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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 

 
The United States of America takes pride in being the world’s preeminent democratic 

nation.  Yet, even we will admit that our public policy process can been very contentious, 

and at times down-right dysfunctional.  Given the opinions expressed during last year’s 

presidential election, many 

long for a better way of 

doing things and actually 

getting more of our 

collective problems truly 

solved.  This project is an 

effort to provide some new 

insight into how this could 

be accomplished with regard 

to urban policy matters.  

Specifically, what will be 

looked at are “solution 

papers” prepared by the author as a form of public policy participation.   

     So, what exactly is a “solution paper?”  It will be defined here in this way: 

Solution paper - A document produced by one or two citizens that is submitted to 
societal-change agents, in an effort to help solve a societal problem. 

     Two key aspects of producing and submitting such papers that we will look at here are 

the ideas of objectivity and mutual respect.  We will attempt to assess their importance.  

How much do these really matter when it comes to societal problem solving?  

     Before we go further, let us add more definitions, these from the Random House 

Unabridged Dictionary (1993): 

Objective - 5. Not influenced by personal feelings, interpretations, or 
prejudice; based on fact; unbiased (p. 1336) 

Objectivity - 1. The state or quality of being objective (p. 1336) 

Figure 1 - The electoral map on election night, 2008 
(Author) 
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Mutual - 1. Possessed, experienced, performed, etc., by each of two or more 
with respect to the other; reciprocal (p. 1270) 

Respect - 4.  Deference to a right, privilege, privileged position, or someone 
or something considered to have certain rights or privileges; proper 
acceptance or courtesy; acknowledgement (p. 1640) 

To get a better understanding of public participation and its role in public policy, the first 

part of this paper looks at some relevant literature about  participation, polarization, and 

ideas for improving the process.  The second section will contain a recounting of the 

public policy participation experiences of two of history’s iconic figures, Socrates and 

Galileo Galilei.  Following that, four author-involved solution-paper cases will be 

reviewed as they pertain to mutual respect and objectivity.   Parts 4 and 5 will have the 

methods, results, and analysis of a new solution paper entitled Conventional 

Neighborhoods and Transportation.  Finally, after a short consideration of an even newer 

document, there will be a conclusion. 

 

2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

James L. Creighton, a longtime consultant on public involvement in the policy process, 

provides this definition:   

Public participation is the process by which public concerns, needs, and values are 
incorporated into governmental and corporate decision making.  It is two-way 
communication and interaction, with the overall goal of better decisions that are 
supported by the public (2005, p. 7; underline added). 

     Creighton points out that as government has expanded to meet the needs of a more 

complex society, decisions that once were made by elected officials fall now to 

specialists in large agencies.  The unstated premise behind this deferring to the experts is 

that they have the technical knowledge required to make a good decision.  However, 

most of these decisions are not technical in nature, but are rather value decisions.  It is 

about balancing things like economic, environmental, and equity issues, for example.   

“Most hard decisions - what are normally called policy decisions - are essentially this 
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kind of values choice, informed with technical information,” says Creighton (2005, pp. 

14-16). 

     These decisions, however, require public participation.  According to Political Science 

Professor Russell J. Dalton, most experts agree upon the idea that citizen involvement is 

a necessary for a true democracy to exist.  However, establishing anything close to a 

consensus on the levels and types of participation required for a healthy democracy is 

very difficult.  In addition, he explains that it is even more difficult to agree upon how 

much involvement is actually occurring (2008, pp. 22-23). 

     In his book The Good Citizen - How A Younger Generation Is Reshaping American 

Politics, Dalton identifies two general models of what American’s view citizenship.  The 

first, traditional one is called “duty-based.” In it, people are expected to:  pay taxes, vote, 

obey the laws and belong to political parties, among other things.  However, forming 

public policy is mainly left to elites. The second type of view is referred to as “engaged.”  

Here, helping define policy through direct action and concern for others are key 

elements.  In addition, leaders decisions should not go unchallenged if they seem 

improper (2008, pp. 31-32). 

Figure 2 - Forms of participation: (from left) protesting, sign displaying, and voting 
(Author, 3) 
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     Dalton argues that American political engagement is much stronger than many experts 

have been saying because those experts have focused mainly on eroding duty-based 

involvement, overlooking the newer and increasing engaged form (2008, pp. 2, 45).  

However, he speculates that this societal shift in norms towards the increased challenging 

of political leaders may have heightened the feeling of political polarization (2008, p. 

175).  Reducing this tension and making this democracy function properly will require 

both forms of civic ideals.  And, Dalton believes that ideally, both sets of values will be 

possessed by individual citizens (2008, p.135). 

     One interesting perspective on public participation comes from Princeton University’s 

J. Eric Oliver.  An Assistant Professor of Public Affairs, Oliver looked at the influence of 

suburban development on political involvement.  Based on research and statistical 

analysis, he has concluded that “suburbanization is undermining the optimal functioning 

of America’s local democratic institutions” (Oliver, 2001, p. 5). 

     Why is this the case?  Although he notes that the physical design and air conditioning 

may play a role, not enough evidence exists to clearly cite these factors (Oliver, 2001, p. 

188).  Instead, verifiable dampening factors are:  high economic status, and uniform 

racial composition.  Basically, these people live within an environment that does not 

require them to be involved since few issues need debate. They’re content.  So, with 

these people sitting things out, their higher educational and economic resources are thus 

not being utilized to solve larger society problems that more-directly affect others just 

beyond their community’s borders (Oliver, 2001, pp. 82, 96, 7). 

     To summarize, public participation, in its many forms, is needed.  Yet, our physical 

and social suburban environments appear to hinder some people from doing so. 

 

2.2  POLITICAL POLARIZATION PROBLEM 

A good place to start the discussion of polarization is to better define what it means.     

James Q. Wilson, a Pepperdine University Public Policy professor, describes it in this 

manner: 
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Polarization - An intense commitment to a candidate, a culture, or an ideology that 
sets people in one group definitely apart from people in another, rival group 
(Thomas, Beckel, 2007, p. 3). 

      Nolan McCarty, Keith T. Poole, and Howard Rosenthal draw similar conclusions.  As 

stated their book Polarized America: The Dance of Ideology and Unequal Riches (2006, 

MIT Press), they find that the United States has become more polarized politically in the 

last thirty years.  “Polarization is, for short, a separation of politics into liberal and 

conservative camps,” and the Democrats and the Republicans have become almost 

synonymous with each camp, respectfully, they explain (p. 3).  

     In their 2007 book Common Ground - How to Stop the Partisan War That is 

Destroying America, Cal Thomas and Bob Beckel make this “point to remember”: 

Extreme ideologues in both parties are partisans.  Partisans are polarized.  
These same partisans pick the nominees from whom “the rest of us” must 
choose.  The vast majority of eligible voters are moderates who lean toward 
one of the two parties.  The majority of voters are not polarized, but their 
choices are (p. 40; italics in original). 

These two should have some familiarity with the subject.  What many would consider as 

“Washington insiders,” Thomas is a longtime conservative syndicated columnist, while 

Beckel is a longtime liberal political consultant (Thomas, Beckel, 2007, back inside-

cover). Both admit that they have personally benefitted from polarization over the years, 

but now believe that it is in everyone’s best interest to do away with it.  

     Polarization has affected policy creation because fewer political moderates exist who 

can help craft new legislation that actually has a chance of being passed into law.  

According to Deborah Stone, politics is mainly about two things: 1) Obtaining and 

maintaining power, and 2) solving problems (2002, p. 2).  The efforts of extreme 

partisans over the last few decades have overemphasized the first of these at the expense 

of the second.  

     Ronald Dworkin, a law and jurisprudence professor, states that:  “Our degraded 

politics are not only insulting and depressing; they are not even democratic” (Dworkin, 

2006, p. 147). 
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     As we all are aware of, political debates can get very emotional.  Interestingly, a study 

lead by Emory University Psychology Professor Dr. Drew Westen helps explain what 

goes on in people’s brains.  Conducted in 2004, Weston’s effort looked at 30 men that 

identified themselves as either devout Democrats or Republicans (Carey, 2006).   

     Paid $50,  the participants sat in a MRI (Magnetic Resonance Imagery) machine as 

several statements attributed to either Senator John Kerry, that year’s Democratic 

presidential nominee, or President George W. 

Bush, the Republican candidate, were 

presented.  For each, one “quote” about some 

subject was shown, than moments later, a 

second “quote” was displayed that indicated 

that the candidate had reversed his first 

position.  Based on real positions, all “quotes” 

were exaggerations, so as to get the maximum 

response (Carey, 2006).     

     Results showed that after participants read 

the second, contradicting statement by their candidate, they had increased activity in the 

part of the brain that deals with forgiveness.  However, after participants read the second, 

contradicting statement by the opposing candidate, they had increased activity in the 

parts of the brain that regulate: negative emotions, relief, and rewarding.  Basically, both 

groups of participants let their own candidate get any with the flip-flop, while became 

angered and bolstered by the other party’s nominee’s flip-flop.  Yet, the cortex’s 

reasoning areas showed little activity (Carey, 2006). 

      ''Everything we know about cognition suggests that, when faced with a contradiction, 

we use the rational regions of our brain to think about it, but that was not the case here,'' 

stated Weston (Carey, 2006).   

 

Figure 3 - Senator John Kerry (left) 
and President George W. Bush 
(CNN.com, 2004, 2)  
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     So, does that mean that we humans need to cut out the emotional part of us to deal 

with political issues?  Actually, it is probably both impossible and something we do not 

want, as an example from Public Broadcasting System (PBS) illustrates.  In the PBS 

series The Secret Life of the Brain, the case of Marvin is presented.  Although his body 

can still produce emotional responses, Marvin cannot feel these emotions because a 

stroke he suffered over twenty years ago.  Figure 

4 shows on the top how the emotions produced 

by a healthy human travel to the back of the 

brain, were conscious thought operates.  On the 

bottom it shows how the now-missing part of 

Marvin’s brain prevents him from feeling. 

     Marvin’s wife explains how the stroke has 

changed him:  “He was very ambitious; driven.  

Now, he doesn’t really want to make any 

decisions as far as anything important, you 

know” (Grubin, 2002).    

     Dr. Antonio R. Damasio of the University of 

Iowa explains it this way: 

 

Each decision has some kind of 
similarity with a decision of the past.  
And when you are in the position to 
decide once again, you will call up an emotional memory that will appear as 
a gut feeling, and will lead you in one direction or another.  So, what you 
have is, literally, a navigational aid.  Something that helps you get to the 
right decision.  If that is broken down, then you are at the mercy of facts and 
logic, and that’s just not good enough (Grubin, 2002). 

 

     To sum up, people need emotions in order to make good decisions because we are 

depending on the lessons learned from past experiences.  However, as we have already 

seen with the partisan political brain, emotions alone are not enough for good decision 

making.  What we need is a healthy balance between emotion and reasoned thinking.  

Figure 4 - A healthy brain (top) 
and Marvin’s damaged brain 
(Grubin, 2002)  
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     Since partisans are so emotional, we need to determine what is needed to get people 

shifted away from using so much unconscious emotion and towards utilizing more 

thoughtful reasoning.  According to Dr. Westen, what people have to do is “engage in 

ruthless self reflection, to say, ‘All right, I know what I want to believe, but I have to be 

honest.’”  But, he also, glumly, notes:  “It speaks to the character of the discourse that 

this quality is rarely talked about in politics” (Carey, 2006). 

     From a sociological point of view, the emphasis on knee-jerk emotions ruling our 

policy debates can be illustrated in this way.  Consider the example presented in Figure 5.  

At first (1), when the issue of military force use is not a subject of much concern for most 

people, they fairly easily get along, despite having varying opinions about it.  However, 

after the issue becomes important (2), people start expressing their views more (3).  This 

expression has the effect of unifying like-minded persons and dividing those with 

differing 

positions.  

If the 

matter 

continues 

on with no 

positive 

end in 

sight (4), 

than 

opposing 

groups are 

pulled 

apart 

further as 

extremist 

members 

attack 

opponents  

Figure 5 - “Unchecked Emotion Harms Reasoned Debate” illustration 
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personally (5).  Thus, things have degraded to emotional battle between personalities, and 

away from a reasoned discussion about ideas and principles. 

 
     One more light-hearted example of 

the emotion reactions people have to 

politics and politicians is shown in 

Figure 6.  It is an editorial cartoon by 

Mike Luckovich. 

     [Note: The name of the leader stated 

in the cartoon was covered by “(that 

politician).”  Throughout is document, 

when possible, the names of people or 

organizations will not be used.  Positions 

and actions are what are under scrutiny here, and not specific people.] 

     With regard to objectivity, can we American’s critically and accurately assess 

problems that we ourselves are a part of?  Some research done by sociologists indicates 

that this is going to be a challenge.  It focused on attribution, which is defined: 
 

Attribution - the process by which we explain 

and interpret the events we encounter (Mitchell, 

2003). 
 

     It was found that when it comes to personal 

success, Americans believe that it is internally 

controlled (personal hard work, skill, etc.), while 

when it comes to the other’s success, people 

think that it is externally controlled (e.g. family 

helps) (Figure 7).  Conversely, personal failure 

is thought to be externally controlled (e.g. 

injustice), while other’s failure is internally 

controlled (e.g. they are lazy, stupid) (Figure 8) 

(Mitchell, 2003).   

 
Figure 6 - This cartoon has fun with 
people’s emotional reactions to politics 
(Newsweek, 2008, p. 21) 

 

Figure 7 ‐ Attribution of Event 
Outcomes ‐ About Success 
 

 

 

Figure 8 ‐ Attribution of Event 
Outcomes ‐ About Failure 
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     Clearly, given these results, there is some work needed to be done for people to 

become more objective when it comes to assessing what causes our collective problems.   

     As this pertains to citizen involvement, Creighton says:   

 

In the final analysis, those who choose to participate in a public participation 
program are self-selecting.  Their only job is to represent their self-interest, not 
discern the public interest.  Because they do not, and cannot, claim to be “the 
public” in the same way that an election speaks for “the public,” their 
contribution can be influential but cannot dictate the final decision (2005, p. 13). 

 

      To underscore the need for good, objective public participation in policy, consider 

Thomas Homer-Dixon’s 2000 book The Ingenuity Gap.  Basically, the political scientist 

believes humanity is facing more and more complex problems, but we are less able to 

come up with effective solutions - thus, the “ingenuity gap.”  When he refers to 

“ingenuity,” he means not only the typical mechanical and scientific improvements like 

faster computers and drought-resistant crops, but also ideas on how to develop higher 

quality communities, governments and markets (pp. 2-3).  Of course, he wrote his book 

before 9/11, the decision to use military force against Iraq was made, and the recent 

economic crisis. 

      One area that is particularly slow to advance is the social sciences (p. 5).  Homer-

Dixon specifically points to economics and political science, which should be at the 

forefront of problem solving.  Yet, he sees them as “blunt” and “broken” (p. 291).   

      An important reason that an ingenuity gap exists is that we are unaware of our 

collective ignorance about these complex matters.  This ignorance is something 

tremendously unsettling, so we try to tell ourselves ‘we know enough,’ or ‘others out 

there, the experts, understand things sufficiently.’    This assuming of greater 

understanding than actually exists, of course, ends up leading us to making poorer 

decisions (pp. 172-174). 

     So, as we have seen, American politics has been polarized by extreme partisans.  Such 

people react emotionally to policy debates, attacking opponents personally.  However, 

such unchecked emotion keeps these extreme partisans from thinking about problems 

with the reasoning parts of the brain.  Thus, big problems generally do not get the 

bipartisan attention that they need. 
 



11 

2.3  NEW APPROACHES  

To help guide us toward better ways functioning as a society, let us look at some 

contemporary ideas.  Our first expert is John Graham.  He is the founder and president of 

the Giraffe Heroes Project, an organization about making a difference in society trough 

service.  It brings to light the stories of people that have ventured to personally address 

some problem and it encourages other to ‘stick their necks out.’  Having gained 

knowledge in this area from time as a United Nations diplomat, environmental land-use 

negotiator, and foreign peacemaker, Graham has passed on his knowledge to 

communities, companies, universities, and organizations (Graham,  2005, p. xi). 

    Graham sees “respect, integrity, and concern for the common good” as being necessary 

in the public policy process for its problem solving ability to be maximized (Graham, 

2005, p. 36).   Respect - defined as “(v)aluing other people’s priorities, needs, 

backgrounds, outlooks, and styles” - is particularly important because it helps achieve the 

needed trust with others, especially those that hold a clearly differing opinion.  

Competence, accountability, and honesty are three other factors that contribute to trust 

building (Graham, 2005, p. 39). 

     Ronald Dworkin, believes that in order to bridge the polarized “culture gap” in society 

and allow us to have constructive debates, we need to get to the philosophical level of 

values and principles (Dworkin, 2006, back, inside cover; pp 4-5).  The two he feels are 

the key ones people could agree on, thus creating common ground, are: 

1. The principle of intrinsic value - each human life has a special kind of 
objective value 
 

2. The principle of personal responsibility - each person has a special 
responsibility for realizing the success of his own, life responsibility that 
includes exercising his (or her) judgement about what kind of life would be 
successful for him (or her) (Dworkin, 2006, pp. 9-10) 

     Two ideas of what “democracy” is are at the heart of the problem, thinks Dworkin.  

One is the majoritarian view in which government works according to the desires of 

most people as expressed through acts such as voting.  The second model is the 

partnership view.  In this, everyone is “a full partner in a collective political enterprise,” 
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with the majority’s resolutions being only democratic because everyone has been given 

protections a partners (Dworkin, 2006, p. 131). 

     Is there a deep division between liberals and conservatives about which idea of 

democracy is best to pursue?  Interestingly, there is not.  Dworkin finds that, generally, 

people shift to which ever version is most likely to serve his/he political goals at that time 

(2006, pp. 134-135, 138). 

     Another possible foundational idea comes from Larry R. Bradley.  In his 2006 book 

Neither Liberal nor Conservative Be - An Action Plan for People Disgusted by Polarized 

Politics, he states the following about what we all are attempting to accomplish with 

politics: 

 

(I)sn’t the ultimate goal to find those solutions that serve the largest number of 
people for the longest period of time balanced with doing the least harm or 
disruption to the least number of people and at the same time to be the best 
solution monetarily for the funds available among competing priorities (p. 15)? 

 
     A good summation is stated by Homer-Dixon: 
 

The challenges we face - within our respective societies and collectively as a 
species - are tangled, dynamic, and barely understood.  Our responses to them 
require careful deliberation.  When we reduce these challenges to angry 
dichotomies, and when we reduce the quality of information available to us about 
these challenges, we limit our ability to supply the social and technical ingenuity 
we need (2000, pp. 322-323). 

 
 

2.4  IDEAS:  FOLLETT, DEWEY, AND KING  

In order for to rework our public policy process towards something much more 

functional, let us consider several higher ideas about democracy and social change by 

three American philosophers.  The first person is scholar/activist Mary Parker Follett. 

During the 1910’s, she helped set up and ran numerous “Community Centres” in Boston, 

Massachusetts. Besides providing recreational opportunities, these social activity 

gatherings set up “City Councils” in which citizens each week could discuss local 

problems (Mattson, 1998, pp. xxxvi-xxxvii). 
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     These experiences would help Follett shape her definition of democracy.  For one 

thing, she came to believe that majority rule is only “democratic” when it approaches an 

“integrated will” (Follett, 1918, p. 142).  Democracy is really founded on the interactions 

among individuals, and that the best way to get real democracy is to have all people 

contribute to a “collective idea” of how things ought to be (Follett, 1918, p. 24).  

However, we need to let go of the ideas of “compromise” and “concession,” because 

these imply a battle and that we are losing something by working together (Follett, 1918, 

pp. 26-27). 

     Writing about two decades later, philosopher John Dewey stated the following: 

The existence, even on a relatively narrow scale, of a morale of 
fairmindedness, intellectual integrity, of will to subordinate personal 
preference to ascertained facts and to share with others what is found 
out, instead of using it for personal gain, is a challenge of the most 
searching kind.  Why don’t a great many more persons have this 
attitude? 
     The answer given to this challenge is bound up with the fate of 
democracy (Dewey, 1993, p. 57). 

     For Dewey, the use of a scientific approach is required to improve society.  Key 

qualities of this method are: 

A. Willingness to hold belief in suspense 

B. Ability to doubt until evidence is obtained 

C. Willingness to go where evidence points instead of putting first a 
personally referred conclusion 

D. Ability to hold ideas in solution and use them as hypotheses to be 
tested instead of as dogmas to be asserted 

E. Enjoyment of new fields of inquiry and of new problems (Dewey, 
p. 56) 

 

 

 

 



14 

      Finally, iconic American Martin Luther 

King, Jr., was the proponent of the non-violent 

social movement and lifestyle.  One of the key 

principles of non-violence was that “it does not 

seek to defeat or humiliate the opponent, but to 

win his (or her) friendship and understanding” 

(King, 1958, p. 18). 

     In summary, democracy is collective in 

nature, with objectivity and mutual respect 

needed for its full realization. 

 

 
3.  HISTORIC EXAMPLES 

3.1  SOCRATES  

The first historical example deals with the Greek philosopher Socrates. He lived from 

469 to 399 B.C., and only three first-hand accounts of 

him and his life exist.  Two are in the writings of 

disciples Plato and Xenophon, and the third is in the 

plays of friend Aristophanes (Stone, I. F., 1980, pp. 3, 5).  

Thus, our sources to access this man are few and not 

exactly unbiased. 

     At the time he lived, Socrates’ home town of Athens 

was governed as a polis - a limited democracy in which 

“freeborn” men ruled themselves (Stone, 1980, pp. 10-

11).  Socrates disagreed with this approach, instead 

advocating a kingship-type rule by “’the one who 

knows’” because he believed that the general public was like a herd of sheep in need of a 

good shepherd (Stone, 1980, pp. 11, 14).  Although it may have appeared to many 

contemporary Greeks that he advocated a traditional monarchial system, Socrates 

 

Figure 10 - Socrates 
(Base image: Wikipedia) 

 

Figure 9 - Martin Luther King, Jr. 
(Author) 
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rejected rule by those persons who:  claimed divine ordination, were picked by lot, or 

used “force or deception” to gain power (Stone, 1980, p. 12).  Instead, his vision was of a 

new type of leadership - one done by a knowledgeable ‘expert’, and “’that it is the 

business of the ruler to give the orders and of the ruled to obey’” (Stone, 1980, pp. 12, 

16).  However, he thought no one could ever actually possess the knowledge necessary to 

be such a leader (Stone, 1980, pp. 86, 97). 

     Perhaps what people today remember the most about Socrates is that this seemingly 

great mind was sentenced to death by his fellow Athenians.  How could this have 

happened?  Clearly, the tumultuous years preceding the trial in 399 B.C. had played a key 

role.  In both 411 and 404 B.C., Athenian limited democracy was overthrown and brutal 

dictatorships were put into its place, and in 401 B.C., two years prior to the trial, a similar 

coup attempt was defeated (Stone, 1980, p. 140).  In all three cases, former Socratic 

disciples played prominent roles in suppressing or attempting to suppress democracy 

(Stone, 1980, p. 140).  No doubt Athenians were sick and tired of this and wanted it 

stopped.  However, putting Socrates to death was an extreme given Athenian’s general 

tolerance of dissenting voices.  Plus, Socrates apparently did not advocate the use of 

physical violence to bring about social change, but rather the use of persuasion instead 

(Stone, 1980, p. 64).  Something more was going on. 

     For most Athenians, Socrates was viewed as a strange, even endearing character, and 

as being politically disengaged, which was against their societal values (Stone, 1980, pp. 

136, 11).  Born middle class, he lived until 70, marrying and fathering three sons along 

the way.  Yet, he never worked to earn a wage, spending most of his time in conversation 

with others (Stone, 1980, p. 118).  How he did this conversing needs more scrutiny. 

     As he stated at his trial, Socrates had a propensity to approach prominent community 

members and quiz them about their area of expertise.  Be they politicians or shoemakers, 

Socrates skillfully would point out seeming contradictions and gaps in the other person’s 

understanding (Stone, 1980, p. 56).  In addition, these exchanges apparently often 

occurred in front of other people.  In one case, as recounted by Plato, thinker and teacher 

Hippias declines Socrates’ invitation to debate, saying:  “’You mock at others, 

questioning and examining everybody, and never willing to render an account yourself or 
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to state an opinion about anything’” (Stone, 1980, p. 56).  No doubt, Socrates’ 

interlocutors felt embarrassed and angry because of these experiences. 

     Over the years, scholars have weighed in on the Socratic approach.  In his On the 

Nature of the Gods, Cicero wrote three-hundred years later that it was “’a purely negative 

dialectic which refrains from pronouncing any positive judgement [sic]’” (Stone, 1980, p. 

60).  St. Augustine, who lived from 354 to 430, stated that the method was “used to mock 

and assail,” and concluded that:  “In fact, this is how it came about that he stirred up 

enmities, was condemned on a false charge and incurred the death penalty” (World Book, 

1967, A, p. 864; Stone, 1980, p. 61).   

     Overall, Socrates contributed both positive and negative elements to humankind’s 

efforts to do public policy.  On the plus side, his focus on pinning down definitions was 

significant for philosophy and science.  Aristotle thought this was Socrates’ greatest 

contribution (Stone, 1980, p. 68).  Socrates’ best known definition dealt what was the 

best way to live one’s life.  He believed that the ideal approach was to avoid doing harm 

to others; in alternate words, injustice.  How?  Through a continual questioning and 

critical analysis of your own actions. 

     Unfortunately, on the negative side, he did not effectively connect the ideal of the 

perfect life to practical public policy.  Even worse, his incredible lack of respect for 

others manifested in his anti-democratic beliefs and in his negative dialectic method.  

Disciples of Socrates filled in the blanks themselves, and would go about ending Athens’ 

limited democracy on several painful occasions. 

3.2  GALILEO GALILEI 

    The second historical example comes from the 

16th Century A.D.  Galileo Galilei was an inventor, 

teacher and entrepreneur in the Republic of Venice, 

now a part of Italy.  It was a place where the pursuit 

of new ideas, artistic expressions, and wealth went 

on rather unimpeded (Bronowski, 1973, p. 198).  In 

late 1608, word had spread about the invention of a 
 

Figure 11 - Galileo Galilei 
(Bronowski, 1973, p. 199) 
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simple spyglass in Flanders (Bronowski, 1973, p. 200).  Excited by this, Galilei quickly 

made a similar device at a magnification of three, and then a far superior one with an 

eight-to-ten magnification (Bronowski, p. 200).   In an August 29th, 1609, letter to his 

brother-in-law, Galilei described some of what occurred after this advancement: 

…I was called by the Signoria, to which I had to show (the telescope) 
together with the entire Senate, to the infinite amazement to all… 
(Bronowski, 1973, p.  202). 

      Later, Galilei would increase the 

magnification to thirty and begin studying the 

heavens, discovering four new satellites around 

Jupiter and observing the moon in far greater 

detail than anyone before him.  In March of 1610, 

his findings were published in Sidereus Nuncius, 

or The Starry Messenger.  For this, many today 

credit Galileo Galilei with doing the first practical 

scientific work (Bronowski, 1973, p. 204).  At 

that time, it provided strong evidence the 

Nicolaus Copernicus’ published speculation that 

the sun, not the earth, was at the center of the 

planetary system was right (Bronowski, 1973, pp. 

197, 204). 

     Not everyone was pleased with The Starry 

Messenger.  The Roman Catholic Church had the stated doctrine that all planetary 

bodies revolved around the earth, so Galilei’s revelation was an unwelcomed 

undermining of their authority at a time it was under attack from other sources.  The 

pressure of the Protestant Reformation caused the Catholic’s to push back with a 

Counter-Reformation.  It was a polarizing, violent struggle occurring through large 

parts of Europe (Bronowski, 1973, p. 205; ). 

     To address the threat from Galilei’s research, the Church declared in February of 

1616: 

Figure 12 - Title page from The 
Starry Messenger    

(Rarebookroom.org, 2008) 
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Propositions to be forbidden:  that the sun is not the centre of the 
heaven; that the earth is not at the centre of the heaven, and is not 
immovable, but moves by a double motion (Bronowski, 1973, p. 
207). 

In addition, Galilei is asked by Cardinal Bellarmine not to believe in or defend the 

Copernican planetary theory.  So, Galilei decides to wait on backing the sun-

centered system in public until an “intellectual” Pope is elected (Bronowski, 1973, 

p. 207). 

     The appropriate time that Galilei was waiting for seemed to have arrived in 1623, 

with the election of Maffeo Barberini as Pope Urban VIII.  Interested in artistic 

matters such as music and architecture, the new Pope had even years earlier written 

a sonnet extolling Galilei’s astronomical research.  However, Pope Urban VIII was 

also self-absorbed, lavish, and nepotistic.  Galilei would meet the new Pope six 

times in an attempt to get the pontiff to rescind, 

or at least ignore, the 1616 prohibition.  The 

Pope refused (Bronowski, 1973, p. 208).  

However, as scholar J. Bronowski describes it: 

…Galileo still hoped - and the officials 
of the Papal court expected - that Urban 
VIII would let the new scientific ideas 
flow quietly into the Church until, 
imperceptibly, they replaced the old.  
After all that was how the heathen ideas 
of Ptolemy and Aristotle had become 
Christian doctrine in the first place 
(Bronowski, 1973, p. 208). 

     Since openly defending the Copernican ideas 

was forbidden, Galilei began writing the 

Dialogue on the Great World Systems.  Done in Italian, its format was one in which 

the theory is objected to by one person, and two other people smartly point out why 

those objections are ill founded (Bronowski, 1973, p. 211).  Finished in 1630, the 

book was not published until 1632; there had clearly been considerable pressure on 

printers to keep the book under wraps (Bronowski, 1973, p. 212). 

 

Figure 13 - Pope Urban VIII 
(Bronowski, 1973, p. 206) 
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     Reactions to the book were immediate.  Readers quickly bought up all copies, 

while the Church quickly stopped its further printing, ordered all copies bought 

back, and ordered Galilei to Rome to account (Bronowski, 1973, p. 212).  

Bronowski describes further what was occurring: 

It was clear that the Pope himself had taken great umbrage at the 
book.  He had found at least one passage which he had insisted on, 
put in the book in the mouth of the man who really makes rather the 
impression of a simpleton…whom Galileo had named ‘Simplicius.’  
It may be that the Pope felt Simplicius to be a caricature of himself; 
certainly he felt insulted.  He believed Galileo had hoodwinked him, 
and that his own censors had let him down (Bronowski, 1973, pp. 
212, 213). 

Galilei went before the Inquisitor to stand trial on April 12, 1633.  He acknowledged 

that in 1616 he had agreed to neither hold or defend Copernicus; however, the 

Copernican ideas could be used as a hypothesis, and Galilei had the certificate from 

Cardinal Bellarmine to prove this agreement.  Yet, the Inquisitor stated that another 

document forbid Galilei, and Galilei only, from also teaching the Copernican ideas 

even as a hypothesis.  Galilei recalled no such document with such a directive.  He 

could not possibly recall because there had not been such a document with that 

directive.  It was just attempt by the Church to show he, Galilei, had committed a 

wrong (Bronowski, 1973, p. 214). 

     Presided over by Pope Urban VIII, the Congregation of the Holy Office found 

Galilei in violation of the Church’s dictates.  The punishment:  Galilei was to be 

humiliated by having to retract.  After being shown the rack twice, and considering 

the implied threat of torture, Galilei recanted.  He was confined to his Florence villa 

until his death 9 years later (Bronowski, 1973, pp. 214-218; World Book, 1967, G, 

p. 10). 

     In the larger scheme of things, Galileo Galilei and Pope Urban VIII were two 

important and powerful 17th Century figures who simply held considerably different 

“world” views.  Disagreement was inevitable.  However, Galilei could have been more 

tactful in his writing.  The objector in his Dialogue on the Great World Systems was 

called ‘Simplicius,’ and, very likely, made statements that Pope Urban VIII almost 
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certainly remembered saying to Galilei.  The Pope felt humiliated, so Galilei was 

humiliated, too. 

 

4. LESSONS LEARNED FROM EARLIER DOCUMENTS 
 

Fast-forwarding to the late Twenty Century and from Europe to Oregon, we now 

consider four solution papers in which this author was involved.  All relate to some 

aspect of urban planning and design.  For each, there will be:  a short overview of the 

civic problem, a description of the document the author either helped-prepared or 

prepared, and, the highlighting of examples of lessons learned as they pertain to either 

objectivity or mutual respect.  

4.1 FRED MEYER AND MUTUAL RESPECTFULNESS  

The initial case deals with a proposed shopping center in Northeast Portland, 

Oregon, and looks at two examples dealing with mutual respect.  In August of 1984, 

Fred Meyer, Inc., a prominent local retailer based in the city, announced plans to 

purchase 15.3 acres of land from the Hyster Company and build a store up to 175,000 sq. 

ft. in size.  However, Fred Meyer’s plans were contingent on them receiving a 

comprehensive planning map and a zoning change from light industrial to general 

commercial (Oliver, 1984, p. B4). 

     Although at first supportive of 

the idea, the neighborhoods around 

the planned new retail center soon 

joined forces to fight its 

construction.  There primary point 

of concerned was the approximate 

12,000 vehicle trips that would be 

generated to and from the 800 space 

parking lot (Oliver, 1984, p. B4).  

The debate would become very 
 

Figure 14 - Surrounding neighborhoods rallied 
to oppose the shopping center (The Oregonian) 
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heated.  Neighbors for the store were pitted against neighbors opposing it.  At one point, 

accusations were made claiming that signs were being ripped from people’s front yards 

by those that disagreed with the message.  

     The author became actively involved in the issue after a drive through a nearby 

commercial district.  On the trip, my fraternal-twin brother Andis, upon seeing an empty 

structure that once housed a Sears department store, suggested (paraphrasing):  ‘Why 

don’t they put the new Fred Meyer there?’  Thus, we began to look into the subject 

further, and the more and more we felt the possible “win-win” solution was being over 

looked.  We would eventually prepare a paper entitled A New Fred Meyer in Northeast 

Portland - An Alternate Site (November 10, 1986; 66 pages.)  Figure 15 shows the cover 

and a sample page. 

     Unfortunately, our document came too late to matter legally in the battle.  Portland 

City Council had already decided to approve the comprehensive plan map and zoning 

change.  

Disappointed 

and frustrated, 

we looked for a 

way to make our 

efforts not totally 

useless.  So, we 

prepared a short 

paper that 

detailed what we 

thought might be 

a legal error 

made by 

Portland’s mayor when he voted on the proposal.  We also called a news conference to 

highlight these points, but no one showed.  At some point a little later, we met with The 

City’s attorney about the overall matter.  In our conversation with her, she expressed to 

us that it felt like we were “out for political blood.”  This came as a slight shock to us.  

Our actions had not been motivated by a desire harm specific political careers, but, 

 

Figure 15 - Cover and sample page from the Fred Meyer paper 



22 

instead, were wanted to prevent a major mistake that we thought was being made.  The 

lesson that we took from this was that we needed to do a better job of separating the issue 

we were arguing about (the site of the new shopping center) and the other people that 

were involved in the discussion (the mayor, the city attorney, etc.).  We needed to be 

more respectful of others involved in the debate. 

     Fred Meyer would eventually 

construct its store, opening it in 1989 

(Hamburg, 1991, p. A18).  Yet, a 

second lesson about mutual respect 

related to this battle would come ten 

years later.  In 1996, Fred Meyer 

would propose building an outlet in 

Southeast Portland.  This is how 

Kristian Foden-Vencil of The 

Oregonian described it: 

It seems like manna from heaven. 
The Brooklyn Action Corp. had asked for a full-service grocery store in its 
neighborhood plan, and it began to look this week as though it may get one. 
     And it's not just any grocery store. 
     Fred Meyer Inc. revealed that it's hoping to build a multi-million dollar 
flagship outlet next to its southeast Portland headquarters (Foden-Vencil, March 
1, 1996). 

     Initial plans called for a two-level, possibly-brick structure placed on the street corner.  

Parking would be located under and behind the store.  However, in order to get the spot 

directly on Powell Boulevard, land would need to be swapped – part of a city park (for 

new store) for nearby company property (for replacement park section) (Foden-Vencil, 

March 1, 1996).    

     After numerous meetings with neighbors and the general public, Fred Meyer gave up 

on the idea.  Although no one issue was cited, opposition and lack of support helped 

doom the proposal (Christ, 1996,  p. C4).  Along with a recent labor contract dispute, the 

Hyster-site conflict still bothered many.  The author heard this first hand at a meeting.  At 

 

Figure 16 –Fred Meyer’s creative proposal 
(The Oregonian, 1996) 
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the back of the theater, one man exclaimed that they (Fred 

Meyer) were not going to do to them what they had done 

to the people in Northeast Portland.   

     Clearly, many Portlanders, even those that did not live 

in the immediate vicinity, felt the retailer had disrespected 

the neighborhoods, and this bitterness was lingering.  

Even with the offering of a far superior store proposal, 

people had a hard time forgiving. 

 

4.2  UNPRECEDENTED OPPORTUNITIES AND 
OBJECTIVITY 

In large part because we were left with a feeling of having ‘not come through’ with 

regard to the store conflict back in 1986, Andis and the author soon embarked on an even 

more complicated project.  Our first objectivity lesson example comes from a paper 

about major league sports and convention center/spectator facility planning in 

Portland.  Although there was no public controversy, we were noticing questionable 

decisions being made by those 

assigned with sorting out the matter.   

     The first key decisions came in 

1983, when the Portland 

Development Commission (PDC) 

recommended and the Portland City 

Council endorsed the land next to 

Memorial Coliseum as the best site 

for a new convention center.  A year 

later, the Mayor-Elect threw his 

support behind the idea (Figure 18). 

     A more inclusive effort to plan 

the new structures came in January 

 

Figure 17 – Lingering bad 
feelings cooled support  
(The Oregonian, 1996) 

Figure 18 - The incoming mayor boldly 
supports a new convention center next to the 
Memorial Coliseum in 1984 (The Oregonian) 
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of 1985, when The Committee on Regional Convention, Trade, and Spectator Facilities 

(CTS) was formed.  One year later, the group’s chairman wrote in Portland magazine 

that both the Coliseum location and property beside Union Station in Northwest Portland 

were “the best options” (Zarins, Zarins, 1989, pp. 70-71).  He also stated: 

Phase one of the 20-year master plan envisions the construction of a world-class 
convention center, and the preservation of promising sites for stadium and/or arena 
(Zarins, Zarins, 1989, p. 71). 

     However, also immediately after this article was published, the CTS would 

inexplicably drop all consideration for a new arena and stadium, instead focusing their 

attention on siting a new convention center.  In May, they selected the Holladay/Union 

site, which had been, up to that point, only considered as a candidate for a new spectator 

facility.  The reason given for not choosing the Coliseum site was that the committee 

members feared that building next to the arena would force the Portland Trail Blazers 

professional basketball franchise to leave (Zarins, Zarins, 1989, p. 72). 

    Again working with my brother Andis, this author would prepare a report that looked 

at major league sports and facility planning in Portland.  Entitled Unprecedented 

Opportunities, the 

document was 

completed on April 

13, 1989.  It was 89 

pages long and 

listed 550+ entries 

in its bibliography.   

Its cover, done by 

Andis, and page 39 

are presented in 

Figure 19. 

     Our analysis of 

facility sites found 

the best being: 

 

Figure 19 - Unprecedented Opportunities’ cover and page 39 
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1. For a convention center: the land next to Memorial Coliseum 
2. For an arena:  The Holladay/Union site 
3. For a stadium: The Northwest Triangle (Figure 20) 

     We would distribute our paper to local politicians, media and business leaders.  

Interestingly, the mayor (the same one as before) wrote back to us and said the following: 

As a member of the CTS, I supported the careful study of arena options for 
the region, and I stated my personal opinion that the appropriate location for 
an arena would be away from the center of town, where land was less 
expensive and transportation access to the entire region would be good.  
That remains my opinion today. 

     Clearly, this position by the mayor was seriously inconsistent with good planning 

practices and the principles that the CTS had established for itself. It, in1986, had 

concluded a spectator facility is best sited “so that it can be conveniently reached by 

residents throughout the region” and “as close as possible to the center of the region” 

(Zarins, Zarins, 1989, p. 61).  In a way, the CTS’s concerns that the Trail Blazers would 

move from the Coliseum if a convention center was built next to it were a self-fulfilling 

prophecy because key members, including the mayor, actually wanted them to leave.  

Sure, they would likely be still in Portland-The Region, but not in Portland-The City.  

 

Figure 20 - The best facility locations, as presented in Unprecedented Opportunities 
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Besides, the mayor’s position ignored the fact that the Blazers wanted any new arena 

located in the Downtown area (Zarins, Zarins, 1989, p. 9) 

    It turns out, as reported in The Oregonian, that there had been a secret deal among 

members of the CTS.  Apparently, the City of Portland officials got support from 

Clackamas County officials with regard to the convention center being built near 

Downtown, while city officials would back the construction of a new Tacoma Dome-type 

arena in the suburban county.  Besides being unethical (and possibly illegal), this deal 

making was dismissing objective site analysis, which is of course needed if the region is 

to gain the most from pursuing these projects. 

    If anyone is still skeptical about whether it 

matters if a major spectator facility is located 

near the center of a region or somewhere on 

the edge, consider the more recent, local case 

of the 18,000 seat Amphitheater at Clark 

County.  Choosing to go it alone, county 

officials planned and built the facility at their 

fair grounds, north of Vancouver, 

Washington.  Unfortunately, their desire for 

revenue blinded officials to the fact that the site was tremendous inaccessible from the 

vast majority of Portland-Area residents (Figure 21).  Since opening in 2003, the facility 

has lost at least $1 million annually due to lower than expected concert attendance 

(Brettman, 2008) 

     In addition, consider the Memorial 

Coliseum’s situation.   Since its main tenant, 

the Trail Blazers, and many events shifted to a 

new arena in 1995, the problem of its 

underutilization has lingered.  Figure 22, an 

Oregonian front page article from May 11, 

2009, highlights the issue. 

Figure 21 - Traffic problems were 
inevitable at the amphitheater 
(The Oregonian, 2003) 

 

Figure 22 - Even twenty years later, 
the Memorial Coliseum’s future is 
clouded (The Oregonian, 2003) 
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4.3   7 UP SIGNS AND MUTUAL RESPECT 

     The second of our mutual respect cases occurred in 2003 and it deals with historic 

landmark 7 Up signs in Northeast Portland.  That June, it was announced that the two 

signs would be removed and replace with ones promoting a prominent global brand of 

beer.  As I took some photos of the old soda advertisements, this author began to feel that 

this replacement was not right.  The first action was to write a letter to the editor of The 

Oregonian in which a rhetorical question was posed: what if some other large 

corporation came into the beer company’s home town and altered its biggest landmark, 

how would they 

feel?  Fortunately, 

the letter was not 

run; too 

emotional. 

     The next 

course of action 

was to prepare a 

short paper 

explaining why 

and how the 7 Up 

signs should and 

could be saved.   

Entitled 

Maintaining a Portland Landmark (July 7, 2003), the four page document was finished 

in about two weeks and given to the local beer label’s distributers, the sign company 

hired for the work, Hollywood neighborhood officials, and the media.  My idea was to 

have two new signs placed under the historic ones, which would allow:  a. the beer 

manufacturers a space to promote their product, and b. the building’s owners to earn 

some money, part of which would go to maintaining the 7 Up signs. 

     Three days after the paper was completed, I was contacted by phone by the Portland 

Tribune, a bi-weekly newspaper that had, to a great extent, broke the sign change story.  

 

Figure 23 - The cover and page three from Maintaining a  
Portland Landmark 
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Its editor wanted me to allow them to run my paper in their editorial section.  This was a 

surprising development for me.  I had not imagined that someone would want to do this.  

It was a tremendous opportunity to publically state my case, but I needed to make my 

decision right then.  The pressure was on. 

     I told him “No.” 

     So, why did I pass on this seemingly-great opportunity to get my message out?  First 

of all, I already got the message out to the key people involved, and, as I explained over 

the phone, it was primarily a private matter between the building’s owners and the beer 

company.  By making my ideas public, I would have embarrassed the beer company and 

the tower’s owners because they would have had to explain why they did not consider or 

are not considering my proposal.  What I hoped for was the these people would see that 

maybe they initial plan was not that thought out, and could come back with a better one 

that could save the signs while at the same time allow them not to lose too much face. 

     The Tribune’s editor was clearly not happy with my decision, but I felt it was the right 

one. 

     A few minutes after I hung up from that conversation, the phone rang again.  This 

time it was a reporter from The Oregonian.  He had been given a copy of my paper by his 

editor, and was interested in writing a piece about me and newspaper-type writings.  The 

author told him that the goal was to save the signs, and that the author was not interested 

in an article that focused mainly about him.  Although we did talk again (the author 

believes), no article was written. 

     The change over from the soda signs to the beers ones was delayed until the end of 

summer, but it did come.  However, it should be noted that the 7 Up signage did not 

come down - they were just covered up by the new billboards.  Plus, the author learned 

from a Hollywood neighborhood representative, that the beer company had signed a 

three-year lease for the signs.  So, at some point in the future, if money is available, the 7 

Up signs can live again. 

     These two opportunities - to have the paper published and bring attention to the author 

- where things that would have undermined the effort to preserve the 7 Up signage 
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because people would have been embarrassed.  It should be noted that the author did not 

protect the beer company out of some sort of loyalty to them, as some may have 

concluded.  In fact, the author does 

not drink beer.  It was done out of 

respect - a respect that was hopefully 

held mutually. 

     A second example of the 

importance of mutual respect came 

when the signs actually made the 

transition from soda pop to beer.  In 

their broadcast on the day that the 

second, more prominent sign was 

covered up, KGW News Channel 8 

ran a short story about it (Figure 24).  At the end of it, when the scene returns to the 

studio and shows the reporter who did the voice-over, the reporter finishing up by saying: 

…(the local beverage company), distributor of (the beer), hopes the new sign 

creates a new landmark….Probably in a different way.  [He grins; news anchors 

laugh.]  That’s Your Money, Your Business. 

The female anchor then adds:  “It’s kind of sad to see the old 7 Up sign go.” 

     Besides giving viewers the facts about the sign switchover, the news crew also added 

a little editorializing.  The reporter’s quip “Probably in a different way,” was not 

appropriate, while the anchor’s “It’s kind of sad to see the old 7 Up sign go” remark was 

more acceptable; it humanized the events. 

     The whole ‘7 Up signs situation’ would start to fade from thought until the next 

Sunday, when the author was informed by my brother Andis of a television ad that he 

had seen during a nationally broadcast NASCAR race on Channel 8.  What he described 

was hard to believe.  I would eventually see it from a clip captured from a subsequent 

event broadcast. 

 

Figure 24 - News Channel 8’s coverage of the 
sign switchover 
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     In the advertisement, a sports news crew from 

channel “8” arrives at the home of a well known 

race car driver that works for the beer company 

involved in the 7 Up change (Figure 25, top).   

The driver asks the sports reporter where they 

would he like to conduct the interview, the 

reporter responses:  “Where ever you’re most 

comfortable.”  The driver displays a mischievous 

grin.  In the next scene, the three are shown inside 

a speeding race car with the two TV crew 

members screaming their heads off (Figure 25, 

middle).  I the final scene (Figure 25, bottom), the 

two media people are shown cowering next to the 

now-parked race car as the driver walks away 

saying “Thanks guys.” 

     Now, this may have been all a big coincidence, 

but that is very hard to believe.  Instead, what 

appears to have happened is that the beer company 

took exception to the remarks made by News 

Channel 8’s crew, and was partaking in a little pay 

back.    Of course, the vast majority of viewers would be totally unaware of the allusion 

made in the TV spot, so the beer company probably thought it would not create some 

controversy.  Besides, they were trying to keep it light-hearted. 

     The author was just happy that a skinny, white guy with brown hair and a camera did 

not appear in the advertisement (If you have seen the author, you would understand this 

allusion). 

     In adding a small barb to their news coverage of the 7 Up signage change, News 8 

showed a lack of respect for the beer company being represented on the new signs.  In 

response, the beverage manufacturers would take a swipe back at them, showing that 

they too have the capacity to be disrespectful of others. 

 

Figure 25 - A beer company ad 
poking fun at a channel “8” crew 
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4.4  WAL-MART AND OBJECTIVITY 

    The final example of lessons learned, this about objectivity, comes from another 

plan to build a large shopping center.  This time the location was Albany, Oregon, 

and the applicant was the world’s largest retailer - Wal-Mart.  In May of 2004, the 

company submitted a request for a comprehensive plan map and zoning change to some 

industrial land, which was right in the middle of a large industrial zone.   Upon hearing of 

this plan, the author became concerned for numerous reasons.  For one, studies had 

apparently shown that when the retailer moved into small towns with one of their 

gigantic outlets, all kinds of negative consequences would follow along with the benefits.  

So, it was concluded 

that an effort should 

be made to help sort 

out the situation. 

     Although it 

started out as a 

project through the 

Oregon State 

University 

Department of 

Sociology, the paper 

that the author 

would complete and 

submit would end 

up being a private endeavor.  Albany, Wal-Mart, and Big Boxes was finished on October 

5, 2005, and was 16 pages long.  The cover and page 7 appear in Figure 26.  Copies were 

sent to the planner for the City of Albany on the case and to the CEO of Wal-Mart, Inc. 

     Albany officials would review the store plans, but some concerns about the traffic 

came up.  So, they requested that the retailer address those issues.  Wal-Mart never  

 

Figure 26 - The Wal-Mart paper’s cover and a sample page 
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responded and that 

was the end of the 

store proposal.  

Anyone familiar 

with the company's 

reputation with its 

outlet development 

knows that they are 

tenacious.   This 

backing away was rather unprecedented. 

     What may have played an important part of their decision is that the author’s paper 

about the proposal is something that they really were not prepared for.  Whenever Wal-

Mart proposes a new store, locals are either clearly in support of it or they are clearly 

opposed to it.  The paper takes no such position.  Instead, it does point out the negative 

aspects of the scale, the location, and the configuration of the planned store.  But it is also 

makes clear that it is not just Wal-Mart that has been building problematic stores.  In 

addition, there is a brief recounting of the chain’s history, and examples of where they 

developed have more community-friendly outlets.  Finally, at the end of the paper, a 

better designed and sited store idea (Figure 27) is offered as an alternative. 

    So, what may have contributed to the uncharacteristic stepping away from the Albany 

big box store proposal is that they were not prepare to deal with the objectivity of Albany, 

Wal-Mart, and Big Boxes.  However, this is primarily speculation at this point. 

     Interestingly, this rare event may have occurred again in 2007, not that far away from 

Albany.  This time, a new retail development that included an anchor big box store was 

planned for Northeast Portland.  The site, on Northeast 82nd Avenue, across from 

Madison High School, had once been a landfill, then a golf driving range.  Although the 

Canadian developer would not reveal who the main tenant was going to be, there was a 

strong belief that it was Wal-Mart. 

 

Figure 27 - An illustration of what an Albany Wal-Mart could 
look like at a different location
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     Wal-Mart already had one big-box-type store in Portland, so if this was Wal-Mart, it 

would be only their second location in the city.  However, unlike that first proposal, this 

newer one actually had people organizing to fight it. 

     Upon hearing about this proposal, the author submitted copies of Albany, Wal-Mart, 

and Big Boxes to the neighborhood groups affected by plan and to City of Portland 

planners.  One neighborhood group would e-mail back, expressing appreciation for the 

paper.  It should be also mentioned that the author has relatives living in one of these 

neighborhoods. 

      A public hearing to consider the plan was 

scheduled.  However, a couple weeks before, the 

developer announced that it was withdrawing its 

proposal and would return after it had come up with a 

design that people agreed with more.  “Our intention is 

to resubmit in the near future after having considered 

all of the environmental - figuratively speaking - 

concerns,” explained a spokesperson (Hover Barnett, 

2007, p.  D1).  

     They would not. 

     Again, if Wal-Mart was involved, this would be 

very out of character. With all of their recent store 

debates in the region, Wal-Mart has pressed the matter 

every time.  For four of these - in Gresham, Beaverton, 

Cornelius, and White Salmon - Albany, Wal-Mart and 

Big Boxes was submitted to someone involved. 

     Is there any way to assess whether the objectivity 

of the paper made the retailer back away twice?  Of 

course they know, but this author is not going to ask.  

But, something caused them to act unusually.  Again, this is mainly speculation. 

 

Figure 28 - The plans 
withdrawal for reworking 
was stunning 
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     [Note: On December 9, 2009, it was announced Wal-Mart would anchor a new 

SmartCentre’s mall elsewhere in Albany; a mall approved in late 2008 (Ingalls, 2009).] 

     Table 1 summarizes all the examples of lesson learned about objectivity and mutual 

respect that resulted from the four solution papers that were highlighted. 

 

Table 1 - Summary of Lessons Learned from Earlier Papers

PAPER TITLE (Subject) 
MINDSET 
ASPECT 

HIGHLIGHTED‐POINT BASICS 

 
A New Fred Meyer in 
Northeast Portland ‐ An 
Alternate Site 

 
Mutual 
Respect 

 

 Author, brother perceived as 
“out for political blood,” but 
really only trying to prevent 
mistake 

 

 Hyster‐conflict bitterness lingers 
as better 1996 store idea dies 

 
Unprecedented 
Opportunities   
(Major league sports and 
 facilities) 

Objectivity   Mayor defies logic, supports 
suburban arena site 
 

 Coliseum’s future still in 
question after convention center 
miss‐sited 

 
Maintaining a Portland 
Landmark  
 (7 Up signs) 

Mutual 
Respect 

 Author passes on:  reprint in 
newspaper (signs mainly a 
private matter), and article 
about self (saving signs goal) 
 

 News 8 reporter quips about 
new beer sign, then beer 
company TV ad has “8” news 
crew cowering  

 
Albany, Wal‐Mart and Big 
Boxes 

 
Objectivity 

 

(speculation 
mainly) 

 Wal‐Mart backs off Albany store 
plans (rare event) 
 

 Wal‐Mart (apparently) backs off 
NE Portland store plans (rare 
event) 
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5. METHODS 
 

5.1  PROJECT PAPER  

As we have learned, America politics has suffered because too many people involved 

have let themselves become too partisan.  The emotional states that feed such behavior 

not only prevent people from using critical analysis, but also enable the mistreatment of 

individuals with differing opinions.  Objectivity and mutual respect are lacking. 

     In order to get feedback from public officials about the effectiveness of a solution 

paper as a form of public participation that encourages objectivity and mutual respect, a 

solution paper was 

produced.  The 

urban policy subject 

selected was:  

conventional, 

suburban 

neighborhood street 

design and its 

effects on people’s 

ability to get 

around.  As with 

earlier documents, 

this one was 

designed to not 

only to indentify the problem, but to explain what would be a good course of action to 

take moving forward. 

     Completed on April 23, 2008, the paper was entitled Conventional Neighborhoods 

and Transportation.   Along with this 31 page document (Appendices, page 74), a two 

page Executive Summary of: Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation was also 

made (Appendices, page 106).   

Figure 29 - Cover and page 16 from Conventional 
Neighborhoods and Transportation 
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     To better understand the reasoning behind the paper’s structure, it could be helpful to 

consider an analogy.  The first part of the document - the visuals and introductory words 

-is like a glider that transports the reader to the place that could be considered as 

“common ground.”  From here, she or he starts on a journey across a bridge, with each 

section of the paper acting as a part of the bridge’s main structure.  This all eventually 

brings the traveler the conclusion - some place that they probably have never been to 

before.  Along the way, she/he would have encountered the boxes in the paper, which are 

short side trips that can or cannot be taken.  Underneath the main part of the bridge are 

the sources which provide the strong foundation.  Finally, typos and grammar mistakes 

are like cracks and other imperfections that can trip-up the traveler and make the journey 

a little less pleasant.  Figure 30 is a visual interpretation of this “document as bridge” 

analogy. 

     One important paper-structure approach that the author has come to use is the vague 

introductory summary of where the reader will be heading.  This is in contrast to what 

people usually expect.  What the standard approach now is to give a clear, concise 

abstract of the findings and conclusion.  If you, the writer are attempting persuade people 

about a complex matter, than it is best to start with common ground and only slowly 

make your way.  As you go, you are constantly making sound points, which are backed 

up with solid research and logic.  At the end, reader will be far more likely to understand 

Figure 30 - Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation as a bridge  
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your conclusions; conclusions that had otherwise been stated openly at the start, could 

have come off as controversial and the emotional rush the reader could have felt could 

keep her or him from ever seeing how everything is pieced together. 

     Now, it is argued that people want clear abstracts because they are crunched for time 

and need to know the information quickly.  However, having quick, simple 

understandings of complex matters is not good enough if you truly want to solve 

problems.  Those who are sincere problem solvers will not mind the lack of specifics, 

because depth is needed and that can only be acquired by taking the time to read and 

think about the subject a lot. 

5.2  THOSE CONTACTED  

In order to get feedback, 110 elected leaders and government officials were asked to read 

Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation and fill out the survey.   United States 

Senators and Representatives were selection primarily if they were members of some 

transportation-related committee.  Also, trying to including both Republicans and 

Democrats, and males and female was attempted when possible.  As for Governors, those 

with large areas of suburban housing were contacted, as were planning officials in many 

of the country’s major urban areas.  

     Table 2 and Figure 31 show the brake-down by profession.  The list of all of those 

contacted can be seen in the Appendices (page 67). 

     On the next page, Figures 32 contains maps 

showing some of the places that these officials 

represented.    

Table 2 - Types and number  
of officials contacted 
 

 

 

Figure 31 - Pie-chart of the types of 
officials contacted
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     As for the method used to get people the solution papers, what had been traditionally 

done with the earlier author-involved projects is that paper versions were either delivered 

or mailed.  However, unlike these earlier efforts, this project needed to reach many more 

 

Figure 32 - Maps illustrating areas that are represented by the officials contacted 
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people to assure at least some responses to the survey.  So, along with the hard copies, 

electronic versions were made available at a website that was created. 

 
    Five different ways of getting people to participate were used.  They, plus the number 

of occasions each was used, were: 

     Figure 33 is a photograph of the things that were dropped off and mailed to officials.  

Those items were: 

 A letter 
 Executive Summary of: Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation 
 A return envelope 
 The survey form 
 Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation 

• Letter and hardcopy version 
dropped off --------------------------- 

 

7 

• Letter and hardcopy version 
mailed ---------------------------------   

 

7 

• E-mailed letter sent directing 
person to website with PDF files -- 

 

65

• E-mailed pasted into official’s 
website form directing person to 
website with PDF files -------------- 

 

 

27

• Letter mailed directing person to 
website with PDF files -------------- 

 

4 

Figure 33 - Items dropped off and mailed:  (from left) a letter, the summary, the survey, a 
return envelope, and the paper 
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     Those that were electronically contacted were given the address to access the 

Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation Download Page.  Shown above in 

Figure 34, the web site’s address is:   
 

http://oregonstate.edu/~zarinse/Zarins_Conv-Neigh/downloads.html. 

 

     After the final deadline (July 3, 2008) passed, the survey section was dimmed, 

blurred, and the connection to the PDF removed. 

     All of the completed surveys, paper or electronic, were sent to Oregon State 

University’s Department of Political Science.  There, then Office Manager Katherine 

Brenner kept them until survey window was closed. 

 

 

Figure 34- Download page for the Conventional Neighborhoods PDF files 
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5.3  Survey Questionnaire and Expectations 

The survey 

questionnaire 

was a two-page 

Word 

document with 

nine (9) 

questions 

(Figure 35).  It 

was done in 

Word to allow 

for people who 

accessed it 

electronically 

and to place 

“Xs” in boxes and to type in short comments.   

     The initial instructions and Question/Statement 1 were as follows: 

Since many of officials that were contacted are at a high level in public policy, and, thus, 

very busy, it was very likely that these people would have someone working for him or 

her that could actually read the Conventional Neighborhoods paper and then respond to 

the survey.  So, “A. The official,” “ B. A policy adviser,” and, “C. Other” were the 

possibilities provided. 

 

Figure 35 - The front (left) and the back of the Conventional 
Neighborhood’s survey Questionnaire 

Figure 36 - Question/Statement 1 
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     To better understand how an overall expected breakdown of respondent-types can be 

guesstimated, we consider pool subgroups.  There were 54 elected officials (senators, 

representatives, governors, and regional councilors) and it was anticipated that almost 

none of them would actually respond. It may go like this: A. the official (1 in 54); B. A 

policy advisor (2 in 54), and C. Other (0 in 54).  If an elected official would actually 

participate, it would likely be local politician with a keen interest in the subject matter; 

most likely Oregon Representative Earl Blumenauer.  Federal agency employees (4) and 

state transportation department heads (21) were probably a little more likely to 

participate, going like this: A. the official (2 in 25); B. A policy advisor (3 in 25), and C. 

Other (0 in 25).   However, the most likely to participate were the regional and city 

planners (31).  Here, the breakdown could be: A. the official (7 in 31); B. A policy 

advisor (2 in 31), and C. Other (0 in 31).  The overall breakdown of respondent-types is 

then expected to be about:  A. The official (11 in 110); B. A policy advisor (7 in 110); 

and, C. Other (0 in 110).  So, the breakdown for respondent-types (category respondents 

divided by total respondents) should be:  A. The official (61%); B. A policy advisor 

(39%); and, C. Other (0%). 

     One compounding factor in knowing the level of the person answering the survey is 

that an “official” responding to one survey may or may not be at the same level of power 

as a “policy advisor” responding to a different survey.  For example, one state’s 

department of transportation’s (DOT) chief may receive my request directly and reply; 

thus, marking “A. The official.”  However, a governor of a different state may ask the 

head of that state’s DOT to read my paper and respond.  He or she (the DOT executive) 

would thus mark “B. A policy advisor.”   

     Of course another possibility is that a governor defers to the DOT head, a person that 

was directly contacted by me, as well. 

     As mentioned earlier, finding out who specifically responded to this feedback request 

was not part of this effort’s structure.   

     Question 2 simply asked which document was read: 



43 

As you may recall, in the contact letter to officials, it was suggested that people not read 

the Executive Summary of: Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation since it 

would likely lower the value of the whole paper when they read that document.  

However, it is expected that is would be unrealistic for the vast majority of respondents - 

they simply would want to know more about the subject before investing additional time.  

So, is it expected that 95 % would have read “A. Executive Summary of:  Conventional 

Neighborhoods and Transportation.”   

     With regard to the percentage that read “B. Conventional Neighborhoods and 

Transportation (Complete document),” it is unlikely that someone would complete the 

survey when the contact letter mentioned that the point of this study was to get reader’s 

impressions of the full paper.  However, if a contacted official sends the request to an 

assistant, it becomes more likely that the assistant would not read the initial contact letter 

and may just read the summary, then return the survey.  So, the response rate for “B.” 

should be around 95% of survey respondents having read the entire document. 

     The third statement/question started the feedback part of the survey and dealt with the 

paper’s clarity.  It and the highest expected response levels are: 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 37 - Question/Statement 2 
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It is expected that for both the summary and the complete document, respondents will 

have found the problem quite understandable.  However, there are bound to be things 

that: the readers did not understand, were not presented clearly, or a combination of the 

two.  So, it is expected that most survey takers will have marked on the right of “neutral” 

(the middle “0” box), but short of the “Strongly Agree” box (“4”) at the right. 

     Reasoning was the focus of the fourth question/statement.  It and the anticipated top 

response are: 

  

Although people will most likely feel that a great deal of the analysis and possible 

solutions do make sense, there are no doubt be a point or two that he or she thinks did not 

follow according to the information presented, or that he/she simply disagrees with.  

Thus, an indication on the “Strongly Agree” side will be most popular (1), but it will 

weaker than for the #3 question/statement and have a wider distribution. 

Figure 39 - Question/Statement 4 and expected top responses 

Figure 38 - Question/Statement 3 and expected top responses 
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     How objective was the presentation in the two documents is the topic of 

Question/Statement 5.  Again with the expectations, it is: 

Again, it is anticipated that most people will find that for the most part the documents 

attempted to be objective.  However, there is bound to be a point or two that readers will 

have felt that was not fair (regardless of the intent), and, thus, the median answer will be 

short of “Strongly Agree.” 

     Question/statement #6 dealt with the perceived ideological slant of the works.  That 

statement and the expectations are: 

Although the two works were written in an effort to be at the middle of the Liberal-

Conservative American political-ideology spectrum, the overall summation of ideas 

would likely place it just on the Liberal side of the middle, neutral box (0).  It is assumed 

that respondents will get this same general impression. 

Figure 41 - Question/Statement 6 and expected top responses 

Figure 40 - Question/Statement 5 and expected top responses 
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      Additional thoughts about the question: It may be the most abstract of the questions 

asked, so, the answers may vary considerably and respondents may be more likely to not 

answer it at all. 

     As stated in the survey’s instructions, the next two question/statements deal only with 

the complete document.  Familiarity with papers like Conventional Neighborhoods was 

the focus of Question/Statement 7. With the expected high response, number 7 is: 

Of the officials on my contact list, only three have received papers of this type that were 

prepared at least in part by me (to the best of my knowledge).  One is Oregon 

Representative Earl Blumenauer, who has been given: A Fred Meyer in Northeast 

Portland: An Alternate Site (1986; handed to him directly in a lobby/hallway); 

Unprecedented Opportunities (1989; mailed to his office); and, Albany, Wal-Mart and 

Big Boxes (2005; left at his office).  Another is Oregon Representative Peter DeFazio, 

who was handed a copy of the Wal-Mart paper.  The third is Oregon Senator Gordon 

Smith, whose career-fair representative has given a copy of Albany, Wal-Mart and Big 

Boxes (the author thinks).  So, other than these three gentlemen, it is possible that none of 

the other people has encountered a policy document like Conventional Neighborhoods 

and Transportation.  So, “Never” (box “0”) is the most likely high answer. 

     Compounding things a little, however, it the possibility that other officials, especially 

local ones, may have seen one of the papers when they meet with officials who did have 

copies (including many officials not on the mailing list for this project).  An additional 

Figure 42 - Question/Statement 7 and expected top response 
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factor may be that policy officials have dealt the documents by citizens that are fairly 

similar at some point, and will just lump those experiences in with this one. 

    Question/Statement 8 addresses the document’s role in politics: 

It is anticipated that documents like Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation 

can be helpful in the public policy process.  Yet, it is unlikely respondents will mark 

“Always” in part because than there would be a seemingly-mandated element to the 

process; a process that may need to be a little more flexible than that.  In addition, there 

will be times, such as when legal questions are being taken up in court, that documents 

such as this, coming in after a specific legal deadline, can frustrate those involved more 

than contribute constructively in the short term. 

     The final question (9) simply allows respondents a place for short comments: 

 

Figure 44 - Question/Statement 9  

 

Figure 43 - Question/Statement 8 and expected top response 
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Here, it is expected that people will note something that they found erroneous or 

objectionable in the paper, and/or mention something that they thought insightful or 

right-on-the-money.  Now, it is also possible that someone could leave this blank, not 

interested in sharing anything, but this seems unlikely since she or he has all ready read a 

30 page paper and answered eight mark-the-box questions.  They already made a 

significant commitment, so why not give some additional feedback. 

    One final note on something that might affect the survey responses: the electronic file 

was prepared in Word 2007, and viewed with this program the questions appear pretty 

much as you have seen them.  However, in older versions of the software, the lines of the 

tables that have “no color” still appear as grey lines.  So, this does make things slightly 

less straight-forward for those taking the survey in this format. 

     When it comes to measuring the objectivity of Convention Neighborhoods,  clearly 

Question/Statement 5, which asks that directly, will be the main thing we will look at in 

analysis.  For mutual respectfulness, the written comments will give respondent’s 

impressions of how respected they feel by my paper and inquiry.   

[Note: This section’s predictions were written, of course, prior to the survey results being 

reviewed.] 

 

6. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 

Out of the 110 requests for feedback, fifteen (15) surveys were returned.  This was about 

the number expected given the sample size.  Of those, four (4) were from “Officials”, 

seven (7) from “Policy Advisors,” and four (4) from “Other.”  That is 27% Officials, 

46% Policy Advisors, and 27% Other.  The predicted figures were 61%, 39%, and 0%, 

respectfully.  So, it appears that the responsibility for dealing with the paper and survey 

was passed more often down the hierarchies than had been anticipated.  [However, this 

was not that important a prediction in the bigger scheme of things since this is not a study 

about who responds to and who does not to surveys.] 
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     With regard to the percentage of respondents that read each of the two documents the 

predicted figures were 95% for both.  The actual numbers are instead 40% for the 

summary and 73% for the document.  In a way, it shows that most people were willing to 

read Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation without bothering with the 

synopsis, which is what was requested.  

     Since the “Other” response category was primarily put in ‘just to cover the bases,’ so 

to speak, and since these respondents could be anybody, we will not consider them in this 

part of the review and analysis.  Instead, we will focus on the eleven (11) Officials and 

Policy Advisors responses. 

6.1  MARK-THE-BOX SECTION  

The first question about an opinion was Question/Statement 3.  For the Officials and 

Policy Advisors, it was predicted in the “expectations” section that answers would center 

around 2, between neutral (0) and 

“Strongly Agree.”  To see what the 

group collectively 

selected, we will add the numbers and 

divide by 8, the number that answered 

this.   The equation and answer are: 

[(-3)+1+2+2+3+3+4+4]/8 = 2 

So, this expectation was fairly accurate. 

     For Question/Statement 5, Figure 46 

displays selections.  It was expected that 

respondents would center at 1, but the 

results show: 

[(-3) + (-2)+1+2+2+3+3+3]/8 = 1.125 

The prediction and the collective result are very similar, with the second being a little 

more towards the “Strongly Agree” end. 

 
 
Figure 45 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 3 
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      Question/Statement 5 asked about objectivity of the paper.  Responses appear in 

Figure 47.  The author had thought that this would center at 2, but, instead, it was 

noticeably lower: 

[(-4)+(-3)+(-2)+(-1)+ (0)+(2)+(2)+(3)]/8 = -0.375 

This difference requires some analysis.            

     Two things come to mind.   First, since this is such a small sample, one person’s 

extreme response can shift things considerably.  In this case, when we look at the written 

comments, we find that both respondents R10, with the -4 selection, and R9 (-2), make 

several comments each.  However, all of their comments are negative; none are positive, 

or even neutral.  So, the seeming lack of objectivity of these respondents is probably one 

significant factor in why the document was not rated closer to what was expected. 

      The second important factor may also be revealed in the comments.  R4 gave a -3 

answer and yet stated the following: 

Because this report obviously presented a thesis, I didn’t understand why we were 

asked to measure objectivity. 

In addition, the person was one away (2) from “Strongly Agree” (3) for both “The 

problem was clearly explained” and “Analysis and proposed solutions were based on 

sound logic.”  So, what appears to be the case here is that the inconsistent response to the 

 
 
Figure 46 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 4 
 

 
 
Figure 47 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 5 
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Objectivity question may have been 

because of confusion about what was 

being asked. 

     Placing the document’s perspective on 

the American political continuum was the 

subject of Question/Statement 6.  L1 was 

where the author anticipated the group 

would choose overall.  Now, to come with 

the collective number, we must convert 

the scales’ selection options from L4-C4 

to real numbers.  So, the new range is -4 

to 4.  This is not saying that “liberals” are negative or bad.  The equation and number are: 

[(-4)+(-4)+(-4)+(-2)+(-2)+(0)+(0)]/8 = -2 

The -2 converts to L2, which is slightly more liberal than the author’s predicted -1 of L1. 

Question/Statement 7 asked about how often the person has dealt with such a document 

such a Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation.  The forecasted number was 0, 

or “Never.”  The collective response was: 

[2+3+3+6+7+7+8+8]/8 = 5.5 

Clearly, there is a substantial difference.  

As with the objectivity result, needs to be 

addressed. 

    In the expectation section, it states that 

one factor in a higher than predicted result 

would be that “policy officials have dealt 

the documents by citizens that are fairly 

similar at some point, and will just lump 

those experiences in with this one.”  That 

may be a small part of it. 

 
 
Figure 48 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 6 

 
 
Figure 49 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 7 
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     In this vein, what is probably the biggest factor is:  officials have lumped the 

Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation paper in with all of the documents that 

they deal with, not just those authored by private citizens - be those documents 

government agency reports, private contractor assessments, or academic research papers. 

As already mentioned, one person referred to it as a “thesis,” which, technically, it is not.  

Another person alludes to it being “published,” which was not the point of it. 

     However, much  of the fault lies with this author.  First, the paper is an extreme 

example of public participation, so it would be easy for people to assume that it was 

something more.   Second, it should have been made clearer to study participants that 

only other citizen-written papers should be considered for the question.   Even though it 

was mentioned in the initial letter that this research was about public participation, the 

questionnaire in-general, and Question/Statement 7 specifically did not sufficiently 

reinforce the point. 

      The final, fill-in-the-box question/statement, # 8, asks:  “How often does a document 

like this have a place in the public policy process?”  The predicted median selection was 

6, while the equation and answer are: 

[2+4+8+8+8+8+8+8]/8 = 6.75 

This is a fairly close result to the 

expected number.   

     So, one key point to take away from 

this check-the-box section of  responses 

is that that solution papers like 

Conventional Neighborhoods and 

Transportation has a definite place in the 

public policy process.  The second key 

point is that the document was assessed 

to be less objective than expected.   However, this low rating appears to be in large part 

due to lack of objectivity by two respondents, plus possible confusion by a third, as 

determined from considering the focus of our next section - written comments. 

 
 
Figure 50 - Responses to Question/ 
Statement 8 
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6.2  WRITTEN COMMENTS  

Of the fifteen (15) surveys submitted, eight (8) had some type of written remark.  

Question/Statement 9 was the primary venue for this, although there was one of the 

author’s participation-request letters returned with comments on it.  Since the comparison 

of handwriting from this letter to the written comments on survey forms suggests that this 

person’s only shared thoughts are on the returned letter, the statements will be also 

included in the discussion. 

     As with analysis of the Mark-the-Box portion, only the responses from Officials and 

Policy Advisors will be considered here.  Basically, groups of similar written comments 

will be presented and then commented of by the author.  Those statements appear in 

Table 3 on the next two pages. 
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Table 3  - Officials and Policy Advisors Comment Summary  

SUBJECT  
HOW MANY 
MENTIONED  COMMENTS 

 

Typos/Grammar 
Issues 

 

4 
Document needed more editing,...  (R4) 
 
The paper needs a good scrubbing for 
typos.  (R7) 
 
Before publishing, review for numerous 
syntax errors.  (R11) 
 
...lots’ of grammatical errors.  (L1) 

 

Missing Information 

 

3 
The document didn’t focus enough on 
street connectivity regardless of cul‐de‐
sacs. (R7) 
 
…lacked depth in the technical and 
political aspects of the reconnecting 
streets in traditional suburban 
neighborhoods.  (R8) 
 
Could strengthen by linking research on 
public health benefits of walkable streets.  
(R11) 

 

You Are Incorrect 

 

2 
The causal link between community 
design and automobile dependence is 
weak.  The availability and popularity of 
automobile ownership caused 
communities and transportation systems 
to change, not the contrary.  The author 
also soft sells the impact of government 
taking such a strong role in private land 
use.  (R9) 
 
Topic is of great interest, however, many 
of the literature cite/sources were very 
old ‐‐ Planning as a discipline has moved 
beyond much of this; language used was 
not always Professional, i.e. references to 
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Table 2 - Officials and Policy Advisors Comment Summary (Continued) 

SUBJECT  
HOW MANY 
MENTIONED  COMMENTS 

 

You Are Incorrect 
(Continued) 

 
the “current mess”, how did it turn out 
“horrible”, Mr. Walker and Mr. Wheeler ‐ 
stereotypes; many of the factual 
information included was not toed (sic) to 
arguments being made in the article; 
many positions in the paper appeared to 
be simply opinions; solutions in paper 
under General Plan, not new or 
particularly creative….  (R10) 

 

Liberal‐Conservative 

 

2 
?  (next to question)  (R4) 

“Liberal” and “conservative” may not be 
meaningful in this context.  New urbanism 
is actually conservative, in the sense of 
conserving & tradition. (R15) 

 

Good work 

 

4 
Based on lots of research ‐ good job of 
drawing connections between many 
related issues on a complex 
subject….nicely produced.  (R4) 
 
Good overview… (R8) 
 
Excellent.  Liked the progression from 
historic roots to critique to possible 
solutions….Liked that is addressed 
nettlesome issue of retrofitting suburban 
development….Overall, strong 
contribution to policy and practice.  Look 
forward to broad distribution.  (R11) 
 
Great paper, well researched.  (L1) 
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     The first subject, mentioned by four respondents, is that of Typos/Grammar Issues.  

Of course, no one likes to have such errors in their papers, including this author.  

However, people need to remember that this document reviewed was done by one person 

with limited resources.  After reading these comments, the author went in search of 

finding someone to read through the document.  At the Oregon State University Center 

for Writing/Learning, they can give help doing the writing, but not proof reading.  When 

posed with the concern about catching mistakes in one’s own writing, Assistant Director 

Dennis Bennett mentioned that it is very difficult.  After noting that Conventional 

Neighborhoods and Transportation looked “professional,” he mentioned that there are 

those who do proof read for a fee.  I my case, it could have been around $100. 

     Thankfully, Katherine Brenner was kind enough to read through it.  Working off her 

input, the author fixed up and posted an edited version of the paper on the download page 

back in December of 2008 so that anyone interested could get a more-readable version. 

     Missing Information is the second comment category.  Basically, people point out 

more should have been said about: street connectivity; the technical and political parts of 

reconnection; and the health benefits of walking. 

    For those who choose to be engaged in public debates of any kind, the next statements, 

in many ways, are the most important.  Called You Are Incorrect here, the main thing 

that this author can say is that he simply disagrees with these two respondents on:  

neighborhood design and car dependence (the paper makes my case), the professional 

quality of phrases like “’current mess’” and “’horrible’” (what should be used?); the 

positions are “simply opinions” (clearly dismissing too much); and, the documents 

“General Plan” is uncreative (urban-planning wise, of course; the creative part is about 

acting in a more constructive, democratic way). 

     The point made about the author soft selling government’s role in private land use is 

intriguing.  It would be interesting to find out more, see where our views start to diverge 

and go from there. 

     Also, the example of Goofy as Mr. Walker and Mr. Wheeler was placed in 

Conventional Neighborhoods in part to add a little levity.  Besides, they are not really 
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“stereotypes,” but more like “characterizations.”  The reasons that they are funny is 

because they are based on how people really act.  Mr. Walker and Mr. Wheeler are just 

silly extremes. 

     Although most answered the question about the Liberal-Conservative continuum, 

two respondents were puzzled by the opinion request.  Perhaps they are looking at urban 

design and the functioning of government agencies as being ideologically neutral.  They 

may try, but they are still influenced.  Remember at the start of the paper (Public 

Participation), James L. Creighton mentioned that most of the decisions being made by 

government agency officials are not technical in nature, but deal with value judgments.  

Thus, ideology does play a role, especially when extreme partisans are involved. 

     Finally, the last group of comments deals with Good Work.  Although it raked up as 

many tallies as Typos/Gammar Issues (4), it was saved for last to finish on a positive 

note.  These statements reflect the level to which the author was hoping to take 

Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation.   

     The key point learned from all of the written comments deals with mutual respect:  

People were generally civil in the responses, even when they disagreed with some of the 

paper’s conclusions.  Perhaps ‘Your an idiot’ may have come to some one’s mind, but 

the respondent reframed from conveying that message back to me, which is the way it 

should be. 

6.3  ADDITIONAL OBSERVATION  

Only one Official or Policy Advisor read both Executive Summary of: Conventional 

Neighborhoods and Transportation and Conventional Neighborhoods and 

Transportation.  Interestingly, for 

the questions about clarity, sound 

logic, and objectivity, the answers 

were exactly the same.  However, 

when it can to placing each 

document’s ideological perspective 

on the continuum, the whole 
 

 
Figure 51 - R5’s Responses to Question/ 
Statement 6 
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document was rated a little more towards the middle than the executive summary (Figure 

51).  Perhaps there is not much to this, but it could imply that the greater detail of the 

completed paper actually has the ability to show that the ideas are more middle-ground 

than the much-shallower summary could demonstrate.  If true, this would support the 

idea of not having a detailed summary at the start of documents that try to address 

complex issues. 

 

7. “HOT” ISSUE EFFORT 
 

As this author prepared to wrap up work on this thesis in December 2008, an opportunity 

presented itself.  Working on the behalf of the University of Oregon (UO), Ramsay Signs 

Inc. submitted to the Portland’s Historic Landmarks Commission a proposal to change 

the historic “Made in Oregon” Sign to say instead “University of Oregon” (Seimers, 

2008).  This was an opportunity to get feedback on a solution paper that dealt with a 

controversial issue government officials had to imminently make a decision on, in the 

vein of earlier author-involved documents.  Of course, it was also just a great chance to 

be a good citizen. 

     So, a document was produced and submitted by the first, and could have been last, 

deadline that the Landmarks Commission had set for public input.   That deadline was on 

March 9th, at the end of a meeting on the matter.  However, they decided to consider the 

sign change further 

at a meeting April 

6th.  With the 

record still open, 

this author went 

and produced a 

better document 

based in large part 

on the first.  The 

second document 

was completed on  

Figure 52 - Made in Oregon Sign document cover and page 18 
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April 3, 2009.  Called The Made In Oregon Sign - A Powerful Portland Icon 

(Appendices, page 108) it was submitted to the seven member Landmark’s Commission 

and to the Portland City Council, which would have to hear the issue if it were appealed, 

which was highly likely.  Figure 52 shows the cover and page 18.   

     The main conclusion of the report was that the sign was historic by precedent and 

regulation, so could not be changed by anyone.  This absolutely-protected status was 

contingent on securing a source of funds to pay for lighting and upkeep. 

     So many Portlanders were expressing concern about the possible change that the 

Council held a meeting on April 1 to discuss using eminent domain to prevent UO from 

altering the sign.  They took such a drastic step because they, like most everyone else 

involved, was convinced that it was not a question of if the Landmarks Commission 

would approve the switch, but when.   

     The Commission received a hard-copy of the paper on April 6, a few hours before 

their meeting.  They were also given a CD with the PDF files of the paper, letters to each 

asking for feedback on the paper, and a survey form.  They were also, as were the five 

City Council members the night before, directed to a website that also had the electronic 

files.  Figure 53 shows the The Made in Oregon Sign – A Powerful Portland Icon 

Download Page.  Its address is: 

http://oregonstate.edu/~zarinse/histroric/made-in-oregon--portland-icon.html. 

     Resolution would not come at 

the April 6 gathering.  However, 

Portland’s council would back-

off the threat to seize the sign 

two days later as they had 

reached “a compromise” with 

the University of Oregon and 

Ramsay Signs.  The sign would 

be changed to say “Oregon,” 

plus some sub-text would be 
 

Figure 53 - Made in Oregon Sign Download Page 
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altered from “Old Town” to “Old Town - Portland” with UO colors.  In addition, the 

school’s “O” logo would appear in neon on the nearby water tower. 

    Although an aide to the mayor and two city council members did e-mail responses 

back regarding the solution paper, no one sent back a survey form.  Perhaps this is 

understandable given the intensity of the debate. 

     One important note about all this:  the author did not go to the media with The Made 

In Oregon Sign - A Powerful Portland Icon.  As it was mentioned earlier, drawing 

publicity to the paper and the author would actually make it harder to get the sign matter 

resolved in constructive, “we’re in this together” manner. 

     To see what an alternative situation looks like, we need look to Eugene, Oregon, the 

home of the University of Oregon.  At the start May, it was revealed that a female 

professor at the school had filed a complaint with the city that a large, yellow “O” sign on 

the college’s football stadium was there illegally.  What prompted her was the fact that it 

was clearly visible from her home, and it disrupted her view.    

      The sign was put up in the fall of 2007 to give a better backdrop to a pre-game media 

broadcast.  However, it went up without approval from the city and it never came down.  

It is also eight times larger than is permitted. 

      On May 13, a city meeting was to cover the issue.  However the complaint was 

withdrawn two days prior, with the woman citing “’escalating harassment.’”  The 

Register-Guard newspaper even had to disable the part of its website for comments on 

the matter due to repeated violations by bloggers (Dietz, May 6, 14, 2009).   

     “I don’t know whether there’s been a decline in civility or if we just see more of this 

uncivil behavior because the Internet is so accessible,” states Tim Gleason, the dean of 

the School of Journalism and Communications at the U of O.  “But it is quite alarming 

that when an individual raises a concern, that he or she is descended upon by people who 

aren’t willing to engage in a respectful conversation” (Dietz, May 14, 2009). 

     Fortunately, the Made in Oregon Sign debate in Portland did not degrade to that level.  

Significant resolution to the matter came in September.  Citing various reasons, the UO 
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withdrew its proposal to change the sign and did not renew its lease.  Recently, there is 

talk of City of Portland taking over ownership of the sign, which has ‘Rudolph’ sporting 

his traditional red nose for the holiday season. 

     One last point about Portland sign debate:  one needs only look at the instructions 

about commenting provided by The City to see how some core elements of how a 

democracy should operate.  It states: 

The applicant and proponents have the burden of proof to show that each and 
every element of the approval criteria are satisfied.  In order to prevail, the 
opponents must persuade the Landmarks Commission to find that the applicant 
has not carried the burden of proof with regard to one or more of the approval 
criteria.  The opponents may also explain to the Landmarks Commission how 
and why the facts asserted by the applicant are not supported by the evidence in 
the record.  Opponents may wish to recommend conditions of approval which 
will make the proposal more acceptable, if approved (Walhood, May 6, 2009, 
p. 3).  
 

8. CONCLUSION 
 

American’s political system, and its 

varying levels of government, is expected 

to help solve our collective problems.  

However, the system itself has problems in 

need of fixing.  This project was done in an 

effort to indentify a better way of doing 

things. 

     Research and analysis revolved around 

“solution papers” that are produced by one 

to two citizens as a form of public 

participation in urban policy issues.  

Specifically, two aspects of these were 

under scrutiny: objectivity and mutual 

respect.     
 

Figure 54 - In a democracy, voting is but 
one activity citizens must be involved in  
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     To assess how these two elements play a role, a solution paper called Conventional 

Neighborhoods and Transportation was produced and policy officials were asked to give 

feedback on it.  Objectivity of the paper was rated lower than predicted.  However, 

analysis of written responses indicates that a lack of objectivity by a few participants 

themselves is likely a significant reason for the low rating. 

     As for mutual respectfulness, written comments were generally civil and about the 

subject under consideration.   However, this aspect really could not be tested to its full 

extent with this research project for two main reasons.  The first is that the issue of poor 

transportation options in and around suburban residential neighborhoods was probably 

not a hot issue to respondents.  In other words:  they did not need to make a decision 

about it soon.  Second,  there was only one give-and-take exchange with regard to the  

Convention Neighborhoods paper.  Mutual respectfulness is best tested over the span of 

many exchanges since then frustration is more likely occur by one or more of the parties 

involved.  Only with frustration do we get to see how in control one is of one’s emotions. 

     Fortunately, there was much more to the thesis effort than just the new paper and its 

feedback.  Additional information came from:  1) A survey of relevant literature from 

multiple disciplines, 2) the consideration of two historic figures, and 3) a review of 

author-written paper projects.  Taking all of this information into consideration, it can be 

concluded: 

In order to make our public policy system more effective, we need to 
think more critically about issues and be more honest to ourselves.  At 
the same time, we need to work with others more as partners instead of 
as opponents.  Being objective in a mutually respectful atmosphere does 
allow us to better solve our collective problems and for the United States 
to become a truer democracy. 

     Although there is substantial evidence to support this claim, further research into 

this complex and important subject should no doubt occur.  Two ideas for such 

efforts are: A) Creating an intentionally non-objective, partisan solution paper as 

well as one attempting to be objective, and seeing how the two are perceived by 

readers, and B) including in a future survey form a question asking the respondent to 

place himself or herself on the American political-ideology continuum to see how 

this affects the perceptions of solution paper objectivity. 
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Appendices 

A. Mailing List for Conventional Neighborhoods and Transportation  

PERSON # JOB PLACE FROM / 
ORGANIZATION 

P
a
r
t
y 

Version  
Sent 

Cut-
off 

Date 

Gordon Smith  1 Senator  Oregon R Dropped off 
5‐28‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Frank R. 
Lautenberg   

2 Senator New Jersey D Pasted Address 
6‐2‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Maria Cantwell 3 Senator  Washington D Dropped off 
5‐27‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Chuck Schumer 4 Senator  New York D Pasted Address 
6‐2‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Mike Crapo 5 Senator  Idaho R Pasted Address 
6‐2‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Max Baucus 6 Senator  Montana D Pasted Address 
6‐3‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Johnny Isakson 7 Senator  Georgia R Pasted Address 
6‐3‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Earl Blumenauer 8 Representative  Oregon D Dropped off 
5‐27‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Peter DeFazio 9 Representative  Oregon D Mailed 
5‐23‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Brian Baird 10 Representative  Washington D Dropped off 
5‐27‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

David G. Reichert 11 Representative  Washington R Mailed 
5‐23‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Ellen O. Tauscher,  12 Representative California D Paper Letter Mailed 
6‐9‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Candice S. Miller 13 Representative Michigan  R Pasted Address 
6‐3‐08?  Paper Letter 
Mailed  6‐9‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Bobby L. Rush  14 Representative  Illinois D Paper Letter Mailed 
6‐9‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Ed Whitfield 15 Representative   Kentucky  R Paper Letter Mailed 
6‐9‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Tyler D. Duvall  16 Assistant 
Secretary for 
Transportation 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Mailed 
5‐29‐08 
 

July 3, 
2008 
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r
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y 
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off 
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Richard (Rick) F. 
Krochalis 

17 Regional 
Administrator  

Federal Transit 
Administration’s 
(FTA) Region 10 
(Seattle, WA) 

Sent 
address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Roberta Ando 18 Field Office 
Director  

 

Homes & Com-
munities, U.S. 
Depart-ment of 
Housing and 
Urban Develop-
ment (Portland, OR) 

Dropped off 
5‐28‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Elin Miller 19 Regional 
Administrator 

U.S. EPA, 
Region 10 
(Seattle, WA)  

Pasted 
Address 
6‐3‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Arnold 
Schwarzenegger  

20 Governor California R Mailed 
5‐23‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rick Perry 21 Governor Texas R Pasted Address 
6‐3‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Charlie Crist  22 Governor Florida R Sent Address 
6‐11‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Ted Strickland  
 

23 Governor Ohio D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

David A. Paterson  24 Governor New York D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Bill Ritter  25 Governor Colorado D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Tim Pawlenty  26 Governor Minnesota R Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Chris Gregoire 27 Governor  Washington D Mailed 
5‐23‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Ted Kulongoski 28 Governor  Oregon D Mailed 
5‐29‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Janet Napolitano 29 Governor  
 

Arizona 
 

D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 ???????? 

July 3, 
2008 

Sonny Perdue 30 Governor Georgia R Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Michael F. Easley 31 Governor  North Carolina D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Mitch Daniels 32 Governor  Indiana R Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rod R. Blagojevich 33 Governor  Illinois D Pasted Address 
6‐6‐08 

July 3, 
2008 
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t
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Deval Patrick 34 Governor Massachusetts Pasted Address 
6‐19‐08 

July 
18, 
2008

Matt Blunt 35 Governor 
 

Missouri  Pasted Address 
7‐1‐08 

July 
18, 
2008

Edward G. Rendell 36 Governor Pennsylvania  Pasted Address 
7‐1‐08 

July 
18, 
2008

Matthew Garrett 37 Director Oregon 
Department of 
Transportation

Mailed 
5‐29‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Will Kempton 38 Director California 
Department of 
Transportation 

 Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Paula J. Hammond 
 

39 Transportation 
Secretary 

Washington State 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Amadeo Saenz Jr. 40 Executive Director Texas Department 
of Transportation  

PastedAddress 
6‐9‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

David S. Ekern  41 Commissioner Virginia 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Gena Lester 
Abraham  

42 Commissioner Georgia Departme
nt of Transporta-
tion

Pasted Address 
6‐19‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Stephanie C. 
Kopelousos  

43 Secretary Florida 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐19‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Milton R. Sees  44 Secretary Illinois Department 
of Transportation 

Sent Address 
6‐19‐08 

July 
18, 
2008

Tom Sharp   45 Commissioner Indiana 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐27‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

John D. Porcari  46 Secretary Maryland 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐20‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Bernard Cohen 47  Secretary of 
Transportation 

Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts 
Office of 

Sent address 
6‐20‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Kirk T. Steudle 48 Director Michigan 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
??????? 

July 
18, 
2008 

Susan Martinovich  49 Director Nevada 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐20‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Kris Kolluri 50 Commissioner New Jersey 
Department of 
Transportation

Pasted Address 
6‐27‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Russell George  51 Executive Director Colorado 
Department of 
Transportation

Pasted Address 
6‐27‐08?  

July 
18, 
2008 
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a
r
t
y 
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Cut-
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Date 

Frank Busalacchi,      
 

52 Secretary  Wisconsin 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐27‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

 Sandy Beaupre’  Director Planning & 
Economic 
Development

 

Deb Miller 53 Secretary Kansas 
Department of 
Transportation

 Sent Address 
6‐30‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Pete Rahn 54 Director MoDOT - Missouri 
Department of 
Transportation 

 Pasted Address 
6‐30‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Joseph F. Marie  55  Commissioner  Connecticut 
Department of 
Transportation 

 

 Sent Address 
6‐30‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

John R. Njord 56 Executive Director Utah Department 
of Transportation 

 Sent Address 
6‐30‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Allen D. Biehler 57 Secretary Department of 
Transportation 
Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania 

 Pasted Address 
6‐30‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

David Bragdon 58 Council President Metro  
Portland, OR 

Dropped off 
5‐27‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rod Park  59 Councilor, District 
1 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Carlotta Collette  60 Councilor, District 
2 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Carl Hosticka 61 Councilor, District 
3 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Kathryn Harrington 62 Councilor, District 
4 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rex Burkholder 63 Councilor, District 
5 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Robert Liberty  64 Councilor, District 
6 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Gloria Molina  65 Supervisor,  
1st District 

Los Angeles 
County Board of 
Supervisors

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Yvonne B. Burke 66 Supervisor,  
2nd District, Chair 

Los Angeles 
County Board of 
Supervisors

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Zev Yaroslavsky 67 Supervisor,  
3rd District 

Los Angeles 
County Board of 
Supervisors

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Don Knabe 68 Supervisor,  
4th District  

Los Angeles 
County Board of 
Supervisors

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 
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t
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Michael D. 
Antonovich 

69 Supervisor,  
5th District  

Los Angeles 
County Board of 
Supervisors

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Nancy McNally 
 

70 Chair Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Ed Peterson 
 

71 Vice Chair Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rod Bockenfeld 
 

72 Secretary Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Jim Taylor 
 

73 Treasurer Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Rick Garcia 
 

74 Immediate Past 
Chair 

Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

William T. Roberts 75 Chairperson SEMCOG 
Southeast 
Michigan Council 
of Governments

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Peter Bell 76 Chair Metropolitan 
Council 
St. Paul, MN

Sent Address 
6‐24‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Tony Pistilli 77 Councilor, District 
2, and  Chair, 
Land Use 

Metropolitan 
Council 
St. Paul, MN

Sent Address 
6‐24‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Mary Hill Smith   78 Councilor, District 
3, and Chair, 
Transportation 

Metropolitan 
Council 
St. Paul, MN

Sent Address 
6‐24‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Natalie Steffen   79 Councilor, District 
9, and Chair, 
Community 

Metropolitan 
Council 
St. Paul, MN

Sent Address 
6‐24‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Andy Cotugno  80 Director of 
Planning 

Metro  
Portland, OR 

Sent Address 
5‐31‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Fred Hansen 81 General Manager Tri-Met 
Portland, OR 

Dropped off 
5‐28‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Weidner, Joan 82 Transportation  
Senior Planner 

SEMCOG 
Southeast 
Michigan Council 
of Governments 

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Johnson, Kevin 83 Community & 
Economic 
Development 
Senior Planner 

SEMCOG 
Southeast 
Michigan Council 
of Governments 

Sent Address 
6‐1‐08 

July 3, 
2008 

Bruce W. 
McClendon 

84 Director of 
Planning  

Los Angeles 
County  

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Steven D. Rudy 85 Transportation 
Planning and 
Operations 

Denver Regional 
Council of 
Governments

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 
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P
a
r
t
y 
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Sent 

Cut-
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Arlene McCarthy 86 Director Transportation 
Planning 
Metropolitan 
Council 
St. Paul, MN 

Sent Address 
6‐27‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Mike Dearing  87 Manager  Indianapolis 
Metropolitan 
Planning Org. 

Sent Address 
7‐2‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

MarySue Barrett 88 President Metropolitan 
Planning Council  
(Chicago)

Sent Address 
7‐2‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Jason Harper 89 Chair Atlanta Regional 
Government Envi-
ronment & Land 
Use Committee 

Sent Address 
7‐6‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Richard S. 
(Rick) Copeland 

90 Director Memphis & 
Shelby County 
Division of 

Sent Address 
7‐6‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Gil Kelley 91 Director City of Portland, 
Oregon 
Bureau of 

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Paul Smith  92 Division Manager   City of Portland, 
Transportation 
Planning

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Diane Sugimura 93 Director City of Seattle, 
Department of 
Planning & 

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Tracy Krawczyk 94 Director Seattle 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
6‐16‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Gail Goldberg 95 Director  City of Los 
Angeles 
Department of 
City Planning

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

John Rahaim 96 Director San Francisco 
Planning 
Department 

Sent Address 
6‐16‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Marlene L. Gafrick 97 Director City of Houston 
Planning and 
Development 
Department

Sent Address 
6‐13‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Theresa O´Donnell 
 

98 Director City of Dallas 
Development 
Services Long 
Range Planning 
Division 

Pasted Address 
???????? 

July 
18, 
2008 

Emeka C. Moneme 99 Director District Dept. of 
Transportation 
Government of the 
District of 
Columbia

Pasted Address 
6‐19‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Noor Ismail  100 Planning Director Pittsburgh City 
Planning 

 Sent Address 
7‐2‐08 

July 
18, 
2008
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a
r
t
y 
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Deborah McColloch 101 Director City of 
Philadelphia, 
Office of Housing 
and Community 
Development

 Sent Address 
6‐30‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Mike Peoni 102 Administrator Department of 
Metropolitan 
Development  
(Indianapolis) 

Sent Address 
7‐2‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Thomas G. Coyle 103 Director City Planning and 
Development 
Department         
(Kansa City)

Sent Address 
7‐2‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Charletta Wilson 
Jacks 

104 Acting Director Bureau of 
Planning 
(Atlanta)

Sent Address 
7‐6‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Danny C. Pleasant   105 Interim Director Charlotte 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
7‐7‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

M. Margo Wheeler 106 Director City of Las Vegas 
Planning and 
Development 
Department

Sent Address 
7‐6‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Mary De La Mare-
Schaefer  

107 Interim Director 

 

Salt Lake City 
Department of 
Community & 
Economic 
Development 

Sent Address 
7‐7‐08 
 

July 
18, 
2008 

Cynthia Miller 108 Director City of Tampa, 
Growth 
Management and 
Development 
Services 

Pasted Address 
7‐7‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 

Thomas J. Tinlin  109 Commissioner City of Boston, 
Department of 
Transportation

Sent Address 
7‐6‐08 

July 
18, 
2008

Robert N. Brown,  110 Director  Cleveland City 
Planning 
Commission 

Sent Address 
7‐7‐08 

July 
18, 
2008 
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