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Moderator names: Loretta Raider and Josh Warner – Group # 4

Brief paragraph about the group:  number of participants, roles, demographic make up, energy, particularly note worthy issues/foci/etc.

Group 4 had a well-rounded, flowing conversation, and was made up of 13 members.  Two participants were female, and one was African-American.  Many were developers, two were lawyers, and there was one architect.  Most members of the group were in the 40-50 age range, but a few were in their 30s, and some were older.
Principles/Factors participants said contribute to productive public participation in the project/development review process.

· Having pre-determined zoning (as-of-right, or recently updated in an area plan)
· Working in downtown areas that don’t have many residents or civic groups

· *Having a long time frame, which allows developer to gather input and support

· Getting stakeholders involved early in the process

· Having an organized community upfront, instead of splinter groups and factions

· Having a designated contact or “case manager” from a community group to organize community input from residents and usher in support

· Having a City Councilperson on board with the project from the beginning
· Having a defined timeline for public input

· Having different stages of public review for different stages or portions of a project

Principles/Factors participants said impede quality development.

· *Taking a long time with support gathering or appeals can cause the project to “miss the market” or lose funding commitments

· Frivolous appeals.  There is “cheap” veto power
· No standard for what constitutes the “community voice.” Is it civic groups? Individuals? Councilpersons?

· Lack of transparency in the approval and denial processes

· Councilmanic Privilege

· Community groups often use projects to leverage other projects or improvements in their neighborhood

· Large projects have a fairly clear (but broken) process for approval, but small projects have no such system and can be impeded by individual persons
· A few neighbors can de-rail a project, even if a developer has done much groundwork and gathered stakeholder and civic group support
Characteristics/elements to include in a new project/development review process, and why.
· As of right Zoning
· Well defined rules (zoning code, exceptions have a clear process to follow) 

·  Appeals have consequences if they are found to be frivolous, or appeals forced to follow certain standards
· Planning document that defines the “civic values” and “objectives” determined and agreed upon by the community.  (answers the questions why this is “good for the community”
· Changes to the original plan have a specific process to follow
· Time line for final approval 
· Identify stakeholders and define Community groups 
- the process defines who is in the community groups

- could be elected or appointed

- important to have consistent know groups and individuals involved
· Involve stakeholders and Community groups upfront (clarity is needed regarding who speaks with the community)
· Any interested party can comment 
       - standardized format
            – comments need to be in the form of issues and costs and benefits
· Meetings with stakeholders are cooperative and collaborative and end with “a deal” 
· Well defined timeline – speed, certainty built in
· Decision making process in place throughout the process
· Trigger for development review (size, conformity to plan, public give back, zoning, % of area for example zip code)
Other areas of agreement:
· Councilmanic Privilege was uniformly considered unfair by the group, but none of the members could imagine it being removed as a legislative power

· Knowing and involving the councilperson is key – both for developers and for civic groups

· “Support” can come in many different forms.  Just because the councilperson supports the project does not mean it has 100% support

· 100% support is an unachievable goal.  It is not valid

· There is little cost / little downside to appealing a ZBA decision: “cheap” veto power

· Anyone in the city has “standing”

· Who are the “right” stakeholders?  Competing groups or organizations, or splinter civic associations can always challenge the notion of “community support”

· Every person is entitled to due-process, but there should be some standards, costs, and/or controls on the appeals process
· The notion of a civic group “speaking” for all of a neighborhood is un-democratic, as they have not been elected, or appointed by elected officials.  No accountability for civic groups

·  Concerning Washington DC’s elected neighborhood zoning committees, the group thought this was both a good idea and a bad one.  Good, in that the committees are elected by local residents, but bad that it adds more layers of politics/bureaucracy

· The group briefly discussed a “review process” for any/all appeals of a Project approval.  If projects are scrutinized and reviewed, appeals of their approval should be too.

· “On what should the community have input” was a question brought up by the group.  Discussion revolved around public input being organized or staged, and how input could be broken down in parts (use/bulk, design review, infrastructure, community benefits, etc.) to follow the different stages of project approval.

