the caretaker of the Building. Currently Building
119 is leased to Massport, who in turn leases the space to
local major supermarket chains for warehousing their incoming
goods.

The city has recently submitted a proposal to the Navy,
offering Boston as the homeport for the Surface Action Group
(SAG). Under the proposal, the Navy's building on the 31 acre
site would be rennovated and used to berth and accomodate the
group of warships. The SAG consists of five vessels, including
the battleship USS Iowa, a guided missile cruiser, a destroyer,
and two guided missile destroyers. The proposal was sponsored
by EDIC, the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, and the
Massport Authority. This project would create thousands of new
jobs, increase civilian and military payroll in the area by a
total of $143 million dollars, and would bring the city many
new ship related contracts. It would also attract tenants for
Sections A, E, and F in Building 114, the sections for which
EDIC has said they currently have no plans. The food companies
now housed in Building 119 would have to move, possibly

becoming tenants at Building 114.
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Although New York and Newport, Rhode Island are also
competing for the site, it appears that Boston could offer the
best resource to the Navy. Buildings 114 and 119 are housed on
the largest drydock in any eastern seaport. There is 5,450
linear feet of pier space - more than enough to berth all of
the vessels in the SAG. Presently, the facilities are
underutilized, operating on a strictly commercial level. If
the Navy were to accept the proposed "Homeport Boston", then
the city <could operate the port on a timeshare basis,
alternating between Navy and commerical vessels. The natural
harbor of Boston is another factor that makes the Boston Army
Base site appealing to the Navy; It is closer to the major sea
lanes and Northern European parts than any other city in the
country. Also of major importance is the fact £hat the base
was recently occupied by the Navy (1974) and can now be

renovated without exhorbitant cost.
VI. Financial Deal

The financial package for the purchase and redevelopment
of the Boston Army Base was orchestrated by the Economic
Development and Industrial Corporation of Boston (EDIC). It is
an 1innovative package of both public and private funds.
Inciluded in the deal are four major sources of funds, a $3.644
million Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) loan from HUD, a
$5.950 Industrial Revenue Bond, $.427 million in EDIC egquity

including Neighborhood Development Funds and a Community
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Development Block Grant, and $3 million in syndication equity.

The deal has changed many times, taking a number of forms.
The major components of the first package brought before the
banks included a proposed $4 million Urban Development Action
Grant loan from HUD, $1.2 to $1.4 million in equity from the
Massachusetts Government Land Bank, private outside syndication
of $2.5 million and a tax exempt Industrial Revenue Bond of
$4.5 million.

The UDAG loan application for funds for the Boston Army
Base was contingent on the retention of industry and jobs, the
creation of new Jjobs, and consideration of the socioeconomic
ramifications to the Chinese community. HUD would not even
consider Boston's application until a sales agreement on the
Army Base was reached with the U.S. General Services
Administration (GSA). EDIC's independent appraisal of the
property by Minot, Debois and Maddison, was at $1.5 million,
while the GSA appraised the property at a value of $4.1
million. EDIC felt pressured to make a deal quickly lest all
of their efforts fall through. They wanted the financing to be
in place by January of 1983 so they could start renovations and
have the Center ready by the summer of 1983.

It was necessary to have the Center ready at this time as
the garment firms in 15 and 35 Kneeland Street had a reprieve
from Tufts University's eviction proceedings and rent increases
through June of 1983. The UDAG grant contingent on the saving
of those garment industry 3jobs and if the UDAG was not

allocated in that round, it is doubtful that EDIC could use the
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saving of those garment 1dnbs as -Hdustification as the building
would not be readv in time to save them. The final negotiated
price for the propertv and building was $3.5 million. EDTC met
the deadline, though thev did not get a good ovrice on the
building. Still, thev were able to get +the TIDAG in that round
As needed for the acouisition of the Roston Armv Rase. - The
UDAG award came just one week after the negotiated $3.5 million
Armv Base Building 114 sale agreement with the GSA.

The aarment industrv project, including rehabilitation was
initially estimated at a cost of $14.7 million, based on an
engineering study prepared by Anderson-Nichols and Company,
Inc. The estimate had been revised upward, given the higher
acquisition and improvement costs, to $17.555 million. This
figure includes the full purchase price of $3.5 million and an
estimated $1 million in leasehold improvements by the garment
industry and other tenants. TIt takes into account renovations
to sections R, C, and D of Ruilding 114 onlv, for a total of
825,400 sauare feet for garment/industrial use (of which onlv
785,400 square feet is rentable). Sections A, E, and F of the
Building are not included in this industrial/garment center
proiject, and financing for these sections is entirely separate.
Plans for these sections have not bheen officially developed,
nor disclosed by EDIC, bevond calling it a 1light industrial
complex to be developed in the future.

More formal Bank estimates of the project cost eliminate
$2.2 million of the acquisition cost from the garment center

proiect and accrue it to the Budget for sections A, E, and F,
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putting the total cost of the project at $15.355 million,
including 1leasehold improvements. This $2.2 million was
eliminated from the budget because State Street Bank, the lead
bank in the deal (and the coordinator of all financial aspects
of this package) stipulated that no more than $1.3 million be
allowed for acquisition. The Bank backed into this figure by
first determining the hard and soft costs of construction and
then deducting this cost from the total sources of income. One
of the biggest risks to the bank is the construction risk.
Funds must be sufficient to complete the project. It was up to
the developer, EDIC in this case, to find money to make up the
difference‘between the full acquisition cost and the allowable
acquisition advance. EDIC obtained a $2.2 million HUD 108
loan, which applied as the acquisition cost for sections A, E,
and F only. Payments for the HUD 108 loan will come from
present tenant leases in those sections.

The major sources of project funding going into the final
closing, which is expected in mid-May of 1983, include the
$3.644 million UDAG loan from HUD, $3 million in private
syndication from DLJ Real Estate, Inc., some $1.7 million in
EDIC equity, and a $5.95 million industrial Revenue Bond
purchased by Merrili Lynch and backed by the State Street and
Shawmut Banks. Listed sources of EDIC equity include
$140,000-planning grants. $420,000~1leasing overhead,
$775,000-administration, $127,000-Neighborhood Development
Fund, and $300,000 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG).

(See Appendix B.)

Financing Community Economic Development Page 18



BOSTON ARPMY RASF FINAT, REPORT Mav 17, 1983

Part of this $1.7 million in EDIC equity, which goes
toward some of the soft costs, are in fact not true costs to he
charged to the proiect, and are considered bv State Street Bank
as a "sweat equity" contribution by EDIC. These expenses
either have alreadv been paid for (Miscellaneocus Development
Costs) or vay <for themselves (they are considered both costs
and eguitv). The only real monev equity that EDIC is
contributing, from the Bank's view, is a Neiaghborhnod
Development Fund of $427,000 and a Communitv Development Block

Grant of $300,000, for a total contribution of $427,000.

State Street Bank's Estimates
for the Total Project Cost and
Total Sources of Funds

Resources (in millions $) Costs (in millions $)
Ind. Rev. Bonds 5.950 Acquisition 1.300
UDAG 3.644 Hard Const. Costs 9.378
EDIC Equitv LA427 Soft Costs 2.342
Svndication 3.000

13.021 13.020

Missing from the deal is the Massachusetts Government Tand
Bank. The Land Bank has historicallv had a strong relationship
with EDIC. Yet, the deal was restructured in December of 1982
without the Land Bank due to technical reasons, predominantlv a
conflict as co-participant in the mortgage with the commercial
banks. The tax exempt Industrial Revénue Bond purchased bv
Merrill TLvynch is sold to individual investors who must be left
in a riskless position. Thus, State Street Rank, the lead bank

in the deal, and Shawmut Bank, as the participant bank,
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(sharing the risk equallv) issued a letter of credit in favor
of Merrill Lvnch for the TIndustrial Revenue RBond. 1f EDIC can
not meet the pavments and the bonds go into default, Merrill
Lvnch can call under the letter of credit, thus protectinag the
individual consumers of the bonds. Tf this hapvens, the full
amount of the letter of credit is naid bv State Street and
Shawmut tn Merrill Lvnch. Tn return, State Street and Shawmut
would hold the first mortgage, a position of collateral, and
would control the real estate.

The Land Bank conflict was that thev would have been a
shared participant in the first mortgage with State Street and
Shawmut Banks which would have depleted the Banks' collateral
position by $1.4 million and +*hev would have meant shared
control of the propertv. Yet, the Land Bank is an agencv of
the Commonwealth and there 1is ©presentlv debate in the
Legislature regarding the T.and Bank's future existence. Given
the potential elimination of the Tand Bank there was the
question of who would then be the co-participant. It was
assumed that the Tegislature would pnrobablv take that control
and the banks were opposed to such a partnership. Thus, with
State Street taking the initiative, the TLand Rank was forced
out of the deal.

There were other benefits +to the deal without the
involvement of the TLand Bank. The original Land Bank financina
was to be at an interest rate of 14 percent. That financing
was transferred to the Industrial Revenue Bond. Merrill l.vnch

has quoted the Bond at 10 1/4 percent (though this is expected
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to go down even further to 9.875 or 10 percent by closing, due
to financial market conditions), resulting in a cost savings to
the project. Also, for the Land Bank to raise the money, they
would have had to float a state backed bond issue and sell the
bonds which would have cost the project from $120 to $150
thousand. The restructuring of the deal increased the Banks'
exposure, but gave them a stronger collateral position and
provided cost-saving into the budget.

In return for the letter of credit, State Street and
Shawmut receive a fair rate of return for their risk in an
amount of 1.5% per annum of the face amount of the letter of
credit (equal to the outstanding principal balance). State
Street is also the Trustee of the Industrial Revenue Bond, and
as such, services the account; collecting and disposing
payments. For this, they receive a servicing fee of close to
$5,000 annually. This is paid by the project.

The $5.95 million Industrial Revenue Bond (IRB) is on a 25
year schedule. While not yet officially rated, State Street
expects that Standard & Poors will give the Bond an A rating,
standard for a State Street letter of Credit. According to the
terms of the deal, as it now stands, the first five years of
the project require interest only payments at 10.25 percent
(thoughrexpected to go down), payable semi-annually. In years
6 through 10, the loan is amortized at 2% in addition to the
interest payments, while for vyears 11 through 20 it is
amortized at 4.5% plus interest. A balloon payment of the

principal is to be made in year 20 of the project.
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There is a $19 million capital expenditure cap on the
Industrial Revenue Bond. This means that $19 million is the
maximum amount that may be spent on this project for any
capital improvements going back three years and forward three
years, including any made by those leasing the space. Had the
UDAG monies not been a part of this package, the IRB cap on
capital expenditures would have been $10 million. 1In effect,
the UDAG 1leveraged the potential for extra money into the
project. This stipulation precludes any higher use of sections
B, C, and D for at 1least three years. Once the 1limit is
reached, remaining space can not be leased if they intend to
put more money into improvements. The $19 million can not be
exceeded for the six years total or the IRB can not be used.

As a stipulation for their backing of the Industrial
Revenue Bond, the Bank has required EDIC to pre-lease enough
space to more than cover the 1984 Industrial Revenue Bond debt
payment, as well as the IRB Letter of Credit fee and the
servicing fee on the IRB. (Payments on the UDAG do not start
until 1988 and City taxes were waived for 1983 and 1984. The
only other project debt in 1984 is $75,000 in Ground Lease
payable to EDIC. Yet this paymeht is subordinated to the IRB
payments.) In order to cover this 1984 IRB debt, EDIC must
pre-lease 412,776 square feet of the Building (sections B, C,
and D), or just under 53 percent of the total rentable space.
This takes into account two major pre-leases of a combined
297,387 square feet that have already been arranged. The Bank

backed into the requirement that a balance of 120.393 square
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feet be leased at a rental rate of $2.62 per square foot by
June of 1983. The tax waiver was essential to making this deal
work.

EDIC claims to be starting their rents at $2.75 a square
foot including taxes, with an additional $.50 for heat. (Yet,
an EDIC letter dated April 15, 1983, in which they are actively
seeking possible state agency tenants, gquoted the rents as
starting at $2.45 a square foot.) The terms of the rent are 8
to 10 year leases, with five year renewal options and no tax
escalator in the lease. Yet there are kickers in the leases,
step ups over the years, in which the rents will go up. The
exclusive Real Estate Agent for the project is the Codman
Company, Inc. By late April, 1983, EDIC had leased 35 percent
of the space. EDIC has until the middle of May, 1983, or June
1st at the latest, to pull the required 53 percent leased space
into the project, to cover the Industrial Revenue Bond debt, or
else they will have to renegotiate the deal. EDIC and the
Codman Company are confident that they will meet the deadline.

While the bonds can be renegotiated after that date, the
syndication deal would fall apart. EDIC has signed a
syndication agreement with DLJ Real Estate, Inc., a subsidiary
of Wall Street investment firm Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette,
Inc. Under this agreement, DLJ Real Estate forms a limited
partnership and sells $3 million 1in  shares following
discounting, to private investors, whose liability is limited
to their investment. This $3 million goes into the project as

equity.
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0f the $3 million dollars in cash from the svndication,
$1.372 million is up front and the rest is secured by
promissory notes to be paid bv the svndication over the next
five vears. The notes are +taken by State Street Bank as
collateral who lend the remaining $1.645 million for the start
of the proiect against these investor notes. As the notes are
onlv as good as the financial credibilitv of the individual
investors, and the information costs +to determine that
credibilitv are extremelv high, the syndication must buv a Bond
assurity so that if individual investors default, then the Bank
will be paid bhy the insurance company. The svndication must
make installment.payments on the loan for five vears (through
1988) . These yearly pavments are arranged to coincide closely
with the investors expected income from the tax depreciation.

- The syndication deal is being sold to these individual
investors primarily for its benefit as a 1983 tax credit.
Because the investors would have a 1long term lease on a
renovated building that is onlder than 40 vears, they would be
eligible for a 20% investment tax credit in the first vear that
the building is occupied. As stressed by EDIC in their one
page summary of the syndication, "This is not a tax deduction,
but an actual credit: dollar for dollar. For example,
Building 114 will cost approximately $12 million to
rehabilitate. Twenty percent of $12 million is $2.4 million.
If vou assume there are 30 investors, then each one will
receive a one-time tax credit of $80,000." To receive that

heftv tax credit on their 1983 taxes, it is crucial that most
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of the building be complete in 1983 and that it be occupied.
If the deal is not closed bv June 1lst, it becomes increasi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>