Common Ground for Building Our City

Civic Leadership Report Format



Moderators: Carolyn T. Thompson and Louise Giugliano

Group Overview:  The eight member group was highly engaged and participatory. Most were from neighborhood based civic groups; one was from a city-wide nonprofit organization; one participant was a lawyer. The group was made up of five white women, one black woman and two white men, with an age range of approximately middle aged through retirement. (Demographic are based on visual observation rather than self identification.)
What participants value in their neighborhoods:
· Citizen Engagement (shared commitment to bettering the community)
· Institutions
· They define, anchor, influence  and can be used to leverage communities

· Public and private schools; recreation areas and parks; religious institutions; health and wellness

· Preserve historic architecture

· Commerce

· Brings: money, jobs, resources

· Increases: pride in community, property values, police presence (decreased crime)
· Safety
· Techniques: cooperation between community and police (public service areas help); foot patrol; town watch; neighbors report suspicion; crime maps; online place to share information

· Difficult Situations: homelessness and prostitution (they have rights and their presence impacts the neighborhood)
· Green Space

· Common Space for Community Dialogue

· Housing Stock

· Diversity (broadly defined)

· Mobility (access to public transportation)

Principles/Factors participants said contribute to productive public participation in the project/development review process.
· Transparent, open communication among all parties (including full disclosure of the impact a project will have on the community)
· Engagement of the community early in the process
· Involvement of city planning department
· Strong civic group that addresses the needs of the whole community

Principles/Factors participants said impede good process leading to quality development
· Pay to Play (ZBA influenced by people in power and personal relationships)
· Lack of user-friendly information on the process, especially the appeal process 
· Timing of the process

· Not enough time to prepare

· Timing of hearings: during the work day, only given twelve days notice to request time off from work, take time off only to be told that the hearing has been rescheduled
· ZBA

· Lack of diversity

· Doesn’t represent the community

· Doesn’t explain their decisions to the community

· Requirement of legal representation of community to question opposition (financial barrier)


Characteristics/elements to include in a new project/development review process, and why.
· A vibrant, informed civic association/community group in every neighborhood
· Requirements that make developers proactive

· Engage community (especially adjacent property owners) early in process

· Notify council person of development
· City Planning Department engaged in community and understands proposed development
· Required communication between civic association, developer, planning and ZBA
· Guidelines for:

· Timely communication at the conception of the design 

· Community meeting with developer to discuss known pros and cons of the project
· Ongoing communication throughout the project

· Code and provision enforcement

· Assurance that development starts in a timely manner

· ZBA to educate civic group

· District zoning boards

· Written expected supports and oppositions to specific types of development (so that we don’t have to start from scratch every time)


Other areas of agreement.

· Look into Portland, Oregon’s zoning laws – they are progressive


