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Blueprint Houston Leaders’ Conference: November 20th 
Transcript of Notes Recorded at Table Discussions
A. Best Practices that might work?
· Make citizen participation a core value ******
· Educate citizens’ about plans scheduled

· Citizen participation needs to be part of process – use technology as much as possible, more transparent.

· Do not become so esoteric – need time schedules, deliverables; concrete work plan, benchmarks

· High density – multi use – pattern of development * 

· Institutionalize the plan like Charlotte

· Corporate scorecard and quality of life scorecard ******
· Whatever plan in adopted – do it, get results

· Educate citizens about alternatives ***
· Have a citizen advocate – someone who looks at greater good *****
Weren’t Presented

· What is a good homeowner do?

· Needs of suburbia

· Each plan facilitated must have a funding source 

· Much more of a regionalization 

· Merge city and counties

· Enforce quality of life ordinance 

Obstacles

· Strength and weakness – diversity 

· Funding

· Cooperation or lack of

· Lack of consensus and collaboration

· Resistance to change

B. Ideas to improve planning process

· Involve stakeholders through education and outreach programs 

· Blueprint Houston should focus on 

· Being advocate for Houston

· Educating communities on process of planning best practices

· How?  Using example of village initiative and starting a pilot project
· Pilot Project 

· Should be chosen because some initiatives are being put in place

· Come together with planning commission – at least 7 members should be from Blueprint Houston

· Shift profile of members so mo people with interests or links with builders sit on planning commission

· Should be a showcase for

· Education of community 

· Outreach initiatives

· Best practices:  planning, building, development, stakeholders partnerships

· Should be used as a hands on lab

· Should be able to provide expertise and case studies

· Move from Blueprint Houston tables of discussion to Blueprint Houston communities

· Focus on: outreach, general coordination of initiatives, education and setting up pilot projects

C. Comments 

· Plan public safety, coordinate – big expense 

· Quality of life index measure – tipping point broken windows and downward spiral 

· Accountability – City Council 

· Combining – coordinating resources

· Targeted – business like approach

· Missing public safety, live with issue, not doing effectively (cost/benefit)

· Resource management 

· Public education 

· Personal leadership redirects resources

· Getting all legal entities together

· Environmental plans are a model 

· What stops effectiveness: lack of innovation, entire ________ systems 

· Lack of Council here, county?

· Centers for education at neighborhood levels

· Financial issues

D. Comments on Planning Practices

· Villages or area plans (level)

· ¼ Mile radius walking districts involve people 

· Long term institutional process 

· Central repository – non elected (documents electronic) – website

· Political organization to drive

· Citizens involved with planning & development

· Quality of life index as tool – choose neighborhoods 

· Incentives to _______ employment

E. Comments on Planning Practices

· Adopted official plan reflecting the communities vision

· We have many plans, but no umbrella plan (master plan)

· They had a way to implement the plan 

· Citizen participation, strong planning staff

· Hierarchy of plans 

· Better coordination between different disciplines

· Role of planning of committee should be centralized

· Need to be more proactive in planning

· Transportation and land use issues should be integrated 

F. What Practices would be useful?

· Affordable housing for the people who are there and can stay

· Village concept making the large more manageable 

· Proximity to employment/mobility/environmental justice in transportation 

· History of having a planning/community input

· Input from variety of communities and recognize differences between communities

· City/County government overlap and gaps – consolidation?

· Civic participation must be convenient and comfortable

· Block captains/communities in which citizens know each other

· Safety 

· TIRZ and other special districts, oversight issues, expenditures not checked
· Values and vision to guide planning process and planning result, vision first and then implementation 

· Scorecards – measuring what is being done
· Presentation to neighborhood representatives of alternatives, graphic, visibly displayed

· Multiple models of transportation making sure people have alternatives

· Timing of citizen input throughout process; making sure input have effect on outcome

· Maintaining affordable housing – no absentee landlords

· Taking care of neglected neighborhoods

Common Threads

· Timing of citizen input 

· Getting people/citizens involved

· Letting people know how, when, to influence planning process 

· Listening to citizens, hearing what they say, implementing their ideas 
G. Comments *

· Charlotte: codified vision that was easy to communicate and meaningful (Ex. Village/corridor)

· Quality of life index: equity among neighborhoods, super neighborhoods

· Transparent process: Charlotte scorecard for communication and citizen participation 

· Charlotte scorecard: measure outcome, performance measures 

· Neighborhood focus (village) pedestrian 

· Nashville county/city coordination 

· Proactive planning mandate from council to awaken neighborhoods: all 3 cities had

· Long term visions with long term leadership (not CIP driven)

· Sample cities did not show how federal and state money acquired 

· Sample cities did not discuss regional coordination – only H-GAC transportation of 6 

· Look at Portland, OR as example and twin cities, maybe Memphis 

· Obstacles

· Lack of citizen interest 

· Challenge of communicating with citizens

· Houston process is CIP driven 

· Term limits prevent leaders from carrying forward goals 

· Conclusions: need scorecard that includes quality of life (equitable) indexes 

· Conclusions: look for a few more examples (i.e. Portland)

H. Plusses 
· Setting vision/values/core values: have agreement to first buy everyone – i.e. City Council 
· City leaders are committed to following plan 

· Variable standards based upon transects – different needs, standards reflect communities

· Measurement tool: scorecard (i.e. quality of life)

· Feedback loop – monitoring 

· Paid professional planners (vs. development)

· Visually shown to citizens, methods of communication 

· Input given by citizens, stakeholders upfront

· Preference given to developers who get input fr/citizens

· Figured out way appropriate to each city

· Village/community/neighborhood concept: forced community to self organized: based on commitment by leaders

· Obstacles 

· No one paid to do planning, no committed resources to community outreach 

· “Planners” not long-term, not coherent plan or vision, fragmented

· Lack of resources 

· Development community does not act on input unless forced to, not vision-driven

· Public mind set of unplanned development 

· Final recommendation

· Vision-driven planning by citizen input (visuals used) with measurable goals and follow up accountabilities

I. What practices did we hear about today that would most help Houston?
· No concrete suggestions made: process not defined

· Charlotte quality of life index: apply to Houston

· Liked the visual pictures that showed citizen participation 

· Collaboration was emphasized 

· Would like a list of practices put together

Any ideas from today’s presentations you think will benefit Houston?

· Enhance individual citizen participation at neighborhood level (not just “special interest”) 

· Internet site should accept feedback/input from any individual stakeholder (this is open for positive suggestions and ideas: BRAINSTORM!)

Let’s talk obstacles to progress

· Citizen apathy/discussed 

· Outdated policies/procedures 

· Lack of transparency 

· Lack of visible progress 

· We perceive lack of responsibility on part of administrators 

J. Comments 
· Safety – priority (southwest)

· Flooding as a health issue: prevention 

· Transportation, busses and traffic

· Flooding: how to achieve cooperation 

· Use of Mayoral authority and action to support planning and change 

· Involvement of non-citizens 

· CDC process

· Political will for comprehensive planning 
· Houston needs master vision plan (guide) for city (indorsed by Mayor and City Council)

· Issues with continuity because of term limits 

· Core values vs. technical aspects 

· Regulations need to be in place

· Fruit trees used for food rather than just ornamental

· Mexico City – Aztec design 

· Expanding research to cities outside of US

· City funding for planning implementation and targeting of resources

· Safety, violence, domestic/public

· More connection between economic goals and workforce 

· City of Houston and interdepartmental collaboration 

· Internal disconnect in city between planning and other city departments

· Link of education and planning to workforce and general planning

· Summary

· Safety as key component in planning safe community

· Political will for a comprehensive plan

K. Comments 
· Citizen involvement and open meetings like Nashville *****

· Neighborhood/community level planning respecting the uniqueness of each ****

· Include the “region”, not just the city, big picture **

· Connecting activity centers and community “like centers and corridors ***
· City needs to become as powerful or more so than Harris County in transportation 

· Communication – sharing information, building a structure **

· Elected reps that listen to the public and respond 

· Broad-based community “citizen” committee “like Nashville”

· Common theme – identify the centers 

· Comprehensive plan is needed and a process that links all the different entities, locations, recognized Houston’s uniqueness 

· Challenge state legislation laws that give unlimited power to county road building bureaucracies 

· Monitoring scorecards **

· Map with some power

L. Derived good Practices 

· San Diego: capitalize on available land

· Emphasize social issues, economic gaps and development healthcare

· Character – neighborhood quality of life, economic education, social emphasis 

· Community accountability concern with lack of healthcare and insurance

· Grass roots planning bottom up

· Pilot villages with variable standards “measurable objectives”

· Planning department producing CIP

· Monitor plans and actions: corporate scorecard, quality of life index

· Affects on cost of living, affordability of plans

· Incentive – based planning rules 

· Housing close to jobs over related cost factored in 

· Need robust facts in planning rules and tools

· Area plans › city wide level coordination of land use with enabling legislation, rules enforcement and implementation 

· State providing ability for city and local community 

· Adjust trends and demographics 

· Economic gap analysis ex. Pittsburg studies 

· Obstacles
· Impact of undocumented influx on public education healthcare *

· Identify consequences of growth management on cost of housing and cost of non growth management (San Diego Ex)

· Enabling legislation – intergovernmental coordination 

· Overcome history on non planning in Houston 

· Planning commission has “approved” plans

· Territorial conflicts 

· Adequate state funding 

· City/County conflicts 

· Cost of land in inner city precludes housing needs of those in need the most

· Lack of planning needs coordination 

· Anti-tax sentiment 

· Culture of politics instead of culture of stateman

M. Comments

· Corridor plan: defining, planning, implementation; I-45, I-59, Westheimer, Allen Parkway, Richmond

· Charlotte: identify at risk degrees to resource neighborhood needs; historic preservation 

· Establish core values: define our collective character

· San Diego: time limit – 3 -5 years for implementing a plan, proactive in developing village features 

· Accountability: scorecard as to success of planning

· Measures for progress against plan

· Mayor – synchronized lights, definite action visible and impactful 

· Seeing identifiable chunks of development taking place 

· San Diego: focused limited financing

· Houston – White

· Mass transit 

· CC transparency

· Quality of life – reclaim neighborhoods in distress 

· Drivers of 

· Trans

· Med-care 

· Smart growth/flooding/conservation

· Inner and outer areas have access to

· Planning 

· Very little region cohesion in planning

· County/city/no overlay coordinating

· Duplicative efforts

· No comprehensive 

· Duplicity in using resources – counter-productive

· Proactive: get beyond reactive – drive the future

· Difficulty of involving citizens in planning process: developers, TXDOT, experts don’t want to be slowed down implementing projects

· Walk ability critical in neighborhoods
· Human scalability 

· Lively streets

· Density, moving away from “malls”

· Villages: Market square, Hermann Park, Med center, Rice Village, The Woodlands and Sugar Land town centers

· Med center: wellness area, developed east of Ben Taub, land not being used – 7 acres.  Problem: no residents to drive development

· Paradigm shift from ranch living to urban density

Obstacles 

· Funding/budget priorities 

· Consensus 

· Lack of clear reporting to lead 

· Accountability/scorecard


Best Practices

· Prioritize 

· Citizen 

· Metrics for plan

· Regional plan – well promoted and shared vision 

· Organized 

· Detailed

· Fits regional vision and citizen need

· Term limits?

N. Comments on Practices
· Like what was heard 

· Improving planning department process

· Planning commission has more input into process

· More citizen input

· More regional vision planning

· Nashville idea of transects (burgs)

· Charlotte process for integrating plan: planning department assists citizens

· City Council approves plans 

· Education and housing: home ownership leads to stakeholders

· See to it that planning does not drive up land values
· Better coordination of planning, infrastructure 

· Rebuild areas inside the City

· Reduce sprawl 

· Balance affordability 

· Focus on infill 

· Safe quality education in all neighborhoods 

· Transparent accountability 

· Planning commission and departments

· Fixing dysfunction city bureaucracy 

· More efficient city department

O. Comments on Practices 
· City villages: lay out of Houston suitable 

· Collaboration among groups: deliverables, record of success, measurable 

· Community involvement 

· Over arching vision: role of Blueprint Houston 

· Expanded role of planning commission 

· Diversification of power

· Community goals captured visually 

· Demonstrate benefits of citizen involvement value added

· Adopted comprehensive plan *: Regional, down to neighborhoods

· Accountability of governance to citizens 

· Wider dissemination of blueprints work, products

· Citizens had ready access to info: required to be on-line (TIRZ, etc.)

· Greater PR for planning: Houston “crack down media model” 

Obstacles
· Apathy

· Lack of an adopted plan “area”

· Communication barriers (surveys, grass-roots, etc.)

· Citizen input, empowerment 
P. Practices that might be helpful in Houston
· City of villages: St. deliverables; allows for characters of different areas; reduces planning to manageable size

· Nashville: focuses on areas needing improvement; labeling or categorizing areas; involvement citizens in decision making

· Compares with Super neighborhoods; ed. People within neighborhoods about super neighborhood and processes of S.N.

· Charlotte: centers and corridor plan – blueprint for transport and dev.; measurement for quality of life (scorecard – life index); corporate scorecard (how are we doing with implementation); comprehensive integrated plan overall

· Sub-area Plans at various levels: measurement of plan outcomes and ST. deliverables; citizen involvement for plans at all levels

· Centers and corridors – planning around mass transit

· Senior core of planning experts: ED. Institutions; collaborating with CDC; cooperative and accountability

Obstacles
· Metro: limited funds and access to mobility for a large area

· Term limits: 6 year terms impeding long term plans and lack of continuity in terms of expertise and agendas

· Resistance to any kind of central planning 

· Lack of strong institutionalized method for citizen involvement 

· Economic interest of developers 

· No central actor for health
Individual Comments 
1. Which of the planning strategies did you feel would be of most benefit to Houston and why?
1. No comments

1. Creating methods of transportation that benefit all classes of people.

1. Sub-area planning of neighborhoods _____________________________________

1. Vision-oriented planning provides a common rallying and evaluation point for city.

1. Citizen involvement – What one neighborhood concern may not be the same for another neighborhood?

1. Neighborhood quality of life index, corporate scorecard for senior management

1. Should have some way of insuring participation by City Council, such as notifying them in advance – they would be recognized!

1. Super Neighborhood Council as much as Regional Planning body such as H-GAC

1. To rebuild the 6 ________ communities to ________ a one stop/community center to include ______ clinic _____.

1. Trauma CT and out pt ________ CTrs

1. Quality of life index (scorecard) – Charlotte Profile 

1. Adoption of a comp. plan – accountability – communication – comprehensive (internet) to citizens & ______

1. San Diego “Villages – Corridors & centers concept/framework – infill, density, transit centered

1. Combination of Nashville & Charlotte – planning to include citizen input, accountability of the plan.

1. I cannot really identify “planning strategies” based on the presentations

1. A coordinated regional plan including all important issues and make sure plan is implemented.

1. The concept of the city villages and the quality of life index in Charlotte

1. No comments

1. A combo of Nashville & Charlotte as appropriate.

1. Economic Development – need employment improvement for those affected (people with felony convictions)

Healthcare – planned healthcare for all with a purpose

1. Quality of life index as a tool for identifying needs, area plans, more engagement of citizens – publicize (Nashville)

1. Citizen involvement

1. Any of the three processes would benefit Houston.  Blueprint Houston needs to develop a proposal process which will lead to a plan that needs to have City support to get implemented.  

1. Citizen participation, visualization (plan pictures)

1. Learning that within the 4 million people in our area there is unique information that isn’t ______ accessed.  See what others do – but then really obtain input so Houston doesn’t become a CLONE but retains it special-ness.  

1. Adopt a plan: two fold – city & neighborhood 

1. The Mayor’s support and commitment!

1. Appointment of a broad-based citizen committee similar to that in Nashville to work with the Planning Commission and staff to pursue ideas coming out of various organizations; such as super neighborhoods.

1. Over ____ comprehensive plan ________ neighborhood plans to reflect neighborhood/community uniqueness’

1. All plans deal with citizen involvement and believe this is tremendously ______ a way to measure achievements the Nashville format with the San Diego citizen involvement.

1.Comprehensive plan for City including neighborhoods, airport, ship channel, medical center developed by informing citizens of work already done and have open meetings and score results.  

1. Community involvement because its important that residents have an active role in community development process.

1. Comprehensive plan is needed!

1. No comments

1. No comments

1. Balanced urban _____ @ infill and out fill

1. The importance of factories in grassroots inputs and providing feedback and accountability.

1. Real plan/real Scorecard

1. Whatever strategy – consider the economic consequences e.g. cost of land, development & ultimately cost of workforce housing

1. Council approved comprehensive and small scale plans and targeted implementation funding.

1. Correlating among education and safely non documented people live in this area

1. Council adopted citywide plan/priorities to guide budget & policies

1. Quality of life index – Importance of citizen input

1. They are all equally important/beneficial to Houston – Great challenges and opportunities ahead for our community that we must grab and move the city to a higher level.

1. Regional comprehensive planning with accountability and timely implementation community input in planning & evaluation plans

1. Pilot village program

1. San Diego – pilot villages – must meet pre-determined criteria

Charlotte – neighborhood quality of life index – neighborhoods are pro-activity judged to identify possible trends/negatives before they become permanent 

1. Comprehensive plan based on area/villages

Scorecard/index – measurable outcomes

Community involvement in area plans

1. City of villages concept: incorporates overall vision with recognition that neighborhoods have unique characteristics.  By focusing on pilot projects, it helps to _____ short term deliverables.  

1. Corporate scorecard for measurement of progress – Accountability – Nashville city model

1. Life quality index and way to measure the many plane that are already in existence in Houston.  

1. Charlotte’s: centers & corridors – quality of life measures – corporate scorecard

1. Village concept in conjunction with a greater Houston planning process

1. San Diego – certified planners

2. Other comments:
2. Very knowledgeable people at table.  Not enough time for good discussion.  Too disorganized to get quality ideas formatted.  Speakers were good – went too long.  

2. Thank you very much for allowing me to sit in on the conversations.  Keep up the good work.  Great to hear from different areas of Houston.  May benefit from similar area groupings.  Dialogue sessions more than listings. (It was a time issue)

2. There needs to be a way to involve citizens in the early “technical” phases of planning, not just with public hearings at the end.

2. No comments

2. No comments

2. More focus on parks and other environmental issues, such as clean neighborhoods

2. ________ report or minutes of this meeting – list who came from elected officials

2. No comments

2. Educate neighbors about how to help themselves by providing the necessary education – including money management – ___________ – health care needs – __________

2. More money for low income neighborhoods

2. While “public safety” expenses represent more than 50% of the city budget, this issue is not in the top 10 list.  It is mislabeled as “law enforcement.”  Public safety can be improved using the current resources through a prioritization process that directs public safety dollars to better affect specific crime problems.  

2. Adoption of 20 point scorecard to prior resources

2. No comments

2. I felt the citizen input is heard loud through the super neighborhoods and get them more involved and align with Blueprint Houston to form a major successful on-going organization.

2. No comments

2. No comments

2. Need to prioritize projects and select or limit # for implementation to hold stakeholders interest.

2. A need for different standards for different communities – A need for more planning resources to communicate with the public – A commitment for city leaders to actually implement plans.

2. Getting everyone in common goal agreement and stick to it.

2. I found it alarming that we did not have actors in the task forces for economic development and healthcare – The quality of life index/scorecard from the Charlotte Plan offers a move evenly distributed improvement city wide.

2. Scorecard – makes it more objective, ______ influence of who “shows” up at a particular meeting.

2. No comments

2. I would like to see area plans developed with stakeholder and community involvement.  These plans should be submitted to the planning department and adopted by City Council planning would monitor enforcement.  Keep it simple!

2. Could use more “deliberative discussion” time to uncover our heart.

2. When I’m preached at for 240 minutes and have less than 5 minutes to contribute I’m insulted.  The room is full of highly educated and experienced people.  

2. No comments

2. Planning must be regional, not only city of Houston.

2. Challenge state legislation that gives unlimited power to state or county road building bureaucracies…Transportation decisions affect health, flooding, air quality, and economic development.  Over the next 50 years, supply of oil will dwindle, so we must plan now for energy efficient transportation solutions!

2. Also, government ________ need to coordinate their planning with community planning.

2. Extreme citizen involvement in all transportation programs and a comp map on internet.

2. No comments

2. I really enjoyed the conference.  As a student in the urban planning program @ TSU and being new to the Houston area, it is important for me to understand the future of Houston planning and its effects in the community.  Thank you so much!

2. Good job Heidi!!!

2. 1st part of program was not good use of time – best part of program was after the break

2. It would have been nice to read some of the materials beforehand – Good flexibility allowed for a rich agenda and ending on time. 

2. The most valuable part of this process (is table discussions) was rushed and short….this is unacceptable!!

2. Provide summary of inputs produced today on web site and scorecard next year of implemented recommendations

2. No comments

2. Planning and growth management can lead to better quality of life, but also to move costly living for a City’s inhabitants.  Remember that Houston’s affordability is a big draw & engine for its success…Please get more facts from other cities – e.g. cost of living, _____housing cost, etc…

2. Need more interactive highly structured discussions by topic areas to affect higher level thinking.  

2. I would like to see frutal trees stead of hornamental to cover hunger (this is the way they spelled those words?) – In southwest Houston when it flood the kids swim and that’s dangerous; Gulfton & Rampart streets and around.

2. No comments

2. No comments

2. I am glad I decided to attend the conference – I feel good about the energy level exhibited by the organizers and participants.  Great opportunities ahead.

2. It is important that developers create neighborhoods that encourage and are designed to interface with one’s neighbors.

2. Citizen participation is very important

2. In Houston, I feel using these ideas we should determine a micro (# of neighborhoods) and a macro (regional plan) Plan.  Both the micro and the macro shall be in unison (planned, smart growth) connectively plan by connecting the smaller neighborhoods by connective tissue.  The City Council should be granted authority to implement these plans. 

2. Not enough time in small groups for input, especially not enough time to coalesce recommendations and develop consensus – Good facilitation in this group, but focus of tables was not consistent, and therefore had to pull out a consensus from overall groups

2. If we can have a sports authority, why can’t we have a health authority?

2. No comments

2. Too much content and objectives for a 4 hour timeline, limited time for citizen participation.

2. Don’t forget need for health “planning authority” – great facilitator (Kris Kerlin)

2. Please allow for a reasonable amount of time for participants discussion with the facilitator

2. No comments

