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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Fifteen months after Hurricane Katrina devastated New Orleans on Januay 31, 2007, a team of
plannas submitted the Unified New Orleans Plan (UNOP) to the City Planning Commission.
Following the demise of earlier planning efforts, UNOP represents five months of intengve citizen
engaggement with expet planning teams, made possible through fundng from the Rockefeller
Founddion, the Greater New Orleans Founddion, and the Bush-Clinton Katrina Fund. From its
inception, UNOP@ designe's and implementers indsted on widespread public participaion in the
plan®@ development. Such efforts induded a citizen and leader liaison boad with open biweekly
sessions four roundsof interactive meetingsin 13 planning districts, and three citywide Community
Congresses tha brought togeher from 300 to 2500 residents of New Orleans and its humicane
diaspora. This report consdeas the extent to which these public participaion processes, and
paticularly Community Congress |1, influenced local leadersOviews of the credibility and subgance of
the Unified New Orleans Plan. In paticular, | focus on evidence from 20 interviews with New
Orleans community leaders, conduded primarily during the week leading up to Community Congress
[11, which took place on Januay 20,2007.

| find tha the second Community Congess, conduded by AmericaSpesks, an organization
gpecidizing in large-scale public engagement, overcame significant obgacles to raise the credibility of
UNOP in theeyes of public leades. By bringing togeaher arepresentative group of citizen participants
and enabling meaningful discussion across lines of difference, Community Congress |1 engendered
uy-inGfrom both the public and their community leaders. Leaders were less clear abouttherole that
public input played in influenang the subgance of the plan. Looking back at previous planning
processes, mos community leaders felt tha UNOP had managed to balance two cruda componentsin
ways tha earlier plansdid not Namely, leaders see UNOP as an effective marriage between citizen
engaggement and planna expertise, and bdieve tha Community Congress Il contributed to this
bdance. Looking to the future, leaders express hopetha UNOP will pass quickly and New Orleans
can attract thefunds necessary to implement the plan. Some leaders hopethat citizenswill continueto
build on the grassroots energies developad during UNOP and earlier planning efforts, while some city
staff would like to see participaion in New Orleans return to traditiond channels such as the public
hearing.

Thefull report proceeds as follows. After a description of my research questions and methods, | first
describewhat led New Orleans to embark on UNORP, its third attempt at city planning since Hurricane
Katrina Rather than developing a historical account of events, | focus on the differing perceptions of
the various parties involved and how they shifted over time. This andysis introduces the complex
context in which New Orleanians related to UNOP. Next, | turn more specifically to public
paticipaionin the UNOP process, condgdering the role of variousevents, particularly the December 2,
2006, Community Congress |I. Findly, | report on my informantsOviews of how UNOP compared to
earlier planning processes, as well as the plan® prospects for success as UNOP moves toward official
approvd. Inclosng,| consde thefuture of civic engagement in New Orleans, as well as interesting
unanswvered questionsthis research raises, which deserve attention in future work.



RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DESIGN

At root, this research project considers how the intervention of a large-scale citizen paticipaion
process, such as AmericaSpeaksOCommunity Congress, impacts local leadersOviews of the credibility
and subgance of planning efforts. In some ways, the UNOP process offered an ideal setting in which
to probethis question. The city had already experienced two earlier planning processes with different
levels of citizen participation and outcomes, which offered ready comparisonsto UNOP.! On the other
hand, the scale of the devastation and the complexity of the political environment in New Orleans offer
circumstances tha are not readily generaizable to other planning processes. At the very leadt,
congdering therole of public participaion in the UNOP process enables a better undestanding of the
peculiarities of the New Orleans experience. In addition, it generates interesting hypotheses about
public leadersOresponses to citizen engagement, which can betested in other planning processes.

To undestand the role of public paticipaion in the UNOP planning process, | conduded 20
interviews with a diverse range of New Orleans leaders. The interviews probed three main topics.

First, | asked questionsto ascertain the informant@ views of the legitimacy and usefulness of the
UNOP process as a whole, as well as how and why these views evolved over time. | aso asked

informants about other suppoters and opponats of UNOP, and the extent to which these partiesO
views changed over the course of the process. Second, | asked informants for ther views on therole
of the Community Congresses in the overall UNOP process, focusing paticularly on the value of

variousinnovdions such as the scale, technology, intengve outreach, and induson of the hurricane
diaspora throughtelecasts. In this section of the interview, | attempted to probe how leaders thought
tha Community Congress Il contributed to the credibility and subdance of UNOP. Findly, |

condudad with questions that asked the informant to compare the UNOP process to earlier post-

huricane planning processes, in terms of thear credibility, subdance, and prospects for
implementation. Theinterview guideisinduded in Appendix A.

Fifteen of the interviews took place in peson from Januay 17-20, 2007, in New Orleans Five
additiond interviews occurred over the phone between January 23, 2007 and February 11, 2007.
These semi-structured interviews ranged from 15 to 90 minutes and averaged roughly 45 minutes. |If
theinformant agreed, | recorded thein-pesoninterviews usng a digital recorder and also took detailed
field notes. Mog informants cho to speak for attribution, althoughthree informants asked that | not
use thar names and disguise thar identities.

My informants induded the following 20 individuds, listed in order from first to last interview. The
descriptions bdow offer a sense of the informantsO postion, role in the UNOP process, and
demographic characteristics. For thefour informants who requested to remain anonynous | will refer
to them in themanne described bd ow.

1. Ms. Carey Shea, Rockefeller Founddion, Assodate Director-New Orleans Community
Suppot Organization Advisory Team Member Bwhite

2. Mr. Wayne Lee, Attorney and Char, Commercial Litigaion Practice, Stone Pigman LLC;
Char, Community Suppot Founddion Board B African-American

L A fourth planning process also took place at the initiative of the federal government. From September 2005 until August
2006, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) conducted an Emergency Support Function (ESF-14) plan in
the Orleans parish and other hurricane-damaged areas. While the planning process employed as many as 325 and included
anationwide, participatory Q.ouisiana Planning DayOin January 2006, the resulting document has not been amajor part of
the city® planning debates. (Horne, Jedidiah and Brendan Nee. OAn Overview of Post-Katrina Planning in New Orleans,O
unpublished manuscript. October 18, 2006. Available at www.nolaplans.com. Accessed March 11, 2007.)
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3. Dr. Norman Francis, Presdent, Xavier Universty; Char, Louisiana Recovery Authority B
African-American

4. Councilmember Cynthia HedgeMorrél, Digtrict D City Coundlmembe; Community
Suppot Organization Advisory Team Member BAfrican-American

5. Dr.VeraTriplett, Assistant Professor of Coungling, Our Lady of Holy Cross College Chair,
Community Suppot Organization Advisory Team B African-American

6. Anonynpusbusnessman

7. Mr. Tarence Davis, Director of Athletics, Algiers Charter Schools Assodation; Community
Suppot Organization Advisory Team Member BAfrican-American

8. Mr. JoeWilliams, Executive Director, New Orleans Recovery Authority, Community Suppat
Founddion Board B African-American

9. Ms. Yolanda Rodriguez, Executive Director, City Planning Commission B African-American
10. Anonynousbusnessman

11.Councilmember Arnie Fielkkow, City Coundlmember-at-Large Dwhite

12.Ms. Virginia Blanque, condituent outreach staff, Coundlmember Arnie Fielkow@ office
13.Dr. Edward Blakely, Executive Director of Recovery Management B African-American

14.Ms. HMK Amen, Attorney in private practice, Community Suppot Organization Advisory
Team Member BAfrican-American

15. Anonynousmember of the Mayor( staff

16.Ms. Donna Fraiche, Shaeholde and Attorney, Baker, Dondson, Bearman, Caldwell, &
Berkowitz; LouisanaRecovery Authority, Board of Directors Bwhite

17.Mr. Andy Kopplin, Executive Director, LouisianaRecovery Authority Bwhite
18. Anonynousmedia observer
19.Ms. Laurie Johnson, disaster recovery planne, Villavaso-Henry team Bwhite

20.Ms. Kim Boyle, Partner, PhdpsDunba LLP, Bring New Orleans Back Commission Member,
LouisianaRecovey Authority; Community Suppat Founddion Board - African-American

In total, my informants induded 10 African-Americans, 9 whites, and one multiracial informant. Six
informants sat on the Community Suppot Organization, the citizen and agency-liaison oversight group
for UNOP. Fourwere members of the state-appointed L ouisiana Recovery Authority, which indigated
UNOP. Three were membeas of the Community Suppot Founddion Boad, the boad with
responsbility over the UNOP process. Three were City Coundl members and onewas a member of a
Coundlman(@ staff. One sat on a city-appointed committee and onewas a staff member of the City
Planning Commission. Two were members of the Mayor(@ senior staff. Findly, oneinformant was a
UNOP planna and another was alocal mediaobserver.

Of the 20 informants, eight were initially so ambivalent about the UNOP process tha they serioudy
condgdered not paticipaing. Theotherswere either ingigators of the plan or individuds whose varied
degrees of skepticism did not condrain them from active participaion. | did not speak with any of the
mog outspoken critics of the plan. | aso did not formaly interview any members of the genera
public, thoughl did participate in Community Congress |11 as a facilitator of a table of seven citizens
who discussed the UNOP plan.



On the whole, my informants induded many of the mos important players in the UNOP process. A
more complete sample of informants would probebly indude additiond plannes involved in the
process and some of the plan® more outspoken critics. While my sample did indudethree informants
who participated on the Commission or committees of the earlier Bring New Orleans Back plan and
several City Coundlmembers and community leaders who participaed in the Lambert plan, a more
complete sample would have indudal influential New Orleanians that participated in these earlier
planning processes, but did not play an active rolein UNOP.

One other limiting factor relates to the timing of my interviews. Rathe than interviewing the same
informants at severa points in time, my research questions asked informants to reflect back on the
process during last weeks before the plan was released. Moreover, mog of my interviews took place
prior to Community Congress 11, the third mgor citywide participation event. The timing of my
interviews was bendficial in terms of having informants reflect on the process of UNOP, but, as the
report will discuss, many informants were not yet prepared to discuss the substance of UNOP, prior to
theplan@ release. A more complete exploration of this topic would indudefollow-up interviews at a
later date, perhgpswhen the variousagendes have completed ther vetting of the plan.

HURRICANE RECOVERY PLANNING PROCESSES

The Unified New Orleans Plan represents the third maor planning process New Orleans has
undetaken since Hurricane Katrina struck on Augug 29, 2005. The first process, known as Bring
New Orleans Back (BNOB), began a month after the hurricane when Mayor C. Ray Nagin appointed
an dite, 17-member commission to oversee a team of externd planning expets. BNOB staggeed to a
hdt when it became boggel down in controversies in the lead up to the April 2006 mayoral election.
Impatient for recovery to begin, the City Coundl launched its own planning process for the city
flood-damaged neghbohoods which became known as the Lambert Plan, after the planning firm tha
producd it. Yet nather of these planssucceeded in developing the necessary credibility and subgance
to serve as New OrleansOcomprehensve disaster recovery plan. UNOP was developdl to fill this
void. Inthepaagraphsthat follow, | focusonthe genesis of UNOP, reviewing earlier events fromthe
perspective of the various paties involved with UNOP, namely the Louisana Recovery Authority
(LRA), the Mayor@ Office, the New Orleans City Coundl, the City Planning Commission (CPC), and
thegenea public.

The L ouisiana Recovery Authority@ UNOP Per spective

In Octobea 2005 Governor Kathleen Babineaux Blanco established the Louisiana Recovery Authority
and charged it with overseeing the rebuilding of Louisiana® Gulf Coast region following hurricanes
Katrina and Rita. She named he then chief-of-staff, Andy Kopplin, as its Executive Director, and
appointed a prominent 30-membe boad to guide the agency. Dr. Norman Frands, president of
Xavier University and a recipient of the Presidential Medd of Honor, chars the LRA boad.
According to Dr. Frands, one of the main fundions of the LRA was Gnoouraging the respective
paishes and cities about the need to plan as a prerequisite for receipt of CBDG [Community
Development Block Grant] fundsO After watching onefailed planning process in New Orleans and
seeing efforts stall around the April Mayoral elections the LRA began raising funds for a
comprehengve New Orleans planning process in the spring of 2006.



Already, relations between the city and state governments were stressed due to competition over
federal redevelopment funds In launching the Bring New Orleans Back (BNOB) planning process,
Mayor Nagin had hopel to circumvent the state and receive federal funding for New Orleansdirectly.?

While the Governor@ office and the Bush administration faced off over responsbilities in the
aftermath of the huricaneg Mayor Nagin had a hdpful connection to the President, in the form of
BNOB commission member Joe Canizaro, a top Bush fundriser. When the Mayor@ plan foundeed,
however, hopes of New Orleans receiving direct federal fundsdissolved. In the trangtion between
outgoing FEMA director Michael Brown and his successor, even the $7.5 million in planning funds
promised for New Orleans mysterioudy dried up. At this point, Canizaro and some BNOB colleagues
approached the LRA in hopes tha they would cover or raise the $75 million necessary to complete a
comprehensve recovery plan tha induded inputfrom all New Orleansneighbohoods®

Thus the LRA approached the Rockefeller Foundaion, which agreed to provide $35 million for a
comprehengve citywide planning process. In partnership with Rockefeller, the LRA agreed to house
the monies at the Greater New Orleans Founddion (GNOF), where a Rockefeller representative and a
staff of plannas from Conaordia Architecture and Planning would coordinae wha became UNOP.
GNOF provided an additiond $1 million, as did the Bush-Clinton Katrina Fund, to round out the
plan@ budge. UNOP would condst of 13 district planning processes led by indgpendent firms, along
with a citywide planning process led by a team from the Louisiana firms of Villavaso & Assodates
and Henry Consulting. Six former and current members of the GNOF boad would oversee the
process as the Community Suppot Foundaion Board (CSF). A citizen and agency-liaison group,
known as the Community Suppot Organization, would hold biweekly meetings and monitor overall
progress.

By late July 2006, the process the LRA had set in motion was ready to move forward. At
Rockefeller@ indstence, however, the LRA needed to have the various parties that would eventudly
approve UNOP (the Mayor, the City Coundl, the City Planning Commission, the Greater New Orleans
Founddion, and the Community Suppat Foundaion Board) sign a Memorandum of Undestanding
(MOU) tha recognized and endorsed the process. Dr. Frands describes the resulting three-week
struggle as a series of QJ.N. negotiationsOled onthe LRAG behdf by board member David Vodker.

At this stage, UNOP faced particular oppasition from the Mayor@ Office and the City Coundl. From
the LRAQ perspective, UNOP was stepping in to provide leadership where the city had failed to do so.
Dr. Frands reports, Q think the UNOP plan E rescued a responsbility that the city and its govening
body owed to the people.O From the perspective of the Mayor and the City Coundl, however, the
LRA was telling city officials how to run their own city and replicating on-going planning processes.
In the next two sections | describe early objectionsto UNOP from the Mayor and the City Counal.

2 |nterview 10. (Where | do not directly identify the speaker, | will cite interviews with the number by which they are listed
on pages 2-3 of the paper.)
% Horne and Nee, 2006.



The Mayor@ UNOP Per spective

By the summer of 2006,Mayor Nagin had come throughhis own citywide planning process, the Bring
New Orleans Back plan, with his politica career barely intact. Bring New Orleans Back was an
almog entirely top-down process, led mosly by influential city leaders with the assistance of planning
experts external to New Orleans. The BNOB committees did hold some forums and interview New
Orleans residents about thar preferences, but at the time they were congructing the plan, pre-Katrina
residents were scattered all over the county and plannes did not take on the massive task of engaging
these disparate citizens The BNOB commission saw its work as a precursor to a broader, more
paticipaory neighbohood planning effort, which it proposd in its find report.* The neghbohood
planning effort never moved forward unde BNOBQ® augices because the plan@ controversia
proposs stalled its progress.

When the Commission released its findingsat the end of Januay 2006 they were met with a firestorm
of public oppostion. New Orleanians particularly objected to the proposls, developed by an expert
pand from the Urban Land Inditute, to turn some vulnerable, damaged neghbohoodsinto green
space and to shrink the city® Gootprint,Oa term for its overall physca size. Some of New OrleansO
low-income African-American residents, who had been scattered by the storm, felt tha BNOB
represented an attempt by racist elites to prevent them from returning to the city. With the pogpored
Mayora electionsloomingin April 2006 Mayor Nagin quickly distanced himself fromthe plan.

Looking back, atop aide says tha Mayor Nagin backed away from the BNOB plan primarily because
it proposd razing neighbohoodswithout offering former residents of these neghbohoodsviable
dternaives elsewhere in the city.” BNOB recommended buying out residents in condenned
neghboihoods but offered no conaete funding sources or detailed plan for this process. Althoudh
many have criticized Mayor Nagin for failing to make toughdecisionsaboutthe future of thecity, this
aide says the Mayor felt paayzed by the lack of choices on the table and the lack of funding to
develop and present residents with other options® As the months following Katrina went by, the
Mayor grew increasingly frudrated by the paronizing assumptions of the federal govenment and
other funde's abouthis inability to manage New OrleangOculture of corrupton. Mayor Nagin initially
ran for office on an anti-corruption platform and implemented many of his transparency promises in
his first term. Yet, in his eyes, outsiders unfairly grouped him with other corrupt African-American
big-city mayors. Asthisaideputsit, (hefitsinto aframein their mindsG

Aware that some parties blamed him for the New Orleans recovery debacle, Mayor Nagin feared tha
UNOP would become yet another effort that created a plan and then blamed him for inaction. Thefact
tha the initiative came from the state did not hep matters, since Nagin saw the state® interests as
undigned with the city. In oneexample, the LRAG Road Home program, which offers homeowners
grants for rebuilding, decided to pendize homeowners who moved out of state, but not those who
moved out of New Orleansto other pats of Louisiana®

“ Bring New Orleans Back Urban Planning Committee. GAction Plan for New Orleans, Executive Summary.O January 30,
2006. Available at: http://bringneworl eansback.com/Portal s/BringNewOrl eansBack/Resources EX%20SUMMARY %201-
30-06.pdf. Accessed March 12, 2007.

® Interview 15.

® Interestingly, the Mayor( concern over lack of aternatives is precisely what leads some to criticize him. They question
how he could ever release a plan that recommended not rebuilding some neighborhoods without having alternatives
available for citizens who would be displaced (Interviews 6, 10).

" Interview 15.

8 Maggi, Laura. Q.RA plan favors those who remain,OTimes-Picayune. Tuesday, February 21, 2006.
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Since the initiative, funds and some expertise for UNOP came from outside New Orleans, Mayor
Nagin worried tha the process would Qraint him into a comerOby proposng idess and then failing to
provide funding to implement them.® Ultimately, the Mayor respondel to pressure from players at the
state and local level and signed the memorandumof undestanding’® In this way, from the perspective
of the Mayor@ office, the UNOP process began as an unwelcome initiative orchestrated by outsiders.

The City Council@ UNOP Per spective

The City Coundl was also initially unenthusastic about UNOP. When the LRA began to make the
roundsto collect signaures for the MOU, the Coundl was aready committed to an intensve,
grassroots naghbohood planning process led by the Miami-based firm, Lambert Advisory. The
Coundl had initiated this process when it became clear tha the Mayor@ BNOB@& proposd
neghbohood process would not move forward. Because the $75 million in promised FEMA
planning fundsnever materialized, the City Coundl fundel the Lambet plan usng left over funds
from a pre-Katrina planning effort. The Coundl hopel tha by conduding neghboihood planning,
they could save New Orleansfrombenglast in line for other dwindling federal funds

While the Lambeat Plan engaged citizens in planning ther neighboihoods it focused primarily on
residentsOvisions without metrics for prioritization or other reality checks.™* More important to the
LRA, it also failed to includeall neighboihoodsin the planning process, since only neighbohoodsthat
had received more than two feet of flooding could participae.’* The LRA wanted a comprehensive,
citywide disaster recovery plan, but the Courcil balked since it had aready expended $3 million and
couniess energy developing the Lambert neighbohoodplans ™

According to Coundlmember Cynthia Hedge Morrell, her concerns were twofold. First, she worried
tha citizens were exhauged from planning and would not put up with another process. Second, she
was apprehengve that the new planning teams would disregard the citizensbhard work on the Lambert
Plan. Sheexplains

When UNOP started out, | have to tell you, | had worked really hard to get the council to do the Lambert
plan. So when | met with Carey [Shea, representative of the Rockefeller Foundation,] and GNOF, | was
apprehensive. | was thinking, (How am | going to go back to these people [in my district] and tell them,
Qrou have to plan again.@® And | had to fight with some of the architects and entities for them to
understand that only by embracing all of the prior planning were you going to get buy-in.

The LRA conceded tha they would try to invdve Lambert in the UNOP process D an attempt tha
failed B and promised to take the Lambert proceedingsinto accountin developing the citywide plan.
Even so, Coundlmembers avoided signing the MOU until immediately before a press conference that
would embarrass them if they failed to show action.

On top of these early objections UNOP encountred an additiond hurdle when the processO
coordinaors chose to appoint citizen representatives to the Community Suppot Organization (CSO)
from the coundl digricts. Since the citizen representatives came from coundl digtricts, the

° 1bid.

19 nterview 10.

M nterview 8.

2 nterview 3, 16.

13 The politics of the City Council are also interesting. Four of the seven Councilmembers were elected in spring 2006 and
Interview 10 noted that the old and new city Councilmembers were not communicating effectively. Thisschism is evident
when viewing City Council meetings.
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Coundlmembers wanted a say in ther selection!* For the mog part, the Community Suppot
Founddion and the Coundlmembers were able to agree upon the citizen representatives, but
Coundlmember Cynthia Willard-Lewis nominated and ingsted upon the induson of former State
Representative Sherman Copdin. The Community Suppot Foundaion Board baked at Copdin®
appointment, suggesting tha he carried too much political (haggaged® Ultimately, Coundlmember
Willard-Lewis agreed to nomnae an aternae representative from he digtrict, but the struggle
perpetuated unessy relationsbetween the City Coundl and the UNOP process.

Other PartiesOUNOP Per spectives

Even once the City Coundl and the Mayor had signed the MOU and launched UNOP, they and many
others continuead to feel skepticism over the pumpose and direction of the plan. Below, | profile the
concernsand confuson of the City Planning Commission and the general public.

The City Planning Commission® UNOP Perspective

When UNOP began, Yolanda Rodriguez, Executive Director of the City Planning Commission,
thoughtshewas facing the third recovery planning effort to circumvent her office, which possesses the
official city-chartered responsbility for planning®® When Hurricane Katrinahit, rather than turning to
his in-hous city planneas, Mayor Nagin cut the City Planning Commission staff by 70 percent and
thar budge by 40 percent. He then took his planning initiative, BNOB, to externd plannes. BNOB
never officially cycled back to the Commission for approvd. When the Lambert planning process
came along, the City Planning Commission was in the midgs of developing a highly regarded
Neighbohood Recovery Planning Guide*” Rather than waiting for its release in the summer of 2006
the City Coundl contracted with Lambert and began its own process. Initially, Rodriguez welcomed
the assistance, but eventudly the Commission became frudrated by the fact tha these processes were
not following city protocol.

By the time UNOP came aong, the CPC was finding it QuncmfortableOand GwkwardOto have a
third paty conduding the city@ recovery planning. Moreover, even Ms. Rodriguez herself felt
planning fatigueOafter the series of unsuccessful previousefforts. As UNOP began, planna's came
to her for inputin scoping out the process, but as the plan moved on, she felt increasingly removed.*
She worried that, yet agan, a city plan would be developed without consdeing the City Planning
Commissionasit main client.

“nterview 1.

Ibid.

18 nterview 9.

7 nterview 19.

8 UNOP planners fee that they worked closely with the CPC, especialy at the beginning of the process, but both Ms.
Rodriguez and Laurie Johnson agree that this interaction tapered off as the planning process became more intensive.
Johnson says that as UNOP proceeded, Steve Bingler of Concordia@ UNOP coordinating team developed a clearer client
relationship with the city. Rodriguez, on the other hand, did not feel that she had the opportunity to play therole of the
client, offering feedback and making changes, until external planners completed and submitted the plan.
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The General Public@@ UNOP Perspective

Wayne Lee, Char of the Community Suppat Founddion, says tha UNOP began at a time when
people were planned outO Vera Triplett, Char of the Community Suppat Organizetion, conaurs:
Or ou have to remember, we®e now on our third [planning process]. 1t& hard to get people to come
out after two big disappointments.O Tarence Davis, amember of the CSO, explains

There were people expressing their weariness, their frustration. Before they even started to participate they
wanted to make it known, OVeQ®e tired. E We don® want to do anything again that doesn®@ amount to
anything.O

In addition to these concerns residents of QuetO (i.e. previoudy floodad) neéghbahoods who
paticipaed in the Lambert process, felt tha they had already planned. Others smply mistruged the
intentionsof the UNOP developes and plannes.

Coundlmember Cynthia HedgeMorrell had a particularly difficult time selling the UNOP process to
her district, which had been heavily damaged by floods and intensively involved in the Lambert
planning process. When shetried to introduce the UNOP process, she says.

| tell you, | thought they were going to lynch me. [They said,] QVeQe been planning since September. We
want action!O E The other plan was finished months ago and they®e like, Ofake our plan. Forget the
other people who didn® plan.O And 1Gn like, Of ou can® come up with acity plan that doesn®include [dry
neighborhoods like] Algiers and Uptown and the French Quarter.O They felt like, GGo plan with them and
leave us alone.O

According to Virginia Blanque a staff membe to Coundlmembe Arnie Fielkow, residents of wet
neighbohoodsworried tha every meeting would be a Qe-inventionOof ther existing plan. They
worried tha UNOP planne's would scrutinize what had already been accomplished and Qpick it apart.O
Moreover, they felt suspicious since the LRA had conceded to involve Lambert in the planning
process, but he did not participate, and in fact, publicly denouned the UNOP effort in a full-page
advertisement in the Times-Picayune®™ Findly, they wondeed if they would lose ther place in line
for funds while they waited for the QiryOndghbahoods which had not sustained subgantial damage,
to develop thar own plans Joe Williams, of the Community Suppot Founddion Board sums up the
general sentiment, explaining, OVhen you put blood, sweat and tears into a process, you®@e going to be
somewhat protective of that process.O

In addition to concerns tha the Lambert plans would be duplicated or disrespected, many residents
were also sugpiciousof UNOP as a state-level initiative tha wanted to indudeneghbohoodstha had
not been damaged, many of which were wealthy and white. The atmosphee of racia mistrug,
exacerbated by the Bring New Orleans Back debacle, contributed to the public@ doubs about UNOP.
LRA leaders intended to make UNOP an indusve, democratic process, yet some critics questioned
thar intentionsdueto lingeing suspicionsfrom earlier planning processes.

Ms. Blanqueencountered similar sugpicionsin her mid-city neéghbohood. She explains

People became a little more suspicious of [UNOP] because it included areas that they felt weren® as
affected. It enveloped the dry and then came the conspiracy theorists with, Orhey®e only doing this to
benefit themselves; they didn® even have losses.O E Conspiracy theorists think that people are trying to
just help the wealthy and white. The naysayers quite often feel that there are ulterior motives that are going
to benefit those beautification do-gooders and not necessarily us. [They think,] Orhey®e going to try to
envelop usin their ideas and that@ that.O

19 Advertisement. Times Picayune. August 3, 2006.



Vera Triplett sums up the misgivingsof the Mayor, the City Coundl, the City Planning Commission,
and the general public when she says, QUNOP] started off on very shaky groundO

Changing Per spectives on UNOP Over Time

Before turning to therole of public paticipaion in UNOP, it is worth reviewing the other factors that
increased confidence in UNOP as the process moved forward. Some factorsinvolve meretiming. The
Lambert process wrapped up in October, alowing residents in the QvetOneighbothoodsto turn ther
attention to UNOP, which was aready gaining some momentum.®® Additiond factors indude the
LRAG willingness to step back from the process, the plannesOtrusworthiness, and a growing feeling
tha the city was putting structures in place tha could move recovery forward. Even with these
advances, some parties remain skeptical or sugpicious On the whole, however, UNOP seems to have
geneated high levels of buy-in from the general public and acceptance from pdlitical leaders.

The timing of the UNOP plan, beginning a year following the huricang may seem late to some
obsrvers. For many in New Orleans however, it was only many months after the traumatic event that
they could begin to focusbeyond grief and day-to-day survival. Kim Boyle, an LRA member involved
with both BNOB and UNOP, explainstha when BNOB took place in the fall of 2005 emotionswere
gtill Qrery raw.O New Orleans residents, she says, were Giill desling with the immediacy of loss of
life, loss of homes, loss of churches.O Thus while New Orleans residents are impatient to see action
onre-buildingther city, thetiming of UNOP allowed residents to focus more on thefuture of thecity.

Once the LRA put UNOP in motion, boad members did thar best to fade into thewoodwork. Donna
Fraiche echoes the stance of other LRA members when she indsts tha the LRA does not oversee
UNOP. Rather than Qyetting in the middle,O Fraiche and others, Qlivorced themselvesO from the
process untl the plan came to the LRA for approval. Andy Kopplin agrees tha the LRAG low profile
was crudal to thelegitimacy of theplan. He explains

The most important thing is that collectively we all got the political process right. | mean that the LRA
secured the funding and then got out of the way, which | think was a very strategic and wise choice because
so many local vs. state arrows were being flung that if the perception came out that the LRA is controlling
UNOP, it was going to be an obstacle.

Althoughother players do not necessarily recognize this factor, the LRAG willingness to avoid taking
credit for UNOP probably contributed to allowing New Orleansto own theplan.

Many players also mentioned tha the UNOP plannas and developes at the digtrict, citywide, and
oveal coordinaion levels built confidence in the plan by being trusgworthy and evidently committed
to New Orleans A top aideto the Mayor says tha Nagin became less apprehensve as it became clear
tha plannas shared his conaerns about welcoming residents home and providing aternatives to
vulnerable, damaged housng. The aide explains, he came to accept that these planneas were not
going to pant him into a political corer by dropping a plan tha he couldn®fund at his doorstep.G*
Coundlmember Cynthia Hedge-Morrell felt similarly encouraged by the plannesCrole in her district.
She explains QUNOP plannes] were diligent; they were respectful of wha had been donebefore,
which was key to getting people to buy-in.O Vera Triplett, a resident of Gentilly, describes her own

2 |nterview 19.
2 Interview 15.
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trandformation from a stance of skepticism to one of greater hope when she interacted with her
digtrict@ plannes.

| just immediately felt that these were people who were genuinely here, not to make money, not to make a
name for themselves, but to really attempt to help the people in the district that they were representing get
back their lives. Their availability, their immediacy, their way of communicating with people P just
immediately that won me over.

In addition to the growing trust for UNOPG planners, the city began to take actionsthat offered hope
tha New Orleanswould have structures in place to implement UNOP. In December, thecity hired Dr.
Ed Blakely, arenowned disaster recovery planne, to managethecity@ re-building. Asadistinguished
African-American, Dr. Blakely brings a combination of persond and professiond attributes to the
table tha has inspired great confidence among city leaders and the public.?? While Dr. Blakely was
not hired specifically to implement UNOP, which has not yet received officia approvd, his presence
in thecity enhanced the sense tha New Orleanswas moving toward implementing a plan.

Even with all of this postive momentum, some players maintain hesitationsabout UNOP. A top aide
for the Mayor cautions tha, although Nagin has become less concerned about UNOP, his
endorsements at the Community Congresses stem more from political expediency than from persoral

enthusasm.”® The aide says that in private convesation before and since he continues to feel like an

outsider to the process with some on-going doubs. Both on the City Coundl and on the CSO, Vera
Triplett sees some members, Qvho had made up ther minds about the process before it started,Oand
continueto make the process difficult by participatingin UNOP and Qlenounéng it at the same time.O
A media observer says tha she and other local andysts continue to have misgivings about the
Ginandng and implementation of the plan on a grand scale,Oparticularly in terms of how it meshes
with existing activity. CSO membe Tarence Davis coniinues to see some GkepticsO and
Qrongiracy theoristsOin his district.

Despite these concerns, Mr. Davis and other informants agree tha the average pesonin New Orleans
is merely Qrautious.O He explaing (Even thoughthey®e participating, they®e saying, @®n not going
to make judgnents, 1@ gaing to wait untl the end@® At the City Planning Commission, Ms.
Rodriguez echoes this sentiment when she says, Qhe proof will bein pudding.O Even as some wait to
pass judgrrent, Andy Kopplin of the LRA suggests tha growing confidence outweighs these find
hesitations He explains Ot took months of political negotiation first and civic engagement secondto
get to the point now where people are actudly showing up and bdieving in the process.O In the next
section, | turn to the specific role tha civic engagement played in enhandng leadersOviews of the
credibility and subgance of UNOP.

22| aurie Johnson articulated this view, but all informants with whom | spoke expressed their excitement to work with Dr.
Blakely on the recovery.

2 Interview 15.

2 Interview 18.
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ROLE OF PuBLI C PARTICIPATION IN UNOP

Prior to Hurricane Katrina, New Orleans was not a city with a strong history of citizen engagement
efforts. Where activism emerged, it generally focused on defeating projects and was therefore short-
lived. Rather than neighbohoodassodations community life in New Orleans organized itself around
Mardi Gras crews, socia clubs and churches® In the aftermath of the storm, however, New
Orleanians came togeher out of necessity and desire. In grassroots efforts and in various planning
processes, new civic leadership emerged. Dr. Triplett, who now chars UNOP@ CSO, describes an
experience emblematic of New OrleangOnew spirit of invdvement. Spesking of her life prior to
Katrina shesays.

My focus had always been on what | was doing E and | had only a peripheral knowledge of community
and how important it was to those issues. And then after the storm, | began to think, you know what? |
don®know my neighbors. E 1Qe lived around these people for, at that time, over eight, nine years and |
hardly knew any of them. | didn®even know alot of their first names. E At this point, | don®know if 1@
ever see them again and what awaste. And as aresult of that realization, both my husband and | began to
be really sort of involved in community matters and advocating not so much for anything in particular to
happen, but advocating for real, factual, substantive information.

Dr. Triplett@ experience of developing a neghborhood assodation in Gentilly is similar to events
across thecity. Ms. Rodriguez of the CPC says tha some neéghbohoodsbegan planning immediately
after the storm, even holding meetingsin tents. The Lambert planning process formalized some of
these neaghbohoodefforts.

From the very beginning of UNOP, its developas and plannas bdieved tha bulding on this surge of
paticipaion was essential to the success of the plan. This section consgders ther motivations for
allowing extendve public input presents the chdlenges to public participaion in pog-Katrina New
Orleans then lays out the variouscomponents of the participaion program, describing each in turn. |
devote particular attention to the Community Congesses and ther role in thelarger UNOP process.

M otivations for Emphaszing Public Participation

For many pubilic officials and plannes, citizen participation is considered an obgacle tha consumes
thar time and resources, undemines thar authority, and disrupts implementation of ther plans Often,
they would rather avoid it at al cogs. For thisreason, it isworth considering wha motivated UNOPG
developes and plannes to design a process that ingsted on intensve public input Notably, the
developas of UNOP congsted of elite citizens on a state boad, founddion employees, and the
planning staff they chose. Thus by virtue of their postion and attributes, UNOP@ develope's differed
from public officials and city staff. While some leaders were influenced by information on planning
vest practices,Othe main motivator for emphasizing participation was the history of the previoustwo
planning processes. As subsquent sections will demongrate, UNOP@ develope's and planne's did
not always get public involvement right, but they consdered it a cruda element from the beginning
andworked hard at it over time.

The LRA members who ingigaed the UNOP process indsted on the primacy of public participation.
Some, like Dr. Frands, were influenced by early meetings of expert plannes in New Orleans
immediately following the storm. In November 2005, the American Planning Assodation and the
American Inditute of Architects came togeher for a conference tha indudel invited leade's and

B Interviews 1, 13.
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citizens in developing a vision for re-building New Orleans The expets emphasized citizen
paticipaionin planning® Dr. Frands explains

The bottom line that came out of it was: you have to plan. You have to engage people who are, number
one, affected by it, people who were going through it in many ways, and of course experts. And | know
that this was valuable because as | ook back now at the months that have pursued, remnants of that initial
meeting took hold.

In addition to this early expert advice, UNOP leaders were strongly influenced by the experience of
previousplanning processes. Andy Kopplin of theLRA clearly states, Q@n nat sure that UNOP would
have come out as well if we hadn®learned from [the lack of participation] in BNOB.O The BNOB
process did indude some public forums, but outreach was limited and, in thefall of 2005when BNOB
planning took place, relatively few residents had returned to the city. Throughthe BNOB process, the
LRA and other leaders learned tha, Ot doesn® matter what the plan is if no oneembracesit. Theae
has to bea process to embrace it.O Kopplin continues, QVhat happened the first time was there was no
connetion between plannas, politicians, and people.O In developing UNOP, the LRA and the
planning teams worked hard to ensure tha, Qhe ability for there to be a disconnect between the people
and the planne's was erased.O

When the LRAQ® designees at GNOF went about choosng the Community Suppott Founddion board,
they chose present and former board members Bthree white and three African-American Bwho shared
these views. Each of the CSF members with whom | spoke emphasized the importance tha the
process was Qyroundup. G’ Joe Williams explained that when GNOF asked him to join the CSF, his
primary concern was that the whole process be trangparent, with mechanisms for citizensto contribute
thar thoughs.

Thefact that UNOPQ develope's also had to contend with the on-going Lambert Plan offered another
reason to emphasize citizen paticipaion. With Lambet undeway, many citizens were already
engaged in and knowledgeable about planning. Failure to indude them in UNOP would have had
serious consequences for the plan® credibility. Coundlmember HedgeMorrell bdieves tha the
history of BNOB and then the Lambert plan were crudal to developing a Gavvy citizenry,Oready to
make ther voices heard throughUNOP. Even with the best of intentions however, UNOP@ planne's
concede tha they learned to make citizen participaion work as they went dong. Subsequent sections
present the variouselements of the UNOP pubiic participaion program, the chdlenges to paticipaion
in pog-KatrinaNew Orleans and theevolution of UNOPG citizen engagement events.

% The APA/AIA meeting was, in fact, AmericaSpeaks first involvement with the New Orleans recovery efforts. The
organization recruited diverse participants and facilitated the meeting.
“Interview 2, 8, and 20.
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Citizen Participation Elements of UNOP

Althoughmy focusistherole of citywide public participaion eventsin UNOP, | first briefly describe
therole of the Community Suppat Organization (CSO) and the district-level participaion efforts.

The Community Support Organization

The Community Suppot Organization conssts of citizen representatives from each of the five New
Orleans City Coundl districts, longwith agency liaisonsfrom the Mayor@ Office, City Coundl, City
Planning Commission, and the Rodkefeller Foundation. During the UNOP process, the group met
biweekly to hear upddes from planners and inputfrom citizenswho came to comment. Jugt as GNOF
chose CSF membes who suppoted the citizen engagement agenda the CSF chos dedicated and
outspoken citizen representatives for the CSO, who were willing to chdlenge UNOP plannes. Rather
than selecting the Qusud suspects,Othe CSF appointed emerging leaders. CSF Char Wayne Lee
explains (Before this process began, putting aside the City Coundl member tha@ on [the CSO], |
knew persondly only two of the[nind people who ultimately were selected.O

CSO Chair Dr. Triplett explains tha her committee members were al, Grocal and not afraid. | mean
wede mosgly not politicians, so we®e not looking for votes. [We were] al people who redlly did
chdlenge[the plannes].O CSO member Mr. Davis echoes Dr. Triplett, saying GDur job was to call the
process to the table when it lookel like it was not representing citizensO Mr. Davis says the CSO
picked throughthe plannesQpresentations Quith finetooth comb,Oand on many occasionsmade them
come back with more complete information. The CSOQ efforts reverberated throughoutthe processiin
tha the citizen audience at CSO meetings sometimes reached as high as 100 people. Coundlmember
HedgeMorrdl, who sits on the CSO, foundtha a nunmber of her congituents actively watched the
CSO meetingson public access television.

Digtrict-level UNOP Participation

Community leaders in New Orleans routindy commented on the value of the UNOP district-level
planning processes. UNOP used the thirteen planning districts defined by the City Planning
Commission and engaged eleven planning firms tha worked with districts and the naghbohoods
within them. Theprocessinduded four roundsof district meetings which leaders perceived as largdy
well attended and produdive. Carey Shea of Rockefeller commented on the district plans as a
paticularly vauable aspect of UNOP, in tha Qhe planswere donein the spirit of coopeation between
citizens and professiond planneas,Oand resulted in practical tods. The digtricts themselves aso
brought people togeher across lines of race and class, since disparate neighbohoodsmay fall in the
same planning district.?® My interviews did not specificaly examine the district-level process, but
further research on the role of pulic participaion in UNOP should undoubedly explore the district
meetingsin more depth.

B |nterviews 1, 8, and 14.
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Citywide Citizen Participationin UNOP

Although UNOP& plannes and developes espousd thdr commitment to civic engagement,
community leaders characterized the early citywide UNOP events as Qlisasters. 3¢ Even with an
increasingly active citizenry, the chdlenges to achieving citywide citizen engagement in New Orleans
were subdantial. First, thecity lacks Qivic roots,Odespite the recent flowering of activity. Second,as
described in preceding sections some New Orleans residents have grown jaded after a series of failed
planning processes. Third, the legacy of racial mistrug tha has festered following Katrina makes
paticipaion withou the right mix of participants and leaders a potential mindfield. And, findly,
securing the right mix © demographically representative participants in a city scattered by humicanes
and floodsbis a logigtical nightmare. Somewhere between sixty percent to hdf of pre-Katrina New
Orleansresidents have not returned to the city. Those who remain in exile are dispropationaely from
groups tha would be hadest to engage unde any circumstances:. low-income, African-American
renters. To ovecome potential allegaions of racism and classism, UNOP had to reach these
geographically disparate groupsand it had to do it quickly. From beginning to end, the entire UNOP
process lasted only five months an incredibly compressed timeframe for developing a citywide
recovery plan.

Early on, UNOPQ citywide paticipation failed to reach the god of engaging New OrleangOdiverse
residents and hurricanediaspora. As plannaslearned from these experiences, they began to work with
AmericaSpeaks, an organization specializing in large-scale citizen paticipaion. Starting with
Community Congress |1, citywide participaory events became central to UNOPG credibility. In this
section, | first describe the series of events that led up to Community Congress |1, then explain the
importance of this event for leadersOviews of UNOPG credibility and subdance.

Early Citywide UNOP Meetings

Even before the first Community Congress, the UNOP coordinaing staff from Conoordia hdd an
event to hdp neghbohoodschoos thar planning teams. At the all-day event, the planne's failed to
anticipae space needs and were forced to accommodae 400 people in a space meant for 300, in
squdching heat, with too few chairs and materials.*® According to Carey Shes, the event practically
collapsed, since the facilitators were not audible and could not ge the crowd to break into small
groups At anothe early public event, Councilmembe Arnie Fielkow hdd a public hearing to
introdue UNOP. The event was well-attended, but the presenters from UNOP were not prepared,
lacking visud aids, and failing to make a compdling pitch to the pubiic.3* By Community Congress |,
UNOP was still struggling to pull together an effective public engagement effort.

Community Congress |

The citywide planning team of Villavaso-Henry was responsble for executing three citywide
meetings which they termed, GCommunity Congresses.O Other teams who submitted proposils for the
citywide contract wrote AmericaSpeaks into thar plans as the coordinaor of the citywide meetings
When Villavaso-Henry won the contract, the Community Suppott Foundaion invited AmericaSpeaks
to assist the planning team, with the undestanding tha AmericaSpeaks would raise its own fundsto

I Interview 1.
0 Interviews 1, 12.
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15



paticipae. Fundsdid not materialize in time for AmericaSpeaks to handle participant outreach for
Community Congress |, but they did offer ther technology, facilitation expertise, and additional

coung to Villavaso-Henry for thefirst event.®

Community Congress | (CCl), hdd on Octobe 28, 2006, failed to live up to the expectations of

community leaders and the pubilic.

Three hundred residents attended CCl and according to

demographic polling at the event, participants were dispropottionaely wealthy, white, and from QiryO
neghbohoods Table 1 compares the CCl paticipants to the demographics of pre-Katrina New
Orleans CCI participants were over three-quaters white, while the white propottion of the popuktion
pre-Katrina was only 28 percent. Likewise, more than hdf of CCI participants earned over $60000
annudly, while only 26 percent of pre-Katrinaresdents earned tha much. Findly, while close to 20
percent of New Orleanianslived in the heavily damaged area of New OrleansEast (planning districts 9
and 10) before the hurricane, only 2.5 percent of CCl participantslived in these areas.

Table 1. CCl Attendance Compared to New OrleansOPre-K atrina Demographics

Distri ct of Reddence
District 1 or 2 20.50% 11.20%
District 3or 4 31.50% 30.20%
District50or 6 17.00% 14.40%
District 7 or 8 8.50% 12.50%
District 9 or 10 2.50% 19.50%
District 11 or 12 5.00% 11.90%
District 13 1.50% 0.20%
Elsewhere 13.00% N/A
Race/ Ethnicity
AfricanAmerican 16.59% 67.30%
Asian American 0.00% 2.30%
Calcasan 75.36% 28.10%
Hisparic/Latino 0.47% 3.10%
Native American 0.00% 0.20%
More thanone race 4.74% 1.30%
Other 2.84% 1.00%
Annual Income CCI Attendance | Actual Pre-Katri na
<$20K 10.80% 37.00%
520K -$39K 14.08% 24.00%
40K -$59K 18.78% 14.00%
$60K -$74,999K 10.33% 7.00%
$75,000 + 40.85% 19.00%
DonOknow/Prefer not to say 5.16% N/A

Members of the CSF, CSO, and the general public found the event disappointing®®

explains

32 Conversation with Joe Goldman of AmericaSpeaks.
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CCl wasjust aflop. It had too few people; it was not representative of the pre-Katrina demographics of
the city. Most of the people there were Uptowners, affluent. So their concerns would not be my concern.
And would not be the concerns of the majority of the city that did flood.

Adding inault to injury, CCl induded a question that raised the specter of the BNOB GootprintOissue,
asking whether New Orleans would have to Onaintain its physcal sizeOto fed like home. Both
Coundlmember HedgeMorrell and Dr. Triplett felt that the biased sample of citizens who participated
at CCl produced a GlantedOvisionfor thecity. Coundlmember HedgeMorrell explains

It concerned me that there were people wanting to have green space. That response was so similar to the
Bring New Orleans Back footprint issues and | knew they were not taking into consideration the poor,
and if you look at economic breakdown of first Congress, there weren® any poor people in there. E If
you didn® go through [the flood], then you don® understand. You can be in the same city, but if you
didn® have 10 feet of water in your house you can® understand the loss, even though you went through
the storm. 1t@just different.

Dr. Triplett conveyed a similar view aboutopinions from the QiryOneighbahoods

It was the matter of Byou don® need what we need. Our needs so far surpass yours. E You can drive
around parts of Uptown and pretend nothing ever happened. E That@® different from my redity. | drive
past abandoned houses and abandoned lots every day. So | could understand [the dry neighborhood
residents] saying, OVhy can® we have a voice, why can® we have a say?0 You can, but not in al of
these matters, because not all of these matters relate to you.

Thefailure of CCl had important consequences for UNOP in that it confirmed some skepticsOworst
fears aboutthe effort. AlthoughUNOP espoused indusvity, CCl made the process look as thoughit
favored thewealthy, white residents views. Observers also felt that it demongrated a mismanagement
of valuable planning resources. Dr. Triplett explains tha after CCl, she felt like asking the UNOP
plannes.

What are you guys doing? E Because, let@ faceit, they got a massive amount of money B millions and
millions. And let@ face it Dthey way | looked at B that money could have been used for other things in
this city.

Carey Shea of Rockefeller agreed with Dr. Triplett. After CCl, she saw New Orleansresidents looking
at this multimillion dollar planning process and saying, Orhis is the best you can do? Shea fdt
strongly that UNOPG@ puHic participaion effort was headed down the wrongroad. Triplett, Shea and
others agree that CCl indilled distrug and confuson amongthos who did not attend, and even among
thoe who did. Thos whowere notthee felt excluded, while those who attended wondeed why their
voices were not enough®*

According to Laurie Johnsn of the Villavaso-Henry team, CCl, Gtame a lot faster than hopel dueto
the dday in kicking off the process Owhile planneas waited for the MOU to be signed. At CClI,
plannesintended to establish a sense of the community vision, needs and gods, but they also wanted
to communicate the research the team had conduded thus far, as pat of the citywide recovery
assessment. John®on says, \s a disaster researcher, | felt like we needed to have some level of top-
down [information] to capture citywide needs For a city this big and a disaster this complex, you
can® do jugt botom up.O Johnn and her colleagues thoughtthat the event went well as a (press
conference,Obutfailed to engagecitizensin real voting and participation.

Johnn readily admits tha she and her colleagues did not possess expertise on recruiting citizen
paticipaion. Thdr lack of experience in this arenawas complicated by an undear division of duties
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between the Villavaso-Henry team and the UNOP coordinaing staff from Conwordia. Conardia
handled public communications but did not report to the Villavaso-Henry team who was in charge of
the citywide events. In pat for this reason, citizen outreach initialy received inadequate attention.
When UNOP planneas budgeed for outreach, they put fundsinto print advertisng and signs  Johnson
explains tha at first, o one knew we would need more than tha.0 UNOP@ plannes and
coordinaors agreed tha the key to an indusive process was to represent the (pre-Katrina
demographicsOof New Orleans at citywide paticipatory events. After CCl, it was clear tha the task
was much larger than they had anticipated. While UNOP started off on shaky ground, CCl was the
low point for the plan in terms of local credibility.

A Citizen Engagement Course Correction

By the time CCl was complete, AmericaSpeaks was aready on boad to plan Community Congress ||
(CClII), to behdd on December 2, 2006. Dr. Triplett explainstha after CCl the planne's realized, that
a fully indusve participaory process Qvas much too vast to take on by themselvesO UNOP
convinced planneas and coordinaors tha engaging citizensrequired specific expertise, and were ready
to engage with AmericaSpesks to make CCIl a success.®* Althoughthe failure of CCl was sobeing,
members of the CSF and the CSO treated it as a Qearning process.O Dr. Triplett says tha the planne's
rose to the chdlengeof improving citizen engagement. She describes the CSOG® process of conveying
concernsto theplannes.

We were just like, ou®e not doing enough.O If this is a process that is really, truly supposed to engage
the public and get their opinions and find out what they need then you need to do it and you need to do it
not in a traditional marketing way because a lot of these people don® have access to that. People don®
have televisions and radios. They@e living in tents; they®e living in trailers; they®e living in shelters.
So you have to find another way.

Despite thefaltering, Triplett says tha planne's showed a}@villingnesto accommodae our conarnsO
Joe Williams of the CSF agrees: Onidcourse correctionsE gotusto theright place.O

Community Congress ||

On December 2, 2006, AmericaSpesks gahered 2,500 past and present residents of New Orleans
across multiple cities, connected by telecast and Internet.  In New Orleans Baton Rouge Houdon,
Dallas, and Atlanta, telecasts conrected paticipants for AmericaSpesks signaure Ofwenty-First
Century Town MeetingO In 16 othe cities, other members of New OrleansOhurricane diaspora
paticipaed via the Interng. Through technological innovaions such as networked laptops and
individudized keypad polling, AmericaSpeaks events enable small-group discussionsat diverse tables
to feed into large-group sharing and decison-making. When AmericaSpeaks polled participants to
undestand which voices were represented at the meeting, they found tha they had succeeded in
gatheing a group tha approximated the pre-Katrina demographics of New Orleans For ingance, 64
percent of CCII participants were African-American, compared to 67 percent in the pre-Katrina New
Orleanspopuktion. Table 2 presents the results of demographic polling at the event.
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Table 2. CCII Attendance Compared to New OrleansOPre-K atrina Demographics

Distri ct of Resdence
District 1 or 2 9.70% 11.20%
District3or 4 23.30% 30.20%
District 5 or 6 23.70% 14.40%
District 7 or 8 13.30% 12.509%
District 9 or 10 24.10% 19.50%
District 11 or 12 5.40% 11.90%
District 13 0.50% 0.20%
Race/ Ethnicity
AfricanAmerican 64.00% 67.30%
Asian American 4.00% 2.30%
Cawcasan 27.00% 28.10%
Hisparic/Latino 2.00% 3.10%
Native American 0.00% 0.20%
More thanone race 2.00% 1.30%
Other 1.00% 1.00%
Annual Income
<$20K 25.00% 37.00%
$20K-$39K 22.00% 24.00%
$A0K -$59K 17.00% 14.00%
$60K -$74,999K 8.00% 7.00%
$75,000 + 20.00% 19.00%
DonOknow/Prefer not to say 7.00% N/A

The 20 community leaders with whom | spoke varied in terms of ther knowedge of Community

Congress |1, but al except for oneconddered the event a tremendoussuccess for UNOP. Thos who

had attended and knew the process well were convinced tha CCIl was crudal to enabling uy-inOfor

UNOP. CCII did notturn every player into an unqudified suppoter of the process, butit did enhance

the credibility of the plan amongleade's, and, asthey seeiit, in the public eye. Kim Boyle, aleader in

both the BNOB and UNOP processes, says that, had it not been for CCll and AmericaSpeaksO
involvement in it, shedoes notthink the UNOP plan would have had same level of credibility.

CCIl and Enhanad Credibility

Althoughthey were impressed by AmericaSpesksOtechnology, community |eaders felt that what really
heped to enhance UNOPQ credibility was the extensve outreach to ordinary people, which allowed
the representative voices of New Orleans to be heard. In addition, many leaders were degply moved
by how the diversity in the room enabled meaningful discussions across difference. Below, | offer
community leadersOperspectives on how these two related factors Dinduding a representative rangeof
New Orleans voices and alowing for discussions among diverse individuds B contributed to
enhandng UNOPG credibility.
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Representative Voices:

CSF Char Wayne L ee describes therole of Community Congress I in thefollowing way:

In my opinion, it was first and foremost to get input, secondly was to provide information to the
community. E And thirdly, | think it was important, frankly, to give credibility to what we were
doing. Having the community actively involved supports the idea that this is a plan that should
be embraced down the line because people have helped to form it.

Joe Williams of the CSF boad aso felt that CCll increased credibility, by assuring people tha
ther voices were heard.

It@ a very rare opportunity to see your voice contributing to a process, being reflected in the
answers, and being documented. This is the first time @ seen that. And this is citizens across
the country in many different locations. E They even gave a written summary as you walked
out the door. | think it was extremely positive. | think it gave even more credence to the
process.

On the whole, Community leaders agreed that involving the diaspora and achieving
paticipaion similar to pre-Katrina demographics was the key to increasing credibility. Carey
Shea explains

When the numbers came up and it was clear that those people participating mirrored the
demographics pretty much of pre-Katrina New Orleans, that was just a threshold. You could
have had 2000 people in the room, 5000 people in the room, but if the demographics weren®
right, that would have just tainted the rest of the day. E [AmericaSpeaks] hit the mark on that
and once that happened everything could flow and we could go on.

Coundlmember Cynthia HedgeMorrell felt paticularly strongly tha CCIlI had enhanced
UNOPG ovedl legitimacy throughinvolving thediaspora.

| think [it has] done more to bring credibility to the table than al of the little individual meetings
that people go to. E 1t@ brought the people who were displaced into the process. That®
probably the one thing | would give UNOP real, rea credit for. E [CClI] reminded me of true
democracy like the town hall meeting. Like you®e in Massachusetts or Connecticut and you all
come to the town hall meeting and you al speak your mind and everybody knows everybody
and all that. That to me isdemocracy asit was originally visioned.

Dr. Frands also emphasized the essential step of involving the diaspora, explaining, Of ou
could not have accomplished wha onewould say to be atotally responsble plan if tha had not
been doneO CSO member HMK Amen conaurred that induding the diaspora madethe UNOP
process more just and legitimate, saying Qhe people who need their voices heard are those who
lived here and are now goneO By induding ordinary voices and the diaspora, the CPC@

Y olandaRodriguez agreed tha CCll, Gnade a huge difference in dispeling supicionsOabout
UNORP.

DiscussionsAcross Diversity:

For thoe who had attended CCIl and paticipaed at a table, the ability to engage with others
across lines of difference tha are not nomally bridged in New Orleans was consdered an
extraordinary gift. Althoughthe community leaders do not directly conrect these meaningful
discussions to the credibility of the plan, ther experience has clearly influenced thar thinking
aboutthevaue of the process.
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Joe Williams described how impressed he was to see (people across al boundaies sitting at
tables. Not with your friendsbut with people you don®know. Sitting and planning the future
of your city. | think it@ excellent.O This aspect of CCIl aso moved CSO member Tarence
Davis. Herelates:

| realy think that UNOP is probably an unprecedented democratic process that has gone on in
New Orleans. | think this may be the first time that people of all races, creeds, from various
neighborhoods actually had an opportunity to sit down with each other and engage in discussion.
| think a lot of times we create perceptions of each other based on what we see in the media,
what we read in the newspaper and never have had the opportunity to sit down and talk with
people who could only be a couple blocks away from us. And | think that® the greatest part of
the UNOP process so far is that it has broken down barriers that have existed for along time in
New Orleans between people who just consider themselves to be different and now have been
allowed to come together to explore those differences and those similarities.

CSO Char VeraTriplett also expressed her amazement at the produdive interaction of different
groupsduring CCl|.

More than anything, | think the thing | was most impressed with about Community Congress |1,
in addition to just the sheer numbers they were able to reach, when | went and | walked around, |
saw people sitting at tables together of different socioeconomic backgrounds, different parts of
town, having heathy discussions. Not necessarily aways agreeing, but actually having
conversations. Not just rhetoric, not yelling and screaming, but really just having heathy
conversations about what they saw as the issue here.

After the disappointment of CCI, planne Laurie John®n found herself, Gompletely
ovaewhdmed and overjoyed by the whole experience [of CClI]; beng side by sidewith people
from different walks of life tha do not engage with each othe nomally and who are coming to
undestand each othersOpoints of view.O

Evidence of Enhaned Credibility

For these community leaders and others, CCIl enhanced UNOPG& credibility, by engaging a
representative set of voices and enabling convesations across difference. But is there any actual
evidence tha CCI| altered suppot for UNOP in ways tha might ease its passage and implementation?
Severa informants suggested that CCll had changed attitudes and behaviors in ways tha deserve
further exploration. Planne Laurie John®n explained that after CCll, (Everything changed. Our
legitimacy was naled to the groundby CCIl. People shifted from worrying aboutthe Lambert process
to thinking [UNOP] is going to be bigge.O Informants saw these changes in terms of increased
paticipaion at some subsquent meetings more subdantial and more postive media coverage,
increased suppott from political leade's, and perhgos even indications tha more membes of the
diaspora were coming hone.

Participation:

CSO Char Vera Triplett bdieves tha more people began attending CSO meetingsfollowing
the success of CCII.
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Media:

Severa UNOP indders felt tha CCIl contributed to increasing the coverage of UNOP and
improving the slant of news stories®® While this possibility warrants testing, a local media
observer did not see the second community congress as a turning point for press coverage. She
did, however, observe tha local journdists respondel enthusastically to the GoollingQOespect of
the Community Congresses, as an aternaive to going to public hearings and listening to
extreme voices at themicrophone Shesaystha joumdists compared the process to Qyetting a
survey from a respected pollster,Owhich enabled them to undestand and report on a process
tha at times seemed amorphous

Political Suppot:

Informants suggest tha CCIl may have conveted some UNOP skeptics on the City Coundl
and in the Mayor@ office. With mog political leaders, it is difficult to undestand whether a
changein suppot indicates a genuine change of heart or a calculated decison. Whatever the
reason, New Orleans political leaders are now publicly suppotive of UNOP. Coundlmember
Arnie Fielkow, for ingance, says tha CCIl Qyaned credibilityOand tha Qhefull Coundl isin
suppot of the[UNOP] process and seesit as a manifestation of thewill of the people.O

Planne Laurie Johnn thinks CCll was respongble for this shift throughtwo distinct avenues.
Firgt, she bdieves tha the AmericaSpeaks briefingswith political leaders prior to the Congress
were crudal to opening lines of communication. Second, she bdieves tha political leaders
could not argue with the scale, representativeness, and professiond execution of CCIl. These
factors generated excitement around UNOP and made politicians want to be a pat of the
process. After CCll she saw Coundlmember HedgeMorrell@ suppot for UNOP improvein
terms of he articulation of UNOP@ pumpos and her responss to condituents at CSO
meetings Whereas before, Coundlmembers could get away with denigrating UNOP with off-
handed comments that suggested their lack of interest in the plan, John®n fedls tha after CClI
political leaders realized they could not Qyet away with,Othat attitudeany more.

Findly, some informants bdieve tha CCIlI led to a shift in the Mayor@ attitudes toward
UNOP. At least three informants perceived his comments at CCll as a public endorsement of
theprocess. Dr. Triplett explains

| can say that emphatically, [CCII] realy did increase the credibility [of UNOP]. It increased the
momentum. | mean to have the Mayor at CCll Bthe Mayor who had previously been like thisto
the plan [gestures standoffishly], saying, @Vell, you know, 1@n encouraged by this. To see so
many people here and to see all the outreach efforts.OE  To some that would be not so much,
but [it is significant to me] because | know how removed he has tried to be.

Kim Boyle agreed tha citizen paticipation in the Community Congresses Ghowed elected
officials jus how much the community was in favor of this process.O She says, Orhe elected
officials were more enthusastic as a result of the citizen involvement.O Soon after CClI, the
Mayor@ newly appointed Executive Coungl began attending CSO meetings after a prolonged
absence of any Mayora liaison. A top Mayoral aide does not attribute the Counsl @ presence
to the Mayor@® experience at CClI, but allows tha, O\t CClI, the Mayor did realize the power
of the people.O The aide suggests tha while the event was not a persond turning point for the
Mayor, hedid findit politically necessary to Qput on a happy face.O

% |Interviews 5, 19; conversation with Joe Goldman of AmericaSpeaks.

22



Diagpora Returns

Both Coundlmembea HedgeMorrell and Dr. Triplett suggested tha the welcoming and
hopdul aamosphee tha CCIl established might actudly be encouraging more exiles from the
hurricaneto return home to New Orleans This suggestion cannotbe confirmed withoutfurther
exploration, but these two informants felt they had seen indicationsof increasing returns

CCll and UNOP Subsance

While amog al of my informants commented on the ways in which CCll enhanced suppott for
UNOP, noneof my informants spokeof CCII primarily as a way to improve the substance of UNOP.
This section does not aim to provide an exhaugive survey of how plannes incorporated citizen views.
Rather, | describe publiic leadersOperceptionsof the subdance of what citizens had to say. In closng, |
offer afew examples of how plannas say that they took citizen feedback into account

At CCI, community leaders worried tha the biased sample of participants would unduly influence
UNORP in a paticular direction. Yet onee the demographic mix was correct at CCll, community
leaders appesred far more interested in the event as a meansto earn uy-in,Othan as away to improve
the actud plan. It is worth noting tha the information gathered at CCll was directed toward the
planning team, who would assemble thefindingsbefore presenting them to leaders for approvd. Thus,
as a few informants indicated, some leaders suspendad judgrrent on the subgance of the plan untl its
release. Nondhdess, if leaders conddered public engagement so important to the process, it would
stand to reason tha they would keep close track of citizensOviews so that they could be sure they were
represented in the ultimate plan. Althoughmy questioning on the topic of citizen contributionsto the
plan® subdance was no less condstent than my questioning about the plan@® credibility, leaders did
not speak with onevoice onthisissue

At least five of my informants had notlooked at the preliminary report on citizensOrecommendations
released after CCll. LRA boad members and staff were particularly likely to avoid examining the
recommendaions as part of the LRAG general effort to step back from the city@ planning process.
Two informants clearly articulated how the induson of representative voices affected the subgance of
the plan. Dr. Triplett emphasized tha only members of the diaspora can truly convey the critical
nature of New Orleans housng issue since they are the ones who remain displaced. Joe Williams
reflected on howtheinputof citizens impacted the process in a very direct way:

In anumber of questions, the way things were included was A, B, C, or D, or other. | think [having the
rtherO option] was key because in a number of these situations, the ultimate answers were not the
original multiple choice, they were typed into the computer at the tables in five different locations and
they were voted on and they were included subsequently in the information. There were at least about
three questions where the information was substantially changed based on input from the public. So, to
me, that was absolutely key and you can@® get that type of result if you®e dealing at the elite level with
ten or fifteen people in aroom talking about this. Especially ten or fifteen people who are back, and dry,
can afford to be there, maybe have bought another house in Baton Rouge and can drive in. Y ou®e not
going to get that real important kind of grassroots feedback in that type of a situation.

Others questionad whether induding representative voices really changed the recommendaionsof the
plan. CSF char Wayne Lee generdly suppoted the need for input but wondeed if it would have an
effect onthe plan@ subgance.
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You wouldn® have the credibility without the input and it wouldn® be a good plan without the
community@ input along with planners who get people to focus on challenges. We needed both and |
think we got both. E At end of day we may find that when you bring everyone together some of same
priorities are still high priorities as were voiced in other processes, but now you have a citywide voice
that embraces it, supports it, and substantiates it.

CSO membe Tarence Davis came away from the process fegling tha citizensin general wanted the
same thingsbthe basic necessities to have a goodqudity of life. Several informants suggested that the
timing of CCIl was such tha New Orleansresidents had already codesced arounda pragmatic sense of
how to move forward. Following BNOB and CCl, the mog controvesia proposl b shrinking New
OrleansOfootprint Dwas largely off thetable. By December 2006, New Orleans residents also had a
sense of the scope of the damage and what it meant to live in sparsely popukted neighboihoodswith
limited services. Ideas proposd by UNOP@ plannas, such as QluseringO within existing
neéghbohoods were padatable compromises in view of this reality.®” In this version of events, leaders
did not pay a great deal of attention to the subgance of citizensOcomments at CClI because the worst
optionswere no longe possibilities.

Findly, four informants argued tha the subgance was amog irrelevant. Oneloca busnessman and
state-committee appointee rationdized tha the city would only have enoughmoney to Qe-build key
infrastructure and help people g&t back in homes. Wha we need is jud a plan for everyoneto buy in
t0.3® The Mayor(3 aide agreed tha CCIl was important for Gonsensus-building OGducation Oand
rringing people togeher,Obut not for the subgance of the plan, characterizing the focus of CCII as
Onotherhood and apple pie.O When push comes to shove the aide felt, politicians think they know
what the people want Ot built into the qudificationgOP so they do not do public participaion to
listen; they doit to gain suppot.*® Dr. Blakely described citizen participaion as therapeutic; away to
(keep thingsfrom falling apart.O The comments of these community leaders indicate that some UNOP
observers valued the Community Congresses as a means to build suppot for the plan, but not as a
mechanism for distilling local knowledgeand understanding the public will.*

One additiond plausble reason why leaders pad less attention to the subgance of citizensOcomments
at CCll istha they knew that many controversial decisionswould beleft to the city to address later in
the process. CSF boad member Joe Williams pointed out tha the plan itself would sidestep some of
the political mines tha BNOB hit by offering the city a framework for making decisonsabouthow to
invest recovey dollars withoutspecifying specific locations Williams explained:

| think what is probably going to happen is that the plan itself will represent input from people with an
overal citywide approach to what makes the most sense in terms of recovery. Now, | don® know how
much detail they®e going to go into in terms of the footprint issues. | think they®e going to recommend
things like clustering that make alot of sense given the situation.

Williams went on to say tha UNOP would not includea definitive map like the controversiad Qyreen-
dotOmap from BNOB, which painted to large areas that would be converted from residences to green
space. He agreed, however, tha at some point the city would have to make more difficult decisions
about the geography of rebuilding, which he expected would be negotiated with Dr. Blakely@® office
and his own New Orleans Recovery Authority. One of the main instigator® of UNOP agreed with
Williams, O don®want this plan to put up amap. 1t@ DOA [dead on arrival] if you dotha. E When

¥ Interviews 17, 18, 19, 20.

3 |nterview 10. (Interestingly, however, this individual had paid close attention to the CCl| feedback and criticized afew
aspects of the responses, as| detail in the section on criticisms below.)

* Interview 15.

“ Interview 13.
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a planne starts drawing maps they step over the line of heping to becoming govenment.d* City
planning staff conaurred. Yolanda Rodriguez of the CPC said smply, QJNOP will not produce a
map.O A top Mayoral aide conaurred that UNOPQG plannas should, et usown the @nap problemQO

Some leadersOcomments about the subgance of the plan suggest tha citizen inputwas necessary for
buy-in, but on some issues will notinfluence officialsQultimate decisions. Kim Boyle, who served on
the LRA, the CSF, and the previous BNOB commission, explained the important bdance beween
citizen inputand official discretionin thisway.

UNORP is silent about a lot of issues because | don® know if that process, even with professional planners,
could address every question. And it wasn® intended to. Elected officials will have to make hard
decisions. UNOP was great and it was important to receive citizensOthoughts and feelings about how the
city should look. But bottom line, officials are elected to make the hard decisions.

Even so, Ms. Boyleis quick to note thet participaion throughUNOP Quasn®jug to make citizensfeel
goodO The plan, sheexplained, used citizen inputand other information to develop aframework from
which elected and appointed officials can make decisonsmoving forward. She condudes:

It wasn@ just something for citizens to spend another several months of their stressful lives on. That was
never the intent. | think it would be completely wrong to come away with the impression that we just spent
all this time to make citizens feel good.

Regadless of the extent to which community leaders heard or cared about citizen feedback at CCllI,
UNOP plannes say that they did take citizen recommendaionsinto account Laurie John®n of the
Villavaso-Henry team emphasizes that the Community Congresses were oneof many inputs to UNOP,
but tha the team learned more at each event and took the feedback serioudy. Asking the veiled
GootprintOquestion a CCl taught planne's tha New Orleans citizens were politically savvy and did
not want a repeat of the BNOB fiasco. The feedback at Community Congress Il drove the citywide
team to create the disaster recovery framework that serves as a centerpiece for investment prioritization
in the plan. At CCII, John®n and other planneas clearly heard tha they needed to undestand the
situdion in each neéghbohood more deeply, rather than prescribing policies across them. For this
reason, John®n and her colleagues identified two main criteria for evaluaing investments b
repopuktion and thelevel of floodrisk Bthen encouraged the establishment of systems that alow city
planneas to continuousy monitor these factors, using them as a guide for project prioritization over
time. Even if leadersOresponss to the subgance of citizen input are not yet clear, plannas say tha
they listened to citizensand reflected what they heard in theplan.

CCII Criticisms

Althoughmog community leaders were remarkably suppotive of the CCIl process, a few criticisms
aro, some minor and some more subgantial. | first explain three complaintstha | heard from severa
informants, then close by describing the views of the single informant who did not suppot the CClI
process.

While most people felt that AmericaSpeaks achieved an amazingly representative demographic mix at
CCll, a couple of informants commented on voices that were undearepresented in the process, namely
renters and Hispanics, the latter of which are a growing presence in pog-KatrinaNew Orleans® More

4 Interview 10.
2 |Interviews 12, 19.
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than hdf of the pre-Katrina popuktion rented a home, whereas only 29 pecent of CCIl participants
were renters.

Anothe informant, a busnessman and state committee appointee, criticized CClI for failing to provide
citizens with a Qeality checkOin terms of what is finandally and politicaly possible for flood
protection. He explained tha citizensOnumber one priority a CCll B namely, category five flood
protection B was not redlistic, yet leaders and plannas did not attempt to provide more accurate
information.

The honest answer is that for ten years, we®e gonna be exposed. E [There is] adecent and an honorable
way to tell [residents] the truth, but if you leave them with a survey that says 65 percent [sic] say the most
important thing is category five levees, and nobody ever answers that? What kind of leader doesthat? E It
will serve no purpose for us to lead our citizens down the primrose path and say, QCategory five levees,
that@ gonna be our number one priority,Oand | don® care who@ in Congress: Democrats, Republicans P
they®e not going to spend that money, not that way. E When | found out that no one spoke up; | wished |
had been there [at CClI]. There® a delicate balance between dashing people® hopes and telling them the
truth, but you should always err on the truth side.*

Findly, two problematically-worded questionsat CClI raised a fair anountof criticism from leaders
and the publiic. Both questions oneon (Roads, Trangt and UtilitiesOand the other on GDther Public

Services,Oused the phrase, Qyreatest need, Owhen asking what areas should be the focus of re-building

efforts and funds UNOP planners, togeher with AmericaSpeaks, developeal the phrase to ask if

residents wanted some sort of investment prioritization versus an even distribution of resources across
thecity. Participants at CCIl, however, interpreted the statement in oneof two ways. GBreatest needO
could refer to areas with the mog damage, or it could refer to areas that were now the mog popukbted

and in nead of the mog services and infrastructure.  Community leaders mostly saw the Qyreatest

needOquestion as an unfortunae mistake, but a small but vocal group of participants and observers
thought that the Qyreatest needO question condeamned the CCIl process. They sugpected tha the
question® phrasing concealed some sort of agenda UNOP planne's announed that they would throw

out the results from the two questions One informant witnessed public debae about the botched

guestionsat a later district-level meeting. She says that mog people did not sugpect ulterior motives,

but Wer44e concerned with making sure tha the inaccurately interpreted questionswere struck from the
record.

In addition to these smaller concerns onelocal leader, an entrepreneur and city committee appointee,
had subdantial concerns about CClI, AmericaSpeaks, and UNOP in general. It is impaortant to nate
tha these concerns represent the views of one individud and it is undear to wha extent he is
emblematic of a paticular set of New Orleanians As | explain bdow, very few other informants had
even heard similar complaints.

In generdl, this individud was very concerned about developing a solid plan that could be funded and
implemented.*® At the outset of UNOP, hewas relieved to see a comprehensive project with generous
funding from Rockefeller, but he bdieves tha the citywide planning team has mismanaged the
process. He worries tha CCIl and the UNOP process in general focused on, Geel-good bullshit,Oto

3 Interview 10.

“4 One issue that was lost in the controversy over these questions was the unfortunate fact that the confusing wording
resulted in an unclear mandate from the public to the UNOP planners. The issue of where to concentrate resources is at the
heart of many of the bitterest disagreements about rebuilding New Orleans. The planners satisfied many by striking the
flawed responses from the record, but as a result, the planners did not have complete guidance on citizen@® preferences in
regards to this crucial issue.

“®> The comments in the remainder of this section come from Interview 6, unless otherwise noted.
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the excluson of detailed planning. emocracy,Oheindsts, Os notaway to make aplan.O In fact, he
says tha if he had it to do over, he would have recommendeal tha his committee not agree to
paticipaein UNOP.

While heis pleased with the district-level plans, he sees no GneatOto the citywide plan B no details
tha can guide funding and implementation. He usesthe andogy of an office supply business. UNOP,
he explains says tha Gtaples are goodOrather than telling him how much staples cost and how many
buye's there will be, alongwith other crudal details. He especialy worries that Geverybodyis talking
aboutwha they want, but no oneis talking about where the money will come from.O Moreover, he
thinks tha some of the issues tha the plan addresses, such as flood protection and education, are not
within the city@ purview.

In terms of CCII, he questions the pumpos of the event, the motivations of AmericaSpeaks and the
UNOP team, and the induson of residents tha no longe live in the city. Admitting tha racia
mistrug in New Orleansis currently at its zenith, he says that in developing CCIl, QAmericaSpesks
was motivated by raceOand a desire to Gngende trugt,Orather than aiming to develop the best plan.
While others praise AmericaSpesksOachievement of representative participaion, he didikes the fact
tha the mix was Gngineered to be that way.O For ingance, he considers providing childcare and
trangoortation to be an unprodudive form of bribery to ensure participaion. If the plan moves
forward, he bdieves tha people who had to be cgjoled into attending and people who participaed from
diaspora cities will not be there to hdp with implementation. For this reason, he bdieves thar voices
should not have been induded at CClI. He argues, ONew Orleans is not 68 percent Black now, so it(3
artificial,Oto have tha mix of paticipants.

Ultimately, he feels tha CCll was anothe example of an organization from outside New Orleans
(AmericaSpesks in this case) coming in to Genhance its resumeOand attract Qhe spotlightO At the
crux of the issue, perhgps is tha he says, (people like me,O(i.e. white, privileged, and from dry
neighbohood$ were not well-represented at CCll: Qe were at Community Congress |, but they
didn® want our input because we weren® the right demographics.O At times during the UNOP
process, he says he has felt Qike a TV camera,Oforced to watch and listen, but unable to do or say
anything.

Althoughit isimportant to note that views like this do exist, mog informants were highly pleased with
CCll and AmericaSpesks. As noted above, al informants but this onewere convinced tha the CCl|
process demonstrably advanced UNOPG@ credibility, specificaly because AmericaSpeaks attracted a
demographically representative mix of paticipants. Other informants also disagreed with this
individud® contention that members of the diaspora would not come back to New Orleans saying that
given adequae housng and job oppotunities, these residents would return and therefore should have a
voice in the process. Findly, mog informants valued AmericaSpeaks intensve outreach efforts and
attempts to make participaion accessible through providing food, childcare, trangportation, and
trandation. While this individud fundamentally didiked the AmericaSpesks modd and its
manifestation at CCII, his views did not resonae with the postive comments of other community
leaders.
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THE FUTURE OF UNOP

New Orleansleaders were quick to point out that, at the end of the day, thereal test of UNOP will be
not jus whether it earns public suppot, but aso whethe it receives officia approvd, adequae
funding, and moves to implementation. This section describes leadersOreflections during the early
weeks of UNOPQ release in draft and then find form. First, | report on how they compare New
OrleansOvariousplanning processes looking back over thelast year. Then | describeleadersOviews on
UNOPGQ prospects for approva and implementation as it moves forward. Findly, | condder thefuture
of public paticipaionin New Orleansas the planning phase of UNOP draws to aclose.

Reflections on UNOP Compared to Pag Processes

As the UNOP planning process drew to a close, asking community leaders to compare Bring New
Orleans Back and the Lambert process with UNOP revealed some additiond reflectionson the value
of public paticipaion. Asarule, community leaders spokewith onevoice when thinking back on the
two earlier processes, suggesting tha New OrleansOleaders are well on their way to developing a
collective narrative to explain the city@ planning mishgps On the whole, community leaders these
days agree tha mog of the BNOB plan, with the exception of the controversial land use maps, was Ga
technical successOor Qyood on a theoretical level.8° The problem, they agree, was the Qop downO
approach in which Gnillionares Owere the face of the BNOB plan.*’ Dr. Triplett explained, GPeople
were ready to be engaged butingead they gota map with green dots.O Andy Kopplin agrees that Qhe
appropriate ddiberative process wasn® well utilized and that set everything backwardsO Given the
public odqécry tha followed BNOB, local leaders agree that, On terms of public momentum, it proved
usless.

The Lambert process, on the other hand, earned praise for its neéghbohoodlevel paticipaion, but
criticism for its technical qudity as a plan. Whereas BNOB was caled QusdlessOin terms of
momentum, some leaders agreed that the Lambet plan was Quseless in terms of policy
recommendaionsd® Dr. Triplett describes the Lambert process in thefollowing way:

[It] was, | think, less a technical success, but more a socia success because of the fact that people did at
that point feel stronger and more able to engage, but | think it was a very unrealistic process because it
gave people the impression that planning a city meant, @ want a Baskin Robbins to go here and a Target
to go here and this is what | want it to look like.O E [It did] not realy give people a real sort of
indication of what this would all entail and that those sort of aesthetic things, while important, would be
the last thing done.

On the whole, New OrleansDleaders expressed hope tha UNOP might serve as the culminaion of
these two processes by marrying technical expertise with public engagement to move a plan for
rebuilding the city forward.

8 |nterview 5; Interview 17.
“"Interview 4, 5, 8, 15, and 17.
8 | nterview 15.

9 1bid.
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UNOPGQ Prosects for Approval and | mplementation

The process for UNOP approvd is lengthy and multi-tiered, induding its own more traditiond pubic
paticipaion oppotunities. The plan was first presented to the CSO and the CSF at the CSOG final
meeting on Januay 25, 2007. Upon approvd of the plan by the CSF, it was submitted to the City
Planning Commission. The CPC is evauating the plan, modifying it where necessary, and holding a
series of public hearingsbefore Commissionas vote on approvd. |f passed, the plan will then moveto
the City Coundl, and then to the Mayor. If the CPC, City Coundl, and the Mayor approve the plan, it
becomes the city@ official roadmap to recovery. Thecity will then submit the plan to the LRA and to
other potential funding sources, in order to secure monies for implementation> Althougheach of the
agendes has agreed to Oast-trackO approva of the plan, the actud doaument is over 500 pages.
Origindly, UNOPQ designe's anticipaed tha ultimate approva of the plan would take place in late
March or in April, but the City Planning Commission now anticipates it will need additiond time to
vet the doaument.® In this section, | consider the likelihood of UNOP passage, concerns about
funding, and progects for implementation.

Will UNOP Pass?

Thelengthiest UNOP review process takes place at the City Planning Commission level. Even before
receiving the UNOP plan, Executive Director Yolanda Rodriguez anticipated tha she and the CPC
would make some changes to thedoaument. A month and a hdf later, the Times-Picayunequotes Ms.
Rodriguez as saying that her staff has proposd Gignificant revisionsOto theplan.>* AsMs. Rodriguez
points out, she and the CPC are the clients and they will make the find decisionson the shgpe of the
plan moving forward.

A busnessman and state committee appointee accurately predicted some thew and cryOand Qynashing
of teethOat the CPC level. In a CPC hearing on March 7, 2007,CPC Chair Tim Jackson said that his
commission Onheited the UNOP process and would have donethe process differently.3® Although
he did not specify the Commission@ complaints, a report released two days later from the New
OrleangDnon-profit Bureau of Governmental Research introduced a litany of criticisms.>* Thereport,
entitted ONot Ready for Prime Time,O suggests scuttling the Unified Plan for failing to clearly
prioritize recovery projects or to take a stand on critical, but controversia, issues, such as the viability
of néghbohoodsvulnerable to future flooding>® The outcome remains to be seen, but despite these
complications mog expect tha the plan will ultimately pass, since the city needs funding so
despeaately and the plan is a prerequisite.

At the City Coundl level, Coundlmembers and observers expect expedient passage of the plan.
Interestingly, Coundlmember Cynthia Willard-Lewis, an early opponent of UNOP, is co-char of the
approvd process. Noneghdess, he colleagues do not expect ddays. Referring to UNOP,
Coundlmember CynthiaHedgeMorrell said:

* Unified New Orleans Plan. Community Congress |II Discussion Guide. January 20, 2007.
Z Eggler, Bruce. QPlanning process OK, Speakers Say,OTimes-Picayune. March 08, 2007.
[bid.
%3 Stoops, Elizabeth. Notes on the March 7, 2007 City Planning Commission Public Hearing on the UNOP document.
> Lynes (Poco) Sloss, amember of the City Planning Commission, also chairs the board of the Bureau of Governmental
Research. The Bureau reports that he recused himself from issues relating to the production of this report.
%5 Bureau of Governmental Research. Not Ready for Prime Time: An Analysis of the UNOP Citywide Plan. March 2007.
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1t@ gonna pass because everyoneis ready for it to pass. | don®think anybody [would stall passage], even
if they have apprehensions about a little small piece, they® have to work through the planning process to
get that straightened out so that when it gets to us it passes. Personally | don® think we(e even going to
have it that long.

Other city employees agree thet passage of plan is QurgentO and mug be clean and unanimousss
YolandaRodriguez says, Orhe Courxil can® afford to go throughanother process. So they will just
do this and moveon.O

A top aide to the Mayor is aso ready for the city to @wnOthe plan, ending what this person calls an,
Qunhelthy codgpendency between the public sector and private organizationsO This advisor suggests
tha at all levels, the city will take the plan, make any necessary changes, and move forward with the
busness of fixing thecity. At this point, the aide suggests tha thecity is ready to say to planne's and
other organizationstha have offered assistance, Orhanks, but please go away.O

At the LRA, boad members agree tha the city® approved recovery plan should pass with a quick
up/down vote. LRA boad membe DonnaFraiche says tha while the LRA and the city sometimes
have different priorities, she cannotthink of an example in which the LRA would reject the plan that
the city developed. In terms of UNOPQ passage, no oneexpected to find big, contentiousissues that
would dday the plan. Rather, politicians wanted to work out differences, pass the plan unanimoudly,
and moveforward.

Will thePlan Receive Adequaie Funding?

Once the plan has passed, theimmediate next step for thecity, possibly with assistance fromthe LRA,
will be to find funds for implementation. Leadeas are keenly aware tha complete funding to
implement citywide recovery is not yet in any budge. The LRAG Andy Kopplin says tha the big
discussion following UNOPG@ pubiic release has focused on the plan@ $145 billion price tag. The
shortfall in funding is projected at $9 billion. An aide to the Mayor worries tha Nagin, Quill have to
get bloodied in order to convince people tha the city doesn®have the money.’ But mog leaders are
enthusastic about having a plan tha enables them to provide potentia fundes with aroadmap. Dr.

Frands anticipaes tha the approved plan will alow the various recovery agendes and players to
Gypeak with onevoice aboutwhat nesdsto be doneand how much money will be necessary.O

CanthePlan belmplemented?

Even if New Orleans gatha's adequae fundsto re-build, will it have the capacity to implement the
plan? Moreover, will the plan provide adequae guidance to direct implementation? These will
remain open questions for some time, but community leaders did offer some early insights. Already,
the city is staffing up to initiate recovery plans The CPC will soon grow from nine to fifteen staff
members, and Dr. Blakely has hired employees for the Citywide Recovery Courcil tha he will lead.
At times, Dr. Blakely gives the impression tha he intends to jump into recovery implementation
without conaulting the plan. He makes clear that heis not interested in a populbrity contest and is
willing to take toughstances.® Nonehéess, hehas come out as an early advocate of the Unified Plan,
at times even spesking of it asiif it were already approved.® Most recently, Blakely has said tha his
office will notwill notentirely adoptany find plan tha emerges, buttha he does consder the Unified

%5 | nterviews 9 and 15.
5 Interview 15.
%8 | nterview 13.
%9 Interview 18.
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Plan to be an Omportant and fundanental doaument.3° If Blakely continues to suppot the plan that
emerges from the UNOP process, his influence in New Orleans and elsewhere, aong with his
formidable fundaising ability, are likely to contribute subdantially to ensuring implementation.

An al-togdaher sepaate issue is whether the Unified Plan actudly provides enoughguidance on the
gpecifics of implementing recovery projects. Those who favored the direct approach of the BNOB
plan, worry tha UNOP «ill does not make the tough decisions necessary to keep New Orleans
residents safe in thefuture. Andy Kopplin hears these criticisms, but defendsUNOP:

The UNOP plan realistically assesses where we are today from a political perspective. It has a process
for prioritization but no Qhou shalt notO constraints. It advocates neighborhood-by-neighborhood
clustering that minimizes the negatives of jack-o-lanterning® in a practical and pragmatic way, cognizant
of the context of public view in New Orleans.

As noted earlier, the UNOP process never intended to produce a politically divisive map, paticularly
not a map that recommendad changes to New OrleansOphyscal footprint. For many observers, the
greater political savvy of the plan B turning to compromises like voluntary clustering in existing
neghboihoods rather than declaring some neighboihoodsunviable Bwas avirtue It isthis approach,
however, tha has raised the greatest criticism for the plan to dae. The aforementioned Bureau of
Govenmental Research (BGR) repott criticizes the Unified Plan for failing to take a tough stance on
thisissue

[The Unified Plan] explains at length the higher vulnerability of eastern New Orleans. It also espouses
safety as a guiding principle. But, having set off alarm bells, it does not follow its findings through with
comprehensive remedies for that area or its residents. In fact, it recommends significant funding for
resettlement of people living in areas at a high risk of future flooding without requiring that the resettlement
areas be located at lower-risk sites.®?

For UNOPQ plannes, the pulic paticipaion process took the option of shrinking New OrleansO
footprint off the table. The plannes respondal by offering the city a framework for prioritizing

rebuilding and offering citizens incentives for re-building, without issuing mandaes. The Bureau®

report argues that allowing residents to re-build withoutclear boundaiesisirresponsible. Moreover, it

charges tha the Unified Plan provides insufficient information to connect ideas to funding and

implementation. If the Bureau is right, UNOP could turn out to be politically savvy, but fundiondly

usless. It isaso clear, however, tha no plan tha advoctes toughe limits on re-building will enjoy

public suppot. In vetting the Unified Plan, the City Planning Commission faces the complex task of

bdandng these competing priorities.

0 Eggler, Bruce. ON.O. recovery plan called amuddle: Watchdog group urges fresh analysis,OTime Picayune. March 06,
2007.

61 Mack-o-lanterningOrefers to a pattern of develop in which stretches of uninhabited buildings are punctuated by a
scattered inhabited buildings. This type of dispersed re-development presents problems for New Orleans because it has to
provide services to whole areas in which only a few residents have returned.

%2 Bureau of Governmental Research, 2007.
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New Orleans Participation Pog-UNOP

My interviews did not all directly probethe question of where citizen engagement would go in New
Orleans once the UNOP process ended, but a few informants and city officias in particular offered
views on the questions Planne Laurie Johnon and CSF membe Joe Williams both bdieve that the
public will be more suppotive of UNOP because of ther rolein its creation. Ms. Johnon explains

Watching people now, they have an investment in this process and they were part of it and they were
heard. They may not like all of [the plan] but they were heard. Before they trash it they®e going to think
about it.

Williams agrees with this point and goes onto say:

| think that when you have a population that@ been actively involved in a planning process, they® never
be docile again. So with that being the case, despite the perceived economic influence of those who may
think differently, | think the citizenry has come to realize it own power. And that@® represented by the
Congress[CCl1].

City employess from the Mayor@ office and the CPC did not take this view. Dr. Blakely beievestha

neighbohoodorganizationswill Qlie outOas soon as the plan beginsto work, since New Orleans has
no sugained tradition of this type of civic organization. He also worries tha because of New Orleans
issues with corruption, neghbohoodassod ationscould become Ghakedown opeationsO Dr. Blakely

expresses an interest in finding a way to build on paticipaion efforts, but he wants to channd these
efforts carefully and create civic norms, such as declared meetings and other trangparency measures.

Yolanda Rodriguez at the CPC agrees that she too, would like to see neghboihood participaion
continue but soundsreluctant to change or supplement the traditiond public hearing modd that the
city uses for feedback. A Mayoral advisor echoes both Blakely and Rodriguez, saying, Qlon®let a
thousand flowers bloomQin terms of participaion. Thisaidebdievestha after the Qrarallel processO
of UNOP, citizens need to be channded back into traditiond inditutions such as the public hearing.
While some political leaders, such as Coundlmember Cynthia HedgeMorrell are clearly excited about
the possibility of new forms of citizen engagement, it appears tha attempts at more far-reaching
changein participation will receive some pushback from City Hall.

Since therelease of UNOP, pubic hearingshave attracted high levels of participaion. On March 7,
2007,200residents attended the City Planning Commission® second public hearingon UNOP. A
major theme of comments at the event related to sustaining the participaion generated by the UNOP
process.®® A new organization called the Planning DistrictsOL eadership Codlition, which indudes
representative from New Orleans013 planning districts, issued a statement tha requested the city®
coopeationin developing aformal structure for sustained public participation *

& Eggler, 2007b.
% 1bid.
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QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

While this research has provided insghts on leadersOviews of UNOP and its public paticipaion
component, it raises additiond unanswered questionsthat deserve attention in future work. | list some
topics for further exploration be ow.

¥ Howdid public participation affect the subgance of the ultimate plan? Comparing public input
structures and daa with the resulting plans for BNOB, Lambert, and UNOP, this research
would identify the similarities and differences beween the input and the resultant plan, and
condgder how the different levels of input and types of paticipaion affected the
recommendaionstha went into and came out of the plans

¥ How does the history of civic engagement in New Orleans relate to post-hurricane public
involvement? This research would enable greater undestanding of the chdlenges of engaging
New Orleans residents, as well as enhandng understanding of the city® pre-Katrina sodal
capital. Thiseffort could serve as afirst step in evaluating how civic engagement changes over
time as New Orleansrebuilds

¥ How did ordinary residents of New Orleans and the hurricane diaspora respondto UNOP&
citizen participation oppotunities and the resulting subgance of the plan? Since some public
leaders considered the citizenslinput as merely useful for uy-in,Oit is important to condder
the extent to which citizens feel tha planneas listened and city officials ratified the public®
input

In addition to these supplemental questions, a more thoroughreview of the role of public participaion

in the UNOP plan would indude follow-up interviews with the same informants interviewed here
following approvd of the UNOP plan and then several monthsinto implementation.

CONCLUSION

Interviews with 20 New Orleans public leaders indicated tha CCIl enhanced the credibility of UNOP
in thar eyes by gahering a representative mix of citizen voices and enabling convesation across
differences. As the process moves forward, many questions remain as to whether citizensO
recommendaionswill continueto drive the process and whether the plan, as it stands can be funded
and implemented. Nonehdess, the experience of CCll in New Orleans indicates the extraordinary
power tha large-scale participaion processes like AmericaSpeaks can have in terms of building
political momentum for a process. The event generated suppot from leaders and enabled UNOP to
recove fromitsrocky start and the suspicionsraised after CCl.

Earlier in this report, 1 quokd Dr. Vera Triplett, a woman who felt inspired to participate in the
aftermath of Hurricane Katrina As the volunteer chair of the CSO, Dr. Triplett was perhaps the most
active citizen paticipant in the entire process. Dr. Triplett said tha UNOP started out on GhakyO
ground and agreed that CCIll contributed subdantially to building its credibility. As she looksto the
future, however, she points out tha UNOP still faces risks, saying:
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One bad word, one wrong move, one stupid map, and it all blowsup. E People need to see something go
to implementation. This city cannot, will not survive another failed planning process. It just can@
happen. E For us, for our city, everything is at stake.

The find two Community Congresses of the UNOP process, CCIl and Cll1, represented moments of
hope for New Orleans After months of political rancor, citizens came togeher, discussed, and
ultimately expressed suppot for a plan for recovery. Now the City Planning Commission and other
public leaders face the daunting task of taking the ideas tha emerged, revising them to suit ther
priorities, and moving them toward implementation.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW GUIDE

INTERVIEW GUIDE
New Orleans Public L eader Interviews
By ArchonFungwith revisionsby AbbyWilliamson

Interviewer: Abby Williamson
Dates: January 17-20
Location: InformantsOoffices, New Orleans, Louisiana

Interview Length:  45-60mins

Interview Objectives:

Document New Orleans public leadersOviews about:
(1) Thecredibility, legitimacy, and likely success of UNOP process
(2) Theeffect of CC onthe UNOP process
(3) The prospects of UNOP compared to (a) Bring New OrleansBack and (b) Lambert
neighbohoodplanning processes

Interview Outline:

Theextent to and ways in which these items will be probed will differ somewha across interviews, but
theaim isto come away with knowledgeaboutthese topics from each informant.

1. Subject background
2. View of UNOP
2a describe process [listen here for relative emphasis of roleg]
2b. early views
2c. current views
2d. views of suppoters and opponets
2e progoects for success
3. Role of CC in UNOP androle of citizens
3a opinionsabouttherole and importance of CC in thelarger UNOP
3b. did CC bringin new voices and people, or same parties as before
3c. difference theinvolvement of the diaspora makes
3d. difference tha scale, technology, and visibility makes
3e wha did subject hear as solid recommendaionsfrom CC2
3f. will these recommendaionsbeincorporated into UNOP find plan?
4. Similarities and differences from (a) Bring New Orleans Back and (b) Lambert
4a whoisinvolved init
4b.wholeadsit
4c. suppoters and opponats
4d. ovedl credibility
4e subdantive recommendaions
4f. progoects for success
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I ntroduction:

Let me just remind you a bit about what 1@®n doing. 1@n a researcher from Harvard University@
Kennaly School, interested geneally in issues of civic engagement. My colleagues at the Kennedy

School hopeto learn how public participaion has impacted UNOP and its prospects for success. 1@n
really looking for your frank views on this subject, whatever they may be

With your pemission, 1@ like to tape the interview, but if a any time youd like me to turn the
recorder off, 1@ be hgppy to do so. The findingsfrom these interviews will go into a report for my
colleagues and those working on the UNOP project and may feed into publicationsat alater dae. For
the mog pat, my plan would be to attribute your comments to you, usng your name, but if you
wanted to say something without attributon, jus let me know and I@ ensure that it remains

anonynous Before we ge started, do you have any questionsfor me?

Questions:
1. Subject background

Abby will research this backgroundprior to interview and only ask follow-up questionsif necessary.

2.Views of UNOP

¥

To begin with, can you tell me a bit abouthow youthink UNOP is going? Particularly, what
are themog important successes or failures you see so far?

Back when UNOP was jud getting started in mid-2006,were you hopédul or skeptical about
UNOP?
o Followup: Can youtell me more aboutwhy?

If view haschangel: It soundslike you were pretty [hopdul/skeptical] to begin with. Wha
happened to changeyour view?

Early on, who were theimportant suppoters and critics of UNOP?

From what you®e seen, have any of these people changed their minds?
o Followup: Wha do youthink changed their minds?

What do you see as UNOP@ progpects for success Dwill an actionable plan come out of all
this?
o Followup: Wha are themain obgacles to makingit work?

3.Roleof CCin UNOP

¥

¥

Asyou know, three Community Congresses are part of the larger UNOP process. Wha do you
see astherole of the Congresses in UNOP?

Did the Congresses bring in people or perspectives that hadn®been involved in the rebuilding
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process, or did pretty much the same people and groupsparticipae?
o Followup: Wha new voices did you hear from? Did they have new ideas or
perspectives to contribute, or wasiit pretty much same old, same old?

Wha aboutthe New Orleansdiasporabin contrast with other earlier efforts, did the
Congresses bring in thoe voices and pespectives?
o Followup: Wha kind of difference do you think this made? (Looking for whether and
howthis affected legitimacy of plan,andwho cared aboutthis)

Theorganizers of the Community Congress process have tried to designit in away so that
public participaionis highly visible. Has the pubicity worked in terms of informing various
stakeholders abouta process?
o Followup: Wha kind of difference do you think this made? (Looking for whether and
howthis affected legitimacy of plan,andwho cared aboutthis)

In general, wha kind of recommendaionsdid you see coming out of thefirst two Community
Congresses? |Q@e read thereports, but1®n curiousabout what you took away fromthe
meetings

Looking toward thefuture, do you think these recommendaionswill beincorparated into the
planstha result from UNOP?
o Followup: Why? OR Why not?

Did you learn anything new or reconsde any of your opinionsbased on wha you learned at
the community congresses?
o Followup: Who or wha in particular influenced your thinking?

4. Comparison with OBing New Orleans BackOand Lambert Process

¥

| jugt have afew more questionson the similarities and differences between UNOP and two of
thelarge efforts tha preceded it N (Bring New Orleans BackOand the Lambert process,
Would you say that these processes differ in terms of the extent to which they are taken
serioudy by variousgroupslike the public, thegovernment, media, planne's, etc.?

o Followup: Which seemsto have themog credibility with thevariousgroups?

Wha do you expect to bethemos important differences in therecommendaionsand plans
tha these three processes generate?

5. Other Comments

Has anything else come up for you as weQre been talking Dare there things! haven®touched ontha |
should know abouttherole of the congessesin the UNOP process?

Tha@realy al of my questions Thank you so much for taking thetime to meet with me. If you ever
wanted to follow-up aboutanything, you have my card. | really appreciate your thoughs onall of this.
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