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by a woman walking a big dog. She was not happy over the prospect
of outsiders coming into the community to do a major project. The
woman and the dog let him know in no uncertain terms. With a
small trace of a grimace and maybe a flash of professional pride,
Loney notes:

In the early days there was a definite hostility toward the engineers. Some
people flat-out told me they didn’t need some lilly white guy from the
suburbs coming in telling them what they’d get. But they found out we’d
listen to them, not jam things down their throats. We had open-door pol-
icy in the office if anyone wanted to come in.

We got religion. Today there’s a growing awareness among my peers
that the community does have a say. A lot of us remember the baby car-
riage in front of the bulldozer that stopped a project. We don’t want that.
And we won’t have it if we take the community along in the process. No
surprises. Get them in early. Get their input. Most people realize there’s a
limit to what can and can’t be done in any project. And as long as people
are brought in early and kept aware of what is going on it pays incredible
dividends.

Residents played a huge role in making sure that security con-
cerns were key in the design of Corridor Park and the new Orange
Line—perhaps the key issue in ensuring the success of urban parks
and mass transit. They helped design the project so that it would be
resistant to vandalism, neglect, and tight local budgets that could
hurt maintenance and policing. (It was a fortuitous decision consid-
ering Massachusetts’s precarious finances in the early 1990s, a de-
velopment that necessitated massive budget cuts and tax increases.)
Bicycle paths, for instance, were designed to be wide enough to ac-
commodate police cruisers. Graffiti-resistant construction materials
were used wherever possible, Only small trees and shrubs that grew
to low height were planted so that security would be easier and
there would be no isolated areas removed from public view. Two
separate paths—one for pedestrians and another for bicyclers—were
created to keep people and bikes apart. Ball courts were clustered
around -play areas and benches to discourage loitering and keep
them under the watch of a variety of residents. In the South End,
basketball backboards were actually placed at lower than normal
heights in order to preserve the courts for younger children and dis-
courage taller teenagers from using them. In the subway stations, all
nooks and crannies where people could hide were eliminated. Pedes-
trian underpasses were designed so they would be visible in their
entirety from fare collection booths.

The touchiest issue arousing neighborhood passions during the

planning phase was access across the corridor. Since 1815, the rail-

road corridor, which ran across an elevated embankment, had di-
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vided the neighborhoods. In many areas, the population on one side
of the tracks was white, on the other black. Loney recalls:

In the early days of development people didn’t want anyone to be able to
come across the corridor. There was real opposition to free access. Every-
body wanted access to the park, but they didn’t want the people on the
“other side” to be able to cross over. As the project developed, people got
together at the meetings. They found out that the guy on the other side of
the tracks wasn’t that bad after all.

In most instances, disputes were resolved by providing access
across the park where railroad overpasses permitting access previ-
ously existed, but in a few cases, access residents opposed to a free
flow of people across the corridor managed to limit access.

In 1981, the citizen participation paid off politically. The project
was threatened by an $81 million budget shortfall. The remaining
construction cost estimates exceeded the federal government’s will-
ingness to pay. Federal officials began ordering the MBTA to cut
costs by scrapping escalators, noise canopies, and buying cheaper
construction materials, but the community groups proved to be
worthwhile adversaries, so well-informed about the project’s tech-
nical details from the years of meetings that they made convincing
arguments to retain most of the elements threatened with the budget
ax. (Luck had a hand as well since the budget gap came in the mid-
dle of the recession of the early 1980s and the project benefited from
low bids submitted by contractors hungry for work.) In a few in-
stances, they even embarrassed federal officials. Neighborhood ac-
tivists made sure, for instance, to publicize a federal effort to save
$20,000 on a $20 million contract by eliminating a special antigraf-
fiti finish on concrete walls. As it turned out, Uncle Sam spent more
than $20,000 just administering the paperwork for the proposed
change. Says Pangaro:

The overwhelming lesson is that if you set up a process, commit to follow-
ing it, follow it, and show people you’re following it, there will be results.
They may be small things, but they’ll be concrete. And when the time
comes to make big decisions the support will be there.

Tent City

Sixty seconds. That is the amount of time it takes to walk from the
front door of a red-brick apartment complex called Tent City to the
entrance of Neiman-Marcus, the retailer famed for its consumer-
paradisiacal extravagance. The contrast is too cute, almost cheeky.



After all, the library is bulging with stories about urban struggles
between the rich and poor. Still, how could anyone familiar with the
American city in the 1980s and 1990s avoid the temptation to play
with the visual imagery?

In those sixty seconds, a poor Bostonian can stroll from a new
clean, modern apartment in Tent City to the cosmetics counter at
Neiman’s, where a sales clerk wearing a $150 dress and a $75 hair-
style will offer to demonstrate a new facial cream in a six-ounce
bottle costing more than the poor person’s monthly rent. How did
the poor person come to reside in a beautiful apartment with bay
windows a short stroll from the woman selling the face cream at
Neiman’s? That is the crux of Boston’s new twist on an old story.

It was 1968, the year inner cities across America exploded in
flames in the wake of the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr. In Boston’s South End, the seeds of activism had already been
planted. The War on Poverty was showing chinks in its armor. Bos-
ton had laid out an urban renewal plan for the South End in 1964.
Four years later, the plan was still going nowhere. Some residents
had been evicted from dilapidated buildings, but with each emptied
building came more deterioration. Scores of families had already
been driven out of the neighborhood.

So neighborhood residents, led by activists who would go on to

“As the project developed,
people . . . found out that the
guy on the other side of the
tracks wasn’t that bad after

all.” (Pbhotograph courtesy of Peter
Wrenn, Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts)
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become prominent in Boston politics in the 1980s, erected “Tent
City” on the site of a big parking lot serving downtown office build-
ings. People used to live on the site—before the buildings were torn
down with the promise that new low-income housing would be built
to replace them. No housing was forthcoming. The protesters
camped out on the parking lot for three days, getting heavy media
coverage before many of the demonstrators were forcibly removed
and arrested.

“The neighborhood was at the point of exasperation,” says Ken-
neth Kruckemeyer, who had moved to the South End not long be-
fore the housing demonstrations started. He became one of the lead-
ing activists in the neighborhood in the 1970s and later a deputy to
Pangaro in running the entire Southwest Corridor project. “It was
part of an awakening of people who were new to the neighborhood
to urban issues and urban problems and a coming together of the
people who’d lived here for many years.”

For more than a decade, protests intended to get the city to fol-
low through on its commitment to build new housing in the South
End continued. Meanwhile, the neighborhood organized against ex-
tending I-95 through the South End. In 1974, Boston made its first
stab at trying to develop the Tent City property. Early plans had
called for a parking garage and apartment tower on the site. The
Boston Redevelopment Authority decided to require that only 10
percent of the apartments that would be built be affordable to low-
income people. “Folks went through the roof,” Kruckemeyer re-
members. “There was nothing to guarantee that the bulk of the
housing built would serve the people that were displaced to create it
and nothing to ensure that it would be physically appropriate for
this historic neighborhood.”

The people of the South End responded with a task force, co-
chaired by Kruckemeyer and Mel King, who later became one of
Boston’s most prominent black leaders. The task force drafted a set
of “development principles” that ended up shaping development in
the South End a decade later. There were fifteen items in the devel-
opment principles. They boiled down to two simple bottom lines:
Any housing built on the Tent City parcel would have to be afford-
able to a “full mix” of neighborhood residents; and the physical de-
sign of the project would have to “relate closely” to the existing row
houses and streetscape.

The redevelopment agency received three proposals to build on
the Tent City site. None were acceptable under the South End’s de-
velopment guidelines. The neighborhood took issue again. By that
time, residents had enough clout to block any development to which
they objected strongly. In any event, the test of wills never came.
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Massachusetts’s dire financial situation in the mid-1970s put all of
the development schemes on ice.

All was quiet until the late 1970s. Thirteen dilapidated buildings
stood on the otherwise empty Tent City parcel. A few were owned
privately; the rest were in the hands of the city. A large parking lot
weaved around buildings on the property. The lot was owned by
William Fitzgerald, the retired city fire commissioner, for his Fitz-
Inn Autopark.

At one point, Tunny Lee, an MIT urban planning professor who
had taken an active interest in the corridor project and was a key
player in schooling many of the participants in the art of community
participation, decided to use the Tent City site as a studio for his
students. They developed alternative development models for the
parcel. (One of the students ended up becoming the executive direc-
tor of the Tent City group in the early 1980s.)

In the late 1970s, Urban Investment and Development Corpo-
ration, the developer of Chicago’s swank Water Tower Place retail
project and one of the nation’s leading builders of upscale down-
town projects, began pushing plans to build a huge new retail-en-
tertainment—hotel development across from the Tent City property.
The project opened as Copley Place in 1984, largely on decking cre-
ated over the adjacent Massachusetts Turnpike. The state govern-
ment, which controlled the air rights over the freeway, insisted that
Urban Investment and Development ““win” its right to a long-term
lease by negotiating an agreement with the surrounding neighbor-
hoods. From 1977 to 1980, in fifty public hearings with Back Bay
and South End interests, Urban’s man-on-site, Gary Himmel, la-
bored over terms. Some sessions, especially in carly stages, boiled
over into shouting and impassioned controversy.

Four hundred people poured into one meeting at the Boston
Public Library, and there were sharp questions: Would Copley
Place’s sheer mass overpower the nearby streets and row houses?
What would be the impact on local traffic, parking, and pedestrian
access? Would the buildings cast shadows and stir up winds? What
would Urban do for low- and moderate-income housing needs?
Who would get the jobs—in construction and then the six thousand-
some permanent positions?

Himmel later acknowledged he had been shaken by the intensity
of neighborhood demands, but as his “adversaries” became his de-
sign advisers, his attitude shifted. His architects actually worked
with citizen guidelines tacked up at their work desks. Urban Invest-
ment and Development eventually agreed to modify its design to
move the taller buildings back from the street, even though the
project still overpowers the surrounding low-rise neighborhood.
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Twenty percent of the construction jobs were reserved for minori-
ties. Of the project’s six thousand permanent jobs, 50.0 percent
were earmarked for Boston residents, which included 50.0 percent
women, 30.0 percent minorities, and 17.2 percent people from sur-
rounding neighborhoods.

Eventually, Himmel would say that far from ruining the Copley
Place development, the neighborhood input led to a superior proj-
ect, both economically and aesthetically-—a suggestion that even on
the periphery of the Southwest Corridor, its new planning ethic was
influencing Boston’s way of doing things.

The entire neighborhood transition raised, predictably enough,
broad concerns in the South End. Kruckemeyer explains:

The heart of the matter was trying to do things which strengthened the
neighborhood in transportation and housing and made it better. It pained
me to see that good transportation and nice physical design displaced the
people you were supposed to be building for. And it was to me irrespon-
sible to say that the poor would have to be condemned to poor transpor-
tation and housing because we couldn’t figure out a solution. We had to
find ways of solving the problem of affordable housing while we were
rehabbing the streets in the South End. Here was a way to do quality
design, provide service to the neighborhood, and do it all in a way that
would stabilize the neighborhood. And we did create a stabilizing influ-
ence despite the real estate pressure to gentrify privately owned units. Af-
fordable housing can be done in a way that’s stable and good, both so-
cially and physically.

Exactly what would be built on the Tent City parcel became part
of both the Southwest Corridor rebuilding effort and the Copley
Place development negotiations. There followed several more years
of negotiations—with the owner of the parking lot, the city, the de-
velopers of Copley Place, and others. Finally, a year and a half after
rejecting a complicated deal with the Tent City group to sell the
parking lot for $1.25 million and develop housing and parking on
the site, the Fitzgerald interests sold the property to Urban Invest-
ment and Development. The price tag: $3 million.

Kruckemeyer picks up the narrative, sitting at a battered table in
a meeting room in the Tent City apartment building:

What was Urban Investment and Development going to do with the prop-
erty? They wanted more parking for Copley Place, about 1,100 spaces on
the site. The neighborhood went bananas again. We’d been at it for 14
years. We tried negotiating but pulled out, thinking that having more than
1,000 parking spaces on the property just wouldn’t work. That left us
with some unhappy people in the city and unhappy developers who’d
been seeing dollar signs in their eyes and parking in their future. The
neighborhood held enough cards to stop it and hold out for something
that it wanted.
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The question of affordable housing in the South End had be-
come a pressing issue. During the 1970s and 1980s, as the value of
residential real estate in many parts of Boston skyrocketed, the at-
tractive row houses of the South End began drawing young middle-
and upper-middle-class families. Displacement, brought on by gen-
trification and the accompanying conversion of apartments into
condominiums, threatened many longtime residents.

Finally, in the mid-1980s, with work on the Southwest Corridor
starting to wind down and a beautiful park taking shape next to the
Tent City property, the city, neighborhood, and developers negoti-
ated a deal to develop the property. Urban Investment and Devel-
opment was allowed to build about seven hundred underground
parking spaces on the site, 130 of which were reserved for Tent City
and the remainder of which could be used for Copley Place parking.
The developers would build the underground garage. Tent City
would use a variety of public funds to build low- and moderate-
income housing. Ground for the new building was broken in 1985.

So the Tent City site came to be occupied by 269 handsome
apartments housed in a large, low-rise, red-brick structure that
blended in impeccably with the surrounding neighborhood. One-
fourth of the residents were poor; half had moderate incomes. The
remaining one-fourth of the apartments were rented at “market
rate”—which in the fashionable South End of the 1990s translated
into $800 monthly for a one-bedroom apartment, running up to
$1,700 for a four-bedroom unit. The rich and poor, elderly and
young mixed together throughout the new apartment complex. Vir-
tually the only rule distributing apartments by location was the one
that gave families with children first crack at ground-floor apart-
ments so that children could play outside with family supervision.
People began moving into the new building in April 1988, almost
twenty vears to the day of the first demonstration on the site.

Back in Tony Pangaro’s office along the Charles, the snow was
letting up and subway trains running from downtown Boston to
Cambridge continued to clatter periodically across the dowdy old
Longfellow Bridge.

“It really is possible to find out what people have on their minds
and develop an inclusive process,” Pangaro said. He glanced out the
window at another passing subway train and the Boston skyline,
which had come back into view as the snow abated:

If you can agree on the goals you can work out how they are accom-
plished. . . . But no matter how good you are about listening to people,
you have to remember than you can’t substitute a new government for the
existing one. You find a way to augment the process. This would never
have worked if we’d set up a superauthority to control the whole process.
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If we had tried to go and get money and power and invent a new form of
government, we’d never had gotten the thing done. Our job was to per-
suade people, politically and technically, and help them get the money. We
wouldn’t overrun them. We didn’t make a single state legislator or city
councilman mad. We didn’t have to fight those battles. That empowers
people in the neighborhoods. It gives them access to government and helps
them be more effective without redoing government.

Commentary: Boston

POLLY WELCH: What is remarkable about this success story is the
amount of risk-taking, the political balancing among competing
needs, the collaborative process. An example: How do you balance
a systemwide problem like transit against the need for local input?
It would have been easy for a band of engineers to design the transit
system in the abstract from the top down. Any time you allow local
input, you create that tension between being able to build something
cheap and uniform and building something that responds to the in-
dividualized needs of local communities.

JOSEPH P. RILEY, JR.: That’s what stunned me: the enormous in-
dividuality of design. They didn’t try to say, “We have one good
idea and we’ll run it all the way down the line.”” Every green space,
retail outlet, train station, and sidewalk showed the creation of a
public realm with individual character. It was more expensive but it
was better. The success is in people finding out they can create a
public realm themselves, in this case, a marvelous, complex linear
park with both transit and flower gardens.

WELCH: Another important example of balance is the decision to
spend less money on the stations and more on parkland. The engi-
neers and architects may have preferred to build a “signature”
building for each station, They were not permitted to. There were
strict guidelines as to materials, color systems, and technical details.
Money was spent to customize station design when it would benefit
the life of the community. That was the trade-off and it was based
on what designers heard at the participatory meetings. It’s impor-
tant to credit citizen participation as central to the success of this
project.

RILEY: Any good architect, planner, or lawyer will tell you that
they do their best work when their client is well-prepared. Give me
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a client that understands the facts of the situation and I can do a
better job in the courtroom. Give a designer a community that has
thought through the details and he or she will be able to create al-
ternatives.

STEVE LIVINGSTON: The diversity was so great that this can’t be
called a project. It was many projects linked together over thirty
years with government and citizen participation. One of the chal-
lenges in urban redevelopment is sustaining government support for
thirty years and more.

RILEY: In this generation, the popular model is the suburban
model. You have a cornfield and then, almost overnight, you have a
regional shopping mall, a cloverleaf, and a mixed-use complex; but
in building and rebuilding cities, you must have patience, put it into
a historical context, and then do the hard political work.

wELCH: The theme of this project is “healing the scar.” The scar
is physical, social, economic. Each of these dimensions was ad-
dressed—which is what the Rudy Bruner Award is about. The scale
of the project is mind-boggling. It had an impact on one-third of the
city’s population.

Boston had already been through two major urban renewal
projects: one in the Back Bay for the Convention Center and one
downtown for the Government Center in the old West End, the sub-
ject of Herb Gans’s The Urban Villagers. The city already had sac-
rificed a community to show its willingness to embrace urban re-
newal. The idea of tearing down more neighborhoods for
“progress’ was not a new issue. People were familiar with the social
and personal cost.

The other piece of the scar was the railroad: a divider between
the haves and have-nots. It linked Boston to the rest of the world
but divided its neighborhoods. Transit systems aren’t built just to
bring people into and out of a city. The new rail system represents a
conscious effort to link the people on opposite sides of the tracks.
The participatory process was one where people had to confront
their prejudices along with their need to get across to the other side.

RILEY: A city is an ecosystem. You have to respect its power and
its delicacy. You must respect, for example, that in decking over a
transit rail line to create a public space, a planner’s egalitarian no-
tion of interaction may disturb the city’s balance. The Boston plan
was successful because so many citizens were involved, particularly
in deciding these details of where—and where not—to deck.
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weLcH: The issue of getting across the system also involved this
question: If people used it as a recreation path, where would they
exit the system and whose street would they end up on? As it turned
out, the first third is completely decked over. You get a linear park,
and one is unaware of what’s below. In the second third, in Rox-
bury, where there’s quite a bit of decking, that community chose
carefully where it thought the deck would be useful in creating rec-
reation areas and where they could forego it. The third part has
much less decking, and what there is is primarily near the subway
stations.

LIVINGSTON: Managers and designers of public spaces realize that
something magic happens to people in a space that is working. Peo-
ple are transformed. The magic was allowed to happen in Boston by
matching the design to both young and old, to various ethnic
groups.

wELCH: One of the social problems inherent in mass transit is
that people in more affluent communities at the end of the rail line
are afraid of inner-city people using the line to come into their
neighborhoods. It was the middle of the line in Boston that had the
poorest people, in the Roxbury section. People at both ends of the
line were worried that this would have an impact on their neighbor-
hoods.

An additional problem was to balance regional versus local tran-
sit needs. Part of the purpose of the line was to get suburbanites into
the city without their cars, to make it attractive and convenient to
them.

There’s also the issue of parkland management. The city has
built itself a wonderful green space, but there’s an ongoing discus-
sion about how it’s going to be maintained and by whom.

LIVINGSTON: The management begins in the design process. De-
sign addresses physical needs but it also addresses participation.
People adopt the space at that initial point in the process. Security
and maintenance are easier if that foundation of participation is
there. Public spaces conjure up fears, but you can handle that
through participation in the planning process.

weLcH: The Southwest Corridor project is not yet complete.
There are loose ends, as with any large-scale undertaking. Some-
times it is difficult to resolve problems and ensure financial and po-
litical support once the project is publically declared complete.
Completion and sustainability ideally go hand in hand.
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The Metropolitan District Commission, which was going to
manage the parklands, experienced drastic budget cuts. In addition,
several community task forces wanted the parkland managed at the
local rather than the regional level so that they could continue to
have the input that they’d had in the planning process. They felt if
vandalism were a problem, it could be solved more effectively at a
local level. They felt that community gardens shouldn’t be managed
by a regionwide agency that is too far removed from the users to
work out problems.

This project raises the question of how people continue to feel a
sense of ownership and pride over these hundreds of acres of green
space over time. Part of the answer in this era of ““a thousand points
of light” is volunteerism. As with Cabrillo Village, those who don’t
remember the hours it took to create something may have less un-
derstanding of, and appreciation for, its benefit to their lives.

Southwest Corridor also raises the issue of how you sustain po-
litical support to make sure the promises get fulfilled. The city of
Boston has a concept called linkage. It requires that developers who
want to construct new buildings downtown have to contribute link-
age money for development of buildings in economically depressed
neighborhoods.

A large parcel adjacent to the corridor in Roxbury remains va-
cant and undeveloped because the city and the state struggle in their
collaborative effort to get it completed. In a public housing devel-
opment abutting the corridor, the housing authority and tenant task
force have chosen to leave the housing units closest to the subway
boarded up as a clear message that they have not yet received the
state and local funds to complete the housing renewal work.

RILEY: Money alone is not going to do it, and grass-roots in-
volvement won’t do it if you don’t have the money.

Cities represent a civilization’s statement about their times. You
enrich a civilization, and often its poorest people, when you make it
possible for quality investments to be made in the city. You lift the
tide in the city with programs like the Urban Development Action
Grant, and you lift all boats, rural and urban. That’s why it is so
regrettable when such programs are abandoned.

WELCH: Yet another imaginative dimension of the Southwest
Corridor development was the education and training component
that got inner-city kids working in the offices of the project design
consultants and engineers so they could learn skills and experience
professions they might not otherwise know about.

MIT and Harvard faculty and students played a role. The South-
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west Corridor project was a perfect field setting for design students
to be exposed to the realities of participatory design. In fact, one of
the positive outcomes of the project is that now there is, in effect, a
class of “Southwest Corridor” graduates in architecture, planning,
and urban design who got their feet wet, got their first real world
experience, and developed their professional values by devoting a
piece of their lives to this project. They are now the current genera-
tion of movers and shakers.





