1.
Once a social transformation is largely complete, the language that drove the social transformation loses both urgency and meaning. One example of such a phrase from the 60' is "Population Bomb". Is the term Growth management losing power? Will the terms Green Development and Sustainable Development become mere marketing buzz phrases?
· I don't think they will become; I think they have become. If you look at cities who are trying to develop sustainably, there is very little, if at all, in the way of actual sustainable strategy.

· Growth management and green development and sustainable development depend upon the situation. For communities like ours, we have shared jurisdictional boundaries and physical boundaries that establish the town's boundaries. These boundaries will not change. In this instance, growth management is a non-issue. The city is built-out. Redevelopment becomes the buzz phrase. Elements of green development and sustainable development do play a role in planning for built-out communities. Cities that have unincorporated areas at their boundaries can practice growth management, green development and sustainable developments techniques.

· In my opinion, yes. However, it is important to note that we have carried out planning under many names, with varying levels of detail and content, but the same basic process since the early plans. Master plans, land use plans, functional plans, then all of these combined into comprehensive plans, followed by growth management plans. Hopefully there will be some distinction with green or sustainable development, but I am not optimistic. Even growth management included the concept of sustainability

· I think so. I think they are the flavor of the month.

· I don't think so; they are not in such common usage and we can keep promoting them with CONCRETE idea and examples. The public needs a lot of education

· Yes and hopefully not, but probably

· Yes

· Yes

· I think the term "growth management" is too tied to the failed planning paradigm that it has represented for the last 20+ years for it to survive. As new methods and better practices evolve, new nomenclature will follow. I feel "green" and "sustainable" are already being abused and think more quantifiable terminology is necessary to be legitimate i.e. the LEED gold/silver/platinum levels.

· Yes and yes. Unless a success story can be heralded by all and used as a model to create a paradigm shift.

· I don't think so, I think GM will remain but GD and SD will become subcomponents, similar to TND

· Yes. Because the management of growth has been limited to the application of regulations and not thoughtful design with a focus on sustainability, the term is now associated with failure to some extent.

· No, I do not believe so. Each of these phrases served to educate the populace and change perceptions and priorities for public policy.

·  Smart Growth is now my preferred term

· Yes, but community will probably last

· without clear, generally accepted definitions, yes 

· yes (Growth Mgmt) think GD and SD terms are being used more for marketing than actual practice 

· Most likely. As we become more familiar with the issues that are represented by these cultural phrases and mass media floods our communications about these issues it will become "ordinary" 

· Yes

2.
Some universities and organizations publish an annual List of Words banished from the Queens English for Mis-Use, Over Use and General Uselessness. Do you have any word(s) that you would banish from the Planners vocabulary for Mis-use, Over-Use and General Uselessness.

· I would like to see the word Recommendation banned from the Planners Vocabulary. Why are planners, who are educated in how to analyze and think interdisciplinary, simply there to make a recommendation. What happened to decision making being a result of the scientific method and analysis?

· growth management

· Encourage" which is meaningless for planning policy. It really means "we wish you would..." but don't want the outcome enough to mandate it.”Special exception" which theoretically requires additional conditions for the use or activity to be approved. In reality, the conditions are now unique and the process is a way to do an end run around the zoning requirements and grant special privilege. "Hardship" when associated with the variance process is misused constantly. While the variance rules require the hardship to be a physical abnormality of the land, in practice, boards grant variances based on the hardship of the applicant preferring not to follow the zoning. Hardship is a poorly understood and misused term. The list is long - these are just three I would like to see included.

· Connectivity

· No

· First and foremost, the word "urban". Others include: traditional development; mixed-use; and sprawl. It's unfortunate, but these terms have lost their meaning.

· No

· No

· Sprawl

· "Value Added"

· No

· DCA

· "Mixed Use" is almost always misused. "Multi Use" should be used where no integration is designed into a project

· Concurrency

· Utilize

· sense of place

· sustainable, new urbanism, eco-friendly, level of service (any level), green, concurrency, sustainable, growth management

· All of the above, growth management, green anything and sustainability. Also add 'smart growth' as one that needs to go.

3.
In this era of financial difficulty should local government purchase distressed properties and then sell them as affordable housing?

· In theory that seems appropriate. The question is whether local governments would have the money to purchase these properties.

·  No. Cities collect a portion of property taxes for their budgets. Cities should stay with the business of running government and city services. Distressed properties require major rehabilitation before selling them as affordable housing. If cities were to perform this activity, personnel dedicated to only real estate management would be required. This is a budget increase in an economy when budget cuts are very common.

· In a word, yes. I see absolutely no reason to spend money to build affordable housing when housing is available at extremely low prices. Buying foreclosed houses accomplishes an important condition - that of dispersing housing throughout the community rather than creating concentrated compounds. Buying distressed properties protects the stability of the neighborhoods where the properties are located since one major component of instability of neighborhoods is a high number of sales.

· I think it is a good idea if it does not come at the cost of taxpayers, as they are actually working and paying their bills.

· Yes, but there also has to be a real response to damage caused by tax cuts and budget caps

· Not exactly. They should purchase the properties, draft development RFPs that include a mandatory inclusion of affordable housing (among market-rate housing) and sell them to developers/builders when the housing market inevitably returns

· Every situation is different. Question like this highlight the problem of group think that Planning has fallen into.

· if local governments purchase the land they should partner with developers and non profits to hold the land and keep the land out of the cost of the home

· YES.

· Sure; do it for parks and other redevelopment strategies too.

· Yes

· No

· Not a viable role for local government unless it has greater then typical financial means. It is almost always a mistake and difficult for local government to directly participate in the real estate market which it also regulates.

· No.

· Yes, with a deed restriction controlling future sales

· Depends on the property and the program. If the unit can be purchased affordably, then local government purchase/resale could be meaningful if maintenance, equity accrual and eligibility issues are adequately address.

· Yes

· No, the problem with housing pricing is that it has already been artificially inflated and the market needs to establish the level of pricing. Government action is the last place to establish pricing . . . too low a price is just as bad as too high a price.

4.
How can Planners create and assess ecologically sound sustainable planning and design options for urban green structuring that are embedded into the local condition?

· Simply put, "Challenge the Paradigm". Planners must challenge the status quo to influence changes in the way the local condition is seen. The usual argument that the local will not change and that it will never work here should be seen as no longer valid.

· Property regulation is commonly controlled through codes. Codes would have to be amended to include performance zoning that address architectural features (rather than styles), buffering, landscaping, and specific items such as green roofs.

·  You want an answer to such a big question in a little box? One example is a complete overhaul of land development regulations that actually prevent green development. We are already seeing LID practices in plans and regulations, but it needs to become the norm.

· There should be some study of methods for creating green development during infill and redevelopment - the focus so far has been on new development. One infill lot with green design seems ineffective, but if we never start - even with one infill lot - we will never achieve sustainability. Identify incentives for retrofit of commercial, office, and industrial areas. Turn off street lights. Just fly over any city - even a small one - and observe the amount of energy lighting the night sky.

· Communication

· It will have to be done one step at a time. Identify the problems and take baby steps towards their solutions as opportunities present themselves.

· I don't understand the part, "embedded into the local condition," but I'll give it a try. The best way to create and assess such options may be to have a LEED certified expert apply the LEED standard point criteria to make an objective determination.

· Get rid of State prescriptions of what is planning and how to do planning such as the case in Florida. Also, get rid of the idea of zoning.

· planners may be able to educate folks about such practices but trends are the best method for promoting change, not embedding them into the local condition

· I think local governments should partner with local universities and rewrite the comp plans from scratch.

· USGBC has standards will just need to include them.

· It will take political strength and a revision to the land use and land development regulations first.

· Many ways including; regulatory reforms, policy formation, incentives, public education. Practical ways of increasing densities, mass transit and pedestrian options, and quality public spaces are all available [and required] in an effective [well run, functional] local planning effort.

· Pray

· Demonstrate a much better understanding/accepted definition of what this means.

· Where did you learn to write the English language? As my son the lawyer is fond of saying "we should eschew obstification"

5
Entry level Planners are often told to "Dumb it down" so the average citizen understands the document being presented. Given that the average citizen in Florida has some high school education, what grade level should planning documents be written at for public documents?

· I feel that planning documents are being written for a high school level or even more basic; further, I think planners in Florida should not be required to have a university-level education. Is this right, no, but it is the way planning in Florida is currently practiced.

· High school grade level is fine. The real technique that works the best is to just put all the language into common everyday words that everyone can understand. Do not use buzz words or technical terms. Above all, think and speak down to an elected official's level of thinking!!

· I teach my students, not to write to a grade level, but to use plain English, avoid jargon, and use declarative sentences. I teach planning in 3rd and 4th grades each year as a guest speaker in a city planning unit at a local school. I present complex subjects by breaking the ideas down into small pieces and building to the conclusion. Planners can do the same. It is not as much a matter of grade level, but of organization of the document, writing style, and proper usage and grammar.

· All of these are often lacking.

· Tenth grade, but I don't think this happens. We constantly have questions on our codes and ordinances.

· High school grads. Remember the vast majority of the populace does not participate.

· Not sure a grade level is relevant. The document being presented needs to cater to the anticipated user. Documents intended to be read by the general public should probably be kept to a 5th grade level and include numerous graphics and figures, where appropriate, to assist. As a rule-of-thumb, technical/directive/objective documents should never be overly wordy and should make statements directly, in as few words (or letters) as necessary.

· 7th
· 8th
· Grade 12. All citizens are guaranteed a free education through grade 12. Writing at the University level could be considered elitist however simplifying the lowest common denominator yields flawed work. I do think however, planners should always be available to help educate laymen.

· 10th grade

· 8th Grade

· High school graduates is my guess. Clearly, we all should limit the jargon and acronyms but writing well and expressing it consider the audience and in general a public document should presume a H.S. educated audiance.

· 10th
· tenth, but detail in appendix

· Official planning documents need to be written to survive court challenges - probably at a higher level than the average planner writes. Public information documents should be written in simple English that is appropriate for the targeted users.

· 10th grade

· Considering your wording of question 4 I am not sure you will appreciate my response, but I suggest you gear all public discussion at the 10th grade level. You may want to consider that writing and communicating in simple language is not an act of "dumb it down" - simple and direct communication is far more difficult than speaking techno-babble

· I don't know any entry level planner in my 20+ years that have been told to dumb down anything. That is false assumption. What all planners are told is to get rid of the jargon.

6. 
What is your opinion on maintaining minimum LOS standards for Multi-modal transportation as a means of implementing sustainability? 

· I think LOS Standards should be deleted. Transportation systems do not require such standards to make informed, positive decisions that lead to sustainability. The problem with transportation is design.

· Determine what modes of transportation are feasible for your community and establish an LOS based on what your community can reasonable afford.

· In general, I believe that cities, in particular central parts of cities, are the place for congestion. If downtown and the urban core are not congested, they are probably not successful.

· I think standards are fine but there must always be some flexibility as situations change.

· Very important but must be presented cogently. "If the City required developer X to do y, you would get home 15 minutes earlier every day."

· That's a tough one... That's a very complex and broad-reaching issue. The desired end result will not be achieved merely through minimum LOS standards for MMT. If you were to do so, you have to consider permitted (required?) levels of density and necessary mixes of uses. Ultimately, if you want MMT to work, you have to (#1) make driving such a pain and expense that alternative transport is really the only option; and (#2) you have to have a wonderful, dynamic place (neighborhood/city/county) that, regardless of their loss of auto freedom, people will still want to stay (and not leave). Consider this: even in the most walkable and transit rich places in both the USA and the entire world, if driving a car is painless, most people will drive.

· I prefer mixed land use.

· LOS needs to be completely revisited in urban areas I think this is an excellent idea. FDOT already has a methodology for this. I can see no reason not to implement especially for pedestrian and cyclist LOS. Some communities may not have public transit but I think planning for future transit possibilities is a must even in those communities.

· I think we should design roads and maintain capacities in ways that make cars go slow. It would be much better for people (aka pedestrians) and help to foster development/redevelopment in existing urban areas.

· There needs to be much more support financially for Multi-modal transportation and we should maintain a high tax on gasoline to assure that these transportation systems are funded.

· If it comes with proper land use design, mix and form, it is a good thing, especially in truly urban areas or in communities that are moving to that form

· To encourage density and transit the center of urban areas must gain an advantage in minimum LOS treatment. Too often the simple application of LOS results in encouraging growth in the countryside despite much higher long term infrastructure costs. If Florida lacks Urban Growth Boundaries then it should utilities multi-modal exceptions and minimum LOS standards to encourage a centrality that allows congestion but encourages eventual pedestrian and transit options over a singular commitment to auto trips.

· Need to re-focus on roadway's LOS to adjacent land uses versus LOS to automobiles.

7.
Most Planners working in small-town economic development have bumped into the "It will never work here" attitude. Many communities seem to believe they are so negatively unique that solutions from other states will not work in Florida. What is your opinion?

· As noted in question 4, I feel those statements are not valid, or at least should not be valid. If that attitude is taken, nothing will ever change; there will be simply continuance of the same. These towns were unlikely to be designed with sustainability in mind.

· In our small community, the residents do not like change. They fight it. Innovative planning becomes a frustrating uphill battle. My suggestion is to attempt small changes over time and relate those changes to solving local issues.

· I suspect that there is problem with presentation of the ideas and solutions and, quite possibly, an attempt to get to the desired outcome too quickly. Education, presenting alternatives, and being completely truthful about time frames is essential. It is important not to propose solutions from places that are not similar, especially in size and ability to implement the solution.

· I think most things will work if approached with the correct attitude. If you start with the attitude that it can not be done, then it can not

· Florida is such a hodge podge of other urban, suburban and rural environments that anything is worth considering.

· That's ridiculous! Part of a planner's role is to challenge and overcome such "in-the-box" defeatist mentality. It's completely counter-American.

· Please do not underestimate the power and creativity of our citizens. The state DCA and 9J-5 prescriptions for plans and DCA "planners" that have never worked for local government are more of a problem to innovation.

· I do not have one not having practiced in such an area

· Typical Small town mentality calls for small town salesmanship. (see Simpson's 'monorail' episode)

· I'm sick of this attitude. The close-minded mentality of "it will never work here" is why many creative, high-tech, and high-paying companies "never locate here". I think we should be looking at other examples. This expression is fear of change, not fear of failure. Florida is a state of extremes (economy, environment, culture, etc), and it should be looking at all options for economic development. We have the ability to do whatever we want to. For a state with such diversity in its past, it is ironic to see such resistance to it in the future. Again, it is all the "heritage" holding FL back

· We need to look everywhere for opportunities and think outside of the box.

· This is and has always been a battle for planners. However, the result or compromise will only yield more of the same. We must develop an approach that educates as well as leads our communities to good design and planning for the future, not more of the same.

· Complacency and negativity are challenging to planners and everyone. Realistic goals are important and one must be practical to economic realities. One must paint the picture to get others to see--visioning is purposeful in legitimizing ambitious goals. Five dollar a gallon gas, or other rapid changes can cause all of us to consider a new paradigm and step past our limited expectations

· This objection should never hold planners back. Always offer our A+ plan first and make it so good that any lesser plan is just that, a lesser plan

· start working at the regional level with creative solutions

· Ambiguous question, but I've found that people respond positively to good explanations of why I think something might work and how it needs to be adapted to fit local conditions.

· true - not a verbatim approach but use of the techniques applied to the local situation is appropriate

· Most people living in Florida cities are actually from some other state and are eager to tell anyone who will listen that "this is how we did it in _______(fill in the geographic location) I find people fairly supportive of genuinely good ideas that make sense.

· That idea is not local, that is the mantra of DCA

8.
When researching planning solutions to problems which you encounter where do you look for solutions?

Of the 19 planners who answered the question

0 used Florida only

4 used only the United States

4
used Other Countries only


11
used  all three (Florida, USA, Other Countries)

9
Currently the Department of Community Affairs is under Sunset Review. Does the Department of Community Affairs need to go away or should DCA be retained and be given more policing powers?

· I think DCA should undergo reform. The programs and services they currently perform are leading to a continuance of the same. For change to occur, DCA needs to redevelop itself.

· DCA should only be a watch dog and reduce its policing powers. Local jurisdictions should be allowed to plan for their local conditions and not be forced to fit into a cookie cutter form of planning that is used throughout the state.

· DCA, in its current approach to overseeing local planning, is badly in need of major reform. The use of inexperienced planners to review plans and amendments is ineffective. The reviews are wildly and widely inconsistent. Typos are identified as objectives. Amendments that will result in major environmental damage are overlooked. There is no prioritization of issues during review. There are too few people to do too much review and no effort to prioritize level of effort during review. Technical assistance is neither technical nor of assistance. Most publications designed to help local governments understand how to do something are as difficult to understand as the legislation itself. I believe DCA should be retained - but substantially reformed.

· I think the agency should be retained; I would have to know what additional powers are being considered in order to answer further.

· Stop the emasculation of DCA by years of Republican legislatures. Give it teeth

· Retained and more policing powers. We need stronger state-level planning, as opposed to fragmented, competing counties and cities. Local governments don't have a fair playing field in our free-market capitalist framework and were never organized for or meant to compete.

· You list only two options; either get rid of DCA or increase police power. Given this choice, I suggest getting rid of DCA.

· restructured to eliminate the sD REVIEW THEY PROVIDE

· I think it should remain with more power and expanded to include a think-tank to provide progressively-minded review, recommendations, and guidance to Florida's communities.

· I have mixed feelings about this. From my experience, DCA hasn't ORC'd projects many planners though they should and has ORC'd projects they should have left alone. But because of how things work in FL and how the people in this state seem dependent (like little children) upon a BIG HAND to smack them around (the constitution also included here), I continually hear how developers are reluctant to pursue certain developments because it will rub DCA the wrong way. Many avoid a hearing because they don't want it going to the DCA for review, but this could be for several reasons.

· DCA should be retained. More authority would be a better way to say it then "policing" powers

· They should be retained but the role and authority should be revised to allow the local communities more say in what they want and do within their jurisdiction. DCA should advise, comment and recommend, not dictate.

· Sadly, the mission has failed despite many good people who attempted to get it done. The agency has not set a state-wide agenda on a host of state issues and is mediocre at best in it's regulatory DRI and CP work. Always unlikely to succeed when the elected leaders are so corrupted and co-opted by the financial interests that drive them. It now will take bold leadership and that may be easier to do with a fresh start and new effort without the limits of DCA's declining performance under such poor governors as Bush and Crist.

· Retained and fully staffed/funded

· DCA cannot go away but it could be restructured by rejoining DEM and adding OTTED

· Does it need more policing powers?

· should not go away

· Generally speaking DCA and concurrency have been as successful as "growth management" - which is not actually happening

· Needs to go away.

10. 
Are there any other planning-related questions that you would to be included in future surveys? If so, please note your questions below for consideration. 

· I would be interested in knowing how many planners working in Florida are happy with their jobs; are happy with how planning is done 

· I would like to see some disaster-related questioning. Issues such as mitigation, recovery, and post-disaster redevelopment could be addressed. 

· Ethics, the science of impact analyses and how planners must defend correct but politically unpopular approaches.

· #1) I would be curious to hear what planners really mean when using subjective terms like "high density", "mixed-use", "sustainable development." For example, what is high density? 5 du/ac? 10 du/ac? 40 du/ac? What constitutes mixed-use? What elements of a development must be considered sustainable in order to fit the term? #2) I would like to see a questionnaire geared toward planners' experiences in "public involvement"; where does the recommendation/decision of the planner as an "expert" overweigh public input? (Or does it ever?)

· How can the comprehensive planning process be coordinated with the strategic planning of city and county administrators?

· Let's talk about DRIs. Does the DRI legislation promote sound planning or just a huge, drawn out review that is basically paving the way for developers to get what they want because they followed statutes? All I see is huge DRIs out in the boonies and because they followed statutes, everything is okay. Also, let’s talk about rural lands stewardship. There needs to be a revamping of this because there are only a few places in FL that can use it. How are we going to maintain the FL agricultural industries which supply a huge amount of food for the US (FL citrus, tomatoes, sugar, and cattle are all massive suppliers for the rest of the US).

· Should the state have its own independent methodologies for determining transportation, work force housing, open space requirements, etc. or should a national standard be developed and utilized?

· Do you think Urban Growth Boundaries could be critical to managing growth and infrastructure investments in Florida's Future?

· Na

· I'm a consultant who regularly encounters planners looking for case histories. I suspect that most public sector planners would like to be asked to list the specific challenges they would most like assistance addressing.

· Yes, ask about taxation reform......no wait we have or once every 20 years solution already

· Yes, what has happened to local planning?

