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Brief paragraph about the group:  number of participants, roles, demographic make up, energy, particularly note worthy issues/foci/etc.
Group 1 had nine participants, four white males and five African-American women.   Neighborhoods represented were Old City, Center City, East Kensington, Strawberry Mansion, Francisville and 52nd Street business corridor.  All four men and one of the women had deep experience and considerable sophistication about zoning issues; the others were more like newcomers to this set of issues.  But the group showed good respect for the views and experiences of its less-experienced members, though some of the zoning-war veterans had to struggle not to dominate dialogue.  Some in the group were far more comfortable with concrete, specific proposals than discussions of values.
Principles/Factors participants said contribute to productive public participation in the project/development review process.
· Early notification of potential plans
· Members of civic association with expertise in planning, law and architecture, and the time and willingness to attend numerous meetings

· When civic has existing, considered ideas about what fits in its neighborhood – and can evaluate project objectively in light of those.

· Willingness to compromise on both sides

· Using a disputed project as a catalyst for fostering community involvement, education and alliances with other groups with a stake in neighborhood e.g. NAC, CDC, business improvement district.
·  Luck i.e. if a neighbor stumbles upon signs of a project early enough, and has enough sense and energy to ask questions (e.g. Strawberry Mansion story)
· Neighborhood Advisory Councils and CDCs that act as a resource to community
·  Savvy neighborhoods can negotiate a “community benefit agreement” – but see below for downsides.
· Council people who listen for and heed will of community, instead of favoring their captive groups or developers.


Principles/Factors participants said impede good process leading to quality development.
· Developers who disguise or dissemble what their true intentions are
· Developers who use threat of unwelcome “of right” development as a club to get neighborhood to back their variance requests
· Developers who try to blunt community opposition by agreeing to “provisos” which they later ignore and which the zoning board has no power/inclination to enforce.

·  Late notification
· Poorer neighborhoods lack knowledge, clout, sophistication and resources to protect themselves.

· On many points, code lacks clear standards that would foster an objective review of project.

· Attitude by zoning officials, and city in general, that the burden of proof in a variance case is on the neighborhood, not on the developer. “And that’s backwards.”

· Default attitude of city seems to be that every zoning variance should be approved.

· Planning commission is not obligated to follow the zoning code nor to have a dialogue with the community.   (Citizens seemed to fear larger role for planning commission for this reason, even though they would like to see more professional, objective project view.)

· Erroneous perception that zoning code allows for little “of right” development, so that any new development requires variances.

· Some factors that the community thinks should be considered in zoning project review are not deemed by ZBA to be zoning-related e.g. adding shade trees to street.
·  Zoning board rulings seem arbitrary and inconsistent, a problem accentuated by lack of any rule requiring a written explanation of rationale for a ruling.
· Developers try to divide and conquer, by making deals with some neighbors or one civic group, while ignoring voice of larger, established groups. Some even try to create phony civic groups that are in their pocket.

· Council people and other political power brokers can wield undue power over zoning decisions, out of public view.

· Council people sometimes have pet civic groups that don’t represent a majority, but which they describe to the zoning board as representing the will of a neighborhood.
· City can’t enforce Community Benefit Agreements; you have to sue if developer does not live up to one.  Also CBAs sometimes allow unwise development in return for benefits or goodies that have nothing to do with protecting character of neighborhood. 

· There’s no clear definition of when demolition of a sound building is OK.

· City agencies – planning, zoning, and council offices – seem to all have different ideas on what type of density is OK when.


Characteristics/elements to include in a new project/development review process, and why.
· Early and full notification is key.  Ideas: Set up registry of recognized civic groups who would be notified of proposed projects on their turf, as soon as city learns of them.    Use robocalls, Web site and social media, in addition to posted notices, to inform neighbors.  Posted notices are seen by too few, too late.
· Burden of proof about a variance should be on the developer, not the community.
·  Developers should agree to audio and video taping of meetings where they present project plans to groups.  This would increase transparency and discourage dissembling or false promises.
· More objective standards in code that neighborhood leaders can decipher and refer to.

· If planning commission proceeds with new “work plan” approach to project approval, it needs to create clear standards for early notification and meaningful community input.

· Create provision in new code for a community input meeting on even “of right” projects – a la Portland, Ore.
·  City-sponsored training of civics in essentials of new zoning code and how to get involved effectively in project review.
· Clarify and add transparency to city council members’ role in project approval;  council person should not be able to ignore or overturn will of community on major project (e.g. casino in Chinatown).

· Zoning board should have to give a written rationale for every decision – build up case law that civic groups can learn from and rely on.

· Civics with strong expertise and resources should help out civics in less well-situated neighborhoods.  So should NACs and CDCs.
· There needs to strong, timely community involvement in the mapping – so that the mapping reflects community desires, and so that neighbors can accept decisions based on new code that go against some of their wishes.

· Would be better to have a community-based master plan in place before doing zoning map.

· Have different review processes for small projects of only very local influence, and large ones of major implications.  Even “of right” large projects should have a review.

· Create a design review board, which interacts with the community.

Areas of tension: 
· There was a desire to limit or even eliminate role of council people in zoning review – because is often perceived to be mischievous and damaging. But other voices warned that eliminating accountability of elected official, and leaving it hands of professionals and bureaucrats, could be risky too.  Group agreed that councilmanic privilege should apply to introduce zoning amendments and overlays, but council people shouldn’t have secretive, feudal control over all development in their districts.
·  Lots of discussion over how exactly to qualify community groups to be on the early notification registry. Some people wanted civics to submit data to prove they were established, ongoing, representative and transparent.  They told of phony civics organized by political leaders or developers outweighing voice of legit civic.
·  Some discussion of times when a civic group gets an idea in its head that really isn’t necessarily the best planning or design idea.
