
 

County of Shenandoah 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & ZONING 

600 N. Main Street, Suite 107 

WOODSTOCK, VA 22664 
www.shenandoahcountyva.us 

 

Citizens Advisory Committee 

Meeting Agenda 
Board Conference Room 

Shenandoah County Government Center 

Woodstock, Virginia 
 

September 25th, 2019 

5:00 – 7:00 PM 

AGENDA  
 

1. Welcoming and Thanking Josh Stephens for Volunteering 

2. Approval/Amendment of the September 25, 2019 CAC Meeting Agenda 

3. Review and Approval of the CAC Minutes from August 28, 2019 

4. Review and Approval of the Board of Supervisor Minutes 

5. Updates: 

 

a. Citizen’s Institute on Rural Design Announcement 

 

b. Updates from Members On Towns/Districts 

 

6. Discussion 

a. Letter from 2045 Activity 

b. Development of Covenant of Mutual Agreement 

c. Community Charrette Reading 

d. How Plans Work Reading 

7. Discussion on 2045 Survey and Review of Other Surveys  

 

8. +/Δ 

 

9. Other 

 

10. Adjourn 



Draft Minutes 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

August 28, 2019 
 
Members Present:  Vito Gentile (Chair), John Adamson, Tyler Hinkle (County Planner), Richard Walker 
(Board of Supervisors), Stephen Curtis, Dee Hockman , Peggy Boston, Seth Coffman, Kevin Rooney, Kim 
Woodwell (citizen) 
 
Members not Present: Tony Durso, Mike Liskey, Josh Stephens, Katie Freakley 
 
The meeting was called to order at 5:02 p.m. 
 
Approval of Agenda and Minutes: The agenda for the meeting and the minutes of the June 26, 2019 CAC 
meeting were approved as prepared. 
 
Review of County Actions from recent BOS meetings: Actions from the Board of Supervisors May 28, June 
6, June 25 and August 1, 2019 meetings were reviewed and found to be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
Coordination with Town Planning Commissions: Tyler Hinkle attended a recent Edinburg meeting. Tyler 
Hinkle and Vito Gentile attended a recent Mt. Jackson meeting. Tyler urged CAC members to consider 
attending Town meetings in their area and said he would provide a schedule of those meetings. 
 
Update on Housing: Tyler reviewed “Real Estate Development” and “Place Based Planning” presentations 
which are both available on the County website. 
 
CAC Work Planning : Vito Gentile led a discussion of the next work efforts of the CAC. It was agreed the 
next work effort of the CAC should be a complete update of the Comprehensive Plan. There was also 
discussion about adding a Capital Improvement Plan section to the next version of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Vito noted that this effort will probably take several years, therefore this should take priority over other choices, 
included an update of the Housing Chapter (Chapter 6). 
 
There was discussion of the need for public input for the update of the Comprehensive Plan. Tyler said that he 
would design a public survey as one element of that input. 
 
CAC Vacancies: Tyler noted that there continue to be vacancies for one additional CAC member from District 
2 and District 6. 
  
Next Meeting: Next meeting will be September 25, 2019 at 5 p.m. at the county offices in Woodstock. 
  
Meeting was adjourned at 7:08 p.m. 
 
Minutes prepared by John Adamson - CAC Secretary 



38. Community design charrettes

38.1. Summary

The capacity to help communities visualize preferred futures is a unique contribution that design professionals can make to
community planning and decision making. Charrettes provide for an airing of views, possibilities and visions that can frame
the terms to catalyze community-wide commitment to art urban design project. Charrettes offer a process for communties to
envision and act upon what their neighborhoods might be and are thus vital to the process of “making democracy work.” This
article reviews elements of organizing and facilitating a design charrette, along with a description of utilizing television for
community-wide involvement in urban design and planning.

38.2. Keywords

charrette, decision-making, facilitation, media, participatory design, planning, R/UDAT, television, zoning

Figure Citizen design process, Dayton, Ohio

38.3. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING

The term “community planning” refers to physical planning at the community scale, e.g., neighborhoods, urban scale
community developments, and/or suburban communities, through a process involving community citizens and
representatives.

Methods for involving communities in the physical planning process have been developed at least since the 1960s,
sometimes referred to as “participatory design,” and characterized by different degrees of involvement, or the “ladder of
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participation.” The ladder of participation, a term that helps to define differences in how and when community stakeholders
are invited to take part in the planning process and the degree to which they are part of the decision-making framework:

low to modest involvement: Participation in information and needs assessment.

Community members and representatives are interviewed as part of “needs assessment” or a “community area profile.”
Visioning workshops are an example, in which community members participate in describing needs and possible idealized
outcomes.

modest involvement: Participation in advisory decision-making.

Community members and representatives are involved in an advisory role, providing input at several points in information
gathering and assessment, including recommended courses of actions and/or feedback advice on planning and design
proposals made by professionals. The RUDAT (Regional and Urban Design Assistance Team) process developed by the
American Institute of Architects is a representative example, involving communities in a short-term (usually one week)
intensive study of an urban area, with the results open to comment by community representatives.

high involvement: Participation in planning and design.

Community members and representatives are involved in the development of planning and design proposals, most often by
participation in community design workshops or “charrettes.” In a design workshop, community members provide the key
information to guide professional designers, who in turn are asked to help the community group visualize options for future
development. As community involvement more closely approaches “high involvement,” community members and
representatives are active not only in information and advisory guidance,

Credits: Sections 2–4 of this article are based on chapters in Donald Watson, 1996. Environmental Design Charrette Workbook,
Washington, DC: AIA Publications. Unless otherwise noted, photos are courtesy of Centerbrook Architects and Planners.

Figure 1. Community Design Charrette: separate breakout group design tables with work posted on
walls for public walk-in review.
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Figure 2. Community Design Charrette: Design presentation and citizen forum.

but also by deciding amongst alternatives, thus providing the key value judgments and design decisions through either a
consensusbased or a majority-voting process (Figs. 1, 2).

38.3.1. Differences between the charrette process and planning & zoning process

The community design processes, such as charrettes and vision workshops, are most often a preliminary and advisory phase
utilized to explore options and to gain community input prior to more formal planning proposals. In a consensus-based
decision process, the outcomes are developed by inclusive discussion, debate and agreement reached without any official or
formal vote or an adversarial process. Expert option, such as environmental and other technical advice, is introduced by many
experts, usually invited to work alongside of and as part of the planning and design process.

Most planning and zoning hearings, by definition, are quasi-legal proceedings, which adopt some form of receiving public
comment, such as “pro and con” comments about a specific proposal. A public hearing is normally the only way that
interested community members and citizens are able to comment in response to proposals already well developed. The
process is thus often “reactive” to proposals already well formed and can easily lead to adversarial confrontation over
debatable issues and design proposals. Opinions and judgments are expressed in order to convince a Planning and Zoning
(P&Z) Board to make a regulatory and legally binding decision about a proposed plan. Technical input is presented as
professional expert advice and has to be careful documented to have legal standing as evidence similar to submission and
testimony at a legal hearing.

38.3.2. Strengths and weaknesses of community design process

Advantages:

The process is “proactive.” Enabling citizens to actively participate in planning.

The process is open and informal, allowing a range of opinions to be heard and included.

The process is undertaken early enough so that there is “low risk” and “low cost” and/or few barriers to public
participation.

The process involves citizens both as information courses and as evaluators, so that local community values are
represented in decisions.

The process allows for a diversity of opinion including extreme positions and, given the opportunity, these are moderated
by the community itself.
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The process allows highly charged and divisive issues to be heard within a process of openness and fairness, thus
enabling a process of conciliation.

Expert opinion is introduced into the discussion in informal meetings where professionals are working alongside citizens.
This helps to demystify professional expertise and to help educate the public regarding complex technical issues.

Decision-making is relatively low-cost, often engaging local professionals on a volunteer, pro bono or reduced time and fee
basis.

Disadvantages:

The process is only loosely defined, and as such, can be manipulated and/or subject to criticism by participants and non-
participants alike.

The process requires early decision-making on key points, such as site conditions, property ownership, resources
available, often before such data or decision commitments are available.

The process is generally “advisory” and is sometimes overruled by authorities that do not agree with its recommendations.

The process requires sensitive facilitation and broad community representation to avoid early frustration and resulting
community resistance and/or apathy.

The process takes time.

The process is not widely known, requiring a “learning period” on the part of community stakeholders and the creation of
trust in the process and its facilitation.

38.3.3. Strengths and weaknesses of planning and zoning process:

Advantages:

The process is long-standing and defined by legal process, including precedents to establish a body of law related to
planning decisions.

Representatives on Planning & Zoning Boards and on Boards of Appeals are either elected or appointed, and thus
representative and ultimately accountable to public interest.

Public interest, as well as opposing private interests, is given legal standing by a defined process of public hearing, which
vary according to each locality’s Planning Board.

Disadvantages:

The public interest is often represented only by opposition that is rallied in response to development proposals brought
forward by private interests. Public often perceive such proposals as well financed and representing only private or
commercial interests, against which public opinion is given unequal status and often without professional advice.

Developers who make Planning & Zoning proposals have to invest a great deal in engineering studies prior to receiving
permitting approval.

Because local officials often make Planning & Zoning appointments, P&Z decisions can be seen as representative of the
prevailing “political” interests.

Public input is most often “reactive” that is, in response to proposals made by others, most often without any public
comment period prior to the Planning and Zoning Public Hearing.

Note: Figs. 3–14 illustratecommunity design using TVdiscussed in part 3 of this article
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Figure 3. Roanoke, Virginia community design storefront office.

Figure 4. Citizens involved in site assessment, Roanoke, Virginia. Local volunteers helped with the
site analysis and evaluation, providing local information and expertise.
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Figure 5. Entertainment Break in daylong citizen site assessment, Dayton, Ohio. Combining the hard
work of community analysis with “highlight” events, such as lunchtime entertainment by local
musical groups.

Public input, to be effective, has to be guided by legal counsel, thus creating the burden of the cost for professional and
legal expense to represent broader public interests.

Expert opinion is presented within the terms of a legal proceeding, and is thus costly to produce and often can be
contradictory and open to interpretation, such as traffic studies, environmental impact studies, etc.

38.4. DESIGN CHARRETTES

The term “charrette” is adopted from the storied practice of Ecole des Beaux Arts architectural students in nineteenth century
Paris who reputedly could be seen still drawing their projects until the last minute as they were carried “on the cart” or en
charrette on the way to the academy’s jury. In its modern-day adaptation, charrette refers to an intensive design workshop
involving people working together under compressed deadlines.

In its use today, a “charrette” is a design and planning workshop held in a two- to three-day period in which architects and
other design professionals, community leaders, public officials and citizens work together to envision alternatives for a local
building program, neighborhood or regional community project, with an emphasis upon long-term economic, social and
environmental sustainability (Watson 1996, Wates 1996).

The charrette process combines techniques familiar from brainstorming methods—letting ideas flow in an open way, each
building upon the suggestions of all participants—as well as from “Future Search” processes—creating time-lines and issue
maps and diagrams—all of which help individuals, groups and communities to visualize design alternatives and to discuss and
evaluate best choices (Weisbord 1995). Design charrettes build upon the thirty-year history of the American Institute of
Architects R/UDAT process (Regional/Urban Design Assistance Teams) in which expert design and planning professionals
consult with communities about long-range strategies (Zucher 1990.)

A design charrette is the result of many months of planning, necessary to successfully convene a diverse set of community
members and representatives, public leaders and outside “experts,” each of whom by definition may represent conflicting
agendas, diverse personalities, and cross-purposes. Meetings that are not well planned and facilitated can set community
discussions back rather than to advance a hoped for community involvement proposal, due to miscommunica-tion,
misunderstanding or misuse of the initial good will that should otherwise prevail. Nevertheless, there are ways to help make
such meetings successful. This section describes what some of the elements of success might be.
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Any group or community meeting requires an organizational structure defined to a sufficient level of detail so that many
people can work together; essentially “reading from the same page” to create a smooth running event. Decisions that need to
be put into place include a charrette meeting location, sufficient planning time prior to the event, involvement of key
stakeholders, and an organizational group or committee. The organizational roles require leadership, initiative, diplomacy,
persistence and humor!

A charrette is typically a one- to two-day event to three-day event. In some cases, more time is needed, although this makes it
more difficult to include a large number of people in the entire event. A typical size of group is between thirty and sixty people,
although many charrettes have involved several hundred and more. Involving greater numbers is possible but should be
considered “advanced level” in terms of organizational and facilitative capacity.

38.4.1. The charrette event in the context of community development

The following guidelines indicate characteristics that are recommended for successful community development that builds
upon design charrettes:

1 Listen and learn: The charrette process provides for listening and understanding, It works if it facilitates mutual learning and
capacity building among community groups, rather than perpetuating dependency upon outside “experts” and resources.

2 Combine and focus: Create focus by combining projects and programs within “high impact” areas strategically selected for
demonstrable and replicable results.

3 Create community participation: Emphasize participatory decision-making that enables collaborative partnerships and
encourages local initiative, volunteerism and community-based leadership.

4 Build upon local networking: Link local initiatives (bottom-up) to broad (horizontally-linked) networks, such as citywide
collaborations.

5 Create multidisciplinary linkages: Link community- and universitybased professionals from a range of disciplines to
represent economic, social and community planning experience and knowledge.

6 Emphasize sustainable development: Emphasize the need to integrate economic, social and environmentally sustainable
approaches to planning, programs and projects.

7 Invite scrutiny and evaluation: Experiment with and document different approaches, to report and disseminate lessons
learned about action-based community development, establishing the basis for continuous professional and community
learning.

8 Create youth initiatives: Include youth in charrette organization roles, providing “real-life” opportunities for youth leadership.

38.4.2. Preparing for a charrette

Generally, a minimum of three months (most typically six months) is needed to prepare for a successful event, with a longer
time frame required for more complex events. The months prior to the charrette involve a series of key actions:

38.4.2.1. Identify a significant project

Everyone who has been involved in organizing charrettes usually has one message: Don’t do it unless there is evident local
commitment to use the charrette as part of a larger and longer range commitment to take action. It is important to choose a
topic that will engage both positive and substantive community support. The initial proposal need not be perfect. It should be
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open to modification as discussions and planning proceeds. It has to be a project that is inspiring and at the same time
feasible, that is, it does not raise false hopes.

Work at defining an issue or program focus that is meaningful, such as a local neighborhood area that deserves community
discussion of alternatives and improvement. The size of project can range from building-scale to one well beyond the
neighborhood scale.

Start with an initial proposal but let it develop with input from local constituents and stakeholders. Out of a number of
preliminary discussions, key issues will emerge. Keep these and the goals of discussion relatively focused, while not ignoring
larger and more complex implications.

It is critical to have all data maps and documentation assembled well ahead of time, prepared in the form of a briefing book, a
process that sometimes takes months.

Early on in the planning, it will be essential to contact an experienced facilitator in order to add input and guidance to the
charrette preparation. If a facilitator is not experienced in design charrettes (but is nonetheless a skilled group process
facilitator), then a group of architects, landscape architects and/or planners will be needed to add the necessary design,
planning and environmental experience. Additionally, university faculty at schools of architecture and planning may include
individuals experienced in leading a charrette process.

38.4.2.2. Involve cosponsors who are stakeholders in the results

There are two general guidelines to involving stakeholders: The first guideline is, “Get stakeholders involved early on.”
Approach key stakeholders in a low-key way and in their terms, letting them know who you are and what you are about. Make
their concerns yours.

A second guideline is “Don’t leave anyone out.” If the charrette project involves different groups or communities normally left
out of the planning and decision process, organizers may find themselves from the outset dealing with a potentially disruptive
situation. The advantage of a charrette is that the visioning exercise can be “low risk,” that is, it can limit itself to proposing
“unthought-of” alternatives and to illustrate new options, leaving it to others to evaluate and decide between competing
options.

David Lewis, FAIA, one of the initiators of the AIA R/UDAT process, states, “You have to get to the point where the various
goals and agendas are not in conflict. One never gets there by confrontation…it never works. Only through a public consensus
building process do plans have a sustaining life.” (Lewis 1996)

38.4.2.3. Establish preevent meetings that keep planning going forward

The overall questions in organizing a charrette are WHO, WHAT, WHEN, WHERE, WHY and HOW. Of all of these, the HOW is
usually the most difficult question at the beginning. That is, there is a perceived need but the way to get there is not clear. In
such cases, a broad-based and representative discussion and input from stakeholders is most helpful. A series of small-scale
organizing meetings may be the best approach. Once established as regular meetings, they become “heartbeats” to the
organizing process.

It is essential to gain “buy-in” of participants in the charrette goal. One of the initial event [or preevent] tasks is to develop a set
of goals by consensus discussion. Communicating a clear goal is essential. Once the overall intent and purpose of the design
charrette is agreed to, it is useful to state the goals or desired outcomes, keeping in mind that these too will evolve. Stating the
goals as a desirable future vision makes it easier to capture the enthusiasm and support of participants.
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Figure 6. Citizen involvement community map, Dayton, Ohio. Making the design process evident and
participatory, in this case by large community maps to elicit comment and suggestions.

Figure 7. TV charrette kick-off Roanoke, Virginia. The first of four televised programs in which the
design charrette process was made accessible to more than 90,000 people in the viewing audience.
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Figure 8. TV charrette and call-in Dayton. Citizen involvement was sparked by featuring nationally
known architects and planners, in this case, the late Charles Moore, Architect (seated left).

Timing the event is important. Like any significant planning proposal, there is a right time and a wrong time. Without this
groundwork, their event would not have worked so well. Preevent preparation, including training for facilitators and group
leaders, is also crucial.

With a statement of intent and the program defined, organizers are then ready to move onto second-level decisions of
implementing and preparing for the event, most typically through task group assignments that follow normal definitions:

program: program definition and support materials

funding: funding and/or contributions in kind

communications: getting the word out and the press in

logistics: particulars of space and support materials

38.4.2.4. Define the charrette program

There are at least two different meeting formats to provide the basic organization of groups participating in the event. The
one to choose or the right combination depends upon the task at hand.

The first is to organize into generalized and integrated design teams, typically five to six people on each team who work
together to develop a design, while “experts” roam between teams consulting with each team throughout the charrette. This
option is appropriate where the predominant project goal is to come up with new design and planning

An alternate is to organize specialized expert teams, in which case the number per team can be typically six or more, who
work together to develop a set of recommendations related to a particular specialized topic, that is, lighting, building envelope,
landscape, etc. This approach works well where there is an existing building or set of conditions that are preexisting and
otherwise already designed that require a specialized set of environmental recommendations.

Combinations of these two options are most often adopted in events longer than one day. An obvious variation is to use both
integrated design teams and specialized consulting groups, although limited time and the “getting used to” any particular
organization cautions against anything overly complex. Each design project will suggest the nature of team composition,
“division of labor” and integration of expertise. In any and all cases, individuals should have some choice in selecting the
groups they work with, to allow for interpersonal choices and passionate interests.

38.4.2.5. Charrette introductory organizational meeting
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38.4.2.5. Charrette introductory organizational meeting

The introductory meeting provides a crucial “kick-off.” In many cases this began with a dinner followed by presentations
intended to inspire, to inform and to set the stage for community creativity. The kick-off is an event to which one can invite
local officials and others who would like to be briefed. . .some may be intrigued enough to change their schedules and stay on
for the rest of the event, The kick-off or opening session is also typically used to provide the technical briefing to set the
teams in place, get logistics out of the way and prepare groups for action.

In cases where the site is large, complex and not completely familiar to all participants, a tour of the site is appropriate and
more immediate and informative than a slide show briefing.

38.4.2.6. Putting a funding strategy in place

Funding is required for a design charrette, to cover costs typical of space rental, food for participants, travel, honoraria and
lodging for facilitators and group leaders, and printing and publications. Sources of such funds included local foundations,
utilities, banks, businesses and Chambers of Commerce, with “contributions in kind” by restaurants, hotels, newspapers,
television stations and art materials suppliers.

A likely source of funding support related to energy and environmental design goals are local utilities as well as municipal
planning authorities, Both sources represent a vested interest in energy conservation, pollution prevention and waste
elimination. Local and regional community and environmental agencies and associations are additional likely sources of
endorsement and support funding.

38.4.2.7. Establish a news and communication plan

In most cases, the local press is easily involved in public communication and coverage, provided that notice is given (ideally,
an informative and interesting press release) so that media reporters know about significant meetings and the event itself.
Both the kick-off and the final public presentation of the charrette work can be organized to provide media coverage. Local
newspapers are often a readily available means by which to publish the results, such as in a special “Sunday Supplement”
printed as a community service. To assist in all of the media coverage, high quality reproducible graphics provide helpful
visuals for articles. As described below in Section 3, local television stations are a source of media equipment, technical
support and airtime, which demonstrate a capacity for the charity process to reach many thousands of people throughout the
local region.

38.4.2.8. Logistics

There are several recommendations about the charrette workshop location itself. One recommendation is to hold the event at
or near the actual project site, or at least to provide easy access so that site conditions can be visited, seen and discussed. An
alternative recommendation is to hold the charrette in a publicly visible and accessible location. The ideal location combines
both advantages, that is, proximity to the project site and centrally located.

The entire event should be held in one room, such as a gymnasium, in which many groups of five to six people can work. Each
group should have access to flip charts and ample wall space. The charrette space should have at least one long wall that can
be used to tape up flipchart sheets and the maps and drawings that are produced during the event. Recording the ongoing
discussions on flip charts is important, so that information can be inspected and in turn responded to by others. Flip-chart
sheets, numbered appropriately, also become an important record of the event discussions that might otherwise be lost.

Standard folding tables can be placed throughout the space, to be easily moved by any of the groups. It is not necessary to be
formal.
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All that is required is a large space in which many discussion groups can occur. While part of the discussions will be “in
plenary” with the entire group listening to one another, at least half the time and typically more is in small break-out groups.
The number that makes up the “optimum size” of a small break-out group is debatable, but highly interactive groups, ones
where all can have an active say, should be limited to five to six people per group. In large meetings, microphones placed
informally around the room allow for plenary discussion to occur without a centralized podium layout.

38.4.2.9. Materials and resources

Charrette materials and supplies should include ample quantities of flip charts and pads of paper, removable masking tape,
water-based markers and paper. Architect and engineering offices are a source of blueprint paper to be reused.

Other presentation tools that may be needed include overhead projectors, which allows both group and plenary presentations
to be much simpler and easier to project and record. Convenient access to a copier is helpful for presentations. In some
instances, availability of a one-hour photo processing shop may also be helpful, for example, for slides of views of the site for
projection and enlargement to create overlay perspective drawings of design proposals.

It is useful to provide within the room a “community wall” and resource area for key information and exhibits. This normally
includes the maps and resource information displays that are part of understanding the project context, such as overhead
photos and maps from the local planning office. In addition to a resource board, some sort of interactive communication
board is often helpful, especially in large groups. Computer interactive tools are increasingly available, to be used like a library
resource during the charrette.

38.4.2.10. Charrette events schedule

Although the charrette event is relatively short, the overall process is extended in both directions, that is, from four- to six-
months in preparation and an equal or longer time in implementation. The event itself needs to be scheduled within its
allocated time, to capture the interest and focused energy of the participants.

There is a variety of experience and opinion related to the length of time or duration of the event itself. The AIA Committee of
the Environment (COTE) October 1995 charrettes, including over a dozen different community charrettes, lasted essentially 48
hours over a three-day period, that is, beginning late Friday afternoon and running until mid- to late-Sunday afternoon (Watson
1996). Some participants considered that this was too short a period. In other instances, charrette events have run three entire
days. R/UDATs are generally five days or longer. The proper length of time is a function of the number and complexity of the
participating constituents. The greater the number of participants, the more difficult it is to keep the high-energy
highinvolvement pace. But, clearly even three days requires short cuts and may risk coming to an unsatisfactory conclusion
before full consensus is reached.

At the conclusion of a charrette event, the summary is a critical point to have the work presented and debated in a public
forum. Preparing and rehearsing for the final “public” presentation keeps the charrette schedule on track, working to deadline.
In most cases, a spirit of cooperation and participation develops, much like getting ready for a theatrical production. Ideally,
everyone would feel that they can be part of the presentation, although not all can be “on stage,” but it is important to present
the work in the most representative manner possible. It is an ideal time for the “stakeholders” and/or implementors such as
community leaders, youth and student participants to present the results, instead of the outside “experts.” At least one dry run
of the final presentation is recommended to make sure that timing and transitions are worked out.
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Figure 9. Call-ins to the Roanoke Design Charrette encouraged by display of the ideas overlaid with
the call-in phone number.

Figure 10. Call-in suggestions to the Watkins Glen design charrette are immediately written on flip
charts.
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Figure 11. Dayton TV charrette. Charles Moore, Architect (left) explains design proposals as they
evolved in ways originally not anticipated (shown by improvised sheets added to the base map).

38.4.2.11. Facilitation

The facilitator is given responsibility to direct the group process. The following provides a checklist of how a facilitator might
best prepare for a charrette:

1 Audit existing conditions. Make sure the room will work and that all necessary materials and support functions are in place.

2 Discuss expectations with the organizing group in terms of goals and outcomes. Establish ways to measure success and
consider an evaluation form to measure participant responses at the end of the event to find out what went well and what
needs improvement.

3 Understand the nature of the group and community. The organizing group may or may not be representative of the
community that is most impacted by the project or program being envisioned in the charrette. There is one rule of thumb:
LISTEN, but then ECHO: reflect back what you have perceived to be the nature of the community issues.

4 Organize around goal statements. At any point in a group discussion, people will disagree on any and all points. An astute
facilitator doesn’t ask, “How do you feel?” but instead asks, “What will you do? How can we effect the outcome?” At the same
time, the scope of the issue or problem area will expand or contract, depending on different views and styles of learning and
action of those involved. Some think of parts while others think of wholes. Both are needed, but the best way to get everyone
“reading from the same page” is to list goals and outcomes, and then detail how to get there.

5 Include all stakeholders. A stakeholder can be defined as anyone whose participation, energy, agreement and volunteerism
will contribute to the success of the effort. This creates the “quandary” of trying to get some focus and action while listening
to all constituents and stakeholders. Establish working relationships among the stakeholders early on in the charrette
preparation and get the entire group to learn the habits of listening and echoing.

6 Prepare a schedule that anticipates variations in the discussion sequence. An experienced facilitator learns how to balance
a fixed schedule with time and alternatives “built in” for discussions to take their own turn. At different and to some extent
unpredictable times during a charrette, there are times for a “plenary” discussion and times for “break-out” group discussions.
A good agenda has the flexibility to allow for both. A prepared agenda is especially important for the first half of a charrette by
which the facilitator has in mind a “storyboard” of how the discussion might be undertaken. A “storyboard—a term used in
filmmaking, to refer to a set of steps that tell the story and show a sequence of events—is useful for both facilitator and
organizing group to help anticipate the steps in the charrette and various checkpoints to be sure the event keeps on schedule.
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A facilitator could also set in place a “fast-response” team of advisors who are the “eyes and ears” of the process and can
quickly meet to advise the facilitator on suggestions as the event proceeds.

38.4.2.12. Ground rules of facilitation

The facilitator might explain the following guidelines as “ground rules of discourse.” The list is not complete…you can ask the
group to add their own variations. Agreeing on ground rules helps to establish the setting for group discussion, listening and
learning.

1 All ideas are valid.

2 One at a time. Only one person speaks at a time…listen to each other.

3 Get to “yes!” Emphasize “yes, and…” and discourage “no but…” statements.

4 Observe time frames.

5 Seek common group action, not problems and conflict.

A facilitator’s task is made much easier by using flip charts, which the facilitator or a recorder (anyone who writes or prints
clearly) uses to take notes of the discussion. By recording all ideas, everyone feels that they have been heard and recognized,
that their idea is part of the record. An additional aid to communication and creative thinking is to use graphics, that is, to
express ideas in both verbal and graphic terms. Often a capable cartoonist or graphic artist can express ideas more succinctly
through a drawing and this helps visual imaging, which becomes more important as a charrette proceeds. The roles of
discussion leader, facilitator, record and artist can be assumed by separate individuals or combined.

38.4.2.13. Evaluating the event

Most charrette events go quickly with a great degree of intensity and focus, so that when it is over, people leave quickly to
catch up with things left undone for several days. However; without some evaluation process, valuable lessons learned may
go unheeded. It is therefore recommended that some form of event evaluation be put in place, allowing time in the concluding
session for evaluation forms to be completed before participants leave. This evaluation, whether in questionnaire form or
otherwise, should allow for commentary to capture creative insights and suggestions for improvement.

If an evaluation questionnaire is simple and easily understood, participants will fill it out. It can be as simple as:

1 What worked?

2 What didn’t work?

3 Suggestions for improvements?

4 Suggestions on next steps?

5 Other thoughts?

Ask people to fill out their responses in clearly written form, explaining that what they say is important and that answers can
be transcribed as is and made available to all interested. Such responses will often yield an overall evaluation, along with very
valuable insights and ideas for improvements and next steps. It is important to tabulate and publish the results. “Inviting
scrutiny” can thus be shown to inform the entire process. In addition, the event might be monitored by an “evaluator” or
“reporter” who is asked to summarize and evaluate results.

38.5. COMMUNITY DESIGN AND TV
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Chad Floyd, FAIA

The community design process is suited to the television media as it evolved with experience in the 1970s and 1980s (see
additional credits, also Crosbie 1984). They featured the following three elements:

1 Community office: A storefront office was located as close as possible to the downtown’s “hundred percent corner,” with a
staff architects at a drawing desk in the front window. The office issued weekly press releases. The office included a walk-in
interview area with comfortable chairs, tables, and maps to discuss ideas amid coffee and donuts.

2 Community committees: Several committees were established, starting with a small (15-person) Steering Committee, which
brought together key public officials and community leaders. A second Citizens’ Committee of 30 to 100 was representative of
citizens, businesses, and special interests. It attended about a half dozen meetings, beginning with a “treasure hunt” exercise
to record perceptions about places and ideas. The Committee process thus allowed community evaluation and testing and
avoided the danger of us outsiders imposing our values and interpretations. In turn, the Citizens’ Committee became a focus
group to consider design proposals and eventually a representative mouthpiece for articulating proposals back to political
leaders.

3 Television outreach: For greater outreach, local TV stations were used to carry the design message to a wider audience. To
make this effective, the TV format was made entertaining and interactive. The shows paralleled the community design
process over a three- to four-month period, each show airing for one hour, prime time on commercial stations wherever
possible. TV costs were manageable, because commercial stations are required by the FCC to provide a few hours of
community affairs programming every week. The stations provided camera time, airtime, and production facilities as in-kind
contributions. With their help, the design charrette programs produced some pretty interesting television on prime-time air
slots.

The sequence of TV shows, each one hour long and spaced about a month between shows, was as follows:

First Show: The objective of the typical first show was to get information from studio interviews and call-ins. We referred to
specific geographic areas called out on “Idea Boards” arranged around the studio. In Roanoke, one of the early projects, we
made the mistake of spreading ourselves out too thin around the studio. Intimacy of contact and some degree of control was
compromised, but the show worked, nonetheless. We interviewed community representatives and experts in front of wall-
sized posters summarizing information collected from prior community input. Call-in and interviewer ideas were sketched

Figure 12. Riverfront, Dayton, Ohio. General view BEFORE design charrette process was begun.

 

© McGraw-Hill Education. All rights reserved. Any use is subject to the Terms of Use, Privacy Notice and copyright information.



Figure 13. Dayton, Ohio Kiwanis Fountain. A “quick start” design to inaugurate and help promote the
riverside revitalization project.

Figure 14. Riverfront, Dayton, Ohio. General view AFTER design charrette process was completed.

(in Roanoke by Charles Moore who had the talent to make any idea look interesting). Their sketches captivated people. At
Roanoke, we were able to obtain immediate opinions on economic feasibility from a financial analyst from the Rouse
Company. In addition to call-ins, which provided real-time discussion and interest, we received responses from viewers after
the show by mail. These were cut and pasted into issue categories, and ultimately were organized by topic and design
response. Today, we would do it more easily by word processing.
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Second Show: To provide visual focus for the second show, where our goal was to present planning options, we centered
ourselves around a large map on a table. The map was colorfully painted for clarity of close-up camera detail. On it we showed
a variety of 2-D design options. The map stimulated feedback from viewers, plus a few invited experts and municipal
representatives. As we described options, we asked viewers to follow us with a questionnaire in the local newspaper. This
enabled all who were interested to “vote” and even to add their own suggestions.

Third Show: By the third show we were illustrating favored ideas by means of three-dimensional models. The models
addressed highprofile issues in detail. In Roanoke, we obtained a commitment from BlueCross-BlueShield to locate new
offices downtown, and a top executive of the company made the announcement on the show in front of a model. We had
listener call-ins and were able to get to points of consensus.

Fourth Show: The final show was intended to illustrate final planning proposals. No phone calls here. Just sketches and a
detailed model allowing the camera to get down to eye level and bring our ideas to life. The show included the leaders who
later would have to approve implementation. Discussions with them were moderated in a TV anchor desk format.

In Roanoke, we reached a viewing audience of 90,000 people, according to Nielsen ratings. Following each broadcast, our
design issues achieved instant recognition, with phenomenal community awareness. Within three years of our TV programs,
the community had voted for bond issues to fund all but seven of the 59 individual projects that made up the total community
development plan, representing over $89 million in private funds and $41 million in combined local, state, and federal funds.

The Roanoke City Manager at the time, Bern Ewert, stated that “the television programs and the plan changed attitudes in
Roanoke…initially they viewed the shows as purely entertaining, but soon large numbers of viewers tuned in, many from
surrounding communities.”

This process was employed in design projects in various communities, including downtown Roanoke, Virginia; Dayton and
Springfield, Massachusetts (large and complex plans); Watkins Glen, New York (a relatively small focus), and Indianapolis (a
large public project). In all, television helped to make the design process visible and community-wide consensus building
easier. The TV experience developed into a planning approach we have come later to describe as “situation design,” wherein
each element must be capable of standing alone yet still relate to the plan as a whole. The goal is that if any particular
proposal were to remain unimplemented, the plan is not at risk. This is the way cities naturally develop; progress occurs in
discrete steps, each one responding to its situation. This approach seems to be well understood by laypersons, who are
suspicious of the grand schemes.

TV certainly made the urban design work challenging, and it added an extra layer of coordination and detail. But we were
pleased at how effective it made us as architects and urban designers. Most if not all community leaders and citizens were
helpful in front of the “cool” TV camera. Many constructive comments were offered its unblinking eye, quite the opposite of
the posturing that can occur in public hearings. Television helped us build a level of community interest and resolve that, as
far as we have seen, is unmatched by conventional planning media. ■

38.6. ADDITIONAL CREDITS:

This article includes recommendations of many individuals who participated in the October 1995 AIA Environmental Design
Charrettes, including Gregg Ander, Kirstine Anstead, Robert Bell, Bob Berkebile, Jestena Boughton, Robert Cevero, Brian
Dunbar, Sue Ehrlich, Elizabeth Ericson, Pliny Fisk, Jim Franklin, Greg Franta, Kirk Gastinger, Harry Gordon, Chris Gribbs, Peg
Howard, Chris Kelsey, Paul Leveille, Gail Lindsey, Andy Maurer, John B.Peers, David Sellers, and Lynn N.Simon.

The process of utilizing television media in community design charrettes is based on experience of Centerbrook Architects in
the late 1970s and 1980s, Centerbrook undertook a number of community design projects, a half-dozen of which employed
interactive television to involve the community.
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29. How plans work

29.1. Summary

This article considers how plans work and thus what plans are and how one can assess their success, Explanations of how
plans work identify relationships between the attributes of plans and the effects that plans have. They thus identify what
plans can achieve. Any one plan can work in one or several ways, which means that these are not categories for classification
of plans but different mechanisms through which plans affect the world, Terms defined include agenda, policy, vision, design
and strategy.

29.2. Key words

agenda, capital improvement program (CIP), design, maps, plans, planning, policy, regulation, strategy, vision

Figure Vision and design for redevelopment of downtown Cleveland. I.M.Pei and Associates.

In the United States city planning is essentially a process of vision and survey, push and pull, barter and sell, education and
exhortation, diplomacy and expediency, courts and juries.

—Walter D.Moody (1919), What of the City?

The plan here given is a program of improvements calculated to cover a period of many years. The order in which improvements
are made, and when, is not so important as that each shall be so done as to fit into its place in the general plan.

—Harland Bartholomew (1924), The City Plan of Memphis, Tennessee

The free and easy meeting of problems as they arise will no longer suffice, and more than ever officials are looking for a solution
of current problems in terms of the predictable future.

—Robert A.Walker (1950), The Planning Function in Urban Government
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It is the intent of the Legislature that public facilities and services needed to support development shall be available concurrent
with the impacts of such development.

—Florida Statutes 163.3177(10)h, adopted in 1985

How do plans work? Through what mechanisms or casual processes do plans affect actions? How can we explain why a
particular plan is likely to have particular effects? As Moody, Bartholomew, Walker, and the Florida statutes quoted above
demonstrate, plans can work in more than one way and planners have, for a hundred years, explained how they expected plans
to work. These explanations do not provide precise predictions of what will happen in specific situations, but they do make
sense of what we observe and enable us to talk about what we should do. This article considers how plans work and thus
what plans are and how we can assess their success.

29.2.1. Agendas, policies, visions, designs, and strategies

Table 1 summarizes five different ways in which plans work: agendas, policies, visions, designs, and strategies. The
definitions stipulated here are necessary to avoid the ambiguity of many meanings of “plan.” For each distinct meaning, a
word is used having a dominant connotation close to the narrower definition, even though the word may also be used to refer
to other concepts. These words also have wider and richer meanings in related fields, such as the use of the term “policy” in
policy analysis. To paraphrase Wildavsky (1973), if a word can mean everything, it can only mean nothing.

29.2.1.1. An agenda is a list of things to do.

An agenda works by recording a list to remind us what to do, or to share publicly a commitment to do these things. Agendas
work when there are too many actions to remember or when there is benefit in gaining trust among people affected or
legitimating actors as accountable. Publishing or publicly advocating an agenda serves both as a memory device and a
commitment. We write down an agenda for a meeting so we will remember to discuss the intended issues. An agenda also
implies repeated efforts to accomplish something. Agendas may merely list independent actions that only come together
because someone chooses to focus on them at the same, or nearly the same, time. Once created, a Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) or budget may function as an agenda. It keeps a record of a list too long to remember and known to be within
the budget constraint set by projected

Credits: This article is excerpted from the author’s book Urban Development The Logic of Making Plans (Hopkins 2001) and is
reprinted by permission of Island Press, Washington, DC.

revenues. Citizens who know that an item is on or not on the Capital Improvements Program list find some creditability in the
assumption that it will or will not be built within a particular time. In this explanation, each citizen or each city council member
is not concerned about any relationship among the projects or any interdependence among the decisions. Deciding on the
CIP, however, is a focus of conflict among projects for different departments and different political wards and different
interest groups as well as a competition for available budget. The process of creating a CIP is thus working in some way other
than as an agenda.

Agendas differ from objectives. Agendas identify issues or actions; objectives identify valued attributes of outcomes. We can
check off everything on our list of things to do, but still not accomplish the objectives that led to the list of things to do. We
could create a list of measurable objectives but still have no ideas about what actions to take to achieve them. All
explanations of plans must contend with the relationships of actions to outcomes and outcomes to objectives.

The items in the agenda of a meeting have in common the timing of decisions at the same meeting and perhaps a common
decision maker’s authority, but the choice for one item need have no relation to the choice for another. Agendas are of
interest to planners because they are a tool that focuses the attention of a constituency, whether an individual, a legislature, a
group, an electorate, or the public at large. Setting agendas and pursuing agendas are thus ways of affecting the decisions
that will be made. Agendas keep our attention focused on important actions or issues rather then merely on what “comes
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across our desk” at the initiative of others. An agenda is one way to focus the attention of decision makers on some decisions
rather than others.

29.2.1.2. A policy is an if-then rule.

A policy works by automating repeat decisions to save time or by ensuring that the same action is taken in the same
circumstances, which yields fairness or predictability. Policies fit situations in which there are many repeat decisions and
decisions are costly to make, consistency is viewed as fair, or predictability of repeat decisions is beneficial. For example, if
the developer will pay for the cost of the sewer extension, then extend the sewer. This policy would save the costs of making
this decision in each case, treat all developers alike, and make development actions predictable. Knowing the policies of other
decision makers provides evidence for forecasting their decisions. Policies are distinct from regulations in that regulations
change legally or administratively enforceable rights whereas policies identify standard responses for repeated instances of
the same situation. If the policy is to grant tax incentives to new industrial firms, then when a new industrial firm proposes to
locate in the community, tax incentives should be granted. The policy simplified decision making by deciding once on a
decision rule to apply to all situations of the same class (Kerr 1976). Policies work in three ways: saving decision costs,
ensuring consistency (fairness), and increasing predictability.

29.2.1.3. A vision is an image of what could be.

Visions compel action. Visions work by changing beliefs about how the world works (beliefs about the relationships between
actions and outcomes), beliefs about intersubjective norms (peer group attitudes about good behaviors), or beliefs about the
likelihood of success (raising aspirations or motivating effort). A vision could be interpreted as a normative forecast: a desired
future that can work if people can be persuaded that it can and will come true. Visions, however, focus first on the outcome
and then on the possibility of actions to attain this outcome. Henry David Thoreau expressed it this way in the concluding
chapter of Walden: “If you have built castles in the air, your work need not be lost; that is where they should be. Now put the
foundations under them.” Visions are useful in situations in which they can change beliefs and thereby change investment
actions, regulations, or activity patterns of residents. Visions are distinct from target designs, which are focused on a feasible
solution to a complex problem of interdependencies. Visions work by their effect on beliefs, not by their feasibility of
construction.

A vision can help overcome resilience in a system. Resilience dampens feedback that would give immediate responses to
actions we might take. Lack of feedback makes intentional action both difficult and risky. If you are trying to change the
attitudes of one ethnic group about another ethnic group, resilience is a hindrance. Even interventions that might change
attitudes eventually with sufficient time or effort might not yield visible results in time to keep the effort going forward. The
effort will then be stopped even though it might have succeeded eventually. A vision can help to motivate continued effort.

Guttenberg (1993) describes a “goal plan” approximately equivalent to this idea of vision: “The image is credible, it bears
some relation to existing opportunities in the region, but apart from its ability to persuade, to move people by its
attractiveness, it includes no explicit measures for ensuring that these opportunities will be realized” (p. 190). “The purpose of
a goal plan is more to state a desired objective persuasively than to plot a course of action for the intervening years” (p. 193).

Graphic and verbal descriptions of future situations—social utopias or beautiful cities—have been developed for centuries, and
“visioning” is a currently popular tool in urban planning. Visions can reframe problems by describing the present and its
relationship to possible changes in a different way. Visions also describe what the world will look like after proposed changes
occur. Literature on strategic planning for corporations—Bryson’s (1995; Bryson and Crosby 1992) extension of this literature
from hierarchical organizations to “shared power worlds”—use visions in all of these ways.

The Chicago Plan of 1909 is a familiar example of plan as vision. It included both graphic renderings of a physical vision and
verbal descriptions of the characteristics of a great city.

In creating the ideal arrangement, everyone who lives here is better accommodated in his business and his social activities. In
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bringing about better freight and passenger facilities, every merchant and manufacturer is helped. In establishing a complete
park and parkway system, the life of the wage earner and of this family is made healthier and pleasanter; while the greater
attractiveness thus produced keeps at home the people of means and taste, and acts as a magnet to draw those who seek to
live amid pleasing surroundings. The very beauty that attracts him who has money makes pleasant life of those among whom
he lives, while anchoring him and his wealth to the city. The prosperity aimed at is for all Chicago (Burnham and Benett 1909,
p. 8).

The Portland 2040 Plan also uses images of the implied future to sell its less palatable actions (Metro 2000). Planning for
small towns often focuses on “visioning,” a collaborative effort by a large portion of the town’s citizens to follow a process
fairly similarly to the corporate strategic planning process (Howe et al. 1997). The Atlanta 2020 Project used a visioning
approach (Helling 1998).

Table 1 How Plans Work

Aspect

Definition List of things to
do; actions, not
outcomes

If-then rules for actions Image of what could
be, an outcome

Target, describes
fully worked out
outcome

Contingent actions (path
in decision tree)

Examples List of capital
improvement
projects

If developer pays for
roads, then permit
development

Social equality,
picture of beautiful
city

Building plan or city
master plan

Road projects built
depend on how much
land development occurs
when and where

Works by Reminding; if
publicly shared,
then
commitment to
act

Automating repeat
decisions to save time;
taking same action in
same circumstances to
be fair

Motivating people to
take actions they
believe will give the
imagined result

Showing fully worked
out results of
interdependent
actions

Determining which
actions to take when and
where depending on
situation when actions
are taken

Works if Many actions
to remember
and need trust
among people
affected

Repeated decisions
should be efficiently
made, consistent, and
predictable

Can raise
aspirations or
motivate effort

Highly interdependent
actions, little
uncertainty about
actions, and few
actors involved

Interdependent actions
by many actors over long
time in relation to
uncertain events

Measures of
Effectiveness

Are actions on
list taken?

Is rule applied without
constant
reconsideration, or is
rule applied
consistently?

Are beliefs changed
as evidenced by
beliefs elicited
directly or revealed
in actions?

Is design constructed
or achieved?

Is contingent
interdependence
sustained in actions, and
is information used in
timely fashion?

Cases Chicago Plan of
1909

Chicago Plan of 1967,
Cleveland Policy Report
of 1974, Lexington,
Kentucky

Chicago Plan of
l909, Portland 2040,
Washington, D.C.
2000

Chicago Plan of 1909 Lexington, Kentucky
1958, Integrated Action
Plans, Nepal

29.2.1.4. A design is a fully worked out outcome.

Designs work by determining a fully worked out outcome from interdependent actions and providing this outcome as
information before any action is taken. Designs fit situations in which there are highly interdependent actions, actions are
easily inferred from information about the outcome, and there is little uncertainty about implementation of actions. We
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usually think of design as a process in which many ideas are tested and modified, but entirely in some simulated environment
before any action is taken in the real world. Harris (1967) identifies design decisions as reversible at zero cost. All the
decisions involved in design of a single building are tested as hypotheses in combination through diagrams and calculations
to see how they fit together before any action is taken to construct the building. Designs usually focus on patterns of capital
facilities rather than on the human activity patterns that will occur given these facilities. Measures of success should,
however, access these human activity patterns.

Design works by figuring out a result for many interdependent actions before acting. It thus avoids the problems of
interdependence, indivisibility, and irreversibility through a presumption of perfect foresight. There is no iterative adjustment;
the result is determined first so that each action can immediately fit the solution. Bacon (1974, pp. 260–262) illustrates how
the design concept breaks down over time in urban design but still results in somewhat coherent physical forms. A complete
and coherent design for a section of a city is proposed. Some elements of the coherent design get implemented, but other
elements do not because of citizen complaints, budget constraints, changes in government, or power relations. Then,
situations change and new designs are proposed that in part relate to the elements of the previous design. Some of the
elements of the new design are implemented. The realized urban form results from this sequence of dependent designs, none
of which is implemented in its entirety.

As projects become more complex and more easily decomposed into actions that can be carried out separately (e.g., more
than one building, phased buildings to be constructed with long periods between each phase), they take on the character of a
sequence of design projects linked by strategies about related decisions. Although any architect designing buildings will point
out that in many cases the design may be modified during construction and that the cost of design changes is not zero, these
costs are small and these modifications are minor relative to the whole design. In larger urban development situations,
actions taken at different times are each of similar magnitude, such as building an interceptor sewer now and an expressway
later. Modifying the expressway capacity or service area before it is built to complement a sewer system designed to absorb
twenty-five years of growth is a different level of relationship from modifying details as a building is constructed.

A design approach solves problems before acting on any decision, whereas a strategy approach decides what action to take
now cognizant of related future actions. We do not need to make all related decisions simultaneously, but we can consider
potential future decisions before making a decision now. Note that the target creating of design is also different from agenda
setting. An agenda is a list of things to do; a target is something to shoot at. A target might prompt an agenda. A strategy
might be devised to achieve a target.

29.2.1.5. A strategy is a set of decisions that forms a contingent path through a
decision tree.

Strategies work by determining what action should be taken now contingent on related future actions. Strategies fit situations
in which there are many interdependent actions under the authority of many actors and occurring over a long time in relation
to an uncertain environtnent. In sequential decision making, at the time action is taken on a current decision, the future
decisions have been thought through for each outcome from that current decision. Saying that we plan to do something
means that we will take certain actions under certain conditions when the time comes. Design and strategy represent the
continuum sometimes described between synoptic or blueprint plans and incremental, decision-centered planning (e.g.,
Faludi 1987). The crucial difference is the degree to which all decisions should or can be taken at once or only sequentially,

Strategy is arguable the most inclusive and thus fundamental notion of plans because it is the most explicit about the
relationships among interdependent actions, their consequences, intentions, uncertainty, and outcomes. Strategies address
most completely the problems of interdependence, indivisibility, irreversibility, and imperfect foresight. In contrast, designs
focus primarily on outcomes. Visions, agendas, and policies are often joint effects of plans that also work as strategies or
designs. Visions, policies, and agendas, as explained earlier, can also address situations that do not meet the strict criteria of
interdependence, indivisibility, irreversibility, and imperfect foresight.

Plans address spatial phenomena, which is a direct result of interdependence among decisions in space. On the other hand,
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policy analysts tend to ignore spatial phenomena and focus on the impacts of individual programs or policies, not on plans for
related actions. Analysis for a single decision or for repeat decisions of the same type may benefit from forecasts of impacts,
but when interdependence actions can be taken sequentially, the relationships between decisions and forecasts become more
complex. Plans working as strategies depend on functional, spatial, and temporal relationships among decisions themselves
and their impacts. Policies are distinct from strategies, because policies apply to repeated decision situations of the same
kind whereas strategies coordinate different but related decisions. Strategies may yield policies as statements of decision
rules, such as “Allow development if the developer pays for the cost of sewer extensions.” This policy might implement a
strategy of providing sewer infrastructure over time concurrent with development. Plans may be hierarchically related. For
example, under California planning legislation, area plans (or specific plans) are subject to policies and strategies set out in
general plans (Olshansky 1996). The Chicago plan of 1966 (City of Chicago Department of Development and Planning 1966)
set policies for area plans that were developed for each neighborhood.

In contrast to plans, regulations set the rights of a decision maker by identifying what decisions are permitted and by setting
the range of discretion of choices and criteria in making these decisions. Regulations are enforced by the state through its
monopoly on the use of force. For example, zoning restricts the range of uses, building height, and land coverage that may be
undertaken on a particular parcel. A subdivision ordinance restricts the patterns by which land can be divided into building
lots. Regulations may be created by private groups under the force of contracts, which are in turn enforced by the state. Thus
a homeowners’ association may impose design regulations for its members. Regulations affect decisions by restricting the
set of choices, whereas plans affect decisions by providing information.

In contrast to regulations, none of the ways in which plans work is inherently binding on actors. Plans that work as strategies
set forth contingent decisions that affect choices made now, but there is no current or future change in the range of
alternatives from which the decision maker is permitted to choose. The effect on current decisions is only through the
decision maker’s own assessment of related decisions. Regulations define the set of future alternative from which a decision
maker may choose, which can help to determine which decision is best for action now.

Plans also work as a focus of deliberation—discussion, argument, conflict, and resolution. Such work occurs both in the
creation of plans and in their use to guide action.

29.2.2. Investments and regulations

Investments in physical infrastructures or facilities and regulations are widely recognized as the two major components of
urban development plans (see, e.g., Alexander 1992, 98ff; Neuman 1998). As in political interpretations, these different types
of actions imply different tasks for plans (Table 2). Investments, whether by public agencies or private firms, change the
capital stock of infrastructure or buildings. Regulations change rights, the range of discretion in making decisions. Plans often
include recommendations for enabling legislation from a higher level of government to allow a lower level of government to
take certain kinds of actions. Enabling legislation is thus analogous to regulation but is among levels of government rather
than between governments and individuals. That we observe this pervasive focus of plans, whether made for governments or
private firms or individuals, suggests that we should be able to explain why plans are made for investments in physical
facilities and regulations rather than for other types of actions.

The simple explanation is that infrastructure investments, whether by public, private, or joint actors, are interdependent with
other investments. They are partially indivisible and subject to significant economics of scale; they are durable, long lasting,
and costly to reverse once action is taken; they are subject to imperfect foresight with respect to demand, technology, and
related actions. When iterative adjustment does not work, plans that work as designs or strategies can yield improved
outcomes because such plans consider other actions before taking an action now. Plans can yield such improvements not
only from the perspective of a government, but also from the perspective of a private firm or individual.

Investments in physical facilities mediate between geographic space and people’s behaviors. Thus two kinds of decisions
matter: the decision to invest in infrastructure and the decisions to use the resulting infrastructure in particular ways.
Indicators of quality of life depend on activities on populations, including their interactions with each other; the physical
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facilities in which they live and work, including the networks that connect these facilities; and the geographic locations in
which these activities and facilities occur. Thus an indicator of vehicle miles traveled per person per day depend on where
people who work downtown live and over what type of network they travel, which depends in turn on the geographic character
of the site of the city. The important point is that investments occur in fixed locations and they create the physical context
within which locational choice and daily behaviors occur. Whether investments are in buildings, housing, schools, treatment
plants, or networks, roads, sewers, lightrail transit, they are fixed in place and cannot be moved without great cost. They are
built with specific capacities, which cannot be changed without additional investment. Increments of capacity are subject to
significant economies of scale. It is less costly per unit of treatment, for example, to build a larger rather than smaller sewer
treatment plant. Although a treatment plant may take ten years to site, design, and build, it will still be expected to serve
expected demand for a fifty-year life. Thus forecasts of demand for sixty years may be pertinent and must be precise enough
to be useful. If demand occurs more slowly or at different densities than forecasted, however, contingent pipe sizes and
construction timing should be available as strategy. It is very expensive to replace pipes to increase their capacity, however,
so robust strategies for the major pipes in the network may be appropriate.

People choose to live or work in facilities that exist at particular locations because someone invested in the facility at that
location. People choose transportation mode and route over a network of streets and transit based on investments made to
link locations by roads or transit routes. The outcome of the investment is realized only when the location choice and travel
choice behaviors occur. We must therefore estimate these behaviors for given investments rather than trying to estimate the
effects of investments directly.

This logic of plans for investments also applies to capital investments by the private sector. Anas et al. (1998) give the
example of the creation of new nodes in a multinucleated city. In many cases, no one developer has sufficient capital or land
to build an entire new center alone. If several developers try to locate new subcenters when only one or two can be sustained,
however, then some subcenters will fail. The capital invested will be lost and the underutilized land will displace other uses
because of the high cost of conversion. Even the successfully established center will be slower in developing then necessary
because some development and tenants will have to move from other failed centers. The private developers have much to
gain from figuring out ahead of time which new center will succeed and building there initially. Public infrastructure providers
and house buyers would also be affected by the uncertainty of location of new centers.
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Table 2 Land Regulation and Implied Requirements of Plans

Regulation Type Regulation Logic Implied Plan Logic

Zoning Externalities (positive and negative) Strategy to address interdependence in advance because of
irreversibility of investments and indeterminate adjustment
process given imperfect foresight

 Infrastructure capacity Strategy for capacity expansion and design for capacity at
buildout because of irreversibility and indivisibility

 Fiscal objectives Policy for consistent and fair repeated decisions for fiscal
objectives

 Information costs or errors Policy as means of providing information that is collective
good or asymmetric between buyers and sellers

 Management of supply Strategy to reduce infrastructure costs of spatial
substitution of uses as technology changes given imperfect
foresight

 Amenity protection Target, permanent allocation yielding strategy of
implementation to acquire rights

 Development timing Strategy of zoning for non-urban uses until land is ripe for
development

Official maps Protect rights-of way Strategy for rights-of-way because of irreversibility of
investments

Subdivision regulations External effects of design decisions Policies to achieve design decisions by developer that have
collective good external effects

Urban service areas (Urban
growth boundaries)

Timing, resource lands protection, “optimal
city size”—depending on how changes in
area are managed over time

Strategy of efficient infrastructure provision and interaction
costs over time; policy of consistent and fair resource land
protection; target design of city

Adequate public facilities
ordinances

Timing Strategy of efficient infrastructure provision and interaction
costs over time

Development rights (e.g.,
conservation easements,
transferable development
rights)

Permanent allocation of land to uses Target design of pattern of uses among, e.g., resource lands
and urban development

Impact fees Timing, fiscal management, and
distribution of costs among current and
new residents

Policy for consistency and fairness and strategy for
infrastructure financing

Regulations have a structure similar to investments with two kinds of decisions: decisions to regulate and decisions to act
given the regulations. A decision to zone a municipality by land-use type and density is a decision to regulate. A decision to
build a house in one of these zones is an action given the regulation. Usually the decision to regulate will be collective and the
decision to act individual. In order to use regulations, decisions must be made about where to impose what regulations. These
decisions are analogous to investments in that they face interdependence, indivisibility, irreversibility, and imperfect foresight.
To implement a zoning regulation, we must consider a sufficiently large area to figure out a pattern of land uses that will
reduce negative effects of adjacency of different uses and provide access to services. The area to be zoned must be
considered in finite increments; it is indivisible. As with investments, regulations cannot, therefore, work by iterative
adjustment. If a regulation is to reduce external effects of adjacent land uses, it will be effective only if it is imposed before the
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conflicting land uses invest in location next to each other. If a regulation is to match density with infrastructure capacity, it can
only be effective before investments are made.

Investments and regulations are logical elements of plans that work as designs or strategies because they are likely to benefit
from such plans. Social programs or other actions that are not interdependent, indivisible, irreversible, and subject to
imperfect foresight are much less likely to benefit from such plans. For example, state-funded health care would affect quality
of life and is worth careful analysis. A housing voucher program may be a valuable public program. Such programs may be on
an agenda, may be implemented through policies, or be expressed as visions, but they are not likely to be the focus of a
design or a strategy because they do not have the attributes of capital investments or spatially expressed regulations of
interdependent actions.

This observation does not mean that such programs are unimportant; it means that instruments different from plans working
as designs or strategies are likely to be more useful in achieving the intended outcomes. This observation also does not mean
that equity goals or social purposes should not be criteria by which investments or regulations are judged. Regardless of the
criterion of success, investments once made are costly to change. It is no more possible to iterate toward a social equity goal
than toward an economic efficiency goal if the actions involved are irreversible investments.

Investments and regulations are likely to benefit from plans as designs or strategies because of the characteristics of these
types of actions not because of characteristics of particular criteria for evaluating them. A full range of criteria is likely to be
and should be considered.

29.2.3. Determining whether plans work

Do plans work? These explanations of how plans can work—as agendas, policies, visions, designs, and strategies—provide a
means by which to assess whether plans do work. These explanations indicate what we can expect to observe if plans are
working and how we can explain relationships among these observations. We can observe:

plan-making behaviors—the things planners and their collaborators do when they make plans,

plans—information available at particular times to particular people,

people using plans while making decisions,

investments and regulations that may have been affected by plans, and,

outcomes in terms of activity patterns resulting from these investments and regulations

All of these observable phenomena provide opportunities for assessment. Here we focus on plans and whether they work, not
on how they are made.

There are four broad criteria for assessing whether plans work:

Effect: Did the plan have any effect on decision making, actions, or outcomes? For example, if it was intended to work as
an agenda, how many of the listed actions were taken?

Net benefit: Was the plan worth making and to whom? For example, if it was intended to work as strategy, were the gains
in efficiency of infrastructure provision over time sufficient to compensate the costs of making the plans?

Internal validity (or quality): Did the plan fulfill the logic of how it was intended to work? For example, if it was intended to
work as strategy, did it address interdependence, indivisibility, irreversibility and imperfect foresight in appropriate ways?

External validity (or quality): Did the outcomes intended or implied in the plan meet external criteria, such as claims for a
just society? For example, if it was intended to work as a vision, did the vision include equity? Ethical acceptability is a
crucial component of external validity.
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Several authors have developed such typologies, none of which I follow completely, but some of which share common
elements with this typology. Talen (1996) provides a thorough review of this literature and makes a strong case for the
importance of assessing plans on the basis of whether they achieve objectives. Alexander and Faludi (1989) discuss the range
of possibilities, including conformity of the actions to the plan, rationality of planning process, quality of the plan solution
assessed before or after it has affected decisions, and whether the plan is utilized in the decision making process. Others
(e.g., Berke and French 1994; Dalton and Burby 1994) consider whether plans that meet standards in the literature or in state
legislative mandates are more likely to result in a greater number of implementation tools being in place. More recently,
Mastop and Faludi (1997) argue for a “performance” approach, which requires looking at how a plan affects decisions and
how these decisions in turn affect outcomes. This casual chain links the plan to outcomes, which is consistent with my
argument that we need explanations of how plans work. Connerly and Muller (1993) identify frequency of consultation of the
plan by decision makers as a measure of plan quality, which highlights the necessary casual link but does not explain what the
expected effects of use should be. Baer (1997) provides a checklist for assessing plans based primarily on the plan as
document and the reported procedures by which it was made.

Some of the typologies focus more on what to assess and others on how to assess it. As most of these authors point out, it is
very difficult to assess the effects of plans on outcomes and thus on measures of goal achievement. In urban development
processes, it is almost impossible to say what would have happened without the plan and compare this to what did happen
with the plan. Or, conversely, it is impossible to say what would have been different if there had been a plan. Calkins (1979)
developed one of the most complete descriptions of the monitoring of plan accomplishment with respect to time and space.
His key concepts are to recognize both underlying trends independent of the effects of a plan and trends caused by the plan.

Note that all of these assessment approaches are distinct from the question of evaluating a particular action in a plan, such as
estimating the net benefits of a highway project or choosing between a transitoriented or auto-oriented development pattern.
That is, none of the above types of assessments addresses evaluating alternative plans in the process of choosing the
content of a plan. Rather, they ask, “Did the plan work?”

29.2.3.1. Did the plan have any effect on decision making, actions, or outcomes?

Plans work by affecting actions, indirectly if not directly. Whether the actions taken yield intended outcomes is a distinct but
important question. Good plans must not merely be more likely to affect actions. They must also be more likely to include
actions that will yield intended outcomes. Does Chicago “look like” the Chicago Plan? Were the aspirations achieved based on
some set of indicators? Does Cleveland “look like” the Cleveland Policy Report in the sense that indicators show an increase in
choices for people who are least well off ? Do the new towns of Reston, Virginia, or Milton Keynes in England look like the
plans for them? To use this basis, we not only need to be able to measure outcomes pertinent to the plan, but also to provide
an explanation of how the plan caused these outcomes. One difficulty is uncertainty in the relationship of actions to outcomes.
Even if planned actions are taken, the intended outcomes may not occur. Even good choices in locating land uses relative to
flooding or other natural hazards may yield larger losses over a given period than before the plan because of a particularly
large flood or a cluster of hazard events. A plan that is based on the belief that people will use transit if they live in a transit-
friendly environment may be used in decisions and affect actions but still not gain the outcomes that the plan sought because
the belief about how the world works was wrong.

Talen (1996) argues strongly for the value of assessing plans directly in terms of the resulting patterns rather than in terms of
actions taken. Rather than focus on the investment or regulation actions, she focused on whether the intent of the plan was
achieved, in particular whether the equity distribution sought by a plan for city parks was achieved (Talen and Anselin 1998). If
the objective of the plan is to provide parks for neighborhoods or types of households that are currently underserved, then a
measure of whether the relative level of service for such neighborhoods and households improved is more pertinent than
whether parks were built in the specific locations and sizes shown in the plan. This distinction returns us to explanations of
how plans work. Whether the objective of equitable distribution of parks was achieved or not, the question of what effect a
plan had on this remains to be shown. On the other hand, if the parks were built where the plan recommended and the plan
recommended these locations in order to achieve equitable distribution, then just showing that the plan caused parks to be
located in these places is also insufficient.
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If the spatial diagram or map in the plan were meant merely to persuade constituencies of the possibility of action with
respect to goals, then the specific locations of parks would not matter. The locations would be in the plan as an illusion of
precision to achieve persuasion. If, on the other hand, the explanation of how the plan is intended to work is as a set of fully
worked out interdependent actions, then the particular locations of parks may be related to transit stops, dwelling unit
densities, diagonal pedestrian access routes, and traffic calming street patterns, In this case it matters a great deal whether
parks were built in particular places in conjunction with other actions. In this latter situation the assessment of equitable
distribution with respect to demographic characteristics is insufficient. The substantive logic of the relationships among
actions in the plan matters, and the logic of how the plan might affect action matters.

Figure Policy plan and strategy plan for installation of sanitary sewer, contingent on land
development. Lexington, Kentucky, (top) 1958, (middle) 1963; (bottom) 1973.

The 1929 Regional Plan of New York and Its Environs was several years in the making, involved many planners, and took a
forty-year perspective. Johnson (1996) takes advantage of the resulting visibility of the planning process and the opportunity
to track actions and outcomes to develop a thorough assessment of the effects of the plan. His analysis includes
consideration of potential effects of the plan working as vision, agenda, policy, design, and strategy, though not based on the
strict definitions and explanations presented here. He points out the difficulties of assessing whether a plan worked as an
agenda,
It is difficult to separate forecasts of events that would have occurred, plan or no plan, from events whose occurrence is
attributable to the Plan. And what of long-standing proposals that predated the Plan and were simply incorporated into it? To what
extent can the fact of their being part of the Plan be credited with their realization? Each specific project or proposal needs to be
analyzed as an individual case study if definitive judgments are to be made about the casual relationships of plan and reality (p.
244).
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Johnson also identifies difficulties in assessing the effects as policy or perhaps as vision.
For example, should decentralization be encouraged or discouraged? Or, should highways be emphasized over transit? General
policy reveals itself in the making of specific decisions, but it is itself subject to modification and influence by plans, among other
factors. But the extent to which plans as paradigms influence general policy is usually difficult to ascertain. The plan, if it
embodies accepted public policy, can reinforce that policy, but the strength of that reinforcement can only be a matter of
speculation. Where the plan breaks new ground or attempts to alter accepted policy assumptions, it may be a simpler task to
estimate impact by reference to points at which policy changes. (p. 244)

Johnson compares forecasts in the plan, such as population, to historical outcomes to interpret contingent strategies, though
the plan itself did not identify such contingent strategies. He also reports which major projects were accomplished and which
were not and computes percentages of open space projects completed by subregion, but as he argues, casual explanations
linking these outcomes to the plan are difficult to construct.

Even a case study as detailed and thoroughly observed over several years as the traffic reduction scheme for Aalborg
Denmark (Flyvbjerg 1998), however, still faces some of these difficulties. Flyvbjerg’s interpretation centered on the power of
certain actors to oppose parts of the plan on which he focuses his narrative. He interprets the inability to implement all of the
interdependent elements of this scheme because of powerful opposition as a plan failing in the face of power.

The proposed scheme in the plan he analyzes, however, contradicted the logic of interdependent actions of major capital
investments made just before the plan was adopted. The plan’s failure might be interrupted as the success of a previous plan
that withstood the attempt to change it. Incomplete implementation of one plan is not generalizable as evidence that plans do
not work.

Each of the ways in which plans work implies an explanation of how a plan affects the world and thus an assessment based on
that particular explanation. The measure of effectiveness for an agenda is whether the tasks were accomplished. We may also
be able to observe whether actors or citizens, to sustain the implied commitment to the list, referred to the agenda as a
reminder. Such observations would be evidence that the actions occurred because of the plan and because it served as an
external memory device.

For policies, there are distinct measures of success for its distinct purposes. For decision efficiency, the measure of effect is
whether decisions were made by reference to the policy rather than by considering the next decision situation from scratch.
Reference by decision makers to the policy may be observable. Or, the policy may become habit and therefore not be directly
observable, even though conformance with policy can still be observed. For decision fairness or consistency, the measure of
effectiveness is whether the policy was applied accurately in similar situations. This can be determined by assessing a
sample of situations in which the policy should have been applied.

Observing beliefs of the plan’s target audience before and after the plan and asking whether beliefs changed can assess the
vision mechanism. Beliefs might be elicited directly or inferred or revealed in actions. To determine whether these changes in
beliefs also changed actions as intended would require observations of actions. Without observation of changes in beliefs or
inference of such changes, however, we could not tell whether a plan was working as a vision.

For designs, the measure of success is whether the design is constructed or achieved. This measure of conformance has
been used in several plan effectiveness assessments (e.g., Alterman and Hill 1978). It is generally not linked to a particular
mechanism of how plans work, but rather a general notion of linking the plan directly to the outcome. Note that because the
design mechanism is directly associated with the outcome, there is no intervening measure. The presumption is that we can
recognize the outcome as resulting from the design because the design is sufficiently distinct that the outcome would not
otherwise have occurred by chance. If design is not the mechanism by which a plan is expected to work, however, then
conformance alone is not a sufficient measure of effect.

For strategies, the measure of success is whether the contingent strategy was pursued. Use of the strategy may or may not
result in the most likely outcome being achieved. So for this explanation, the conformance measure is not directly pertinent.

Finally, it is important to distinguish between lack of plans and lack of action. In Kathmandu, Nepal, people lament the lack of
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planning, but there are actually many plans. There is a lack of action, in part because of severe budget constraints, and a lack
of certain types of land development regulations. It is the lack of investments and regulations that people often mean when
they say there is a lack of planning. These plans may have identified actions that were logically linked to good outcomes, but
they are not good plans because they fail to consider whether any actor could take these actions. Or, if the plans are explained
as visions, then they may be working, though slowly, by changing people’s beliefs about how an urban settlement works and
what other people believe is worth doing or feasible to do.

One can determine whether a plan worked by linking these observable phenomena:

Was the plan used? Or, a plan is good because persons use it in choosing actions.

Were the actions taken? Or, a plan is good because the actions implied by the plan were taken.

Were the outcomes achieved? Or, a plan is good because the outcomes sought by the plan were achieved.

The combination of these three types of observations can yield a persuasive argument that a plan affected decision making,
actions, and outcomes in turn. They can test an explanation of how plans work and thus provide generalizable implications for
other similar circumstance. Whether the outcomes were and still are valued and ethical is a question of external validity
discussed below.

29.2.3.2. Was the plan worth making and to whom?

Even if a plan is shown to have effects on decision making, or outcomes, it may not be worth the cost of making the plan.
There is so little empirical evidence of the effects of plans, that it seems unnecessary to consider whether the effects
compensate the costs. The question must be acknowledged, however, and effects should be identified in ways that might
allow comparison to costs. Measuring the costs of making plans is conceptually straightforward. Measuring the benefits from
the effects of plans, which might be negative, is a minefield of difficulties.

Helling (1998) reports a cost-effectiveness study of Atlanta 2020 collaborative visioning project. She assumes that the vision,
the results of the process, and the process of creating the vision should somehow affect actions, which is consistent with
explanations presented here. She concludes that the plan was relatively ineffective at anything other than increasing the
interaction among participants, which might eventually have indirect effects on actions. She also estimated the costs for
creating the vision at $4.4 million. These costs were carefully calculated as opportunity costs of resources used, including the
opportunity cost of the time contributed by the twelve hundred populations. With no identifiable direct effects on actions, was
the plan worth this cost? If it is intended to work as a vision, it might have changed beliefs, but not yet affected actions.
Changes in beliefs are difficult to measure at best. In either case, costs matter. We can at least ask whether the benefits are
plausibly greater than $4.4 million.

To value the effects of a plan requires considering all the ways in which the plan might work, distinguishing effects of the plan
from what would have happened anyway, and estimating the value of these benefits. Uncertainty confounds these aspects
further. Clearly the value of the benefits is different across individuals and groups and raises all the problems of assessing
changes in social welfare if we take a collective perspective. Even from the perspective of a particular institution, such as a
sanitary district planning for sewers, the estimate of benefits is problematic. In practice, the most practical way to ask
whether a plan was worth making is to estimate the costs of making it and then ask whether it is in rough terms plausible that
the benefits could justify these costs. That is, it is unnecessary to estimate benefits any more precisely than whether they are
greater or less than the costs. Thus Helling’s example is an excellent model for addressing this question not just for the vision
aspect of plans but for all aspects.
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Figure Policy plan diagram of proposed capital improvement projects providing park elements to
serve and structure each neighborhood and to reconfigure the lake front. (Adapted from City of
Chicago, Basic Policies for the Comprehensive Plan of Chigago, August, 1964, p.41.)

29.2.3.3. Was the plan internally consistent with the logic of how plans work?

Internal validity depends on attributes of the plan itself. The internal validity of a plan can be determined by looking only at the
plan. As with any decision in the face of uncertainty, the question is whether a good plan was made given the information
available when it was made, not whether the outcomes that resulted were good outcomes. The typical approach is to ask
whether a plan contains a certain set of components, such as transportation and land use, or has a particular set of attributes,
such as being organized for reference by decision makers. A more careful interpretation would ask whether a plan fulfills at
least one of the logics of how plans work. For the strategy aspect of a plan: Are the actions linked together in contingent
strategies that meet the logic of decision analysis? Or for the design aspect: Are the elements combined into a designed target
configuration that works, in which the interdependent elements should function as intended?
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Table 3 The Four I’s

 

Definition Result of action A depends
on action B.

Size of increment of action affects
value of action.

No action available to
return to previous state
without cost.

More than one future is
possible.

Examples Value of land (or road)
depends on road access
(availability of land).

Road linking two locations must
be complete and of width
sufficient for vehicles.

Road cannot be
relocated or resized
without cost.

Jobs could increase at
various rates and at
various locations.

Implications Actions are not separable. Continuous marginal adjust-ment
is not efficient or not possible.

History and dynamics
matter.

Uncertainty cannot be
eliminated.

Responses Consider effects of
combinations of actions.

Consider the sizes of changes. Consider interdependent
actions before taking
action.

Consider uncertainty of
actions, outcomes, and
values.

The qualities of interdependence, indivisibility, irreversibility and imperfect foresight that characterize circumstances in which plans
can improve outcomes.

Kent (1964, p. 91) identified the attributes of a general plan:

Subject-Matter Characteristics. The plan:

(1) Should Focus on Physical Development

(2) Should Be Long-Range

(3) Should Be Comprehensive

(4) Should Be General, and Should Remain General

(5) Should Clearly Relate Major Physical-Design Proposals to the Basic Policies of the Plan

Characteristics Relating to Governmental Procedures. The plan:

(6) Should Be in a Form Suitable for Public Debate

(7) Should Be Identified as the City Council’s Plan

(8) Should Be Available and Understandable to the Public

(9) Should Be Designed to Capitalize on Its Educational Potential

(10) Should be Amendable

These are characteristics of a plan, not of the process by which it was created or the effects it had on the world. They are
internal validity criteria. Some of these criteria can be derived from explanations of how plans work and thus argued to
measure internal validity in this stronger sense. The “Four I’s” argue that plans should focus on physical development (Table
3). A plan for physical development is sufficiently difficult and sufficiently independent from other municipal functions that it
makes sense to have a plan that focuses on physical development only. Long range is probably too narrow an interpretation,
but the concern with time horizons is pertinent because it recognizes that a set of interdependent actions may occur over
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time. The focus, however, should arguable be on multiple time horizons pertinent to particular sets of interdependent
decisions. “Comprehensive” for Kent implies comprehensive across physical elements, comprehensive in scope of effects
considered, and comprehensive in covering the entire municipality. Kent argues that it should be general in focusing on major
policies and major physical design proposals rather then details. These claims are consistent with focusing on those projects
that, because of the Four I’s, are likely to benefit from the plans. Characteristics 6 through 10 increase the likelihood the plan
will be used in making decisions, and thus link these internal validity criteria to the explanations of how plans affect actions
and outcomes.

Plans funded by the federal government under Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 (Feiss 1985) and state-mandated local
plans in several states must include particular elements, presumably because of a belief that good plans must have such
elements. California, for example, requires land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety
(Olshansky 1996). These requirements address both scope of decisions and scope of effects to be considered. Why states
should mandate certain characteristics of plans raises a whole range of issues beyond the internal validity of plans. Such
mandates demonstrate, however, that decisions about how to plan are made in part on the attributes of plans themselves, not
on the way they are made or on the effects they have. Thus internal validity is an important category of criteria.

29.2.3.4. Did the plan seek outcomes that are ethically appropriate through means
that are ethically appropriate?

A plan that seeks to achieve equity for the least well off is a better plan than one that seeks to increase the efficiency of urban
development in a way that the efficiency gains accrue only to the most well off. Without elaborating ethical claims here, it is
clear that a plan can affect decision making, actions, and outcomes, yield benefits sufficient to compensate its costs, be
internally consistent in its logic, but still be a bad plan because of the goals it pursues or the means it employs. External
validity calls a plan to the standards of ethics.

Keating and Krumholz (1991) assessed the effects of downtown plans by comparing six plans based in large part on whether
they tended to accomplish what those who initiated and supported them intended to accomplish. Did the plans affect
outcomes? They applied criteria from Sedway and Cooke (1983) who argued that plans for downtown development are worth
making if there is support of major property owners and tenants, support and cooperation from all departments in city
government, a citizens advisory committee, and a citywide plan within the downtown plan can be set. These criteria are
predictive of whether a plan is likely to yield benefits to those who fund it that are sufficient to compensate its costs. Keating
and Krumholz found that the six plans they studied all fit the Sedway and Cooke criteria. They were plans of a type that we
expect to occur because they were initiated by landowners, business leaders, and local government, all of who can benefit
from downtown development. These actors have incentives to produce these types of plans that are focused on decisions
they can make and benefit from. None of the plans, however, dealt in a significant way with equity, which was predictable
given who initiated them. The plans failed an external validity test on a prescriptive criterion of equity.

If one can explain situations in which plans are likely to be made and likely to work based on the first three broad criteria—
effect, net benefit, and internal validity—then we can prescribe situations in which planners who measure success as plans
affecting actions, and at costs that are compensated, should make plans. Such plans and planning are likely, however, to
achieve what is easy and normal, not to accom plish unusual changes such as improvements in social equity. All four criteria—
including external validity—are thus pertinent to evaluations of plans.

29.2.4. Summary: plans work in particular situations

Plans can work in more than one way. Given explanations of how plans work—explanations that link observable phenomena—
it is possible to assess to what extent plans work in particular situations with respect to their effects, their net benefits, their
internal validity, and their external validity. These explanations can also be used to predict that plans that meet these
evaluation criteria will, in general, work in these ways in appropriate situations. They thus provide a basis for predicting what
plans will be worth making. Plans for urban development often include agendas and policies as means of framing the actions
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implied by the plan. The vision, design, and strategy aspects of a plan are most pertinent, however, to figuring out the
substantive logic of a plan for urban development and thus precede these agendas and policies. The fundamental reason for
this precedence is that visions, designs, and strategies address interdependence among actions while agendas and policies
do not. The strategy aspects of plans must also face uncertainty and thus forecasting, which leads us to an interpretation of
plans through decision analysis. ■

Figure Strategy plan diagram for Taylorville, Illinois.

Figure Chicago Plan 1909. Daniel H.Burnham and Edward H.Bennett, The plan provided an agenda, a
vision and a design.
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A Future Together: Shenandoah County 
2045 
 

 
Start of Block: Default Question Block 
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Q1 Please Click On Where You Call Home. 
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Q12 Select Images You Feel Best Represents Shenandoah County Now, Double Click to Select 
Ones That Do Not Represent Shenandoah County Now 

 Dislike (1) Neutral (2) Like (3) 

Baby (1)     

Cow Sunset (2)     

Strasburg Water 
Tower (3)     

Downtown Mount 
Jackson (4)     

Suburb Woodstock 
(5)     

River (6)     

New Market (7)     

Cow Junk (8)     

Rural Home (9)     
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Q3 What Are The Major Issues Our County Faces In The Next 20 Years? 

▢ Affordable Housing  (1)  

▢ Isolation  (2)  

▢ Lack of Day Cares  (3)  

▢ Lack of Jobs Overall  (4)  

▢ Lack of Well-Paid Jobs  (5)  

▢ Clean Drinking Water  (6)  

▢ Clean Air  (7)  

▢ Loss of Forested Land that could be used for Hunting, Recreation, and Wildlife 
Preservation.  (8)  

▢ Disconnectivity or Lack of Sense of Community/Unity  (9)  

▢ Loss of Youth  (10)  

▢ Loss of Highly Educated or Skilled Population  (11)  

▢ Overpopulation  (12)  

▢ Underpopulation  (13)  

▢ Unsafe Waters to Fish or Swim In  (14)  

▢ Abandoned Structures  (15)  

▢ Lack of Public Transportation  (16)  

▢ Car-Centered Development Preventing Walking or Biking  (17)  

▢ Loss of Historic Lands and Structures  (18)  

▢ Lack of Public Education for Adult Population  (19)  
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▢ Lack of Public Space  (20)  

▢ Congestion  (21)  

▢ Disconnection Between Education Programs and Employment Opportunities  (22)  

▢ Broadband Connections  (23)  

▢ Loss of Agricultural Land  (24)  

▢ Lack of Local Food Markets  (25)  

▢ Commercialization  (26)  

▢ Lot Sizes Forcing You to Mow or Hire a Mowing Crew  (27)  

▢ Lack of Community Branding  (28)  

▢ Unaffordable Spaces to Shop and Eat  (29)  

▢ Lack of Affordable Grocery Stores  (30)  

▢ Spending More Time in a Car Than With Friends and Family  (31)  

▢ Lack of Knowledge of Local Events and Happenings  (32)  

▢ Lack of Public Access to the Shenandoah River  (33)  

▢ Lack of Access to Dual Language Programs  (34)  

▢ Lack of Opportunities to Learn A Second Language  (35)  

▢ Lack of Space for Homeless Population  (36)  

▢ Loss of Viewshed  (37)  

▢ Unsafe Public Space Due to Crime  (38)  

▢ Not Knowing Your Neighbor  (39)  
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▢ Lack of Ability to Participate in Local Government  (40)  

▢ Lack of Ability to Voice Your Opinion  (41)  

▢ Growing and Retaining Local Businesses  (42)  

▢ Attracting Outside Businesses that Have the Ability to Leave as Quick as they Arrive  
(43)  

▢ Attracting Outside Businesses that Have a Stake in the Community and Agree to Stay  
(44)  

▢ More Parking Lots Than Public Space  (45)  

▢ Lack of Spaces Open After 9:00 pm  (46)  

▢ Lack of Spaces Open at 4:00 am or for Early Morning Breakfast  (47)  

▢ Lack of Connections Between Towns  (48)  

▢ Loss of Connection to the Land and Agriculture  (49)  

▢ Forgetting History  (50)  
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Q4 What Are The Least Important Issues We Will Face in the Next 20 Years? 

▢ Affordable Housing  (1)  

▢ Isolation  (2)  

▢ Lack of Day Cares  (3)  

▢ Lack of Jobs Overall  (4)  

▢ Lack of Well-Paid Jobs  (5)  

▢ Clean Drinking Water  (6)  

▢ Clean Air  (7)  

▢ Loss of Forested Land that could be used for Hunting, Recreation, and Wildlife 
Preservation.  (8)  

▢ Disconnectivity or Lack of Sense of Community/Unity  (9)  

▢ Loss of Youth  (10)  

▢ Loss of Highly Educated or Skilled Population  (11)  

▢ Overpopulation  (12)  

▢ Underpopulation  (13)  

▢ Unsafe Waters to Fish or Swim In  (14)  

▢ Abandoned Structures  (15)  

▢ Lack of Public Transportation  (16)  

▢ Car-Centered Development Preventing Walking or Biking  (17)  

▢ Loss of Historic Lands and Structures  (18)  

▢ Lack of Public Education for Adult Population  (19)  
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▢ Lack of Public Space  (20)  

▢ Congestion  (21)  

▢ Disconnection Between Education Programs and Employment Opportunities  (22)  

▢ Broadband Connections  (23)  

▢ Loss of Agricultural Land  (24)  

▢ Lack of Local Food Markets  (25)  

▢ Commercialization  (26)  

▢ Lot Sizes Forcing You to Mow or Hire a Mowing Crew  (27)  

▢ Lack of Community Branding  (28)  

▢ Unaffordable Spaces to Shop and Eat  (29)  

▢ Lack of Affordable Grocery Stores  (30)  

▢ Spending More Time in a Car Than With Friends and Family  (31)  

▢ Lack of Knowledge of Local Events and Happenings  (32)  

▢ Lack of Public Access to the Shenandoah River  (33)  

▢ Lack of Access to Dual Language Programs  (34)  

▢ Lack of Opportunities to Learn A Second Language  (35)  

▢ Lack of Space for Homeless Population  (36)  

▢ Loss of Viewshed  (37)  

▢ Unsafe Public Space Due to Crime  (38)  

▢ Not Knowing Your Neighbor  (39)  
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▢ Lack of Ability to Participate in Local Government  (40)  

▢ Lack of Ability to Voice Your Opinion  (41)  

▢ Growing and Retaining Local Businesses  (42)  

▢ Attracting Outside Businesses that Have the Ability to Leave as Quick as they Arrive  
(43)  

▢ Attracting Outside Businesses that Have a Stake in the Community and Agree to Stay  
(44)  

▢ More Parking Lots Than Public Space  (45)  

▢ Lack of Spaces Open After 9:00 pm  (46)  

▢ Lack of Spaces Open at 4:00 am or for Early Morning Breakfast  (47)  

▢ Lack of Connections Between Towns  (48)  

▢ Loss of Connection to the Land and Agriculture  (49)  

▢ Forgetting History  (50)  
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Q5 Select Your Background 

o Grew Up Here  (1)  

o Moved Here as a Child  (2)  

o Moved Here as a Teenager  (3)  

o Moved Here as a Young Adult  (4)  

o Moved Here as an Experienced Adult  (5)  

o Born and Raised Here  (6)  

o Only Here for a Brief Period  (7)  
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Q6 If you moved or stayed here your whole life, why did you stay? 

▢ Family  (1)  

▢ Work  (2)  

▢ Kids  (3)  

▢ This Will Always Be My Home  (4)  

▢ Views  (5)  

▢ History  (6)  

▢ Sense of Community  (7)  

▢ Distinct Character from Suburban Communities  (8)  

▢ Owned Property in the Area  (9)  

▢ Faith  (10)  

▢ I Need To Help Others Here  (11)  

▢ People Know Me  (12)  

▢ I Feel Valued Here  (13)  

▢ Close to DC Metro Area  (14)  

▢ Close to Winchester Metro Area  (15)  

▢ Close to Harrisonburg Metro Area  (16)  

▢ Affordable Housing Stock Compared to Other Localities  (17)  

▢ Opportunities for Collaboration with Community Members  (18)  

▢ Family Farm  (19)  

▢ Farming Opportunities  (20)  
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Q7 If You Had The Chance to Write a Note or Letter to Shenandoah County from 2045, Looking 
Back at the Impact Made by the Comprehensive Plan, What Would You Say? What Advice 
Would You Give? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q8 Do You Think We All Have Shared Goals and can Work Together for a Better Tomorrow? 

o Definitely yes  (1)  

o Probably yes  (2)  

o I am uncertain  (3)  

o Probably not  (4)  

o Definitely not  (5)  
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Q14 Would you like the ability to walk, bike, or take a form of public transit to work or your 
everyday activities? 

o Definitely yes  (1)  

o Probably yes  (2)  

o Might or might not  (3)  

o Probably not  (4)  

o Definitely not  (5)  
 
 
 
Q15 How do you feel about eating food from local farmers? 

o I eat my food locally already  (1)  

o I would if I had more chances to  (2)  

o I would if it were cheaper and easier to reach  (3)  

o I would eat some food locally but most from outside chain supermarkets  (4)  

o I would never eat food from local farmers  (5)  
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Q16 What do you see as the future of jobs in Shenandoah County? 

▢ High Tech and Office Jobs  (1)  

▢ Green (small pollution) Manufacturing  (2)  

▢ Small Scale Farming  (3)  

▢ Artisan Goods and Crafts  (4)  

▢ Music  (5)  

▢ Outdoor Recreation Businesses  (6)  

▢ Tour Businesses  (7)  

▢ Repair Businesses  (8)  

▢ Education  (9)  

▢ Health  (10)  

▢ Industrial Agriculture  (11)  

▢ Polluting Manufacturing  (12)  

▢ Small Scale Manufacturing  (13)  

▢ Think Tanks  (14)  

▢ Retreat Centers  (15)  

▢ Senior Care Facilities  (16)  

▢ Fast Food  (17)  

▢ Local Restaurants  (18)  

▢ Shipping and Freight  (19)  

▢ Small Scale Shops  (20)  
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▢ Agri-Focused Businesses  (21)  

▢ Logging  (22)  

▢ Mining/Quarrying  (23)  

▢ Service Jobs  (24)  

▢ Finance/Commerce Business  (25)  
 
 
 
Q17 What do you think of the future of places such Walker's Chapel, Forestville, Conicville, 
Mount Olive, and the many other small rural communities that currently exist in our County? 

o I would move to one if there were more opportunities for a stronger sense of community 
and to eat, shop, and live in one  (1)  

o I would go out to eat or spend time in them if the businesses were there  (2)  

o They should be given space to grow and revive themselves  (3)  

o They should never change  (4)  

o They should be consolidated into the Towns  (5)  
 
 
 
Q18 Please describe what the worst case scenario would be for a future Shenandoah County: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q20 Highlight the Images that Represent a Future Shenandoah County 
 Dislike (1) Neutral (2) Like (3) 

Suburb Walgreens (1)     

Town Walgreens (2)     

City Walgreens (3)     

Suburb (4)     

Hinton (5)     

Ellicott City (6)     

Strip of Fast Food (7)     

Bedford (8)     

Hay Couple (9)     
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Q19 In less than 10 words, describe a vision for the future of Shenandoah County: 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q21 The current chapters of the comprehensive plan are: Regional Setting/History, Natural 
Resources, Land Use, Economy, Population, Housing, Community Facilities, Transportation, 
Growth Management, and Implementation. Are there chapters you think are missing? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Default Question Block  
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