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INSIDE:

Building Bridges

By Eve Baron, Issue Editor

Typically we think of walls and bridges, the theme of this year’s Planners Network
Conference (New York, June 24-27), as physical structures. Participants in several of the
workshop sessions reminded us that some bridges and walls can also be metaphysical and
invisible, defining our landscapes all the same in ways calculated to symbolize contain-
ment, disempowerment and separation. The main issue in how walls and bridges are cre-
ated and collectively perceived is the distribution of power. Two entities, if they have equal
power, can agree upon the meaning and purpose of a wall or a bridge.  [Cont. on page 2]
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Sharing Indigenous Planning:
APA’s Newest Division

The new Indigenous Planning Division in the
American Planning Association (APA) is meant to
identify and link planning practitioners that work
among tribal nations and indigenous communi-
ties. This bridge is needed to provide a forum for
sharing and showcasing the planning efforts of
indigenous practitioners, especially those that
advocate for the use of cultural values in their
approaches to community development.

Although US federally-recognized American
Indian tribes, Native Alaskans and Native
Hawaiians are among the most visible indige-
nous communities, they are not the only ones.
The history of Westernization is replete with
examples of traditional land-based communities
overtaken and subsumed by outside forces. In
spite of the unyielding social and political forces
that have attempted to limit their inherent pow-
ers of self-government, indigenous communities
have survived. They have managed—in various
ways—to maintain their own cultural identities
through the development of formal and informal
collective practices.

Since the passage of the 1975 Indian Self-
Determination Act, tribes have assumed their
rightful role of contracting their own educa-
tion, health, social and economic development
services. Now, with the emergence of Indian
casino gaming and the impacts of the
encroachment of urbanization onto tribal
lands, planning issues have become even more
complex and varied.

Given this emerging context, there is a need to
educate planners through the exchange of

by Ted Jojola

ideas and approaches to indigenous communi-
ty development. Solutions that address the
complex interplay of public policy and indige-
nous sovereignty in these communities need to
be presented and shared. This task means
informing the profession about the complex
set of issues, laws and regulations that apply to
indigenous communities.

Origins

In 1961, a mostly young, idealistic group of
native scholars and activists gathered at the
American Indian Chicago Conference. Its pur-
pose was to involve Indian leaders in updating
the 1928 Meriam Report on the conditions and
federal policies toward American Indians.
Unbeknownst to anyone, this Conference was
to usher forth the era of Indian self-determina-
tion, sparking a movement that presumed that
ideas originated from a person’s direct experi-
ence.A year later, a Declaration of Purpose was
presented to President John E Kennedy in a for-
mal White House ceremony. And, because
indigenous people were nurtured in a tradition
of collective action, tribal community develop-
ment had to be based on ideals that could only
come from a successive history of shared expe-
riences. This is known as an indigenous “world-
view.” It has united native peoples, and also dis-
tinguished them from non-Indians who did not
share the same history.

Over the course of several years, the outcomes
of meetings of native scholars and activists even-
tually led to the formulation of a theory of action
that came to be called “Indigenous Planning.” It
was also a call for a radical reexamination of con-
temporary planning practice through long-term
learning, the empowerment of community voice
and the advocacy of culture and tradition. In
1995, the movement formulated its five basic
principles. These were:

1. People thrive in community;

2. Ordinary people have all the answers

3. People have a basie right (o determine their
own future;

4. Oppression continues to be a force that devas-

tates people; and

5.The people are beautiful, already.

(“The Story of Indigenous Planning with its
Basic Principles,” by Sean Robin. Premier Issue:
The Indigenous Planning Times. NYC, June,
1995, pgs. 3-18.)

The most recent initiative was the Indigenous
Planning Network (IPN). The organization had
been seeded at the annual conference of the 1995
American Planning Association in Chicago where
planners who worked in native communities
embarked on reestablishing a professional organi-
zation modeled after the defunct United Indian
Planners Association (UIPA). Influenced by the
1994 United Nations pronouncement on the
International Decade of the World’s Indigenous
People, the Geographic Land Information Systems
(GLIS) Department of the Oneida Nation of
Wisconsin took the lead role in convening this
“indigenous” initiative.

The Concept of Indigenous Planning

While it seems as though the Indigenous Planning
paradigm is a new concept, its principles are actu-
ally a reformulation of planning practices that
have been used by “traditional” communities for
millennia. Before traditional authority had been
wrestled away or usurped by Euro-western agen-
cies, tribal societies planned their communities.
And unlike the Western approach that bases plan-
ning primarily upon land use, the indigenous plan-
ning approach was formulated on practices asso-
ciated with land tenure.

Land tenure is defined by long and sustained pat-
terns of ownership—ownership sustained over
successive generations. Land became the embodi-
ment of collective groups who wanted to sustain
the productivity of the land for those who would
inherit it. It became a birthright and stewardship
was the primary vehicle for maintaining it.As col-
lective societies explored their territories they
would interact with other groups. When they
experienced new ideas, they adapted them.
Contrary to the notion of invention, change was a
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process of transformation. Transformation was
controlled by the need to assure the community
that new ideas were mindful of the past, cog-
nizant of the present, suitable to the future and
upheld land tenure.

It is land use, on the other han)d, that is at the
core of traditional Western planning practice.
Land use gives form and shape to communities
based on upholding the privileges associated
with private property rights. When a property
owner maximizes the value of the land, then it is
resold. There is little incentive to hold land as
property longer than necessary, especially if it
becomes unproductive.

Notions associated with land-tenure are the
driving force for development in indigenous
communities. Birthright and inheritance as well
as a strong sense of stewardship are principle
considerations in any planning effort. Private
property rights, if they even exist, are subordi-
nate to such collective values—it’s clear how
Indigenous and Western concepts of planning
can come into conflict.

One such arena of conflict is Indian gaming. For a
few lucky tribes, Indian gaming has become a
panacea that has not only resulted in breaking
loose from the cycle of dependency on treaty repa-
rations, but has given a renewed ability for tribal
governments to make decisions for themselves. At
the same time, it has forced tribal governments to
adapt new models of management and to embark
on tribal strategic planning as a way to mitigate the
impacts of outside commercial development.

This is just one of the challenges that the
Indigenous Planning Division of the APA has been
formed to meet.

Ted Jojola(tjojola@unm.edu) is Regents' pro-
fessor and director of the Community &
Regional Planning Program at the University
of New Mexico. He welcomes visitors to the
new APA-IP website.
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Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Five Recognized at 2004 Conference

The 2004 Planners Network Conference recog-
nized the important role played by five people
who for four decades have made outstanding
contributions to progressive planning. They
began their careers as advocate planners in the
spirit of Paul Davidoff, who first made that term
popular. Linda Davidoff, who passed away
December 31, 2003, played a central role in the
theory and practice of advocacy planning.
Chester Hartman, Pecter Marcuse, Ron
Shiffman and Walter Thabit continue to make
significant contributions to planning for eco-
nomic, racial and environmental justice.

Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Linda Davidoff (1941-2003)

Among her many achievements, Linda launched a
national effort that led to passage of the National
Voter Registration Act in 1993 (“Motor Voter™). She
worked as an advocate for a woman’s right to
choose abortion and headed several non-profit
organizations, including the Parks Council, New
York League of Conservation Voters and Citizen
Action of New York.

Linda was most recently executive director of
the Citizens Union and Citizens Union
Foundation in New York City. In her three years
there she invigorated this liberal civic group
and was the first publisher of Gotham Gazette,

By Tom Angotti

an award-winning online resource on public
policy and issues in New York City.

Linda’s 1997 article in Panorama, the student-
produced journal at the University of
Pennsylvania Department of City Planning,
Urban Development and Public Policy (where
she received her master’s degree in planning)
provides clues to her philosophy. “The dialogue
about public life and urban communities in the
United States today is in a primitive state.
Americans express indifference and hostility to
their institutions of governance; affluent
Americans are fleeing urban communities to live
in insulated, walled and gated private communi-
ties... At this depressing time in the life of the
public dialogue in America, we need to focus on
how to find ways to place our lever and find our
fulcrum so we can move a leaden, smug, self-sat-
isfied society to give a little—exposing the fault
lines but also exposing pathways that lead to a
richer community life”

One of Linda’s great qualities was a perennial opti-
mism when staring in the face of great odds. She
worked hard to get progressive people elected, and
was Ruth Messinger’s first campaign manager in
her unsuccessful 1997 campaign for mayor of New
York. Linda also managed Elizabeth Holtzman’s los-
ing 1980 bid for Senate.

One important victory of Linda’s was negotiating
an alternative plan to Donald Trump’s proposed
development on the West Side of Manhattan. As
director of the Parks Council, Linda played a
leading role in winning a twenty-two-acre water-
front park, reduction by half in the amount of
building space allowed Trump, some affordable
housing, and removal and re-routing of an cle-
vated highway. While she frankly acknowlcdged
her work among elite civic groups, sh¢ never
lost her commitment to principles of equity. T'he
conclusion to her Panorama article siys a lot
about Linda.

The planning profession has botli the mark
of greatness—the Chicago Plan, Iioadacre
City, the good side of Robert Mascs, Jane
Jacobs—and the mark of Cairiihie bad side
of Robert Mosces, the decling ol a cities,
and the erosion of ¢ivie spirit. The profes-

b

sion constantly risks being classed as a
corps of minor civil servants who labor in
obscurity while developers and the elect-
ed officials who depend on the develop-
ers’ campaign contributions make all the
important decisions. Faced with these
challenges, planners must find a place
from which they can exert the power for
good that the public imagination and the
valuable skills and insights of our profes-
sion make possible, keeping always a sense
of humor and irony about the unlikely
combinations which sometimes bring their
plans to fruition.

[Excerpted from the Winter 2004 issue of
Progressive Planning Magazine)

Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Chester Hartman

Chester Hartman started Planners Network in
1975 as a mimeographed newsletter to some
300 people, and he chaired the organization
until 1996. He is now an ex-officio member of
the PN Steering Committee and heads PN’s
Advisory Board. Chester was founding presi-
dent/executive director of the Poverty & Race
Research Action Council (PRRAC) in
Washington DC and recently became PRRAC’s
Director of Research.

Chester’s many contributions to progressive
planning are evident in his book, Befween
Eminence and Notoriety: Four Decades of
Radical Urban Planning (Rutgers University
Center for Urban Policy Research, 2002), which
includes his most important writings. He has

worked tirelessly with grassroots activists and
progressive planners to bring about meaningful
social change. His advocacy cost him reap-
pointment after a drawn-out fight with Harvard
University. Yet his essays and books on dis-
placement, housing and planning education
continue to inspire and inform students, aca-
demics, practitioners and pofitical activists.
Chester has coansistently fought poverty and
racism and for progressive politics within the
planning profession.

In the foreward to Between Eminence and
Notoriety, Jane Jacobs writes:

Throughout the mad spree of vandalism,
deceptions and waste known as urban
renewal and slum clearance, Chester
Hartman’s was a voice of sanity, caution
and compassion. There were many other
such voices, raising and falling in response
to the orchestration of events in this place
or that. Chester’s voice was unusual in
three respects. First, after getting into the
fray early on, he then stayed with it
unremittingly. Even after urban renewal
and slum clearance petered out, he con-
tinued dealing with the social wreckage
the programs left in their wake and with
problems of providing housing for the
poor and the disregarded that remained
unsolved—as he continues doing to this
day. Second, at a time when very few “cre-
dentialed” voices were to be heard in
protest...Chester was among the few who
added that clout to opinions he voiced.
And third, he was optimistic enough to
suppose that schools of planning could
reform themselves; his efforts to help insti-
tute advocacy planning in service to com-
munities helped give teeth to the idea of
public participation in planning, now
widely accepted in theory but still hard in
practice for many professionals and politi-
cians to chew on and swallow.

Chester is a former board member/secretary
of the National Low Income Housing
Coalition. He has served as a fellow of the
Transnational Institute in Amsterdam and of
the Institute for Policy Studies in Washington.
He holds a Ph.D. in City and Regional
Planning from Harvard and served on the fac-
ulty there as well as at Yale, the University of
North Carolina, Cornell, the University of
California-Berkeley and Columbia University.
He is currently adjunct professor of sociology
at George Washington University in
Washington DC. =
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Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Peter Marcuse

Peter is perhaps the person most recognized
throughout the world as a leading proponent of pro-
gressive planning in the United States. His contribu-
tions to both the theory and practice of planning are
recognized broadly; he was recently named a fellow
of the American Institute of Certified Planners.

Peter has been a prolific writer on a wide range of top-
ics including globalization, housing, redlining, racial
segregation, divided cities, gentrification, New York
City planning history, legal and social aspects of prop-
erty rights, privatization and professional ethics. But
Peter doesn’t just write to get published. He covers
topics of critical concern to practitioners and activists.
We can always count on Peter to be an active voice in
national debates on housing policy, rent control and
professional ethics, where he has consistently stood
on the side of social justice. He drafted a statement
adopted by the local Planners Network chapter charg-
ing the New York City Planning Department with vio-
lations of professional ethics for their failure to protect
community gardens. He also helped develop a plat-
form supporting community-based planning in the
city. Peter has written timely articles for Progressive
Planning Magazine and many other popular publica-
tions, in addition to the impressive list of contributions
to scholarly journals. One of the early members of the
Planners Network, he has helped steer planning in a
direction that promotes equity and social justice.

Peter is about to retire from Columbia University,
where he has been a professor of urban planning in
the Graduate School of Architecture Planning and
Preservation for over three decades. He also taught in
both West and East Germany, Australia, the Union of
South Africa, Canada, Austria and Brazil.

While most people who know him recognize his
imposing intellectual achievements, nuny do not
know of Peter’s extensive professional experience in
local planning. He chaired the Housing Committee of
a Community Board in New York City and also served
as president of the Los Angeles City Planning
Commission. He has also been active in local plan-
ning affairs in Connecticut, where he lives.

Peter recently edited The Changing Spatial Order
in Cities (Sage, 1997) with Ronald van Kempen.

Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Ron Shiffman

For the last four decades neighborhood activists in
New York City’s five boroughs have called on Ron
for advice and technical support. Ron was present
at the creation of the Pratt Institute Center for
Community and Environmental Development
(PICCED), one of the first and longest-lasting uni-
versity-based centers providing planning assistance
to low-income neighborhoods. Ron directed
PICCED for most of its history and recently retired
from that position. He is a full-time professor in
Pratt Institute’s graduate planning program.

Ron became active in community development
while a student of architecture and planning, and
worked with communities torn apart by poverty, dis-
placement and urban renewal. He was involved in
the earliest community-based efforts in housing and
economic development that led to the {oraition of
the Bedford Stuyvesant Community Development
Corporation, the first CDC it the countey.

He served on the New York Cily Planning
Commission for six years from 19901996, His

friends in neighborhoods throughout the city, and
his fellow commissioners, depended on Ron to
raise all the difficult questions about equity and
participation in planning that were often left off
the official agenda.

Throughout his career, Ron has emphasized inclu-
sion, transparency, democracy, sustainability and
social, economic and environmental justice. He has
consistently introduced new ideas in housing and
environmental quality to local planners and commu-
nity activists, using leading examples from other
parts of the world. With Susan Motley he wrote
Comprehensive and Integrative Planning for
Community Development, available at
http://www.picced.org/NewDesign/compplan.htm.

Ron is now an advocate for community planning
and equity in the rebuilding of Lower Manhattan. He
is chair of the board of the New York Industrial
Retention Network, co-chair of the Civic Alliance’s
Comumittee on Social, Economic and Environmental
Justice, and has been working with the Municipal
Art Society (MAS) and Imagine New York, a “vision-
ing process” to engage a broad set of people in the
memorial and rebuilding process. He is co-chair of
New York 2050, a broad initiative to envision the
future of New York City. He recently became a fellow
of the American Institute of Certified Planners.

Pioneers of Advocacy Planning:
Walter Thabit

Walter Thabit is known in New York City as the
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planner responsible for the Cooper Square
Alternative Plan, the first community plan in the
city. Walter is known nationally as a founder and
long-time chair of Planners for Equal Opportunity,
the national organization of planners and activists
that preceded Planners Network.

Walter has a wealth of practic{il experience in
housing, renewal, community planning, city plan-
ning and anti-poverty projects. He also worked on
plans in Morningside Heights, East Midtown and
Park Slope in New York City, and in Philadelphia,
Newark, Poughkeepsie, Hoboken. and other US
cities. He taught at New School University, Hunter
College and Long Island University.

After the riots of the mid-1960s, Walter began work-
ing with the community of East New York to assist
in developing a plan for low- and moderate-income
housing. Through this process, he began to experi-
ence and understand the forces that had caused the
initial decline of East New York and those factors
that worked against its successful revitalization.

In his book, How East New York Became a
Ghetto, Thabit describes how the area shifted
from a working-class immigrant neighborhood to
a largely black and Puerto Rican one, and how
the deterioration of this area was caused by a
series of racially-biased policies.

In the review of Thabit’s book that appeared in the
Spring 2004 issue of Progressive Planning
Magazine, Lewis Lubka says:

How East New York Became a Ghetto is
a powerful indictment of society’s failure
to deal with its inadequacies, and Thabit
unabashedly takes the side of the poor
and minorities victimized by the perva-
sive and virulent racism that he calls
American apartheid. There is no false
“objectivity” here, the facade behind
which many establishment planners con-
veniently cop-out.

One of Walter’s lesser-known but important
works, “The Folly of Civil Defense Planning,”
appeared in the Journal of the American
Institute of Planners at a time when profession-
al planners were tripping over themselves to do
civil defense plans that falsely promised to save
cities from a nuclear holocaust.
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Columbia University’s Manhattanville Expansion:
Potential Harms and Solutions

By Mindy Thompson Fullilove, Lourdes Hernandez-Cordero and Robert E. Fullilove

New York City’s Columbia University is in desper-
ate need of space to house new programs, employ-
ees and students. The University has proposed the
“Manhattanville Project” in which they will build
new facilities in West Harlem between 125th and
133rd Street from Broadway to the Hudson River.
Current structures will be replaced by exciting,
tall, modern facilities that respect the current strect
grid and enhance the connection between Harlem
and its riverfront. This project holds great promise
for the future of the University.

We propose that such a project might also benefit
others who live and work in Northern Manhattan,
but the achievement of this broader good depends
upon the negotiation of a plan quite different from
the one now on the table. First, we will examine
the harms that are implied by the current plan and
then we will propose a solution that holds promise
for all of Northern Manhattan.

Harms

Research by Alexander Leighton, A. E C. Wallace,
Rodrick Wallace and Deborah Wallace has estab-
lished that upheaval from natural or man-made caus-
es has the potential to rupture social bonds, confuse
cultural practice and transmission and undermine
health practices. Any of these factors can increase
the risk of disease. Destruction of neighborhoods,
such as that proposed by Columbia University, is one
such process that leads to upheaval. With funds from
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, our team
sought to track the consequences of urban renewal
as promulgated by the Housing Act of 1949.This pro-
gram gave cities money to clear large tracts of
“blighted” land for new uses designed to attract rich
people back to the city. With the exception of a
small number of projects in little-used downtown
areas, urban renewal projects caused enormous dis-
ruption to area residents. Five findings are relevant
to Columbia’s West Harlem project:

1) “You have to break a few eggs to make an
omelet,”or the Humpty Dumpty Scenario.

Urban renewal was billed as “progress.”There was lit-
tle acknowledgement that the benefits of urban
renewal accrued to real estate developers and other
big businesspeople, while the harms accrued to the
poor people who were displaced. Planners told those

complaining about urban renewal,“You have to break
a few eggs to make an omelet” Not surprisingly, the
mitigation of harms fell far short of the actual costs.

2) All that jazz!

Widespread clearance—whether it affects a forest
or a city neighborhood—destroys an ecosystem.
No one was compensated for the contents of the
neighborhood: the clubs, street life, social organiza-
tions and markets. In the neighborhoods examined
in the study undertaken by our Community
Research Group (CRG), jazz clubs were important
assets, and few were able to relocate.
Consequently, people lost not only the space of the
clubs, but also the sounds of jazz that wafted
through the neighborhoods. In that epoch, jazz
nearly died in the US, but was fortunately saved by
Asian and European aficionados. This is but one
example of the massive, uncompensated losses that
accompanied urban renewal. Loss on such a scale
triggers further loss. In many communities, urban
renewal initiated an accelerating downward spiral
of loss that has not been stopped. Ironically
enough, the present-day incarnation of the Cotton
Club is located on a plot of land slated for clear-
ance in the first stage of this expansion project.

3) Burn, baby, burn.

One of the unintended consequences of urban
renewal was its contribution to triggering the civil
disorders that swept American cities between 1964
and 1968. This was linked to several factors: the
massive destruction, without replacement, of low-
income housing; the constriction of more and
more people of color into fewer and fewer housing
units due to fierce enforcement of residential seg-
regation; and the alienation that people experi-
enced from seeing their neighborhoods destroyed
by an uncaring central government. Simply put,
alienating territory alienates people. Schools and
universities were often built on urban renewal
sites. The proposal to build a school of medicine on
204 acres in the Central Ward of Newark, NJ was
one of the triggers for the Newark riot of 1967.

4) “You paint your house, you fix your house...”

Poor African Americans migrated (o cities in search
of opportunity. They worked very hard, often for

pennies a day, in order to make it in America. When
they could, they bought homes, they built church-
es, they organized businesses and they created a
way of life. All of this was lost in urban renewal. The
sorrow that follows the loss of such a complex
entity as a neighborhood is best described in the
words of the poet Gerard Manley Hopkins as “a
chief woe, world-sorrow?” People carry such grief in
their hearts for the rest of their lives. A new home
is a new home. It does not replace the one that
went before. One man interviewed by CRG, and
quoted above, said,“I got my house to where I liked
it and then the government came and took it away”

5) You can’t go home again.

Urban renewal projects destroyed the existing
urban terrain, and the land was taken for “new”
uses. This meant that the community that used to
live in the area was excluded from its future. The
exclusive use of land for new groups of people was
profoundly humiliating for those who had lived
there. One woman told us,“I don’t know if the old
people ever got over the shame.”

A New Lens on the West Harlem Project

Viewing the West Harlem project in light of these
findings, CRG finds several problems:

« The University’s publicity materials for the proj-
ect celebrate progress, but downplay harms.
Because the discourse downplays the enormous
costs, the mitigation will surely be inadequate.

* The impact of insufficient mitigation will be a
deeper impoverishment of already poor people.
This has many corollaries, among them a deeper
alienation within the city.

* Finally, the project takes land from a ghetto com-
munity for the nearly exclusive use of the
University community. This contributes to the seg-
regation of New York City, already one of the most
segregated cities in the nation.

Mining the Potential for Good

Despite all this, the West Harlem project has the
potential to do great good. The communities of
Northern Manhattan are suffering. A recent newspa-
per story pointed out that nearly half of all black men
are unemployed, and most of the unemployed are
undereducated. The shortage of low-income housing
has contributed to massive homelessness. The list of
unsolved problems is long. A great university, acting
as a good neighbor and community partner, could
make enormous contributions to finding solutions
and creating a better day for area residents.

We are convinced that unmitigated disruption
and exclusionary use of the land are serious prob-
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lems that require a new plan. We consulted with
Michel Cantal-Dupart, chair of the Department of
Urbanism and the Environment at the National
Conservatory of Arts and Trades in Paris, France.
For the past eight years, Cantal has provided
advice to our group on issues of urban design.
After visiting the site and  reviewing the
University’s documents, Cantal proposed that the
issue was the creation of a university neighbor-
hood, rather than a university campus. The con-
trast he was making is this: The campus is a terri-
tory of exclusion, while the neighborhood is a ter-
ritory of inclusion. A university  neighborhood
includes many kinds of institutions and people,
some connected directly to the university, but
others just living there because the neighborhood
is part of the city. The great advantages of the uni-
versity neighborhood, in Cantal’s view, are the
cosmopolitan setting, so essential for students
preparing themselves to lead the new global
economy, and the sharing of assets between the
university and its neighbors, which lays the
groundwork for a stronger, more vital city, also
enlivening the university.

What would a university neighborhood look like?
The key is that the area marked for the
University’s expansion would not be given over to
the exclusive use of the University. In addition to
stores serving the wider community, the area
should continue to be a part of the Harlem neigh-
borhood, offering housing, schools and other facil-
ities to people of the wider area. The develop-
ment undertaken by the University should do
much more to include Harlem, sharing the area on
a 50/50 basis. This is radically different from the
plan as it exists in 2004, in which the businesses
and people currently located on the site would be
moved away so that the University could use the
site exclusively.

Manhattan is rapidly becoming the exclusive
province of rich white people. It is possible that
people of color will be pushed out of ghetto neigh-
borhoods by rising prices and changing patterns of
ownership. Columbia University, as one of the
world’s great universities, need not participate in
further exclusion and expulsion. Rather, the
University might provide leadership in the creation
of a cosmopolitan model of the university neigh-
borhood, one that would lead to peaceful collabo-
ration.The riots that attended the birth of the New
Jersey College of Medicine and Dentistry are a grim
reminder that exclusion leads to rage.This is a his-
toric lesson worth learning.

The authors are al the Community Research
Group of Columbia University and New York
State Psychiatric Institute.
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Book Review:

Root Shock: How Tearing Up City Neighborhoods
Hurts America, and What We Can Do about It
By Mindy Thompson Fullilove

One World/Ballantine, 2004, 304 pages
(Hardcover), $25.95, ISBN: 0-345-45422-7

Urban renewal was first implemented by the US
government as part of the 1949 Housing Act, and
arguably continues to influence urban planning
to this day. The impact of this policy on minorities
and the wurban poor has been enormous.
According to Mindy Fullilove’s new book titled
Root Shock, 1,600 African American neighbor-
hoods were demolished nationwide. More specif-

ically, Fullilove exposes how forced relocation
without proper compensation uprooted the
social networks painstakingly created over past
generations in three distinct urban environments:
the Hill District of Pittsburgh, the Central Ward in
Newark and the city of Roanoke in Virginia.
Fullilove, a psychiatrist, posits that “displacement
is the problem [that] the twenty-first century
must solve.”

Review By Cynthia Golembeski

The text transcends academic analysis and gives
voice to residents’ concerns over the loss of their
communities to urban renewal. Fullilove offers
personalized narratives of experiences that were
shaped by “root shock,” which she describes as
the “traumatic stress reaction to the destruction
of all or a part of one’s emotional ecosystem.” We
are challenged to confront the “story filled with a
large, multi-voiced pain”and to better understand
how “in cutting the roots of so many people, we
have destroyed language, culture, dietary tradition
and social bonds.” Moreover, her book does much
to highlight and clarify the concept of “psycholo-
gy of place” and the significance of community.
Incorporating a cross-disciplinary approach,
Fullilove’s impassioned criticism of urban renew-
al is fueled by intimate observations of its psycho-
social consequences. She urges that “we cannot
understand the loss unless we appreciate what
was there”

One particularly poignant aspect of the book is
the collective memory emerging from the oral
history Fullilove absorbs in her research, which
serves to de-pathologize the people who are
disenfranchised and seek to find a name for “the
emotional pain related to displacement.” Dr.
Fullilove dedicated a number of years to listen-
ing to the people who lived and worked in the
three case study communities. The author
shares her visits with Dr. Walter Claytor, one of
the many people whose families were dispos-
sessed by urban renewal. She recounts that
even a man of great dignity such as Dr. Claytor
“couldn’t quite keep [the pain] out of his
voice” when discussing his family’s own experi-
ences with displacement.

In one of the most moving chapters, Dr.
Fullilove and David Jenkins explain the concept
of neighboring and how the notion of commu-
nity is sacred. The author first met Jenkins in
1994 through her work with Housing Works, a
New York City non-profit housing developer,
where she was leading a focus group with
agency clients. They embarked on a seven-year
journey toward “dissecting place in David’s =

biography,” which included traveling back to
Jenkins’ Elmwood neighborhood in
Philadelphia that was condemned by urban
renewal when he was eleven years old.
Although “urban ghettos were vilified as places
of shame and dysfunction,” Fullilove reminds us
of the commonality of peoples’“struggle to sur-
vive in the face of racism” along with other
adversities, and how “that made for a great deal
of kindness.” We also learn how urban renewal
shattered the “field of kindness,” which Jenkins
remembers from his youth.

Fullilove suggests that there are many conceptual
frameworks that can be used to assess the eco-
logical realities of urban renewal. Toward the end
of the book, she outlines four “aesthetics of equi-
ty” based on her work in France with Michel
Cantal-Dupart:

 Respect the common life the way you would an
individual life

* Treasure the buildings history has given us

» Break the cycle of disinvestment

» Ensure freedom of movement

Fullilove ties these concepts to the urban disaster
of 9/11, which led her to organize NYC Recovers,
a multi-faceted group that helped the healing
process. She underscores the healing potential in
a moment of crisis and taps into the power of an
“ecological consciousness founded on an aesthet-
ics of equity”

The theoretical framework of Root Shock is situ-
ated along the intervals of history, psychology,
political science, public health and cultural stud-
ies, and, in the tradition of such authors as Peter
Marcuse, Dolores Hayden, Mike Davis and
Arundhati Roy, calls into question the ethics
behind urban renewal. The book is eloquently
crafted with a vital message that is suggestive of

-Progressive Planning ¢ No. 160 * Summer 2004 ¢ 13

Fullilove’s powerful commitment to social equity.
The author is a true urbanist at heart who helps
negotiate the pulse and pain of urban renewal by
reminding readers that “we who care about com-
munity are many” She has allied herself with
numerous community-based efforts to address
issues related to neighborhood dislocation, such
as the one addressing a private developer’s recent
proposal for a 4,000-unit housing project
anchored by a sports arena and boutique retail
shops for a downtown Brooklyn neighborhood.

sing activists in Harlem, Mindy’s book
understanding the full complexities of
ment that is ravaging so many cities

he country. Understanding the
logical dimensions is crucial because
gs us closer to finding equitable
jons to the problem.”

. --Nellie Hester Bailey,
ou der and d!rector of the Harlem Tenants Council, Inc.

She invites urban planners, architects, developers,
city officials, policymakers and advocates alike to
“join the struggle for a better tomorrow” in creat-
ing and sustaining a just city through a more
humane understanding of the psychology of
place. Given the recently proposed plan for
Columbia University’s expansion into
Manhattanville and other such plans in cities
across the United States, which invoke urban
renewal or eminent domain, the book and its cen-
tral plea could not be more appropriate.

Cynthia Golembeski is a graduate student at
Columbia University.

Purchase your copy of the
2004 Progressive Planning Reader,
W|th over 100 pages of the best from
PIanners Network Newsletter and
Progress:ve Plannmg Magazine

Bulk rates also available.

Seé details on pages 42-43
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From Disinvestment (Abandonment) to Reinvestment (Gentrification):
Homefront’'s Abandonment Analysis Thirty Years Later

In March 1974, 200 housing and community
activists attended a conference in New York City
to confront the systematic destruction of low-
rent housing caused by government urban
renewal programs and expanding private institu-
tions. An organization called Homefront:
Citywide Action Group against Neighborhood
Destruction and for Low-Rent Housing emerged
from this conference to continue the fight to
preserve neighborhoods and expand the declin-
ing stock of low-and moderate-rent housing,
especially in working-class neighborhoods with
large numbers of black, Latino and other
oppressed minority residents. In 1977,
Homefront produced a 140-page report,
Housing Abandonment in New York City.

Many of Homefront’s assessments were on target
and, when looked at in light of changing condi-
tions, can help chart new strategies for progressive
housing activists today.

An Explicit Anti-Capitalist Analysis

Unlike other housing organizations at the time,
Homefront was explicitly anti-capitalist and social-
ist in its ideology. Its purpose was to:

... help provide analysis, coordination and a
socialist political perspective for various ten-
ant and community struggles...Homefront
feels that the real enemy is not the small land-
lord or even the developers. The underlying
cause of all forms of community destruction is
an economic system controlled by giant cor-
porations and banks—capitalism. This system
has only one purpose—to maximize profits
based on private ownership of
property... Homefront maintains that the
“housing problem”as such cannot be solved in
isolation. It can only be solved within a social-
ist society, i.e., a society where decent hous-
ing, along with full and meaningful employ-
ment, adequate healthcare and all other
human needs are considered the top priority.
Building socialism in the US is a long-range
process. As part of this process, Homefront
recognizes the importance of developing and
supporting short-range programs which
address people’s immediate needs while

By Ann Meyerson and Tony Schuman

demonstrating their connection to the capital-
ist system which created them. Our focus,
however, is on those issues which most clear-
Iy attack the system of private ownership and
financing of housing for profit.

Following the 1974 conference, Homefront set
out to study the phenomenon of landlord aban-
donment of sound working-class rental housing.
An estimated 150,000 units had been abandoned
in New York City and entire neighborhoods were
destroyed. People wanted to know why this was
happening and what could be done about it. The
two-year study outlined the key causes of aban-
donment, government and community responses
to it and strategies for combating it. Homefront
also published a pamphlet in 1975 with articles
on hospital and commercial expansion, govern-
ment-sponsored projects Chighways, sports are-
nas, etc.) and the racist tipping point theory of
why neighborhoods change demographically.

The Causes of Abandonment

In clarifying the role of bank finance in the prof-
itability of residential real estate, and the impact
of redlining by banks in particular, Homefront
made a useful contribution to the public under-
standing of the causes behind the wave of hous-
ing abandonment that struck New York in the
mid-to-late-1970s. People could understand the
role of individual landlords in abandonment, but it
wasn’t that clear why abandonment was taking
place on such a large scale, wiping out whole sec-
tions of the city.

The abandonment report argued that rent control
and the age of the building stock were not the
cause of landlord abandonment, as the prevailing
conventional wisdom held. Many relatively new
buildings in good condition were being milked
and abandoned by their owners, who stopped
paying their real estate taxes and walked away.
Furthermore, many heavily rent-controlled neigh-
borhoods were not being abandoned. And there
was widespread housing abandonment in other
cities without any history of rent control.

The process, the report concluded, was a systemic
one involving disinvestment and capital flight on

the part of financial institutions on which land-
lords depended to realize their return on invest-
ment. The report showed that landlords generally
do not make most of their profit from cash flow
based on rental income. Rather, they make most of
their profit by refinancing their mortgages, allow-
ing them to take their built-up equity out of their
properties. Banks decided that they would no
longer lend in certain neighborhoods (which were
redlined) and instead moved their investments out-
of-state and into non-real estate sectors. Landlords
then did the logical thing: They cut back on main-
tenance of their properties to gain the maximum
profit as quickly as possible and then walked away,
leaving the city of New York to own and operate
the buildings.

Banks, mortgage and insurance companies red-
lined neighborhoods as their mostly white, work-
ing-class populations followed jobs and housing
investment to the suburbs. In the throes of a “fis-
cal crisis,” New York City adopted a de facto racist
policy of “planned shrinkage” that cut back serv-
ices in these neighborhoods. At the same time the
national government under President Richard
Nixon declared an end to the War on Poverty and
federal aid to cities.

Thirty years later, we can see the Homefront report
as prescient. It cited abandonment as “one aspect
of the uneven development of capitalism, bound to
be followed in the long run by neighborhood rede-
velopment for profit” Many of the neighborhoods
in the city today that are experiencing intense gen-
trification are those that were once plagued by
landlord abandonment.

On the strategy front, the report criticized the self-
help efforts to cooperatively own and operate
abandoned housing that were widely advocated at
the time. “Self-help strategies put all the responsi-
bility on individuals who are the victims of aban-
donment rather than on the capitalist system and
government which causes it. In practical terms, the
main problem with self-help is that it is usually too
costly for people with modest incomes.”

Instead, Homefront saw the expanding stock of
abandoned and therefore city-owned housing as a
critical opportunity to achieve the goal of “pub-
licly-owned, tenant-controlled housing,” where the
government would assume responsibility to reha-
bilitate and maintain this housing. This flew in the
face of the city policy, still operative today, of turn-
ing over abandoned properties to private develop-
ers, even the worst slumlords, on the premise that
only the private sector should provide housing.
Homefront said, instead, that “our aim is to promote
programs that move toward public ownership of
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low-rent housing and attack the system of private
financing, production and ownership.”

At that time, Homefront and the left in general
were heavily influenced by the successful national
liberation movements around the world, the
growth of the socialist left in Europe and détente
with the Soviet Union. This led to strong views
about the limitations of capitalism and the possi-
bilities of socialist development.

There cannot be real tenant control of hous-
ing under capitalism. Publicly-owned housing
with tenant control can’t solve the root prob-
lems that spring from a capitalist
system....Genuine solutions to housing
decline are not possible under capitalism.This
strategy, therefore, is aimed at strengthening
the movement for socialism. It exposes the
rule of capitalism and the role of government.
It puts responsibility for abandonment where
it belongs, and increases the ability of people
to struggle.

Response to the Report at the Time

The report was generally well-received. As one
neighborhood activist commented, “When it
comes to housing, we’re all socialists.” But when
it came time to discuss next steps, many local
leaders demurred. “We don’t have time for this
kind of citywide action,” they explained. “We're
too busy trying to deal with these thirty families
in an abandoned building.”

Some academic commentators were less recep-
tive, and Homefront was accused of being a
bunch of remote academics pushing a “statist”
line. It is certainly true that Homefront called for
public resources and responsibility for addressing
housing needs (public ownership with tenant
control). We debated internally whether to advo-
cate for an expansion of public housing or some
other form of public ownership. But Homefront
was never an organization of mostly academics. It
was an amalgam of activists and professionals, and
the report was a good example of activist schol-
arship. Its members, including many who worked
on the abandonment report, took part in cam-
paigns to stop the auction of city-owned proper-
ties and the cutbacks in city services in low-
income communities.

The city continued to auction properties back to
the private sector and many of new city pro-
grams aimed at converting renters into home-
owners but without the necessary financial and
technical resources to help them succeed in this
new role. So Homefront played a leadership =
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role in a citywide “Stop the Auctions” campaign
featuring demonstrations at Police headquarters,
site of the public auctions.Two Homefront veter-
ans (Tom Gogan and Dave Robinson) organized
the In Rem Tenants Coalition to unite tenants in
city-owned buildings.

Homefront dissolved itself in the early 1980s as
people returned to their first commitments and
continued their activism through other venues.

Changes since the 1970s

Much has changed since the abandonment report
was first issued in 1977.The left and social move-
ments have been retreating. At the local level,
displacement through abandonment, arson and
demolition have been supplanted by displace-
ment through gentrification and redevelopment,
as Homefront predicted. Community groups that

were focused on neighborhood organizing grad-
ually became community development corpora-
tions, providing substantial amounts of new hous-
ing but losing the sense of a citywide movement
around broader housing issues.The very language
of the housing movement changed. Its goal now
became “affordable” housing, not “subsidized”
housing.This was accompanied by a shift in focus
from rental housing for low-income households
to homeownership opportunities for moderate-
income working families. The term “affordable”
glossed over the necessity of substantial subsi-
dies to bring the purchase price of housing into
range for even two-income working families.
Nowhere is this shift more pronounced than in
the Hope VI program that encourages the demo-
lition of reatal public housing units and their
replacement by mixed-income homeowner row-
houses. In New York City, one of the major new
housing production programs was a public-pri-
vate partnership that put one-, two- and three-
family homes on publicly-owned vacant land
where low-cost rental housing had been aban-
doned and demolished.

In the last decade, the city has also lost a significant
number of moderately-priced housing units in lim-
ited equity co-ops. Expiring restrictions on rents
and resale prices offered one-time bonanzas for co-
op owners who could capture the market value of
their limited equity apartments. These units have
been taken out of the dwindling affordable hous-
ing stock. For renters in private units, the gutting of
rent regulations under pressure from the real estate
industry has jacked up rents throughout the city. In
the suburbs, exclusionary land use and zoning
practices continue to limit opportunities for new
low-cost housing. With all of these changes, home-
lessness has become a regular part of the housing
scene since the 1980s. Overall, one thing that has-
n’t changed in the past thirty years is the concen-
tration of the urban poor in central cities (and
some innerring suburbs) and the intersection of
poverty and race that make urban ghettos a con-
tinuing challenge to the cause of social justice.

The Homefront Report in Hindsight

Certainly the brightest outcome of the housing
movement in the 1970s and 1980s was the emer-
gence of experienced and committed local devel-
opment organizations. Although some of these
expanded too quickly and crashed and burned
under the weight of their inexperience and, occa-
sionally, the egotism of some leaders, others
became critical outposts in holding the line against
gentrification or in maintaining viable pockets of
neighborhood life in the midst of devastated neigh-
borhoods. Following the Homefront session at the

conference, housing consultant (and charter mem-
ber of PN) Emily Achtenberg offered the following
reflection on Homefront’s analysis:

In one sense, we can argue that Homefront’s
critique of the in rem tenant co-op programs
for failing to achieve public ownership was
correct, insofar as some of these buildings
(with lapsed restrictions) now have opportu-
nities to cash out in gentrifying markets, and
others face significant risks of disinvest-
ment/tax foreclosure as tenant incomes erode.
But the majority still seem to be working as
affordable, non-speculative housing, and in
that sense Homefront failed to give credit to
the massive transfer from private to social
ownership—broadly  defined—that was
accomplished by these programs, on a scale
unprecedented (before or since) in any US
city. On the Williamsburg tour [a PN confer-
ence workshop], we visited an in rem co-op
that was impressively well-maintained, demo-
cratically run, affordable and closely linked to
the local non-profit support organization. We
learned about neighborhood-wide networks
of in rem co-ops working to extend tax relief
in exchange for continuing use restrictions.
These social ownership forms are by no
means perfect, but do seem like a step in the
right direction. Today, activists and planners
should be working to save and improve them.
With hindsight, perhaps Homefront should
have been less rigid in its prescription and
more open to the notion of “radical reforms”
that further the concept of social housing
while exposing the limitations of what can be
accomplished under current conditions.

This is a fair critique. The Williamsburg build-
ing, and larger-scale efforts like the Cooper
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Square Mutual Housing Association on the
Lower East Side, which manages hundreds of
apartments, are important examples of social
ownership in the non-profit sector. We would
certainly have to abandon any “statist” notions
that socially-owned housing must be govern-
ment-owned. In almost all cases, however, these
projects would not be accessible to low-income
tenants if the land hadn’t been publicly owned
and conveyed to the non-profit sponsors at lit-
tle or no cost.The Cooper Square buildings are
owned by a land trust that requires that the
housing be used for low-income tenants in per-
petuity. It is more important that the land and
housing be under the control of tenants and
owners who can’t sell them for a profit than it
is for them to be in the hands of government.
This is the way to make sure the housing
remains affordable.

Since Homefront, Ann Meyerson directed NYU's
Metropolitan Studies Program where she taught
courses on bousing and urban development. She
is currently the curator of exhibitions ai the
Brooklyn Historical Society, baving shifted from
teaching urban studies to interpreting urban bis-
tory. Shortly after working on the Homefront
report, Tony Schuman began teaching at the New
Jersey School of Architecture (NJIT), where be cur-
rently divects the graduate program. A founding
member of PN, Tony’s teaching and writing are
Jocused on housing and urban development
Sfrom a design and policy perspective. Others who
Dparticipated in producing the Homefront report
were: Tom Angotii, Debbie Bell, Almutbh David,
Tom Gogan, Dan Gutman, Eileen Murray, Mimi
Rosenberg and Phil Weitzman. We are sorry to say
that the Homefront report was produced before
the digital days and copies of the report are only
available in some local libraries.
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Traffic Against the People:

New York City’s Transportation Planners Move Cars at All Costs

On Monday February 9, 2004, at 3:30 PM, Juan
Estrada and Victor Flores, fifth-graders at PS. 124
in Brooklyn, New York,were crushed to death by
a gravel-filled landscaping truck while walking
home from school. The boys were crossing 3rd
Avenue at 9th Street, a busy but familiar intersec-
tion, less than a block from their homes. They
were killed in the crosswalk while the pedestrian
signal indicated they had the right-of-way.

Evening rush hour in downtown Manhattan.

Like most New York City intersections, the pedes-
trian and traffic signals at 3rd and 9th light up at
exactly the same time. Pedestrians and vehicles
begin moving simultancously. In this case, the
truck began making a right turn just as Juan and
Victor started into the crosswalk. The driver, John
Olson, says he never saw the boys in his big
truck’s blind spot. In fact, he didn’t even know he
had crushed them beneath his wheels until
bystanders flagged him down.As is almost always
the case when a motorist kills a pedestrian in
New York City, Olson received summonses only
for minor violations.

Motor vehicles kill people on the streets of New
York City each week and we’ve been trained to call

By Aaron Naparstek

these “accidents.” But it’s hard to write this one off
so ecasily. A simple traffic-calming device called a
leading pedestrian interval, or LPI, almost certainly
would have prevented this tragedy.An LPI lights up
the pedestrian signal about three seconds before
vehicular traffic gets the green.This gives pedestri-
ans a head start into the intersection and forces
turning vehicles to be less aggressive as they drive
through the crosswalk. LPIs could easily have pre-
vented the type of rightturn conflict that killed
Juan and Victor. The only downside of an LPI is that
a few less vehicles may be able to move through
the intersection at each cycle of the light.

Nearly three years ago, Brooklyn’s first LPI was
installed—as part of an initiative called the
Downtown Brooklyn Traffic-Calming Project—
about a mile away from the intersection where
Juan and Victor were killed. The LPI, according to
Community Board 6 District Manager Craig
Hammerman and many others, is a “smashing suc-
cess.” So why don’t we have an LPI at 3rd and 9th,
and what does it take to get the city’s Department
of Transportation (DOT) to install one?

DOT’s public affairs office refused to make any of
their “highly qualified engineers” available to
answer these questions. But one former DOT
planner, under condition of anonymity, explained
to me how it works. There are no formal require-
ments for installing LPIs in New York City. The
decision is made based on “engineering judg-
ment” He said that when traffic engineers analyze
an intersection like 3rd and 9th, “they are prima-
rily looking to see that an LPI won’t degrade the
vehicular ‘level of service’ DOT’s attitude is, “We
will do pedestrian safety, but only when it doesn’t
come at the expense of the flow of traffic.”

To the traffic engineers who run DOT, “it’s all
about big maps and traffic counts” Their “engi-
neering judgment” is not likely to take into
account the two schools, major subway station,
big grocery store, churches, small businesses and
working-class Mexican immigrant neighborhood
within a few blocks’ walking distance of 3rd and
9th. All the traffic engincers know is that 3rd
Avenue and 9th Street are truck routes. Ninth
Street exists in this world “for the purpose of
pumping morning rush hour traffic through to
the Brooklyn Battery Tunnel” The avenue is a

great place to put vehicles when the nearby
Brooklyn-Queens Expressway gets full. “It’s just
the way the system works,” the former DOT plan-
ner continued. “Guys in Lexuses stuck in traffic
jams are simply more important than Mexicans
crossing the street.”

DOT says it is disingenuous for anyone to claim
that its traffic engineers could have done any-
thing to prevent Juan and Victor’s deaths.
Spokesmen say budget constraints have made it
impossible to put together the extensive geomet-
ric engineering review and substantial capital that
would be required to make 3rd and 9th safer.

But that’s simply not true. DOT’s failure to imple-
ment traffic-calming measures at 3rd and 9th has
little to do with funding or geometric gobbledy-
gook. The recommendation to install an LPI at this
particular intersection had been sitting on a shelf
in the DOT Brooklyn Borough Commissioner’s
office since at least November 2001.That’s when
Arup, an internationally respected engineering
firm, issued its first draft of the Downtown
Brooklyn Traffic-Calming Plan.

It doesn’t take two years to install an LPI.This par-
ticular traffic-calming device is so inexpensive
and easy to set up, DOT doesn’t even bother to
put a dollar figure next to it in their budget esti-
mates. All the traffic engineers have to do is make
a slight adjustment in the timing of an intersec-
tion’s signals. Not only that, if the LPI causes prob-
lems, the traffic engineers can simply change the
signal back to the way it was. No concrete gets
poured. No work crews dig up the street.

The Department of Traffic, Its Engineers and
Planners

The real reason there is no LPI at the intersection
where Juan and Victor died is because the traffic
engineers who control and run New York City’s
DOT fundamentally disagree with the entire con-
cept of traffic-calming. Just as the US Department
of Defense was once more honestly called the
Department of War, the New York City
Department of Transportation was once known as
the Department of Traffic. Though the name has
changed since the days when New York City’s all-
powerful public works czar Robert Moses flat-
tened vibrant neighborhoods and decimated mass
transit to make the city more convenient for
motorists, DOT still reflects his cars-first values.
Traffic is what DOT continues to make. It’s their
product. It’s what they are all about.

The way that DOT operates is scandalous. But the
scandal is not so much about incompetence or
corruption. The DOT is controlled and run by an
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insular and widely discredited group of profes-
sionals called traffic engineers. The more effec-
tively the traffic engineers do what they perceive
to be their job, the more choked and immobilized
New York City’s streets become.

The real crime at DOT isn’'t sg much that the
Agency is doing a bad job, but that it’s doing the
wrong job. Former DOT Traffic Commissioner and
Chief Engineer Sam Schwartz is a traffic engineer.
Schwartz started his career behind the wheel of a
New York City taxi and, perhaps because of that,
tends to have a more holistic view of transporta-
tion than your typical engineer. “Traffic engineers
have failed,” Schwartz says. “If you compare the
accomplishments of our profession over the last
fifty years to the medical profession, our perform-
ance is equivalent to millions of people still dying
of polio, influenza and other minor bacterial dis-
eases that have been cured.”

he more effectively the traffic engineers
Jo what they perceive to be their job, the
ore choked and immobilized New York
ty’s streets become.

While London, Paris and municipalities all across
Northern Europe are, with great success, develop-
ing ways to make their dense central districts less
convenient, accessible and free to automobiles,
New York City traffic engineers are still focused
on figuring out how to shove more vehicles
through the urban grid. The traffic engineers’ typ-
ical solution for congestion is to add a lane or
build a new road, which in Schwartz's words is
like “telling an obese person that the way to get
healthy is to buy a bigger pair of pants and a
longer belt.”

Whether they know it or not, DOT’s traffic engi-
neers are deeply ideological. Their -ism is
motorism; they believe in the primacy of the auto-
mobile. One former DOT employee says that
DOT’s prime directive is “to move the most traffic
possible. They always try to maximize the street’s
capacity and increase the flow of traffic”

Although most New Yorkers do not own automobiles,
the majority of the city’s public space— the streets—
has been annexed for the primary use of motor vehi-
cles. Considering that few things are as valuable in
New York City as space, this giveaway may amount to
the single biggest government entitlement program
we have. And as the Agency that controls and main-
tains the city’s streets, DOT runs this program. =
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The Congestion Pricing Option

In February 2003, London’s mayor Ken
Livingstone began charging motorists a &5
($7.50) toll every time they drove through an
eight-square-mile section of Central London. The
tolling is automated, so motorists don’t have to
slow down or stop at toll booths to pay, and the
enforcement is carried out by traffic cameras.
Violators are mailed £120 ($180) fines. The initia-
tive is projected to raise $200 million a year, all of
which will be used to improve London’s mass
transit, pedestrian and cycling facilities.

Transportation Alternatives is New York City's largest
advocacy group for cyclists and pedestrians.

According to the most recent analysis, congestion
pricing has been a major success. Traffic is down by
30 percent, average trip speeds are at their highest
since the 1960s and travel times are more reliable.
London is now considering an expansion of the con-
gestion-pricing zone.

Meanwhile, the mayor of Paris, Bertrand Delanoe, has
promised to “fight, with all the means at my disposal,
against the harmful, ever-increasing and unaccept-
able hegemony of the automobile” After establishing
a number of measures to improve public transporta-
tion, in the summer of 2001 Delanoe began closing
two-and-a-half miles of the Pompidou Expressway. He
then turned Paris’ busiest artery into a public beach
and park, complete with sand, grass, palm trees and
vendors. On opening day, the usual 200,000 motor
vehicles were replaced by 600,000 revelers.

Here in New York City, when Mayor Bloomberg
floated the idea of congestion pricing for the East
River bridges in his 2003 preliminary budget, the
plan was shouted down by Brooklyn Borough
President Marty Markowitz and a cadre of outer-bor-

ough councilmembers. Even Manhattan city coun-
cilmembers, whose constituents would most clearly
benefit from congestion pricing, remained mostly
silent. And though Bloomberg spoke of the tolls only
as a revenue-raising measure, many urban planners
and transportation experts see congestion pricing as
the best, easiest and most sensible way for New York
City to fix its broken transportation system.

“If the cost of something is zero,” explains a former
DOT planner, “there’s always going to be lots of
demand. If ConEd gave electricity away for free then
they’d always be installing new wires and infrastruc-
ture. Driving is essentially free” DOT can’t keep up
with the needs of the city’s pedestrians, cyclists and
transit users because they have to maintain the infra-
structure for this huge, expensive motorist entitle-
ment program.

The car culture of the outer boroughs is a powerful
force.Although only 46 percent of New Yorkers own
cars—the lowest percentage in the nation—the
ratio is higher outside of Manhattan. At Brooklyn
community meetings, it’s not uncommon to hear
people complain in one breath about the traffic in
their neighborhood and then demand more parking
spaces for their own cars. The former City Council
Speaker Peter Vallone, whose district is in Queens,
would always call for a rollback in parking fees at
elections, which only created more congestion.

The biggest problem of all, however, is the lack of
political will to deal with the city’s transportation
issues. There is no transportation vision or leader-
ship coming from City Hall. According to John
Kaehny, former director of Transportation
Alternatives, the city’s largest advocacy group for
bicyclists and pedestrians, “Transportation simply
isn’t considered a top-tier political issue. In New
York City it’s all about crime, jobs, schools and the
budget. Transportation does not make the cut as a
mayoral priority”

As the families of Juan Estrada and Victor Flores
know all too well, New Yorkers already pay a steep
toll for the privilege of driving a car wherever and
whenever they want. DOT eventually implemented
the LPI at 3rd and 9th thanks to the efforts of com-
munity activists and Transportation Alternatives. Too
late to save Juan and Victor.

Aaron Naparstek is a writer and interactive
media producer focused on transportation, energy
and environmental issues. He works as a project
coordinator for Transportation Alternatives in
New York City. His most recent book, Honku: The
Zen Antidote to Road Rage, is a bumorous collec-
tion of bhaiku poems observing American car cul-
ture. Find bim at: wwiv.naparsteR.com.
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“We’ve Been Fighting for the Land since Time Immemorial:”

The Mexican state of Michoacan, located in the
center of the country, is known outside Mexico—
if it is known at all—for being the world capital of
avocado production and the Mexican state that
sends the most migrants to the United States. Few
would associate it with indigenous rights move-
ments like those that have convulsed the south-
ern Mexico state of Chiapas, where the Zapatista
movement exploded in 1994 and has continued
to mobilize.

But indigenous people are actively demanding
and defending their rights across Michoacin—
above all, rights to control land, water and natural
resources. True, only 3.5 percent of the state’s
population speaks an indigenous language (com-
pared to 7.2 percent for Mexico as a whole). Many
of Michoacan’s Indians, however, are concentrat-
ed in predominantly indigenous communities,
especially Purépecha Indian towns in the center
of the state. The Purépechas are the remnants of
the once-mighty Tarasca federation, which suc-
cessfully repelied Aztec marauders from the east,
but eventually succumbed to the Spanish. Today,
Michoacan’s indigenous localities confront mod-
ern versions of the Spanish invaders—Iland-hun-
gry developers, settlers from other regions and
politicians willing to sell out on long-standing
commitments to the tribes.

Blue Lake, Green Mountains, Long Struggle

The most dramatic current struggle is unfolding
in the lakefront Purépecha town of Zirahuén.
Silver-blue Lake Zirahuén, unlike nearby Lakes
Patzcuaro and Cuitzéo, remains free from contam-
ination (the Lake’s name means “mirror of the
gods” in Purépecha). In a bid to keep it that way,
last October the Purépecha community declared
themselves an autonomous community. This tac-
tic, pioneered by the Zapatistas, asserts the com-
munity’s independence from official government
structures and its right to manage its own
resources. As a woman selling homemade cheese
in the town square commented, “The lake is the
only thing we have”

The threat of contamination is imminent.
Developers have proposed a massive resort devel-
opment, including 2,000 cabafias, a golf course

Indigenous Land Struggles in Michoacan, Mexico

By Chris Tilly and Marie Kennedy

and docks for motorboats and jet skis. The gover-
nor stated: “If it damages the environment, it will
not be approved.” But after 400+ years of broken
promises, the Purépechas are not inclined to take
this commitment at face value.

The Indians of Zirahuén, like many across Mexico,
have an important political asset. They are offi-
cially recognized as an indigenous settlement by
the Mexican government. This means that by law
they hold the land communally, and land can only
be sold with the approval of the community—in
the case of Zirahuén, via a community-wide

Lake Zirahuén in the Mexican state of Michoacan

assembly. The hitch is that although Zirahuén’s
Purépechas hold a land title going back to 1733,
that legal claim has not kept the local caciques—
political bosses—from stealing, selling or giving
away chunks of the land over the years. Today,
37,000 acres in Zirahuén and surrounding areas
are in contention. This situation is not uncom-
mon; experts estimate that half the land in Mexico
lacks a definitive title, and there are conflicting
claims on over one million acres in Michoacan
alone.

Zirahuén’s other powerful asset is a long history
of community self-government through the
assembly, its executive committee and the =

Photo by Chris Tilly
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committee’s leader, the commissioner of com-
munal property—a soft-spoken farmer named
Marcos Paz Calvillo. Mexico’s law of usos y cos-
tumbres allows recognized Indian communities
to govern themselves in traditional fashion.
Again, however, the indigenous self-government
and the “official” government of the county-sized
municipio may end up making conflicting claims
of authority—and that is precisely what’s hap-
pening in Zirahuén.

The Zirahuén struggle didn’t begin with the
current resort scheme. Jests Mendoza Patricio,
a grizzled Purépecha elder, remembers joining
the fight in 1935 when federal land reform
redrew boundaries. Efrén Capiz Villegas said it
started even earlier: “Of my eighty years, in sev-
enty-five of them I have participated actively
and consciously in the struggle for the land.”

Zirahuén Commissioner Marcos Paz in his family’s restaurant

Zirahuén Commissioner Marcos Paz, inter-
viewed as he sliced fresh habanero pepper into
fish soup at a hole-in-the-wall restaurant owned
by his extended family, said, “The indigenous
community has been fighting for its land since
time immemorial” He dated the current mobi-

. lization, however, back thirty-five years, when

the community organized to reassert demands
for recognition of its title to the lands. In 1979,
Zirahuén indigenous activists along with others
across Michoacan formed the Unién de
Comuneros Emiliano Zapata (UCEZ) to coordi-
nate and garner support for such fights. “We’ve
had demonstrations, sit-ins; we’ve occupied
government agencies,” Marcos said. “We’ve been
imprisoned—Jesus was in jail thirty years ago; 1
was in last year. We've had to be very deter-
mined not to sell out, not to betray the commu-

nity. There have been a lot of offers from rich
people, of money for the land. But no, we’re
sticking to this fight!”

Although the most visible leaders are men, Marcos
pointed to women’s involvement as well. “When
someone got imprisoned, women would organize
to take over the city hall, the statehouse, the
courthouse. Men and women working together is
the only way to succeed”

As of mid-2004, plans to operate as an
autonomous community were still vague. “We’ll
have agencies to perform all the functions of gov-
ernment,” Marcos declared, but admitted, “We
need to have more meetings to plan this”The goal
is clear, however: “We want development projects
based on natural resources, tourism, forest
resources—but ones that will benefit local peo-
ple” To its credit, the Purépecha community of
Zirahuén has already implemented a series of
projects with its own sweat. They have reforested
2,300 acres of land with millions of trees, put in
place twenty thousand cubic meters of filtering
dikes to cleanse water flowing into the lake and
built a technical junior high that is their pride and
joy. “It has electricity, water, bathrooms, a func-
tioning kitchen,” Marcos beamed.

When asked how people in the United States
could best support the Purépechas of Zirahuén,
Marcos replied, “We don’t ask for economic sup-
port, but moral support. Send messages to the
Governor asking him to support us, not to steal
from the community of Zirahuen” (See box at
end of article, next page.)

Indigenous Land Struggles from the
Highlands to the Coast

Although Zirahuén has the highest profile, indige-
nous communities across the state wrestle with
similar issues. Ocumicho, on the plateau north-
west of Zirahuén known as the Meséta
Purépecha, is known across Mexico for its comi-
cal clay sculptures of devils, saints and sinners.
But Ocumicho’s Purépechas are also locked in a
bitter land struggle, this one for over 1,200 acres
of prime farmland.

The tangled history of Ocumicho is similar to
that of Zirahuén and many other indigenous
communities. The community’s right to its land
was recognized by the Spanish as early as 1540,
but over the centuries settlers from nearby
Tangancicuaro encroached on the land. At the
time of the Mexican Revolution in 1917,
Ocumicho’s indigenous people asked for a judi-
cial ruling on the land boundaries. Eighty- =

seven years later they are still waiting. In 1932,
in the context of national land reform, President
Lazaro Cardenas del Rio reaffirmed the
Ocumicho community’s title, but the settlers
persisted, and in 1965 President Gustavo Diaz
Ordaz reversed earlier rulings and granted the
land to the settlers. The Ocumichans refused to
leave, but in 1981 armed settlers accompanied
by police and military forces ousted them and
burned their houses to the ground.

Working with the UCEZ and other organizations,
the Ocumicho comuneros attempted unsuccessful-
ly to retake the land in 1985. In 1999 they tried
again, and while they held the land for three
months, they were then driven off and seventy-five
of them were jailed. In 2002 they initiated an
encampment at the entrance to the property, win-
ning the governor’s commitment to a judicial
review of the land title and a government-brokered
dialogue. The promised deadlines passed without
resolution of the conflict, and in April 2004 the
Indians briefly blocked access to the land. They
were dispersed by eighty armed settlers along with
police, but at the time of this writing in June were
maintaining their peaceful encampment at the
entrance while continuing to negotiate with gov-
ernment agencies. Juan Chavez Alonso, Ocumicho’s
Commissioner of Communal Property, told the
newspaper La Jornada, “The struggle in Ocumicho
is a fight for the land, for indigenous rights and cul-
ture, for autonomy and against neoliberalism. It’s a
fight for the concept that we indigenous have of the
land, and against the domination of the market.

Hundreds of miles away on the Pacific Coast of
Michoacan, Nahuatl communities descended from
the Aztecs are also scrapping to hold onto their land.
In Maruata, where dramatic cliffs meet white sand
beaches and black sea turtles come each year to lay
their eggs, Leo, a Nahuatl innkeeper, described how
Mexican power broker and former president Carlos
Salinas de Gortari tried to buy a huge strip of indige-
nous coastal land for a modern resort development.
“Our community assembly voted no,” Leo reported.
Remarkably, they were able to hold off Salinas. Then
the problem was to get support for alternative, com-
munity-controlled development. After years of being
starved for resources, Leo reported that in the last
few years they have been able to get government-
sponsored grants and low-interest loans. He pointed
proudly to the sturdy complex of thatched huts that
represents Maruata’s version of ecotourism.

Zapata Vive, La Lucha Sigue/Zapata Lives, the
Struggle Continues

Indigenous communities in Zirahuén, Ocumicho
and Maruata all point to the Zapatista movement of
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faraway Chiapas as a source of inspiration. Emiliano
Zapata, the early twentieth century Mexican revolu-
tionary who fought for poor people’s rights to land
until he was gunned down in 1919, s a secular saint
among Mexicans demanding their land rights today,
and they credit the Zapatistas (who adopted his
name) with renewing his struggle. At a June meet-
ing to support the Zirahuén community, partici-
pants, including those directly affiliated with the
Zapatistas, chanted “Zapata vive, la lucha sigue
(Zapata lives, the struggle continues).” Indigenous
activists from Zirahuén and Ocumicho have taken
part in national Zapatista congresses and marches.
Leo, from Maruata, concurred, “The Zapatistas in
Chiapas have suffered the same problems we have”

The Zapatista uprising has found echoes in many
parts of Mexico. In Tlalnepantla in the state of
Morelos, indigenous residents declared an
autonomous community and took over the town
hall in January 2004 until 800 police drove them
out at gunpoint. Similar struggles are unfolding in
the states of Oaxaca and Guerrero, and beyond.
Michoacan’s indigenous communities form part of a
loose national network of native groups fighting for
their rights to land, water, seacoasts, forests and
other resources. The combination of strong local
roots and far-flung national and international ties
strengthens the hand of the Purépechas of Zirahuén
and their counterparts across the country. In these
cominunities, Zapata truly does live on.

Chris Tilly is professor of regional economic and
social development at the University of
Massachusetts Lowell and former chair of the
board of directors of Grassroots International, an
international buman rights and development
organization. Marie Kennedy is professor of com-
munity planning (vetired) at the University of
Massachusetts Boston and a member of the advi-
sory committee of Planners Network. They spent
seven months in Mexico with the support of a
Fulbright Fellowship.
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Activist Planning and the Neoliberal City:
The Case of Planning Action

A lot has been written about urban neoliberalism
but much less about activist responses. Planning
Action is a group of activists that has been organ-
izing to combat neoliberal policies in Toronto. By
sharing our tactics, failures, challenges, and even
our moments (or months) of confused disillusion-
ment, we hope to advance the broader struggle
against neoliberal planning.

For the past few decades, neoliberalism in Canada
has entailed the dismantling of the Keynesian wel-
fare state, the rise of workfare, privatization of
public assets and services, the shift away from
rights-based entitlements towards user-fees and
other individualizing and ‘active’ forms of citizen-
ship, “flexible” work practices, and a faith in the
power of private enterprise to cure all that ails us.

In the realm of urban planning, neoliberalism has
meant a growing reliance on private consultants
and appointed boards to identify and define
problems and prescribe solutions. Corporate
interests and private professionals are replacing
citizen consultations and public planners in lay-
ing out the future for cities and citizens. These
changes are all taking place as cities themselves
are becoming more and more important in glob-
al politics and economics. In a ‘glocalizing’ world
of increasing competition among cities, across
and within national boundaries, we are told that
attracting cultural and economic capital and the
people who hold it must become priority num-
ber one. Urban planning is thus assigned the role
of enabling the physical transformation of the
city in order to accommodate this social and
economic transformation. Neoliberal discourse
often uses the language of participatory and
democratic planning practice, but many social
justice activists see these as instrumental moves
towards token consultations, which have the
effect of draining the capacities of already hard-
pressed communities.

The Restructuring of Toronto Politics

We can trace some practices that are consistent
with neoliberal assumptions and interests as far
back as the immediate post-World War II years.
But it was with the more recent municipal amal-

By Deborah Cowen

gamation that a whole host of new policies and
practices were put into effect which expedited
the process of neo-liberalizing Toronto.

In January of 1998, the conservative provincial gov-
ernment implemented a contested amalgamation of
the municipalities of Metropolitan Toronto. The
amalgamation collapsed a two-tier system of local
government into one “megacity” and entailed a
series of massive policy restructurings. The new
government instituted workfare, privatized public
assets and services, and downsized the civil service.
Amalgamations were supposed to provide cost sav-
ings through the elimination of duplication, but
more importantly provided an occasion for the
Province to reorganize both provincial and munici-
pal responsibilities. In fact, the amalgamation of
Toronto created a fiscal crisis for the city, which then
became a rationale for the privatization and marke-
tization of city services. Since the amalgamation the
Province phased out capital subsidies to public tran-
sit and downloaded the operating costs of social
assistance and housing, altogether leaving the City
with added net costs of around $300 million a year.

For citizens and residents of the city this meant
the elimination of a whole tier of local govern-
ment and of half of the local elected officials, mak-
ing access to an already unresponsive and bureau-
cratic system even more difficult. There has been
a huge decline in the number of community plan-
ning meetings and public consultations, an enor-
mous jump in the number of consultants working
on contract, and a rise in the number and influ-
ence of lobbyists at city hall.

The city has also institutionalized competitive
city politics with economic development plans
and reports such as the 2000 report, “Toronto
Competes: An Assessment of Toronto’s Global
Competitiveness.” Individual private citizens, who
are generally white, male and well connected, are
increasingly defining visions for large chunks of
the city, based on their own inspiration, innova-
tion, “creativity” and style.

While the neoliberalization of planning in
Toronto is producing a range of significant shifts
in both process and effects, overall the most

resounding change has been the dismantling of
opportunities for participation in decision-mak-
ing, what a number of us call the “de-democrati-
zation” of planning.

Planning Actions

Planning Action is an activist organization formed
in Toronto in the summer of 2001 in response to
these neoliberal trends. Some of the organizers
met while planning the 2000 Planners Network
conference inToronto.We formed Planning Action
with the intention of being a more explicitly
activist organization engaged with local issues. We
were also influenced by the past work of groups
like the feminist planners of ‘“Women Plan
Toronto’ and the labor and community coalition
‘Metro Network for Social Justice!

It was increasingly clear to us that planning was
becoming a professional and corporate exercise,
precisely at a time when the growing polariza-
tion, racialization and feminization of poverty and
space was coming to define the social landscape
of Toronto. First and foremost, there was a sense
among organizers that planning was catering to
an increasingly selective group of people,and that
this was quickly unraveling the work of a number
of activist communities whose struggles for social
justice had been an important influence on city
politics prior to amalgamation. We wanted
Planning Action to provide a voice for radically
democratic planning practice, to challenge the
professions who were complicit with the neolib-
eralization of urban planning, and to re-politicize
what was becoming a highly professionalized and
inaccessible discourse.

During the group’s early formation, we held pub-
lic meetings at community centers for several
months in order to involve a broad range of peo-
ple and ideas. Numbers and interest levels fluctu-
ated from loud and lively meetings of 50 people
to quiet meetings of eight or ten. This series of
gatherings lasted for a few months and led to a
facilitated workshop to outline priorities for the
group and a mission statement:

We are a group of urban planners, architects and
activists who work with diverse communities of
Toronto struggling against economic, cultural, and
ecological injustice to open spaces for people to
imagine, transform, and enjoy the city.

The mission statement and the action priorities have
been important for Planning Action as we grow and
membership changes. They help maintain our criti-
cal political vision, inform the radically democratic
way we operate, and guide the coalitions we join
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and projects we take on. Since 2001, the group has
been involved in a range of activities, primarily criti-
cal planning projects like our critiques of the
Official Plan and Waterfront Revitalization Plan, as
well as a range of popular education projects such
as public forums and workshops, and articles writ-
ten for the alternative media.

Recent Actions by Planning Action

* Testimony on the Draft Official Plan of Toronto:
Given to the Planning and Transportation
Committee in September 2002. Planning Action
argued that the Plan views the city from the nar-
row perspective of property owners, developers,
and multinational corporations.

» Testimony on Making Waves: Principles for
Building Toronto's Waterfront: Given to the
Planning and Transportation Committee in
December 2002. The testimony focused on the
lack of affordable housing in the City's waterfront
plan.

+ Claim the City: Planning, Politics, and
Participatory Democracy: A public forum in
January 2003 discussed participatory planning
and democracy in Toronto.

« Public Services for Sale?: A public forum
organized in March 2003 by Planning Action
and the Toronto Chapter of Council of
Canadians, addressed the implications of the =
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WTO's General Agreement on Trade in Services
(GATS) for public services in Toronto.

e Everyday Issues and Participatory Planning:
A workshop at the Toronto Social Forum in March
2003 engaged participants to share knowledge
about urban politics and life in Toronto.

° Toronto Planning [Dis]Orientation: An interac-
tive introduction to progressive urban planning,
hosted by Planning Action and Planners Network
in September 2003.

e Out of Space?: A forum/cabaret on spatial jus-
tice, organized in November 2003.

e Social Justice and Car-free Neighbourhoods:
A forum on the implications for social justice of
the potential pedestrianization of Kensington
Market and other neighborhoods, in April 2004.

planwas crafted by and for
)ple who own land, and people
develop land in the city.

Our critique of the city’s new Official Plan in the
fall of 2002 made connections between the
neoliberal transformations of Toronto and the de-
democratization of urban planning. It is also a
good example of the kind of response Planning
Action has mounted to the shifts described above.
As our first collective project, it played an impor-
tant role in defining the politics of the group.

The New Official Plan

After a lengthy process of collective reading and
intense debate of the plan, a working group
formed to do more of the same. Instead of focus-
ing on detailed policies in the plan, our critique
emphasized what we thought was the more fun-
damental problem of the perspectives it opera-
tionalized, and the process behind its construc-
tion. While we did comment on problems with
definitions of housing affordability, and other
specific proposals, our overwhelming emphasis
was on the structure of the plan.The plan was of
a radically new kind; a slim document with lots
of pictures of city spaces, with no sign of the
cumbersome old zoning and density regulations
of yesteryear. Planning would be sleeker, simpler
and sexier, anchored not so much in uses but in
Jorms. While no doubt, the old systems were
heavily bureaucratic, paternalistic, and needed to

be changed, we argued that the kind of changes
that were proposed would undermine the
power of citizens to challenge development and
developers. What sort of planning argument can
be made against the vague measure of ‘aesthet-
ics’ by citizens that cannot be toppled by the
aesthetic analysis of an internationally known
architect? What leverage does “good form” pro-
vide for citizens in place of the old system of
density bonuses through which concessions
were won for daycare spaces, parks, and other
essential public goods?

The plan was built around three “lenses,” It quick-
ly became clear to us that the lenses identified dif-
ferent kinds of development that would serve the
interests of three different groups. The first lens
would designate areas for intensive regeneration.
With little concern for existing uses and users, it
would create open zones for large-scale redevel-
opment, called “employment zones.”

The second lens was geared towards the intensifica-
tion of larger roadways and designated areas for gen-
trification. Without investment in public housing,
the intensification of the avenues would displace
existing businesses and apartments. In the third lens,
the neighborhoods, change would be prevented,
catering to the NIMBYism of homeowners.

The plan was crafted by and for people who own
land, and people who develop land in the city.
The deregulation of uses in employment areas
would cater to players in the global economy, cre-
ating flexible-enterprise zones and publicly subsi-
dizing the improvement of streets and public
spaces within them.

We argued that at best the plan overlooked the
needs of marginalized groups, and at worst would
displace them from their homes and neighbor-
hoods. In fact, the day we testified at city hall a
makeshift village of homeless people that had
emerged in the old industrial lands of Toronto’s
waterfront was forcefully evicted by a band of pri-
vate security guards under supervision of police.
Aggressively pushed off the land by its owner
(Home Depot), residents and activists of the tent
city streamed into the Official Plan hearing at city
hall. While the events were clearly related in terms
of the politics of whose lives made a difference in
the city and the plan, the politicians, lobbyists and
bureaucrats sat stunned by the intrusion.

Many progressive planners supported the pret-
ty language of the new planning regime, such
that the connections between the rights of
homeless people to the city and city planning
process could not even be made. Planning

Action testified following a glowing presenta-
tion by none other than Jane Jacobs herself. In
our view, when homeless activists stormed into
city council chambers, it was perhaps the only
moment where any kind of democratic or par-
ticipatory process was evident in the entire
Official Plan process. City Hall offered a measly
low of six public consultation “open houses,” or
one for every 500,000 residents, while hand-
picked experts had been brought in to the
process early on in working groups, focus
groups, and visioning sessions. We insisted that
a plan for the city must be articulated by the
diverse communities of Toronto who are
already struggling against economic, cultural,
and ecological injustice.

In addition to our testimony, we also prepared
articles for alternative, anti-poverty newspapers
and professional journals. A short film about the
Official Plan for popular education purposes was
planned but never completed. Our response to
the Official Plan had some impact in the media
and with a few city councilors, but over all it is
impossible to measure these kinds of effects.

Most importantly we are actively engaged in
building a community and a counterpublic.
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Planning Action has brought people together to
fight, laugh, and learn about problems and pos-
sibilities. We are helping create places for peo-
ple to debate hot button issues in a less intimi-
dating environment than the city council cham-
bers, and for planning studeats to learn beyond
their planning schools. Planning Action is also
building coalitions with other activists groups
and is becoming a watchdog of sorts. We have
ambitions to become a resource for social jus-
tice groups and marginalized communities who
need planning help in Toronto. All of this is a
longer-term reward than the immediacy of trans-
forming a document or overturning a decision,
but it is nonetheless a small contribution
towards building the foundations of an alter-
nate, post-neoliberal future.

Deborab Cowen is a member of Planning
Action and can be reached at
deb.cowen@utoronio.ca. She would like to
thank Sue Bunce, Mati Cowley, Mike Ma,
Heather McLean, and Karen Sun for their comn-
tributions to the recent PN Conference session,
Activist Planning in ithe Neoliberal City:
Planning Action in Canada’ from which some
themes of this article are drawn. Please see
www.planningaction.org for more information.
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How
Through

Three long-time activist planners, during one of
the main plenary sessions at the Planners
Network 2004 Conference, talked about breaking
down walls by building bridges at local, national
and international levels. Jackie Leavitl, professor
of wurban planning at the University of
California, Los Angeles, runs the Comimuinity
Scholars  program and works with
commumnity/labor coalitions. Sheela Patel is direc-
tor of SPARC, the Society for the Promotion of
Area Resource Centres, based in Mumbai
(Bombay) India. Jan Peterson is aclive in the
National Congress of Neighborbood Women
(NCNW), Grassroots Organizations Operdating
Together in Sisterbood (GROOTS) and the
Huariou Commission.

“How can progressive planners respond to the task
of making social change? How can we move from
the margins to the mainstream in the planning pro-
fession and create wider coalitions?” With these
questions Jackie Leavitt launched a wide-ranging
discussion that urged both individuals and organi-
zations like Planners Network to go further than
they have. In the discussion, a few key principles
emerged for helping progressive planners break
down the walls between community groups, prac-
titioners and academics:

¢ Shed the cloak of providing expertise from on
high and learn new roles from grassroots groups,

* Appreciate the power of grassroots, community
and labor groups;

* Reach across borders—national and internation-
al, between planners and grassroots groups—ito
ensure that resources are more equitably divided,
that grassroots voices are at the table when deci-
sions are being made and that research supports
social action; and

* Cultivate policies that originate from communi-
ties to the point that they can include broader
groups and more interests.

Community and Labor in Los Angeles

Jackie Leavitt drew on the history of the public
housing bill in the 1930s, recalling Catherine
Bauer’s rationale for organizing union members to
support it:join forces where people are already in
motion. Leavitt also referred to the example of

nge Public Policy

By Ayse Yonder

today’s burgeoning labor movement in Los Angeles
and its inclusion of workers in low-wage occupa-
tions. “People in motion” have won union repre-
sentation, health benefits and increased respect for
laboring in low-wage jobs. Los Angeles’ landscape
of social action also includes worker centers, such
as those for day laborers and garment workers that
fight against wage discrimination and exploitation.
The centers serve mainly immigrants and a coali-
tion of five centers is leading the campaign for
amnesty legalization. Leavitt believes that new pol-
icy agendas can be set by linking urban planners to
these different types of social action. The terms of
the debate can be changed and the idea of who
does planning expanded to include people who
are “action planners.”

Community Scholars, a joint project of the UCLA
Department of Urban Planning and the Center for
Labor Research and Education, is one example of a
bridge between community and academia that
expands on the concept of action planning. This
was the first program of its kind in the University
of California system. It turns university resources
outward by engaging local labor and community
activists—Community Scholars—in collaborative
projects with graduate and undergraduate stu-
dents. Drawing from a paper written with Kara
Heffernan, Leavitt described the program, which
was launched in 1991.

Community Scholars are chosen from among
activists in community and labor organizations and
work alongside urban planning graduates and
undergraduates for two terms of applied research.
Over its lifetime about 120 Scholars and 300 gradu-
ate and undergraduate students have been involved
in the program. Scholars are drawn from the ranks of
staff, leaders and/or executive board members of
labor/community-based organizations, including
community development corporations, service
delivery groups, faith-based groups, union locals, the
County Federation of Labor and worker centers.

The program has multiple objectives: 1) advancing
networking among activists by defusing boundary
lines among unions, community organizations, com-
munity development and economic development
corporations; 2) breaking down the academy’s insu-
larity and connecting to the world beyond the ivory

towers; 3) turning university resources outward
through an applied research project, encouraging
graduate and undergraduate students to collaborate
with Scholars and by extension the groups sponsor-
ing the Scholars; 4) exposing planning students to
labor research and broadening the content of more
traditional classes in community development and
community-based planning; and 5) laying a founda-
tion for future partnerships. The first Scholars’ proj-
ect set a precedent for this: Accidental Tourisi Cri-
tiqued the city of Los Angeles’ tourism promotion
strategy and proposed alternatives that would bring
economic benefits to working-class communities
and communities of color.

Local Knowledge and International Expertise:
Mumbai and Kenya

Sheela Patel talked about planners who do not lis-
ten to the experiences of grassroots people or pay
attention to the creative ways in which people
resolve issues. This often leads to conflicts with
communities. Institutions arrive with predeter-
mined solutions and planners with approaches
that begin from the top down. Patel stressed the
importance of coalition-building and peer learning
that crosses national boundaries.

Patel gave as a positive example the assistance given
by SPARC to slum dwellers living along the railway
tracks in Mumbai.The strategy there was adapted to
conditions in Kenya, where Patel saw a parallel situa-
tion. Patel suggested that the Pamoja Trust and the
Mungano (counterparts to SPARC and the National
Slum Dwellers Federation [NSDF] in Kenya) talk to
their railways and bring the communities and gov-
ernment to see what was being done in India. In
February 2004, the government started demolishing
houses by the railways in Nairobi. The Pamoja and
Mungano Trust asked the raitways to consider a new
way of dealing with the process of clearing the land.
‘They explored working cooperatively with the poor
to solve the problem: providing alternative housing
for the poor and clearing the dense areas around the
railroad tracks. Two months later, a team of seven
Kenyans came to Mumbai to meet with communi-
ties, SPARC, the railways and government officials
who worked with the Mumbai process, and they
began to explore how Kenya would undertake a sim-
ilar partnership in Nairobi.

Patel also described the coalition-building of SPARC
and the Shack Dwellers International (SDD), a net-
work of community federations of the urban poor
who work with and learn from each other. The inter-
national network across cities in Asia and Africa sus-
tains peer foundations. SPARC and SDI have worked
with other federations to negotiate with global insti-
tutions such as the World Bank and with local private
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firms. In conclusion, Patel emphasized that some-
thing has to change to open up real partnerships,
that planners should not come into communities
with preconceived ideas and that creative ideas arise
from actively pursuing democratic partnerships.

From Local to International Organizing

Jan Peterson talked about how her community
development work in her neighborhood of
Williamsburg, Brooklyn (New York) led her to par-
ticipate in the formation of a national organization,
the National Congress of Neighborhood Women
(NCNW), and then to new international organiza-
tions. Starting in 1985, grassroots women’s groups
who were meeting at a series of United Nations
conferences saw the need to form a global net-
work. GROOTS was the first group to form when
people from NCNW realized that grassroots
women'’s organizations throughout the world were
doing similar work around community develop-
ment, housing and infrastructure projects, and that
the north needed to learn from the south. In 1995,
at the fourth World Women’s Conference in Beijing,
the Huairou Commission was formed with a mis-
sion to forge partnerships among grassroots groups
and bridges to other partners such as the media,
foundations, international agencies and academia.

Peterson called for a new way of partnering
between grassroots communities and planners that
went beyond participation to real democratic prac-
tices. She noted that planners need to clarify their
roles and learn how to best serve community pri-
orities. Planners should provide expertise but also
share practices, and really listen and learn. She
emphasized the need for planners to build ongoing
networks both inside their own organizations and
externally so they are not acting as isolated profes-
sionals or at the mercy of management. She
stressed that planners can have leverage if they
build their own areas of influence by coalescing
with international audiences.

In an increasingly global world, US planners should
learn from other countries. There are many examples
of good planning and effective partnerships, particu-
larly between grassroots communities and local
authorities. Peterson gave examples of Huairou
Commission member groups’ work in the areas of
the AIDS pandemic, natural disasters and post-con-
flict situations. These are powerful examples that
start with the immediate and basic needs of people
and move to their “strategic” needs—as opposed to
outside experts’ recommendations—and lead to a
transformation in people’s roles, whether in disaster-
stricken areas of India and Turkey or conflict areas in
Bosnia, or with regard to the spread of AIDS across
national borders in Africa. [cont. on next page]
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Hearing Children’s Voices

This year’s annual Planners Network Conference
featured a workshop devoted to incorporating a set
of voices rarely heard in the participatory planning
process—those of children. The UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child (adopted in 1989) set a rig-
orous agenda for ways in which, across an extreme-
Iy wide range of issues,“children’s voices” should be
heard. Issues addressed by the Convention include
housing, community health, child care, child labor
and poverty, schools and juvenile justice. The
Convention was the centerpiece for a conversation
among the workshop participants.

The workshop asked how and why children’s voic-
es are not heard when it comes to making decisions
about the local environment. This issue was featured
in the Convention’s supporting documentation and
especially in a follow-up publication, Cities for
Children: Children’s Rights, Poverty and Urban
Management (Sheridan Bartlett [and others],
UNICEF [New York] and Earthscan {London], 1999.)

Participatory in nature, the workshop allowed atten-
dees an opportunity to brainstorm reasons why chil-
dren and youth should be involved in urban design,
planning and development processes. Ideas were
organized loosely into four themes: citizenship and
rights (i.e., children are citizens now and have basic
civil rights); capacity-building, empowerment and
learning (i.e., participation encourages a sense of the
future and of efficacy and empowerment); different
perspectives, better projects (i.e., children have a
unique perspective and it makes for better develop-
ment to hear this perspective); and activities/priori-
ties for youth and children (.e., it produces better
designed services for youth).

The discussion that followed was rich and animated.
The overall sense was that those in the group who
had had experiences of participation with children
and youth were highly motivated and held this
“approach” as fundamental to progressive, participa-
tory planning and design.

By Ray Lorenzo and Roger Hart

Because the participants came from different parts
of the world, cross-national comparisons of experi-
ences working with youth and children naturally
emerged. One participant pointed out that in the US,
most projects focused on older children, including
teenagers, while in Europe and, above all, in devel-
oping countries, children as young as six years old
were central actors in participatory processes. In
“young democracies,” children are also involved in
decision-making on educational issues. It was specu-
lated that administrators and planners (especially in
the US) have not yet grasped the key objectives of
the concept of involving youth and children in plan-
ning. They see youth participation as a means of
“preventing problems” or “keeping kids out of trou-
ble;” rather than recognizing the multiple values and
benefits of children and youth participation. One
participant pointed out that in the US, resources are
typically available for “practical” youth programs that
could be better used in a more genuinely participa-
tory manner—not only to “clean up the street, river
bank and/or graffiti” but to produce kid-generated
projects, products and real capacities.

Participants generally agreed that it is fundamental
that “kid participation” interacts with “adult partici-
pation” in integrated community-based planning and
design. Choice of venue for kid participation was also
identified as an important determinant of success:
schools at all levels, street work, community centers,
the web, libraries (which could probably represent a
new and effective base for youth and children par-
ticipation and learning). The discussion was so rich
and engaging that it inspired a pledge by participants
to try to create a more permanent forum for discus-
sion and collaboration within Planners Network.

Ray Lorenzo works with the ABCiita Cooperative
in Milan, Italy. Roger Hart is professor of environ-
mental  psychology, Center for Human
Envivonments, Graduate Center of City University
of New York. For more information, contact Ray
Lorenzo at rayloven@tin.il.

Yonder [cont. from preceding page]

Peterson suggested that Planners Network provided
such a framework and could become a training
ground for the next generation of activist planners.

For additional information on each of these proj-
ects, see: UCLA Community Scholars:

www.sppsr.ucla.edu; SPARC: www.sparcindia.org;
The Huairou Commission: www.huairou.org

Ayse Yonder is Chair of the Graduate Center for
Planning & The Environment at Pratt Institute in
Brooklyn, NY,
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Walls Becoming Bridges/Bridges Becoming Walls

At first glance, the concepts of walls and bridges
seem to be antagonistic opposites. One is consid-
ered negative, the other positive. One signifies
oppression while the other represents freedom.

But it’s not that simple. If you look more closely at
the concepts of walls and bridges, what'’s revealed
are many complex and interrelated dynamics.This
is what came out of our workshop at the Planners
Network 2004 Conference “Walls or Bridges?”

After discussing several concrete cases, we realized
that walls and bridges are only two possible results
of the perceived differences between people and
places. In other words, walls and bridges differ
according to the social context and the meanings
that people give to them. Alternative interpreta-
tions allow us to transform walls into bridges and
bridges into walls, and to transcend the idea of
walls and bridges as necessarily antagonistic.

Walls Come First

Walls represent differences between people and
places, barriers that divide. They lead us to look at
what’s on the other side of the wall as “the other”
Walls are more obvious than bridges because they
reflect differences between people, whether
physical or metaphorical. They are a lot easier to
recognize than bridges, but bridges are also there
because of differences.They wouldn’t be bridging
anything if what’s on both sides of the bridge
were the same.

When people perceive differences between
groups, they can decide to either separate them
or bring them together. They can either create bar-
riers to human interaction or create new Connec-
tions. As they move towards building a wall or a
bridge, they also construct the ideas that go along
with the infrastructure.

As planners and activists interested in social and
physical changes, we want to learn how walls can
become bridges and bridges can become walls.
The cases we discussed in our workshop help
shed some light on these processes.

Walls Becoming Bridges

Walls in Belfast. Maggie Cowell studied the Peace
Lines in Belfast, Northern Ireland. These “lines

By Anneliese Vance and Joanna Rogalski

drawn in the sand” are intended to divide
Catholics and Protestants living in the city. Several
walls have been erected at the request of people
living on both sides of the Peace Lines as a means
to minimize inter-group violence. It could be
argued that these walls serve a secondary role as
bridges between the two warring communities.
The imposed separation is by mutual agreement,
and can serve as a temporary bridge between
Catholics and Protestants, Nationalists and
Unionists. The physical wall is the representation
of social negotiations whose immediate motiva-
tion is peaceful co-existence and safety for people
living on both sides.

At a time and place where no actual bridges
seem likely, the creation of walls can result in
the building of surrogate bridges—agreements
by residents on both sides to curb violence. In
this context, good fences do indeed help make
good neighbors.

Cross-Border Education. Anneliese Vance and
Ute Lehrer looked at how the international bor-
der between the United States and Canada affect-
ed cross-border commuting by post-secondary
students and educators. Although the interna-
tional border superficially makes a distinction
between Americans and Canadians, various col-
leges and universities located along the border
have lessened this distinction by offering tai-
lored education opportunities that accommo-
date student needs. Indeed, several colleges and
universities in western New York offer specially
marketed programs designed specifically to
meet the needs and desires of Canadian stu-
dents. And over the past decade Canadian col-
leges and universities have marketed their subsi-
dized (that is, low cost) tuition as an incentive
for US students to study in Canada.

Political Walls in the West Bank. Fida’ Abdel Latif
wrote about the now-infamous network of Israeli-
built walls in the West Bank—the same network
discussed in the keynote address by Diana Buttu
at the 2004 Planners Network Conference. Ms.
Buttu’s informative speech is itself on a kind of
bridge that is emerging that spreads the knowl-
edge and awareness of human rights infringe-
ments created by the wall. This bridge of aware-
ness is reaching the international community
through organizations such as Stop the Wall =
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(www.stopthewall.org) and through the attention
brought to the cause by the United Nations’ many
resolutions condemning the wall.

Bridges Becoming Walls

Community Art Projects. Joanna Rogalski and Ute
Lehrer explored how public art projects, like the
recent “Cow Parades” in North American cities,
could be used to alter the definitions of public
space and community. Although these projects
intend to show how diversity is celebrated, in a
sense bridging difference, they also become a
means for censoring and redefining what amount
of difference is tolerated in public space. De facto
walls are created in the name of celebrating diver-
sity and building community.

Fire Escapes. Shannon Doyle explored another
type of bridge—fire escapes. Fire escapes serve as
bridges to safety, connecting a building’s upper
floors to ground level. But, they also serve as sec-
ondary staircases, and what many term the “poor
man’s balconies,” bridging public spaces at the
street level with the private space of apartments.
The dual nature of fire escapes creates a transi-
tional space and leads to more questions-—are fire
escapes public or private spaces? The more fire
escapes are used as public spaces, the more likely
they are to become regulated and private in
nature, On their own, fire escapes represent phys-
ical bridges. However, through this unconvention-
al usage, the public and private nature must be
negotiated; fire escapes have the potential to
become walls between indoor (private) and out-
door (public) existence.

The Struggle to Define Walls and Bridges

Despite our initial concerns over how to knit our
topics into a coherent workshop, we did manage
to find common threads, but it was the process of
finding those threads that was the most useful
aspect of the Planners Network Conference. In
fact, our struggles for a common voice served as a

convenient metaphor for what the theme of the
conference implied for us—moving beyond the
conventional definitions of walls and bridges, and
then attempting to transcend them through the
hard work of discussion. A long process of negoti-
ation and listening taught us not so much how to
define a wall or a bridge (sometimes a structure is
concurrently both), but how to recognize the
underlying social, economic and political issues
which physical walls and bridges often mask
through artificial dichotomies.

Our workshop participants could have chosen
to focus on the differences we found, throw up
our hands and agree to disagree. But we were
struck by how often this artificial dichotomy is
used as the bridge in times of conflict, and at
times is a means of keeping the peace. A static
physical structure is often a misguided solution
for addressing dynamic social processes. Our
workshop group, over the span of many cof-
feeshop meetings and one intense Saturday
afternoon, learned that the hard work of toler-
ance, negotiation and openness to discussion
cannot be avoided if walls and bridges are to be
effective means of navigating social, economic
and political complexities.

The difficulty when discussing walls and bridges
is the conceptual dichotomy the two words cre-
ate. Transcending this dichotomy, i.e., realizing
that the concepts are not antagonistic, is key to
the process of transforming walls into bridges.

Anneliese Vance and Joanna Rogalski are stu-
dents at the State University of New York
(SUNY) at Buffalo. This article arose from
intense pre-conference discussions and meetings
among the participants of their workshop at the
Planners Network Conference. They wish to
thank Ute Lebrer (Brock University), Maggie
Cowell (SUNY/Buffalo), Shannon Doyle (Brock
University) and Fida®  Abdel Latif
(SUNY/Buffalo) for their thoughiful contribu-
tions and a great journey.
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Conference Highlight:
Community Workshops

Contributed By Tom Angotti, Deanna Fowler,
Laura Hoffman, Alex Schafran, Ayse Yonder

The organizers of the annual Planners Network
Conference believe that exposure to local practice
makes for a good exchange of information among
progressive planners. For this reason, we try to
arrange for conference participants to meet with
local groups engaged in grassroots planning
efforts, and New York City certainly has its share.
The following is as a sampling of this year’s com-
munity workshops.

Williamsburg-Greenpoint, Brooklyn

Williamsburg-Greenpoint is an ethnically diverse,
traditionally working-class community in north-
ern Brooklyn that is currently experiencing rapid
redevelopment, gentrification and displacement
pressure. Residents and local non-profits fear that
a sweeping rezoning initiative proposed by the
city will lead to further real estate speculation,
change neighborhood context and result in even
more displacement.

The workshop in this neighborhood was conduct-
ed by residents and a representative of a local hous-
ing development corporation. The group included
a few North Americans but primarily people from
other countries, including Italy and Germany. The
group met at Jennings Hall for breakfast and a
viewing of a film made about the neighborhood.

Tour leaders pointed out buildings in the neigh-
borhood where development pressures were like-
ly to result in their conversion. They explained
that their group was seeking to preserve the
structures because of their historical value and
because they were rent-stabilized. Tour partici-
pants learned about the history of the neighbor-
hood (including the fact that one person taking
the tour had been born at a hospital visited on the
tour). Community struggles related to local
schools and other sites were explained.
Participants learned about the community strug-
gles to overcome violence in local schools and
public housing projects and the stigmas left by
these issues. The overall impression was that the
tour succeeded in weaving the history of the
community with the struggle to maintain and pro-
duce affordable housing for local residents.

East Harlem, Manhattan

The group met with representatives and partners
of the Tenants Association at James Weldon
Johnson (JWJ) Houses,a 1300-unit public housing
development in East Harlem. The Association,
“working as an unpaid CDC,;” as the residents put
it, has been active in helping residents gain con-
trol over and improve their environment, and in
building broader coalitions with other public
housing residents citywide and nationally. Ethel
Velez, a resident and the head of the Association,
is also a co-founder and executive director of
NYC Public Housing Residents Alliance. Ethel
Velez, Harold Thompson and other residents of
JWJ Houses talked about their development,
organizing efforts, including tenant patrols, and
current threats and challenges facing public hous-
ing residents in general, i.e., the loss of thousands
of affordable public housing units despite the ris-
ing demand; the implications of increasing unem-
ployment on the ability to afford rents; a bureau-
cracy that ignores residents’ demands and needs;
the blaming of residents for dilapidated building
conditions caused by cheap and wasteful con-
struction practices; and finally, the implications of
the mandatory community service requirement.,

Sylvanna Boggia from the Legal Aid Society dis-
cussed the efforts to stop evictions and waive the
mandatory community service requirement. She
agreed that these were just pieces of the govern-
ment’s implicit policy to evict residents and dis-
mantle public housing. Nicole Branca from TRADES
(Trade Unions and Residents for Apprenticeship
Development and Economic Success) explained
how this coalition of progressive unions, public
housing residents and community groups have
organized to strengthen Section 3 hiring to provide
employment and employability of residents.

In the afternoon, other resident leaders from dif-
ferent boroughs and the NYC Public Housing
Residents Alliance joined the discussion. Vernell
Robinson from Brooklyn told her own story of
how she became a resident leader and discussed
the inadequacy of the current Resident Advisory
Council to NYC Housing Authority (NYCHA) in =
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bringing the residents’ voices to the table. It was
noted that NYCHA districts do not coincide with
any political boundaries, making it difficult to peti-
tion local politicians. Ruby Johnson talked about
their negotiations with contractors to hire the
youth, and the media’s role in reinforcing the nega-
tive image of public housing while there is crime
all over the city. Juana Alers-Quifiones from the
Bronx discussed issues related to trying to work
with the local police precinct after losing their
owin security service.

The meeting ended with suggestions from partic-
ipants about whether the mandatory work
requirement could be used to organize residents
around tenant associations, and about forging
broader coalitions with other groups, e.g., other
tenant groups in subsidized housing and commu-
nity-based organizations around planning issues.A
plea was also made by resident leaders for a think-
tank meeting with planners to discuss the future
of public housing.

Cooper Square, Manhattan

The workshop commenced with a condensed
forty-five-year history of the struggle for low-cost
housing in the Lower East Side of Manhattan by:
Frances Goldin, community leader; Walter Thabit,
who prepared the Cooper Square Alternate Plan;
Val Orselli, director of the Cooper Square Mutual
Housing Association; and Steve Herrick, director
of The Cooper Square Committee. They explained
how residents and business owners organized
against an urban renewal plan directed by Robert
Moses, fought for their own plan that would not
displace low-income people and ended up pro-
ducing an amazing number of housing units that
will remain affordable to low-income people in
perpetuity. The hot, muggy weather did not
impede the tour—participants visited several
units of mutual housing, and lunched at a Housing
Works supportive housing project for people
with HIV/AIDS. The tour concluded at First

Houses, the historic site of the nation’s first pub-
lic housing project, still one of the best.

South Bronx

The South Bronx workshop began with a presen-
tation and neighborhood tour from Lourdes
Zappata-Perez, assistant vice president of indus-
trial and business development for SoBRO, a
major economic development organization in
Morrisania and Port Morris. Lourdes provided a
rundown of SoBRO’s work with the 138th Street
corridor, industrial and business development
and retention, and relatively recent foray into
housing development.

After a walk down Brook Avenue, participants
traveled to the offices of Mothers on the Move
(MOM), a community organizing group in Hunts
Point. Co-directors James Mumm and Wanda
Salaman and the rest of the MOM staff gave
updates on their environmental justice, housing
and education campaign. The planners in the
group had a particular interest in a major trans-
portation initiative that MOM is working on in
coalition with other South Bronx groups to close
the little-used Sheridan Expressway.The initiative
calls for opening the land up for affordable hous-
ing and open space and creating new off-ramps
from the Bruckner Expressway directly to the
Hunts Point Market and the newly-relocated
Fulton Fish Market, as a way to reroute heavy
commercial truck traffic away from neighbor-
hood streets. The last stop on the tour was The
Point, an innovative CDC with a focus on arts and
environmental justice. Their location, a renovated
warehouse, is home to a theater, a restaurant, a
web design company, a desert maker and the
Point’s educational programs. Director Paul
Lipson and Associate Director Maria Torres pro-
vided a rundown on the history of the organiza-
tion, as well as a sound education on the envi-
ronmental, food planning and traffic problems of
the neighborhood.

Progressive Planning * No. 160 « Summer 2004 * 35

Images from the 2004 Planners Network Conference:
June, 2004 in New York City

At right:
Conference brochure designed by
Patricia Gallo

Below:

Photos from the conference
sessions and neighborhood tours.
All photos by Ann Forsyth.

June 24th thru June 27th
Planner’s Network Conference

Pratt nstitule Graduate Centet for Plannlng & Envimoment
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TO ALL PLANNERS NETWORK MEMBERS:
Proposed Revisions to PN By-Laws

PN’s by-laws were adopted by the Steering Committee when PN was
incorporated as a non-profit organization in 1997. The Steering Committee
recently reviewed the by-laws and proposes the changes marked below.
The changes basically bring the by-laws into line with the way PN has
functioned, eliminates an unrealistic quorum requirement, and explicitly
allows for some business to be conducted via the internet. Although not
required by the by-laws we ask members to approve the new by-laws by
checking the box on the Steering Committee ballot.

BY-LAWS OF PLANNERS NETWORK, INC.
PROPOSED REVISIONS, 2004

ADDITIONS ARE UNDERLINED.
DELETIONS ARE $FRUCK-OUE:

ARTICLE I. MEMBERS

Section 1. Membership. Membership shall
be open to all persons interested in the purpos-
es of the Planners Network. All Members must
make an annual financial or other contribution
to the Planners Network.

Section 2. Meetings. The annual meeting of
the Members (the “Annual Meeting”) for the
transaction of all business as may come before
the Members shall be held each year at the
place (which may be either within or outside
the State of New York), time and date, as may be
fixed by the Steering Committee, or, if not so
fixed, as may be determined by the
Chairperson(s) of the Steering Committee.
Special meetings shall be held whenever called
by resolution of no less than three Steering
Committee members, the Chairperson(s), or by
a written demand of no less than 5% of the
Members to the Chairperson(s). Annual meet-
ings will normally be conducted at the time of
the annual conference but are not required if
there is no conference and no business requir-
ing action by the membership,

Section 3. Notice of Meetings. Written
notice of the place, date and hour of any meet-
ing shall be-given—to-each-member-entitded—to

; ot 4 ! et
iesicl - enid—or] . !
dehiwery, distributed via the Planners Network
email list(s) and announced on the Planners

Network web site and magazine not less than
ten nor more than fifty days before the date of

the meeting. Notice of special meetings shall
indicate the purpose for which they are called
and the person or persons calling the meeting.

Section 4. Quorum, Adjournments of
Meetings. At all meetings of the Members, a
majority of the Members, present in person or
by proxy, shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business. In the absence of a quo-
rum, a-fasjerity-of-the 25 Members present in
person or by proxy may adjourn the meeting,
and fix a new meeting date and time, or decide

to conduct a postal/email/web vote.

Section 5. Organization. The Chairperson(s)
of the Corporation shall preside at all meetings
of the Members or, in the absence of the
Chairpersons an acting Chairperson shall be
chosen by the Members present. The
Staffperson shall act as secretary at all meetings
of the members, but in the absence of the
Staffperson, the presiding officer may appoint
any person to act as secretary of the meeting.

Section 6. Voting. At any meeting of the
Members, each Member present, in person or by
proxy, shall be entitled to one vote. Upon
demand of any Member, any vote for the
Steering Committee or upon any question
before the meeting shall be by ballot.

Section 7. Action by the Members. Except
as otherwise provided by statute or by these by-
laws, any action authorized by a majority of the
votes cast at a meeting of Members shall be an
act of the Members.

Section 8. Special Action Requiring Vote of
Members. The following corporate actions may
not be taken without approval of the members:

(a) a majority of the votes cast at a
Meeting of the members, or via ballot distrib-
uted via the magazine, email list(s), and web site
with at least 30 days allowed for a response, is
required for (1) any amendment of or change to
the Certificate of incorporation, or (2) a petition
for judicial dissolution,;

(b) two-thirds of the votes cast at a
meeting of the Members is required for (1) dis-
posing of all, or substantially all, of the assets of
the Corporation, (2) approval of a plan of merg-
er, (3) authorization of a plan of non-judicial dis-
solution, or (4) revocation of a voluntary disso-
lution proceeding.

provided , however, that the affirmative votes
cast in favor of any such action shall be at least
equal to the minimum numbers of votes neces-
sary to constitute a quorum. Blank votes or
abstentions shall not be counted in the number
of votes cast.

ARTICLE II. STEERING COMMITTEE

Section 1. Powers and Numbers. The prop-
erty, affairs and activities of Planners Network
shall be managed and controlled and its powers
exercised by the Steering Committee. The num-
ber of members constituting the entire Steering
Committee after the first annual meeting of the
Members shall be no less than three (3) and no
more than 14.

Section 2. Election and Term of Office. The
initial Steering Committee members shall be the
persons elected at the organizational meeting.
They shall serve until the first annual meeting of
the Members. Thereafter, the Steering
Committee members shall be elected to hold
office for two years; provided, however, that any
member elected to fill an unexpired term
(whether resulting from death, resignation or
removal) or created by an increase in the num-
ber of Steering Committee members shall hold
office until the next election. Steering
Committee members may be elected to any
number of consecutive terms. Steering
Committee members shall be elected at the
Annual Meeting of Members by a plurality of the
votes cast or by mail or email ballot distributed

to all Members via the magazine and web
site/email list and due at least 30 davs after mail-

ing or emailing.

Section 3. Newly Created Steering
Committee Positions. Newly created posi-
tions and vacancies among the Steering
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Committee for any reason may be filled by vote
of a majority of the Steering Committee mem-
bers then in office, regardless of their number,
and the members so elected shall serve until the
next annual meeting of the Members.

Section 4. Resignations. Any member may
resign from the Steering Committee at any time.
Such resignations shall be made in writing, and
shall take effect at the time specified therein, and
if no time be specified, at the time of its receipt

by Planners Network or its Chairperson(s).

Section 5. Removal. Any Steering
Comimittee member may be removed at any
time with cause by a majority of the Steering
Committee at any meeting, provided that at
least one week’s notice of the proposed action
shall have been given to the entire Steering
Committee. Any Steering Committee member
can be removed at any time with cause by a
majority vote of the Members.

Section 6. Meetings. Meetings of the Steering
Commijttee may be held at any place as the
Steering Committee may from time to time fix,
or as shall be specified in the notice or waivers
of notice thereof.

Section 7. Quorum and Voting. Unless a
greater proportion is required by law, a majority
of the entire Steering Committee shall consti-
tute a quorum for the transaction of business or
of any specified item of business. Except as
otherwise provided by statute or by these by-
laws, the vote of a majority of the Steering
Committee members present at the time of the
vote, if a quorum is present at such time, shall
be an act of the Steering Committee. If at any
meeting of the Steering Committee there shall
be less than a quorum present, the members
present may adjourn the meeting until a quo-
rum is obtained. Any one or more members of
the Steering Committee may participate by
means of a conference telephone or similar
communications equipment by means of which
all persons participating in the meeting can
hear each other at the same time. Participation
by such means shall constitute presence in per-
son at a meeting.

Any action required or permitted to be taken
by the Steering Committee may be taken
without a meeting if two-thirds of the mem-
bers of the Steering Commiittee consent in
writing to the adoption of a resolution
authorizing the action. The resolution and
the written consent thereto by the mem-

bers of the Steering Committee shall be =
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filed with the minutes of the proceedings of
the Committee.

Section 8. Notice of Meetings. Notice
of the time and place of each regular or
special meeting of the Steering Committee,
together with a written agenda stating all
matters upon which action is proposed to
be taken and to the extent possible, copics
of all documents on which action is pro-
posed to be taken, shall be mailed to each
Steering Committee member, postage pre-
paid, addressed to him or her at his or her
residence or usual place of business, or
sent via email, at least seven days before
the day on which the meecting is to be held;
provided, however, that notice of special
meetings to discuss matters requiring
prompt action may be sent to him or her at
such address by fax, telegram, electronic
mail or given personally or by telephone,
no less than forty-eight hours before the
time at which such meeting is to be held,
unless the meeting must be held within
forty-eight hours.

ARTICLE III. OFFICERS, EMPLOYEES AND
AGENTS

Section 1. Number, Election and Term of
Office of Chairperson and Staffperson.
The officers of Planners Network shall be a
Chairperson or Chairpersons and a
Staffperson. The Chairperson(s) shall be elect-
ed at the annual meeting of the Steering
Committee held immediately following the
annual meeting of the Members. In the event
of the Chairperson(s) is/are unable or unwill-
ing to serve until the next annual meeting, the
Steering Committee shall elect an interim
Chairperson(s) to serve until the next annual
meeting.

Section 2. Employees and other Agents.
The Steering Committee may appoint from
time to time such employees and other agents
as it shall deem necessary, each of whom shall
hold office at the pleasure of the Steering
Committee, and shall have such authority and
perform such duties, and shall receive such
reasonable compensation, as a majority of the
Steering Committee may from time to time
determine.

Section 3. Removal. Any officer, employece
or agent of the Planners Network may be
removed with cause by a vote of the majority

of the entire Steering Committee.

Section 4. Chairperson(s), Powers and
Duties. The Chairperson(s) shall preside at all
meetings of the Members and of the Steering
Committee. The Chairperson(s) shall have gen-
eral supervision of the affairs of the Planners
Network, and shall keep the Steering Committee
fully informed about the activities of the
Planners Network. He or she has the power to
sign and execute alone in the name of Planners
Network all contracts authorized either general-
ly or specifically by the Steering Committee.

The Chairperson(s) shall perform all the duties
usually incident to the office of the
Chairperson, and shall perform such other
duties as from time to time may be assigned
by the Steering Committee.

Section 5. Staffperson: Powers and
Duties. The Staffperson shall be appointed
from time to time by the Steering Committee.
The Staffperson shall keep the minutes of the
annual meeting and all meetings of the
Steering Committee, maintain the
Membership roll and tabulate election results.
S/he shall be responsible for the serving of
notice. S/he shall keep or cause to be kept
full and accurate accounts of receipts and dis-
bursement, and shall deposit or cause to be
deposited all moneys and other valuable doc-
uments of Planners Network in such banks or
depositories as the Steering Committee shall
designate at the Annual meeting and whenev-
er else required by the Steering Committee,
s/he shall render a statement of Planners
Network’s accounts.

Section 6. Compensation. Any officer,
employee or agent of Planners Network is
authorized to receive a reasonable salary
or other reasonable compensation for serv-
ices rendered when authorized by a major-
ity of the Steering Committee, and only
when so authorized.

ARTICLE IV. AMENDMENTS

These by-laws may be amended or repealed by
the affirmative vote of a majority of the entire
Steering Committee at any meeting of the
Steering Committee, or by the Members of the
Planners Network at the annual meeting or a
special meeting, providing notice of the pro-
posed alteration has been included in the
notice of meeting.
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Planners Network
2004 Steering Committee Election

Candidate Statements

Tom Angotti, Brooklyn, New York: As long as the wealthiest country in the world breeds communities that
live in poverty while its exclusive enclaves of conspicuous consumption continue to grow, there will be a space
for progressive planning. Planners Network is helping to fill that space. I was one of the original members of
Planners Network in 1975, have been on the Steering Committee since 1996, and with Ann Forsyth started
Progressive Planning Magazine as a successor to the PN Newsletter. In the next two years I would like to focus
on developing the Magazine and its staff and work with others to expand PN's voice as an advocate for progres-
sive politics in the professions and the broader progressive community.

Alex Schaffran: I am a planning student at Hunter College/CUNY with a background in housing policy, com-
munity organizing and immigrant rights. I helped organize the 2004 conference, and I am looking forward to
working on future conferences. My main interests with PN are mobilizing young planners, expanding PN through-
out North America, especially the West and Mexico, and raising our profile within the planning profession, APA
and ACSP.

Amy Siciliano: My involvement with the Planners Network began in 2002, providing editorial assistance to
Progressive Planning Magazine. Since then my work with PN has involved: establishing a local chapter of Planners
Network in Montreal; organizing local PN events; and assisting with the production of a ‘Disorientation’ guide for
students. This fall I will serve as student representative to PN.

Norma Rantisi: I have been a member of Planners Network for almost five years. For four years, I have been a
member of the Progressive Planning Magazine Editorial Board (formerly the PN Newsletter). In the past year, I
have served as an interim member of the Steering Committee and Editor for the new PN E-newsletter. As a new
professor at Concordia University in Montreal, I have found Planners Network to be an invaluable resource for
identifying critical (and many times, controversial!) planning issues in both local and global contexts, and for
exploring progressive alternatives for addressing such issues. If elected to the Steering Committee, I would like
to continue to support and to expand the PN network through the E-newsletter and the new website.

Richard Milgrom: I am an architect, planner, urban designer and activist. I have been a member of Planners
Network since 1996 and a member of the steering committee since 2001 and I am currently co-chair. My work
in both the professional and academic realms has focused on issues of sustainability, housing and participatory
processes in planning and design. I have worked in Canada, the UK and the US. As a member of PN, I have acted
as guest editor for several issues of Progressive Planning, contributed numerous articles and was one of the organ-
izers of the 2000 conference in Toronto. Having recently moved to Minneapolis, where I am associate director of
the Metropolitan Design Center, I am now working to bring the 2005 PN conference to the Twin Cities.

Ken Reardon: I am an Associate Professor and Chair of the Department of City and Regional Planning at
Cornell University where I engage in research, teaching, and outreach activities related to neighborhood plan-
ning, community development, and community/university development partnerships. Prior to returning to
Cornell, I was on the planning faculty at the University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign where I helped launch
the East St. Louis Action Research Project. Prior to pursuing graduate degrees in planning at Hunter and Cornell,
I worked as a community organizer for the New Jersey Federation of Senior Citizens, the Connecticut Citizens
Action Group, and NYPIRG's Citizens Alliance. I have shaped my empowerment approach to planning based
upon the ideas and examples of Patrick Geddes, Paul Davidoff, Don Sullivan, and Rob Mier.

Josh Lerner: As an interim steering committee member since July 2003, I've initiated and coordinated the
university/local organizing campaign and website redesign. I hope to continue supporting local organiz-
ing, developing new lines of communication between members, and building a more democratic and

active Planners Network
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Planners Network
2004 Steering Committee Election

Voting Instructions and Ballot

According to the by-laws of Planners Network, the responsibilities of the Steering Committee are as follows:

« The property, affairs and activities of Planners Network shall be managed and
controlled and its powers exercised by the Steering Committee. The number of
members constituting the entire Steering Committee after the first annual meeting
of the Members shall be no less than three (3) and no more than 14.

» Steering Committee members may be elected to any number of consecutive
terms. Steering Committee members shall be elected at the Annual Meeting of
Members by a plurality of the votes cast or by mail or email ballot distributed to all
Members via the magazine and web site/email list and due at least 30 days after
mailing or emailing.

Planners Network
2004 Steering Committee Election
and By-Law Change Referendum

Official Ballot

Please make your selection from the following list of candidates.
Please vote for at least three candidates.
(Statements from each candidate on following page.)

] Tom Angotti

] Josh Lerner

] Richard Milgrom
] Norma Rantisi

] Ken Reardon

] Alex Schafran

] Amy Siciliano

gy —) e p— p—y p—

[ ]Approve By-Law Changes

Please return your ballot form no later than October 1 to:

1 Rapson Hall
89 Church Street SE
Minneapolis, MN 55455-0109
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Planners Network Steering Committee
Statement on the Israeli Wall

We believe that urban and rural land should be planned in a way that fosters interac-
tions and connections between people and the elimination of social, economic and eth-
nic barriers. We oppose planning that leads to the displacement of communities, the
destruction of homes and the erection of barriers.

The Israeli Wall is planned to encircle the Occupied Territories of the West Bank
and create a series of isolated enclaves of Palestinian Arabs. Most of the Wall is
being built illegally within the Occupied Territories, enabling the Israeli govern-
ment and businesses to take control over Palestinian homes, water and farmland.
The Wall separates many Palestinians from their families, schools, hospitals and
workplaces. By dividing Palestinian communities, it prevents the creation of a
contiguous, viable Palestinian state.

The Wall is the latest tactic to realize the Israeli government’s longrange plan to displace
Palestinian people and gain control over the resources of the Occupied Territories. Israel
has also built an extensive network of “bypass roads”—freeways that only Israelis can use
to drive through the Occupied Territories and to Israeli settlements, which are exclusive
ethnic enclaves. The bypass roads and hundreds of internal military checkpoints restrict
Palestinians from moving within the Occupied Territories. These tactics are resulting in a
segregated arrangement of gated Israeli settlements and isolated Palestinian ghettos, com-
parable to the Bantustans of South African apartheid. The plan is largely financed through
the $3 billion annual military aid of the United States government, making it the largest gov-
ernment-financed urban renewal project since the 1960s.

Planners Network supports efforts to stop the construction of the Israeli Wall, stop the
demolition of homes and end the occupation of the Palestinian Territories. We endorse all
efforts that bring together Israelis and Palestinians to promote peace and security with
equality. We oppose the use of our tax dollars to fund the Wall and Israel’s vast “urban
renewal” program.

~The Planners Network Steering Comimniltee

Below is a list of Israeli, Palestinian and international organizations that are currently
working to end construction of the Wall and house demolitions:

» PENGON, the Palestinian Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations Network:
WWW.PENgon.org;

« Israeli Committee Against House Demolitions: www.icahd.org;

 The Rebuilding Alliance: www.rebuildingalliance.org
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Post-Conference Note from Tom Angotti &
Ayse Yonder:

Thanks very much for joining us in New York City
for the 2004 Planners Network Conference. We
heard from a lot of you that you loved the work-
shops in local communities, and the keynote, ple-
nary and workshop sessions on Saturday. We also
know that we planned too many things, which
explains why most people who came only went
to one or two sessions, reducing attendance at
individual sessions.There’s always so much going
on in the city that it’s hard to keep anyone in one
place for very long!

We have a partial list of names of those who
attended, with most email addresses, and we're
trying to send it out but having technical prob-
lems. We estimate that some 300-400 people took
part, but since some participants didn’t register
we don’t have an exact accounting. If there's
someone in particular you want to get in touch
with let us know.

Stay tuned for more information about next year’s con-
ference in Minneapolis, June 2-5,2005.All the informa-
tion will be posted at www.plannersnetwork.org.

Again, we’d like to thank everyone who took
part and the many volunteers who made PN
2004 possible.

Tom Angotti and Ayse Yonder
Conference Co-chairs
tangotti@hunter.cuny.edu
ayonder@pratt.edu

2005 PN Conference

The 2005 Conference will be June 2-5 at the
University of Minnesota on the banks of the
Mississippi.

Bookmark http://www.designcenter.umn.edu/ref
erence_ctr/planNetConf html and come back for
more details later in the year. Information will also
be provided in future issues of the E-newsletter and
the Magazine.

The 2004 Progressive Planning Reader

The brand new, bigger and better 2004 Progressive
Planning Reader is out! It has selected articles from
the new magazine as well as the best from the old
newsletter. This is a great resource for classroom
use, workshops and seminars. Copies are $12 each;
bulk discounts available. To order a copy, send a
check payable to Planners Network, or credit card
information to Planners Network, 379 DeKalb
Avenue, Brooklyn, NY 11205 or call in your order
to 718.636-3416. (A full table of contents is on the
facing page.)

From PN’er Josh Lerner: Plannersnetwork.org
Website Redesigned

Over the past few months we have been working
behind the scenes to make plannersnetwork.org a
site that can better serve the Planners Network
community as it continues to grow. The
redesigned site that you see now is still in the ini-
tial “beta” stage, and we’ll be making more
changes and improvements over the upcoming
months. In the meantime, we wanted to share the
new site with you and ask for your input.

In general, we tried to make the site more partic-
ipatory, easier to navigate and more useful as a
forum for sharing resources and information.
Some of the new features include:

+ Search functionality

* Navigation and menu bar more straightforward
+ New content about the magazine and chapters
+ New design and layout

* Online databases of news, events, publications,
organizations, jobs and fellowships/grants

Important Note: Anyone can now submit content
to these databases using online forms. Please find
easy-to-follow instructions on the site if you
would like to submit anything. Submissions will
then be posted on the site after being reviewed
and approved by a site administrator.

We are working on developing an online mem-
bership directory in the coming months.
However, your privacy will be respected, if you so
desire. Once it is fully operational, you will be
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2004 Progressive Planning Reader Table of Contents

Introduction
‘What Is Progressive Planning Today? By Ann Forsyth and Tom Angotti

Politics and Planning

The Socialist City, Still By Tom Angotti

On the Practical Relevance of Marxist Thought By Renee ToDack

Changing the Culture of Planning Toward Greater Equity By Norman Krumbolz

Urban Design

The Ground Zero Architectural Competition: Designing without a Plan By Pefer Marcise
Post-9/11 Planning: New York City and Beyond By Tom Angotti

The Narrow Base of the New Urbanists By Michael Pyatok

New Urban Planning for Neighborhood Revitalization By Jennifer Hurley

From “Sugar Cookies” to “Gingerbread Men”: Conformity in Suburban Design By Jill Grant
HOPE VI and the New Urbanism By Janer L Smith

Planning Education

Professional Identities and Boundary Maintenance By Gerda R Wekerle

Cracks in the Foundation of Traditional Planning By Barbara Rabder

Planning Education: How Could It Be Different from Business School? By Kathbarine N. Rankin
Planning and Neoliberalism:The Challenge for Radical Planners By Kanishka Goonewardena

Race, Gender and Diversity

Diversity and the Planning Profession By Leonardo Vazquez, PP/AICP

Involving Youth in Planning: The Progressive Challenge By Ann Forsyth

Indigenous Planning and Tribal Community Development By Ted Jojola

Are the Transgendered the Mine Shaft Canaries of Urban Areas? By Petra L Doan

Deviant History, Defiant Heritage By Gail Dubrow

Multicultural Planning: Lessons from Papakolea By Karen Umenioto

Women Plan Toronto: Incorporating Gender Issues in Planning By Barbara Loevinger Rabder
Roofless Women's Action Research Mobilization & Participatory Action Research By Marie Kennedy

Community Planning

Building a Legacy of Health by Confronting Health Disparities Around Food By David C. Sloane
Empowerment Through Community Development By Marie Kennedy

Campus/Community Partnerships in the 90’s By Kenneth M. Reardon and Thomas E Shields
Indigenous Planning At Work By Teresa Cordova

Sustainability, Environment and Health

Urban Planning For Active Living:Who Benefits? By Kristin Day
Engineering Physical Activity Back Into Americans’ Lives By Mark Fenton
Sustainability is Not Enough By Peter Marcuse

Sustainable and Environmentally Just Societies By Sandra Rodriguez
Feminist Thoughts on Planning for Sustainability By Sherilyn MacGregor

Globalization and International Issues

Planning as a Tool of Political Control: Israel's Matrix of Control By Jeff Halper
Planning at the Frontline: Notes From Israel By Oren Yiftachel

War and the Urban “Geopolitical Footprint” By Michael Dudley

Urban Planners Oppose the War In Iraq (Statement 2003)

Strategic Planning and Urban Competition: The Agenda of Mulitlateral Agencies in Brazil By Fabricio Leal de Oliveira

Confronting Globalization:The Role of Progressive Planners By Tom Angotti
Transnationalism, Not Assimilation By Arturo Sanchez

Transportation and Information

The Costs of Auto Dependency By Lisa Schreibman

Transportation Equity and Environmental Justice By Rich Stolz
Transportation in Toronto: Car Culture Is Alive and Well By Janice Etter

The “Digital Divide” and the Persistence of Urban Poverty By Blanca Gordo
Household Information Strategics and Community Responses By Gwen Urey
Transportation Struggles in‘The Post-Apartheid City By Jon Orcutt

Eight Myths of Traftic Planning By Roger Baker

East St. Louis Citizens Put Transportation Planners on the Right Track for Light Rail Expansion By Patricia A. Nolan

Regional Planning
Portland, Oregon: How to Link Growth Management and Affordable Housing By Tasha Harmon

Race, Class & Space:A Historical Comparison of the Three Regional Plans for New York By Torny Schuman and Elliott Sclar

Dots Crying In the Wilderness By Jean Gearren
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asked if you would like your profile and contact
information made public when you register
online.You will also be asked if you would like to
receive the E-newsletter.

Please give a look through the site and tell us what
you think, at webmaster@plannersnetwork.org.

Your feedback is much appreciated.

PN Endorses National Housing Trust Fund
Legislation

PN is one of 5,000 organizations to endorse the
National Housing Trust Fund Campaign in the US,
which is organized by the National Low-Income
Housing Coalition and has now reached the US
House of Representatives. At present, three mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, co-sponsors
of legislation to create a National Housing Trust
Fund, have filed a discharge petition in an attempt
to move the bill, H.R. 1102, to the floor of the House
for debate and an up-or-down vote. For more infor-
mation on this campaign, contact the National Low-
Income Housing Coalition, www.nlihc.org, Tel.:
202.662.1530, x.229; Fax: 202.393.1973.

Call for PN University Representatives

Planners Network is inviting students and faculty to
become PN university representatives. We are cur-
rently developing a list of student and faculty PN
representatives at planning schools to facilitate
local and national networking.This list will be post-
ed on the PN website so that students and anyone
else interested in progressive planning can connect
with a local PN member in their area.
Representatives will be responsible for encouraging
students and faculty to join and participate in PN,
responding to local inquiries about PN and holding
an informational session about PN each fall.

If you are interested in becoming a Planners
Network representative, or would like more infor-
mation, send an email to Josh Lerner or Amy
Siciliano at students@plannersnetwork.org

PN Member Updates

Update from PNer Ann Markusen,
University of Minnesota: I am liberating
myself for one semester each year for the
next five years to focus on research and out-
reach. June to December each year, you can
reach me via (amarkusen@hhh.umn.edu) or
in Cromwell, Minnesota, 218.644.3615. 1 am
working on two fronts—regional economic
issues (minimum wage, election year eco-
nomic issues, the jobless recovery, etc.) and
the contribution of artists to regional and
neighborhood development.

Update from PNer Jac Smit (PN member since
St.Louis APA 1965 & President of the Urban
Agriculture Network [TUAN] Inc.): What’s up?
The 21st Century City Welcomes Back
Agriculture. See www.cityfarmer.org and
www.RUAForg. I am working on: the preface to
a planning book; second edition of an urban
agriculture book; conferences and E-confer-
ences; three boards; CFS Coalition; a County
project with University of Maryland; and a
regional project with George Mason University.
Running ten-milers and half-marathons when
the great-grand children permit [four genera-
tions of genius]. Contact information: 4701
Connecticut Av. NW <304>, Washington D.C.
10008-5617. E-mail: Jac_Smit007@yahoo.com.
Tel.: 202.537.9333.

Update from PNer Theresa Williamson: I
completed my Ph.D. in City & Regional
Planning at the University of Pennsylvania in
May with the dissertation titled Catalytic
Communities: The Birth of a Dot Org about the
first three year’ development of this new virtu-
al organization. In it, I introduce the concept of
Protagonist Action Research (PrAR). I hope to
publish it as a book. Following that I have
returned to directing Catalytic Communities,
the non-profit I founded in 2000, full-time, out
of Rio de Janeiro. Catalytic Communities is a
primarily web-based non-profit that develops a
global, multi-language database with in-depth
descriptions of community-initiated solutions
to local problems around the world.

PNer Chester Hartman organized a Summer
Institute, “50 Years after Brown v Board of
Education: The Ongoing Role of Racism in a
‘Colorblind’ Society,” at George Washington
University, where he is an adjunct professor
of sociology.

PNer Guillaume Neault (co-founder of PN-
Concordia) will also be leaving Montreal at the
end of the month to begin his Masters in plan-
ning program at Queens University in
Kingston, Ontario. Guillaume will remain an
editorial assistant for the PN E-newsletter
while he is in Kingston.

PNer Amy Siciliano (co-founder of PN-
Concordia) has moved from Montreal to Toronto
to begin her Ph.D. program in geography at the
University of Toronto. Starting in September, Amy
will take over as the Canadian contact who will
manage the PN membership dues in Canada. She
will also be taking on many of the responsibili-
ties for coordinating the PN student network
while Josh Lerner is away.

Publications

“Community Development in Dynamic
Neighborhoods: Synchronizing Services &
Strategies with Immigrant Communities” by
Catherine Fernandez is a 2004 Working Paper
from the Harvard University’s Joint Center for
Housing Studies, downloadable at:
www.jchs.harvard.edu/publications/community
development/w03-6_fernandez.pdf.

“The Continuing Legacy of the Brown
Decision: Court Action & School Segregation,
1960-2000” (2004) is available from the Mumford
Center, SUNY-Albany, Albany, NY 12222,
518.442.2579, mmiglino@albany.edu; download-
able at: www.mumford.cas.albany.edu/schoolseg
regation.reports.htm.

“Creating a Vibrant City Center” (2004) is a
book by Douglas R. Porter, published by the Urban
Land Institute. For more information on how to
purchase the book, visit: www.uli.org.

“Financial Services for People of Modest
Means: Lessons from Low-Income Credit
Unions” by Marva Williams (72 pp., March 2004),
is available (no price given) from The Woodstock
Institute, 407 S. Dearborn Ave., #550, Chicago, IL
60605, 312.427.8070, woodstock@woodstock-
inst.org, www.woodstockinst.org.

“First Nations/Métis/Inuit Mobility Study”
(2004) is a study conducted by the Institute of
Urban Studies, University of Winnipeg, in collabo-
ration with the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, the
Manitoba Métis Federation, with funding assis-
tance from Western Economic Diversification
Canada. To download a copy of the report:
http://ius.uwinnipeg.ca/publications_new_releases.html

“Welfare Reform and Immigrants” (May 2004)
is a report by Audrey Singer. For a copy of the
report, visit www.brookings.cdu.

“Making the Case for Mixed-Income and
Mixed-Use Communities” is a report by the
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Atlanta Neighborhood Development Partnership
Inc. that proposes solutions to the escalating costs
of housing and transportation in the Atlanta
region. To download the report of its executive
summary, visit: www.andpi.org/mici.

“Helping People Get Jobs: Case Studies and
Other Resources” (third edition), 210 pages, is a
book published by The Enterprise Foundation,
$15. For more information, visit: www.enterprise-
foundation.org/resources/publications.

“Student Mobility and Housing” The
Metropolitan Housing Coalition (Louisville,
KY) has just published an issue paper examin-
ing the effect of housing needs on student
movement (mobility) in the Jefferson City
public schools. Available at: www.metropolitan
housing.org.

“Washington’s Metro: Deficits by Design”
(June 2004) is a report by Robert Puentes. For a
copy of the report, visit: www.brookings.edu.

“Welfare, the Working Poor and Labor” edited
by Louise Simmons, 2004, M.E. Sharpe Publishers;
edited volume exploring the nexus of low-wage
work, welfare policy and labor; contributors include
Frances Fox Piven, James Jennings, Heather Boushey,
Robert Cherry, Max Sawicky, Nik Theodore, Chirag
Mehta, Louise Simmons and more.

“Why Building 'Smart' Is Hard” (2004) is an
article by Seth Brown, published in Newtopia
Magazine.For a copy of the complete article, visit:
newtopiamagazine.net.

September 16-18, 2004. Conference on
Race/Ethnicity and Place will be held in
Washington D.C. Binghamton University,
Howard University, and the Association of
American Geographers invite paper and
poster presentations. Details about the con-
ference are available online at:
www.aag.org/meetings/place.html.
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October 20-24, 2004. 3rd International
Caribbean Conference: Relations between
Africa, Asia, Brazil and the Caribbean.
Abstracts and papers can be sent either by e-
mail to ocabrera@fchf.ufg.br or to the follow-
ing address: Centro de Estudos do Caribe no
Brasil Faculdade de Ciencias Humanas e
Filosofia Universidade Federal de Goias
Campus II Samambaia 74001-970, Goiania - GO
Brazil, Tel: 55-62-521-1457, Fax: 55-62-521-1013.
For more information, visit
www.fch.ufg.br/CaribeBrasil or email ocabr-
era@fchf.ufg.br.

October 21-23, 2004. Building Blocks for
Inclusive Communities sponsored by Fund for
an OPEN Society, will be held in Cherry Hill, NJ.
For information, contact Laura Siena at the Fund,
1315 Walnut St., #1708, Philadelphia, PA 19107,
215.546.0511. For more information, visit:
WWW.0PEnsoc.org.

October 31- November 3, 2004. Sustainability
and Urban Growth in Developing Countries will
be held in Ascona, Switzerland. For more information
visit: www.nsl.ethz.ch:16080/irl/dimsud/index. htm.

The Urban China Research Network is
pleased to announce the selection of fifteen
graduate students and two faculty members to
receive small grants for their research projects.
Grants range generally between $3000 and
$5000, and they are open to scholars in any dis-
cipline. A full list of winners is available on:
www.albany.edu/mumford/chinanet. Select
small grant program, and look for the list of
awards. The next deadline for applications will
be September 1, 2004.

Online Resources

The Forum on Sustainability and the Economy,
sponsored by the Institute of Portland
Metropolitan Studies of the School of Urban Studies
and Planning, Portland State University’s College of
Urban and Public Affairs, has just completed a special
series “Designing with the Environment: A Portland
Way?” underwritten by the Port of Portland’s
Environmental Partnership Program. On their website
(www.upa.pdx.edu/IMS/about/events.html) you can
access free streaming videos of all the presentations:
“From the Region to the Site,” “Designing the Pearl
and South Waterfront,” “Green Industries for a Green
Region,” and “Examining the Role of the University.”
You can also access videos of earlier forums, including
“Whatever Happened to Equity Planning?” and “Will
Nanotech Re-Seed the Silicon Forest?” in their archive
(www.upa.pdx.edu/IMS/about/Forumarchive. html).

The Regional Inversion Website (www.regionalinver-
sion.com) is the website of Professor Luis Suarez-Villa
of the University of California-Irvine, who is professor
of social ecology and of planning, policy and design.
The concept of regional inversion considers the
advancement of lagging regions. For more informa-
tion and for related publications, please visit the site.

Travelmatters.org is an online resource to help transit
agencies and citizens better understand the link
between transportation choices and global climate
change. Two calculators, one for individuals and one for
transit agencies, calculate greenhouse gas emissions
associated with individual travel patterns and transit
agency fleet characteristics. Whether calculating the
greenhouse gas contribution of a journeyto-work in a
personal automobile, or the combined emissions of a
transit fleet using natural gas instead of diesel fuel, the
emissions calculators help to link the abstract trend of
climate change to concrete decisions made in daily life.

1 Rapson Hall

Address Change

 The F N membershxp off;ce has moved to aneapolls Please use the -
;followmg contact mformatlon for all membershlp-'elated correspondence .

1 “89 Church Street SE o
. ;aneapohs, MN 55455 0109

. Ph: ‘6‘1‘2_;624;3:596 Fx: 6‘12 026 0600
~ Email: pnmaileumn.edu

JOIN PLANNERS NETWORK

For three decades, Planners Network has
been a voice for progressive profession-
als and activists concerned with urban
planning, social and environmental jus-
tice. PN's 1,000 members receive the
Progressive Planning magazine, com-
municate on-line with PN-NET and the E-
Newsletter, and take part in the annual
conference. PN also gives progre :
ideas a voice in the mainstream

Planning Ass0¢
Institute of Plann a :
of Collegiate Schools of P Lummg.

The PN Conference has been held annu-
ally almost every summer since 1994,
These gatherings combine speakers and
workshops with exchanges involving local
communities. PN conferences engage in
discussions that help inform political
strategies at the local, national, and inter-
national levels. Recent conferences have
been held in Holyoke, MA; Rochester, NY;
Toronto, Ontario; Lowell, MA; East St.
Louis, IL; Brookiyn, NY; and Pomona, CA.

Join Planners Network and make a dif-
ference while sharing your ideas and
enthusiasm with others!

All members must pay annual dues. The

minimum dues for Planners Network

members are as follows:

$25 Students and income under
$25,000

$25  Subscription {o Progressive
Planning only

$35 Income between $25,000 and
$50,000

$50  Income over
tions and librarie
$100  Sustaining Menibeis - if you
earn over $50,000, won't you
consider helpitig al this fevel?

$50,000, organiza-

Canadian mombiirsg:
See columin at right.

Dues are deductable s the aklen
permitted by law

%

Yes!

I'my i remesw g iasimber

My contrilintni

l&ii]m}

PN MEMBERS IN CANADA

Membership fees by Canadian members may be paid in Canadian funds:

for sludents, unemployed, and those with incomes <$40,000
for those with incomes between $40,000 and 80,000

for those with incomes over $80,000 .

$150 for sustaining members

Make chagues in Canadian funds payable fo: “Planners Network” and send w/ membership form to:
Barbara Rahder, Faculty of Environmental Studies

York Univ
Toronto, Ont

ario M3J 1P3

d in joining the PN Toronto listserv, include your email address with

Hinter
paymaent or send a message to Barbara Rahder at <rahder@yorku.ca>.

PURCHASING A SINGLE ISSUE
Progressive Planning ks & benelit of membership. If non-members wish to purchase a single issue of the
magazine, plaase mail ; ck for $10 or credit card information to Planners Network at 379 DeKalb Ave,
Brooklyn, NY 11205, P specify the issue and provide your email address or a phone number for
queries. Multiple back i are B8 each

Back issues of the newsletlirs are for sale at $2 per copy. Contact the PN office at pn@pratt.edu to
check for availability and for pricing of bulk orders.

Copies of the PN Reader are also available. The single issue price for the Reader is $12 but there are
discounts available for bulk orders,
See ordering and content information at hilp://iwww.plannersnetwork.org/htm/pub/pn-reader/index.htmi

PLANNERS NETWORK ON LINE
The PN WER SITE is at: www.plannersnetwork.org

The PN LISTSERV:
PN maintains an on-line mailing list for members to post and respond to queries, list job
postings, conference announcements, etc. To join, send an email message to
majordomo@list.pratt.edu with “subscribe pn-net” (without the quotes) in the body of the
message (not the subject line). You'll be sent instructions on how to use the list.

! I weaiit fee jodn oy

MU Amex  Card No.
il Grom below)

Progressive Planning ADVERTISING RATES:

Full page $250 Send file via email to

Half page $175 <pnmail@umn.edu>, or mail camera-
1/4 page $75 ready copy, by January 1, April 1,
1/8 page $40 July 1 and October 1.

nessive planners and work towards fundamental change,
i the faith!

Just send mig a subseriphion o Progressive Planning,

Make checks payable to PLANNERS NETWORK.
Exp. date

Mail This Form To:
Planners Network
1 Rapson Hall
89 Church Street SE
Minneapolis, MN 55455-0109

INTERNATIONAL MEMBERS: Please send U.S. funds.
We are unable to accept payment in other r currencies. Thanks.



Your Last Issue?

Please check the date on your mailing
label. If the date is more than one year ago
this will be your last issue unless we
receive your annual dues RIGHT AWAY!
See page 47 for minimum dues amounts.

And while you’re at it send us an UPDATE
on what you’re doing.

MOVING?

Please send us your new address.
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