Common Ground for Rebuilding Our City

Report Format



Moderator names: Carolyn T. Thompson and Ellen Petersen

Brief paragraph about the group:  number of participants, roles, demographic make up, energy, particularly note worthy issues/foci/etc.
There were fourteen participants in the group - eleven white men, one black man, and two white women. (Demographic information is based on observation rather than self identification.) Most of the participants were developers though there were two or three architects and two lawyers. 

Principles/Factors participants said contribute to productive public participation in the project/development review process.
· Clear rules regarding when a developer must/doesn’t need to go through a public process
·  Clear public review process
· Clarity on who, how and when input is given

· Timeline

· Clear decision-making authority

· Clear process for seeking variance

· Clear rules for developers, neighbors, and the city
·  Developers having design flexibility
· Involve community early (flexibility decreases as the project progresses)

· Set expectations for community groups

· Educate the community about where the developers are/are not flexible

· Be clear on financials and basic plan before approaching the community
· Educated and organized community groups that:
· Understand their decision-making power and limits, and limits in general

· Provide a clear path for developers to follow


Principles/Factors participants said impede quality development.

· When there is no civic association to speak with; too many is a problem but lack of go to organization also stops projects from moving forward.

· Community groups that are fragmented or not sophisticated

· Community groups that are solely there to stonewall the process
· No community standards to work with as “book ends”  so everything comes into play

· No enforcement of rules already in place (garbage collected in the middle of the night or one design agreed upon while another is built) Bad enforcement leads to civic associations which are wary and use their muscle

· No common understanding of a good design review process

· Confusion of zoning and design issues-all thrown in the same pot

· Zoning needs to get it acts together - have rules which are enforced and less variances

· No definition of who is at the table and who is not (for broad group of stakeholders)

· Don’t know if dealing with the right “community group.”  Maybe need to certify or require a group to have a number of signatures or other criteria
· Need definition of near neighbor


Characteristics/elements to include in a new project/development review process, and why.
· Have an “all stakeholder” meeting so everyone is forced to air and resolve their issues at the same table

· Start at planning commission table for a common foundation of approach and process and perhaps an effective facilitation or honest broker role

· The community association should meet with “near neighbors” prior to meeting with developers to ensure they can speak to each group’s interest or can honestly represent association as one group

· There needs to be a near neighbor meeting in general prior to a broader group meeting to ensure their special interests are heard

· Clear definition of who has a seat at the table

· The public owns the land they are regulating and discuss the changes they have a stake in

· Code recognizes key stakeholders and clearly defines who they are and the procedures they follow
· Priority status for process may be assigned based on goals of city (e.g.in some cities urban renewal projects take precedence)

· A clear master plan for the city so developers and citizens know what is expected and can address those expectations and head off problems
· Have threshold rules and certain triggers for when involvement is necessary

· Create standards that are objective 

· Look at N.Y. practice in assigning a certain number of community groups and definition for that designation

· Give designated community groups a template that they need to work from

· Chicago’s speed is a plus-see what it is attributed to: ability to use influence, good working political relationships?

· Separate zoning and design issues and process

· Waterfront process had standards but for they were not done timely or in advance so could not be used by developers

· Create a clear code and where there are planning rules provide a reason for rules so they can referred to for future purposes

· Create requirements or suggested expertise for appointees to the commission

· Have a robust design review process which is separate from any zoning discussion

· Look at zoning districts which may have different rules/process based on the character of the district

· Institutionalize process but maintain the diversity of the different neighborhoods

· Look at core values of clean air, safety, public space

· Goal of process should include both a strong private market as well as an informed and educated community

· Best practices should consider the current  economic environment and ways to make projects positive and viable

· Role definition and keep everyone playing the right role.  Developers are not city planners, council people are not zoning experts


Other areas of agreement.

· The lack of uniformity across neighborhoods is challenging, yet also gives each neighborhood character


