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Brief paragraph about the group:  number of participants, roles, demographic make up, energy, particularly note worthy issues/foci/etc.
We worked with Group #2. There were approximately 15 people. The vast majority were developers, with a handful of planners. In terms of demographics, there were 4 women and 1 African American man. The group was talkative, with one third of the group being frequent contributors. The major topics of discussion were: early and ongoing communication with public, defined roles and rules, objective/uniform standards, standing, influence of public and politicians, effective leadership and building consensus, and consistent management of rules/process.

Principles/Factors participants said contribute to productive public participation in the project/development review process.
· Get clear written list of values/principles from community beforehand
· Have strong Planning Commission with professional leadership that is willing to make tough decisions, address NIMBY/kneejerk resistance to change
· Get stakeholders involved early. Developer should introduce project to community before taking any steps in the process.
· Create objective/uniform standards

· Lay out ground rules, just like at today’s forum

· Have clear timing and deadlines – Know the start date and end date upfront

· Focus on binding determination, clarity, and predictability.
· Permit use. Default answer should be “Yes, you can develop ____.”
· Everyone (Public, Commission, politicians, Board) must define/distinguish their rights and responsibilities. Everyone must know and be educated about everyone else’s boundaries and limitations. 
· Get engaged early and keep them engaged

· Get to know demographics and anticipate what public wants

Principles/Factors participants said impede quality development.

· Disallows all use. Default answer is “No, you can develop.”
· Very subjective process
· Heavy influence of political/special interest group agendas
· Late stage/ last minute community input
· Too many conflicting voices

· Too much costs and time
· Abuse of discretion and jurisdiction (multijurisdictional) 
· Disparate levels of sophistication – different communities have different levels of experience with the process

Characteristics/elements to include in a new project/development review process, and why. (These elements should be included, because their absence dissuades developers.)  
· Talks should involve same players, because it preserves progress. Whoever made agreements in the beginning should be there in the end. Avoid late stage “do-overs” or demands to start over.
·  Talks should be ongoing and start very early, because it costs much time and effort to make changes once invested
·  Process must be transparent and predictable. Someone/something owns and manages process
· Public can comment on projects at any point, especially early in the process.  However, public’s ability to control project is limited to the beginning.
· Talks, like a ratchet, can only move forward. Participants should not be able to change mind or go back on already agreed up terms.
· Councilmembers should play an active role in tracking new leaders of community, because they are closer and should know their neighbors (promote consistency)
· Increase “by rights”

Other areas of agreement.

· The current system does not work.

· Zoning process should be comparable to a football game. The rules are set upfront. Players are recognizable. Everyone knows the rules. Nothing changes mid-game. Have controlled points of entry and exit.
· There should be standards, but participants were not focused on shaping the standards. They seemed willing to accept whatever the community decided, so long as the standards were clear, available at the beginning and unchanging.  
·  They want an efficient process without redundancy, delays.
·  Public should decide what to build, and developers decide how to execute.
· Community should have unified and strong civic group with known objectives and clear leader

· Who has standing? Participants acknowledged that even if dissenters do not have standing, they can still cause disruptions. Find out who the players and potential players are.
· Community should invest time beforehand to create values. Public should not be allowed reactively say I’d just don’t like it. Tell us what you want and what you value beforehand. When developers present project that reflects the pre-outlined values, public should approve.
· Group differentiated trust - trust between people vs. trust in the process

· Communities tend to reject contemporary, creative, or different designs

· There are challenges reaching all the appropriate stakeholders in the community. Some groups only represent some of the people. There will be people left out. Electronic invitations won’t reach people without computer access. Group suggestion - Add participation info to orange zoning sign and list the alterative ways to get involved. An individual who isn’t a community leader, but is very passionate about project can sign up for updates/permission for standing. Ensure everyone who wants to be in the loop can be. 

· The more people you speak to, the less chance of reaching agreement

· Suburbs don’t want you (developers), but know how to deal with you. Urban areas do want you, but don’t know how to deal with you.

· The stack of guidelines governing developer behavior should be equal to stack for community members
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TEXT FROM SHEETS

Positive

Long term view vs. short term
Role of nonprofits

Importance of trust

Inappropriate use – getting rid of nuisance = supported

Be uncontroversial

Anticipate what public wants

Input helps with marketing – get to know audience demographics

Rejected for lack of parking lot

Zoning board doesn’t understand its role or interjecting personal beliefs

Political considerations

City Planning Commission – attach to other projects because it is faster and easier

Help develop strategic plan

Get engaged early and keep them engaged

Ongoing conversations with same players

Unified and strong civic group with known objectives and clear leader

Beware second group with different agendas
Find out who the players and potential players are

Transparent predictability

Who has standing? Who does not, but can still cause disruptions?

How do you call/contact the groups?

Who is on your radar? Electronic invitation won’t reach everyone

Put notice on orange zoning sign and list the alterative ways to get involved

Some groups only represent some of the people. There will be people left out.

Suburbs don’t want you (developers), but know how to deal with you. Urban areas do want you, but don’t know how to deal with you.

Do you speak to everyone in the community? The more people you speak to, the less chance of reaching agreement

Educate zoning board. Define their responsibilities.
When to exert the will of the developers and the will of the public – early vision
Zoning code should entice developers

Public input increases time and money of a project

Code should be regularly updated and reflect public will early

Have public say inherent in process and early

Public ability to comment on projects vs. to control projects
Beware of changes to design after public has approved

Developer concerns over expenses of late changes

Educate the people who are engaged

Community may prefer older models vs. contemporary styles

System is designed to push cases to Board

Planning Commission 
Preservation – become antiques/obsolete because they stay the same

Input of professionals/ people who are educated 

Developers aka Investors

Just tell me where I can build and what I can build. Don’t micromanage – tell me how to build

Establish each side’s powers. Know them upfront

Increase “by rights”

Developers should not be bound by changing whims of people

Don’t tell me how to do my job

Abuse of discretion and jurisdiction

Clear rules about where public is invited

Update master plan every few years and public gets to see

Regulate how community groups are formed and communicated with. Ensure everyone who wants to be in the loop can be.
Late speakers/dissents should have to go through community group system.

Establish rules AND manage the process.

Consistent management of rules/process

Do we have 100 small groups interpret code for own community or do your standardize and consolidate groups?

Disparate levels of sophistication – different communities have different levels of experience with the process

Project may last through 2 or 3 different leadership changes in the community.

Keep up with who is in charge in the community.

Use councilmembers as part of the system to promote consistency and keep track of new leaders.

Create neutral space/even playing field for players to discuss.

Define role of councilmembers. Be predictable and transparent.

Issues with multijurisdictional projects – conflict interests/approvals.

The stack of guidelines governing developer behavior should be equal to stack for community members.

Project would take forever if developers had to host a meeting with every block/community.

Helpful hints

Lay out ground rules, just like at today’s forum.

Have professionals involved in planning commission

Exert public will early in the process, and only let public comment during the end.

The relationship between developers and community is transient. Trust is not the appropriate word. Getting something does should not rely solely upon trust between developers and community. 

Differentiate trust - trust between people vs. trust in the process (compared to fair elections. You may vote for different candidates, but if votes are properly counted, everyone accepts the winner.)

Developers don’t live in community of their projects. Community wants developers to look out for them and vice versa.
IDEAL PROJECT PROCESS

Clear written list of values/principles from community beforehand
Strong Planning commission with professional leadership that is willing to make tough decisions
Early communication and input

Concrete goals – tell me why (you want project) not how (to execute)

Finding common ground

Run process through Planning Commission. Avoid vocal minority derailing talks

Create standards. Get facts/data early on.

List specific deadlines and plan to mitigate any concerns.
Get the stakeholders involved

Binding determination/ clarity/ predictability

Have clear timing deadlines – Know the start date and end date upfront
Define what and who you let into process.

Someone owns process and manages it

Keep process simple. Avoid late stage “do-overs” or demands to start over.
Compare process to a football game. You set the rules upfront. You know the players. Everyone will play by the rules. No one can change rules mid-game. You can’t add players anytime you want. There won’t be a free for all.

Developer should introduce project to community before taking any steps in the process. 

Have correlation between what public wants and what is provided (Public may demand traffic studies, but you can address concerns in a different way)
Community should invest time beforehand to create values. Public should not be allowed reactively say I’d just don’t like it. Tell us what you want and what you value beforehand. Then when developer’s present project that reflects the pre-outlined values, public should approve.
Have professionals/politicians participate to avoid kneejerk resistance to change (NIMBY). 

Have controlled negotiations. Planning Commission lays framework for talks. Once you start the game, can’t change the rules or players.

Insert adult supervision. Don’t leave participants to own devices.

Controlled points of entry and exit.

Changing rules impacts community understanding. The few community people that have figured out the current system will need to start over and relearn process.
Let community sit in on conversations.

Remap all community zones with neighbor input

Objective/uniform standards

Permit use. Default answer should be “Yes, you can develop ____.”

POOR PROJECT PROCESS

Late stage/ last minute community input
Use process as a weapon – (NIMBY)

Cut and paste other cities’ policies as Philly Code. We have different costs and lower demand.

Deter development

Too much cost and time

Too many conflicting voices

Very subjective process

Heavy influence of political/special interest group agendas

Disallows all use. Default answer is “No, you can develop.”
