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Abstract 

How Varying Levels of Community Participation Affect Brownfield 

Redevelopments: Case Study Comparisons in Pittsburgh, PA, Portland, 

OR, Dallas, TX, and Fort Worth, TX 

 

William Scott Dunlop Jr., M.S.C.R.P. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012  

 

Supervisor: Sarah Dooling  

 

Brownfield developments offer cities and developers an opportunity to engage with the 

public in ways unavailable to greenfield developments as brownfield redevelopments are 

generally found in established neighborhoods where the site’s history has been deeply 

intertwined with the history of the neighborhood.  However, the levels of public 

participation vary widely from state to state, city to city, and even project to project; 

resulting in an array of positive and negative outcomes for all the stakeholders.  It is 

under these varying participatory requirements and engagement strategies this research is 

grounded.  First, the research addresses how varying levels of public participation affect 

stakeholders’ definitions of success or failure and how it was measured.  Secondly, 

stakeholder’s perceptions of each other are analyzed to determine whether projects that 

had higher levels of participation also had higher instances of cooperation and 

collaboration.  Thirdly, the research examines how stakeholders perceive the outputs and 
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outcomes of a project and whether varying levels of participation affect stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the project.  Specific sites for this research were the Summerset at Frick 

Park, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, the Watershed at Hillsdale, Portland, Oregon, the Alta 

Design District, Dallas, Texas, and Montgomery Plaza, Fort Worth, Texas.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

BROWNFIELD REMEDIATION  

Brownfields, as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency in the 

Brownfields Action Agenda, are “abandoned, idled, or underused industrial and 

commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or 

perceived environmental contamination” (Adams 2010, 80).  This definition was altered 

slightly in the US Small Business and Liability Relief and Brownfield Revitalization Act 

of 2002 to “real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be 

complicated by the presence of potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or 

contaminant” (Adams 2010, 80).  In removing the terms “industrial and commercial 

facilities” the new definition aims to be more inclusive of a wider range of properties, 

allowing for more properties to be reached through remediation efforts, irrespective of 

their use (Adams 2010).  Moreover, DeSousa (2008) argues the current definition is 

“superior” because its use of “unambiguous terms and gives policymakers and 

practitioners flexibility to address brownfields as both environmental and economic 

problems” (DeSousa 2008, 2).   

However, some have considered this definition too broad and would result in 

every property in an old industrial city being labeled a brownfield, which may dampen 

reinvestment due to stakeholder perceptions of higher risk in redevelopment (DeSousa 

2008).  With such an inclusive definition and competing interests pushing for higher or 

lower standards, the total number of brownfield sites is difficult to track and quantify. It 

was estimated by the US EPA in 2007 that there were between 450,000 and 1,000,000 
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brownfield sites, many of which lie in urban locations where their negative impacts have 

a greater effect on surrounding communities (Adams 2010, Gallagher 2008, Paull 2009).  

Earlier estimates however reduce the total number of brownfields, with a 1998 estimate 

of 384,000 and a 2000 estimate by the General Accountability Office of 130,000 to 

450,000 commercial and industrial sites (Adams 2010).   

BENEFITS AND LIMITATIONS TO BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT  

 Through brownfield remediation, stakeholders can realize a multitude of benefits.  

Developers, investors, and governments can gain financially from renewed investments 

in infrastructure and a larger taxable base, while residents and users will benefit from a 

healthier environment, improved neighborhood aesthetics, and potential job creation 

(DeSousa 2008, Hazardous 2010, Hollander 2010, Sarni 2010).  Moreover, as Sarni 

(2010) examines, brownfields have many positive impacts on adjacent property values, 

providing large indirect benefits to third parties (Sarni 2010).  For example, when 

detailing government motivations for remediating sites, Sarni claims developments are 

“contagious” because they “tend to attract more investment and redevelopment activity 

[which] increases the tax base, decreases crime, …[and further] increases the value of 

surrounding property” (Sarni 2010, 165).  This has the potential to create a cascading 

effect where redevelopment spurs more redevelopment eventually turning a declining or 

blighted area into a thriving community (Sarni 2010).  Furthermore, DeSousa (2008) 

addresses how stigma can depress residential property values up to 30% after 

remediation, but it is not lasting and property values eventually rebound from stigma 

depression as the public’s trust in the site increases (DeSousa 2008).   
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 In addition to benefits that accrue to the local community, there are also regional 

benefits to increased levels of brownfield developments as fewer greenfield sites are 

developed.   Greenfield sites are farmland, forest, or pasturelands that have not been 

previously developed. (DeSousa 2008, Hollander 2010, Nagengast 2011).  Hollander 

(2010) explains how brownfield developments are part of a larger sustainable movement 

that aims to reduce sprawl, preserve open space, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 

reinvest in urbanized areas (Hollander 2010).  Quantifying some of these benefits, 

DeSousa (2008) and Nagengast (2011) compare pro forma costs, as well as less tangible 

but still identifiable societal costs, of brownfields against greenfields to determine which 

type of development provided the most benefits.  DeSousa found when examining land 

consumption that “4.5 acres of greenfield were required to accommodate the same 

development as 1 acre of brownfield land” and while both greenfield and brownfield 

residential development entail public costs and benefits (tax revenue, reduced health risk, 

neighborhood value, etc.), the brownfield site was less costly through a fiscal impact 

assessment at -$135,535 compared to a greenfield development with -$692,363 (DeSousa 

2008, 68, 70).  Additionally, Nagengast (2011) compared brownfield and greenfield 

developments based on energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions from 

commuting.  She found that greenfields, on average, were six times further from the 

center of cities than brownfields, which averaged four miles.  Due to this  

“greenfield development commuters consumer 75,000 MJ/commuter/year versus 

47,000 MJ/commuter/year for brownfields.  In terms of greenhouse gas 

emissions, the greenfield development emits 11,000 lb C02/commuter/year 
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compared to 7,000 lb C02/commuter/year for brownfield development” 

(Nagengast 2011, 303).  

While the benefits to brownfield remediation and redevelopment are well 

understood, there are still many regulatory issues preventing their use in addition to 

negative perceptions that brownfields are riskier to develop.  The perceived risk by 

developers as well as site owners is largely focused around future liability and unforeseen 

contamination which would cause increased costs and longer remediation time, therefore 

reducing the return on investment and delaying the time of occupancy (Adams 2010, Opp 

2009, Sarni 2010, Wedding 2007).  Examining the 2006 Conference of Mayors study, 

Adams (2010) found the main public-sector challenges to redevelopment are obtaining 

cleanup funds, 87% of cities, challenges to carrying out environmental assessments, 61%, 

and liability issues, 54% of cities (Adams 2010).  Moreover, Hollander (2010) addresses 

a lack of knowledge by stakeholders as a barrier to remediation claiming stakeholders do 

not know “how to even get started with a site, …characterize and remediate them …[and 

deal] with regulatory officials and potential liabilities” (Hollander 2010, 6).  

To facilitate remediation and overcome these challenges, the government and 

EPA have enacted legislation and reforms that allow grants to be awarded to sites, in 

addition to reduced liability to developers and the state.  The largest enabling legislations 

at the federal level were the Comprehensive Environmental Response Cleanup and 

Liability Act, or Superfund, as well as the EPA’s Brownfield Program (Gallagher 2008).  

The Brownfield Program supports revitalization through provision of grants for 

assessment, revolving loan funds, job training, and cleanup; with each grant being up to 
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$200,000 (Hazardous 2010).  Furthermore, in 2002, the Small Business Relief and 

Brownfields Revitalization Act was enacted to protect private and public sector 

developers for the greater liabilities associated with brownfield reclamation (Gallagher 

2008, Paull 2009).  Legislation pertaining to liability reduction was specifically enacted 

because it is perceived by developers to be one of the biggest impediments to remediation 

(Wedding 2007).  However, neither the Brownfield Program nor Small Business Relief 

Act require public participation to receive funds (Gallagher 2008), potentially leading to 

exclusion of stakeholders and a limited definition of success. 

At the state level, Voluntary Cleanup Programs have been enacted in every state.  

These programs grant flexibility to developers by loosening the prescriptive requirements 

that federal and state Superfund legislation had imposed (DeSousa 2008).  In addition to 

fostering private sector innovation in cleanup, VCPs also provide “technical assistance, 

financial support, and protection from liability” (DeSousa 2008, 11); three of the main 

areas often cited by developers as being impediments to redevelopment.  Through state 

VCP programs over 48,000 brownfields have been remediated as of 2006 (Adams 2010).    

BROWNFIELDS’ IMPORTANCE TO PLANNING ISSUES  

 As the growth in sustainable cities continues, the pressure to revitalize brownfield 

sites as a means to attain sustainable benchmarks will also continue to grow.  Due to this, 

brownfield redevelopment and policies explicitly promoting it are shifting city priorities 

and being prominently included in city development plans and objectives, as well as in 

regional plans.  As stated earlier, this is due to the benefits likely to accrue from renewed 

investment on brownfield sites, such as a larger tax base, reduced infrastructure costs (for 
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the city and developer), and a healthier environment (DeSousa 2008, Hazardous 2010, 

Hollander 2010, Sarni 2010).  City and state governments however cannot bear the full 

cost of remediation, so through incentives they are able to activate the private sector to 

achieve the desired outcome.  Through financial incentives, governments can increase a 

developer’s return on investment, and if successful, cause brownfield developments to 

have higher or at least equal profit margins compared to greenfield developments.  

Moreover, cities often spend millions on capital improvement projects to boost an area’s 

infrastructure in hopes that that investment will generate further private sector investment 

(Sarni 2010).  For example, the City of Austin is currently spending $146.5 million to 

construct a water diversion tunnel for flood control under a downtown creek, along with 

ecological restoration, pollutant cleanup, and adjacent streetscape improvements, in order 

to “springboard the creation of a vibrant and vital space” (Waller Creek Conservancy).  

Even with scheduled completion years away, the project is already inciting 

redevelopment as the city’s largest hotel intends to break ground along the creek and 

finish construction as the creek project finishes its restoration (Novak 2011).  Through 

active public investment, including more direct public-private partnerships, cities and 

regions have reprioritized brownfield remediation in their planning agendas as a means to 

expand their policy toolkit and accomplish the multiple financial, environmental, and 

social goals that are crucial for creating healthy spaces for residents to live and work.   

 Furthermore, brownfield developments offer cities and developers an opportunity 

to engage with the public in ways unavailable to greenfield developments as brownfield 

redevelopments are generally found in established neighborhoods where the site’s history 
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has been deeply intertwined with the history of the neighborhood, so residents may 

express greater concerns or advocate more strongly than in a traditional greenfield 

development.  However, the levels of public participation vary widely from state to state, 

city to city, and even project to project; resulting in an array of positive and negative 

outcomes for all the stakeholders.  It is under these varying participatory requirements 

and engagement strategies this research is grounded.  First, the research addresses how 

varying levels of public participation affect how stakeholders defined success or failure 

and how it was measured.  Secondly, stakeholder’s perceptions of each other are 

analyzed to determine whether projects that had higher levels of participation also had 

higher instances of cooperation and collaboration.  Thirdly, the research examines how 

stakeholders perceive the outputs and outcomes of a project and whether varying levels 

of participation affect stakeholders’ satisfaction with the project.       
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The process of public participation in brownfields is well documented in the 

current literature and encompasses many facets of the process.  Included in this literature 

is research looking into the general benefits that increased levels of participation have on 

a project’s outcomes as well as barriers to eliciting sufficient participation during a 

redevelopment process.  The literature, when also exploring challenges to participation, 

outlines potential techniques to resolve or overcome stakeholder disputes as well as ways 

in which to increase participation.  More deeply, the literature examines common 

measures of success and failure along with exploring the ways in which participation can 

affect the definition of success and failure, such as adding new sustainability metrics that 

the development must achieved based on the public’s values.  Included with this research 

is the ways in which stakeholder perceptions of each other, in addition to their larger 

epistemological views, shape the participatory process and outcomes.  Lastly, current 

participatory theory literature examines different models of public participation and the 

ways in which these models either succeed or fail in promoting sustained community 

dialogue between stakeholders.   

BENEFITS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Through a successful public engagement strategy, one in which consensus 

between stakeholders is reached, many benefits can be realized.  Creighton (2005), in his 

work The Public Participation Handbook, outlines many of these tangible benefits.  

Through effective public engagement, there is improved decision-making as the public 

injects new ideas and alternatives, forces a rethinking of assumptions, and provides 
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necessary information on existing conditions.  Costs can be minimized and delays 

avoided as the public becomes fully involved in the decision-making process because 

once approved by the public, a project is less likely to encounter resistance or litigation 

from the community.  Moreover, as the public and other stakeholders work together to 

reach a decision, a long-lasting and solid relationship between parties can be forged, 

reducing conflict in future processes.  In addition, once a decision has been reached, the 

public may take ownership in that decision, and ensure its implementation.  Through 

fully involving the public in an open and credible process, government agencies are better 

able to achieve and maintain legitimacy as the public gains respect for those agencies that 

have enabled an open process.  This mutual understanding, where the public learns more 

about the various agencies, also can mean the agencies gain a greater knowledge of the 

concerns of the public, and become increasingly sensitive to them, allowing them to 

better gauge public responses to the agency’s programs and decisions.  This further helps 

to temper worst-case confrontations, as the agency can anticipate public responses and 

craft proposals that are better tailored to that community, then through the participatory 

process these proposals are further refined, but in a more congenial manner.  From this 

process, Creighton argues, a civil society emerges where the public not only gains 

knowledge of the subject matter, but of how the government makes decisions and why.  

Moreover, when reaching decisions, citizens learn how to influence others, build 

coalitions, and effectively solve problems (Creighton 2005).   

Further emphasizing Creighton’s civil society concept, Kent Portney (2005) 

describes how when individuals become involved in the decision-making process, that 
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the process itself will change them by instilling “a raised consciousness about the 

connection between their own behaviors and the attainment of sustainability – and that 

this change in consciousness will lead to changed consumer (and perhaps political) 

behavior” (Portney 2005,  583).  Also in relation to the benefits described by Creighton, 

Portney finds that highly participatory processes inform officials of which issues should 

be pursued, and any resulting outcomes will be more closely match the needs of the 

public, and therefore be more successful (Portney 2005). 

BARRIERS TO PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

While many benefits can be realized from public participation, there exists many 

barriers to a legitimate, fully involved participatory process.  Significant barriers exists 

where the public lacks access to and awareness of the planning process, causing a sense 

of inefficacy.  This perceived lack of authority further exacerbates the public’s distrust of 

governing bodies as they view them as beholden to special interests.  Associated with this 

view, is the tendency for those involved to be from select social groups, so those who are 

unrepresented or underrepresented perceive the process as delegitimizing their views by 

virtue of their limited numbers (Bedford 2002, Davies 2001, Jackson 2008).  Moreover, 

citizens can be excluded from the participatory process by a “lack of societal space,” as 

their daily lives demand their attention elsewhere (Davies 2001, 202).  

In examining the lack of access to participatory processes, Davies (2001) writes 

that conventional methods for engaging the public, such as public notices, have failed at 

adequately encouraging involvement because the community lacks an understanding of 

the planning process and its importance.  Furthermore, the system can intimidate citizens 
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because they perceive themselves as powerless as individuals to affect change in a large 

governing body (Davies 2001).  Even if citizens become involved in the process, the 

agency in charge may have designed it in such a manner that the public’s input has little 

effect on the decisions being made, scheduled too few meetings for meaningful input to 

be obtained, or scheduled meetings at times inconvenient to those most affected.  

Therefore, the process was mainly undertaken to placate the public and attempt to 

convince them their concerns had been heard, when they had not been (Bedford 2002, 

Davies 2001, Jackson 2008).  In addition, decision-makers often view required forms of 

public involvement, such as public hearings, as time consuming and costly.  Therefore, 

they attempt to limit the public’s engagement to avoid additional requirements placed on 

them by the public (Wernsted 2006). Elected officials and decision-makers can also view 

themselves as experts who know what is best for the community, leading to community 

alienation and a sense of powerlessness felt by individuals, causing even further declines 

in participation in future processes (Bedford 2002, Cooper 2006, Davies 2001, Fischer 

2000, Jackson 2008, John 2006, Williams 1995).  This view, that government is above 

the public, also causes the public to mistrust government intentions and be hesitant of any 

processes created and controlled by them (Davies 2001). 

Representation during the participatory process also causes tension, alienation, 

and mistrust, as unrepresented groups perceive their views as being delegitimized against 

those who had the political power or numbers to have their concerns heard.  In her study 

on public participation in the UK, Tracey Bedford (2002) found that:  
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“People who occupy positions of authority try to delegitimize the opinions of 

other stakeholders on the grounds of a lack of representivity.  In this process the 

focus is on ‘who’ the individual or group represents as determinants of whether or 

not opinions should be taken into account” (Bedford 2002,  323).   

Bedford further explains how those in power routinely delegitimize opposing opinions on 

the grounds of NIMBYism, which therefore causes a shift in opponents’ concerns as they 

attempt to legitimize their views as being less self-interested and more community based. 

(Bedford 2002).  This action however, in Bedford’s study, leads individuals to question 

the validity their opinions because they were unable to relate their concerns with others’ 

concerns, and so they felt isolated and vulnerable throughout the process (Bedford 2002). 

TECHNIQUES TO OVERCOME BARRIERS AND INCREASE PARTICIPATION 

 Many mechanisms exist through which an agency can disseminate information to 

the public, and receive feedback and concerns, in order to maximize the scope and 

efficiency of a public engagement process.  As stated earlier however, without the 

public’s trust in the process any resulting outcome will not have the full approval from 

the citizens, and potentially lead to a protracted, costly development process.  Due to this, 

the majority of the literature on overcoming barriers focuses on how to build the public’s 

trust in order to ease tensions, reach consensus, and decrease implementation time 

(Creighton 2005, DeSousa 2008, Faga 2006, Gallagher 2008). 

 Barbara Faga (2006), in her work on designing public consensus, explains how a 

mutual understanding between parties can help prevent “local political battles, turf issues, 

and skirmishes among various groups,” but in order to gain the public’s trust, an agency 

must be open and receptive to the public’s input (Faga 2006, 69).  To become more 
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receptive to the public’s concerns, agencies need to view public participation as more 

than a federal or state mandate, but as means to gain the public’s permission to act 

(Creighton 2005).  Through this view, agencies will more readily incorporate public 

participation into every stage of the decision-making process, increasing the opportunity 

for various stakeholders to participate whom through their increased investment will 

more readily see the project through to completion (Creighton 2005). 

 Increased opportunity alone though does not create trusting relationships between 

stakeholders.  In addition to being open to public input, decision-makers must also be 

open about their actions and intentions as well as being open personally and willing to 

meet with the community in informal settings (Faga 2006, Gallagher 2008).  Informal 

settings, as Gallagher examined, were the most successful means to convey information 

about projects, build trust, create pathways for communication, and bring citizens into the 

decision-making process because they were often small-scaled, allowing more personal 

relationships to be fostered (Gallagher 2008).   

These trusting relationships, while often times difficult and lengthy to achieve, are 

important because once a decision has been reached, implementation of the that decision 

becomes easier as community groups push for its completion rather than against it had 

the participatory process not been successful (Creighton 2005).  Moreover, stakeholder 

relationships can move beyond a single project, positively affecting future project 

outcomes (DeSousa 2008).  In writing on improved stakeholder relations, DeSousa states:  

“… a spirit of collaboration has often developed among the disparate stakeholders 

involved in these projects resulting in less divisiveness and a greater sense of the 
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mutuality of their agendas and objectives that often carry to other issues and 

affected parts of the city” (DeSousa 2002,  268).  

  DeSousa further highlights his point by emphasizing how alliances between 

business interests and the public sector has created more housing, how nonprofit, 

community groups, and public sector alliances are effective at increasing greenspace, and 

how business, government, nonprofit, and community alliances promote employment-

based initiatives and large-scale projects (DeSousa 2002).  

Through efforts to increase stakeholders’ trust in one another, the barriers that 

prevent access to participation as well as barriers that cause the delegitimization of 

minority or opposing views can minimized.  Moreover, in creating an inclusive, open 

environment, decision-makers can harness the creative capacity and local knowledge of 

citizens, and through their mutual understand, reach a consensus on decisions. This not 

only benefits developers through minimized costs and time, but also benefits the 

community as they can leverage new alliances with stakeholders to further enhance their 

local environments.     

COMMON MEASURES OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE 

 Within the literature, success and failure have been evaluated in two main ways.  

The first is through empirical evaluations where indicators are quantified and measured 

then compared against benchmarks set through stakeholder surveys and expert analysis 

(Lange 2004, Wedding 2007).  The second method is through qualitative inquiry that 

evaluates success based on attainment of input, process, output, and outcome goals as set 

through an open participatory process (Doick 2009, Murdock 2005). 



15 

 

 In comparing different measures of success, Doick (2009) explains that traditional 

measures of success are often driven by economic outcomes where developers, funding 

bodies, and site owners/managers compare the project’s aims against its objectives to 

determine if a successful outcome has been reached (Doick 2009).  Using economic 

outcomes to define success is common for three reasons.   

“[1] Economic factors of success justify project expense, [2] success can be 

described in project management terms, which are relatively simple to measure … 

and data may be collected as part of the delivery programme at little or no extra 

cost, [3] project inputs and outputs tend to be easy to describe quantitatively” 

(Doick 2009,  3)   

However, Doick argues that solely evaluating economic outcomes causes 

shortsightedness in goals because once economic benchmarks are achieved there is the 

implication that continued investment in the project is not needed.  Moreover, this 

method often excludes or minimizes the role of stakeholders who do not have a monetary 

stake in the project, resulting in projects that do not meet the community’s needs (Doick 

2009).   

Doick also evaluated measures of success that attempt to quantify sustainability 

factors, such the effectiveness of pollution control measures, public utilization of the 

greenspace, and conservation of ecological interests (Doick 2009).  The concept of 

sustainability though, as Doick states, is “somewhat elusive and its relevance and 

application are tainted by the complexity of the real world” (Doick 2009, 4).  

Sustainability remains however as a means to evaluate brownfield success as more tools 
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and indicators are developed that are able to quantify sustainable outcomes (Lange 2004, 

Wedding 2007).  

     Utilizing developer interviews and literature reviews, Wedding (2007) 

developed a set of forty indicators across four categories: environment-health, finance, 

livability, and social-economic.  Moreover, these indicators were assigned weights by 

involved stakeholders and then developed into a partially automated tool that allows 

stakeholders to more easily quantify and communicate success or failure of a project 

(Wedding 2007).  Assigning weights to forty prescribed indicators however allows the 

process to be easily co-opted by more influential stakeholder groups as underrepresented 

and unrepresented groups’ values become less significant.  Although Wedding argues the 

method has the ability to involve all stakeholder groups, it does not provide for how it 

will create the open participatory process in which to engage all stakeholder groups.  This 

bias appears evident in weighting of the forty indicators in the research where indictors 

that produce financial gain or minimize costs are weighted the highest, while those that 

promote environmental and community benefits tend to be weighted lower. 

 Lange (2004) also undertook a stakeholder survey in order to define which 

variables stakeholders view as most influential in creating a successful project.  Lange’s 

analysis does not create an algorithm as Wedding’s does, but it breaks down success into 

categories with quantifiable metrics that were weighted based on stakeholder 

assessments.  These categories were grouped in variables that influence development and 

outcomes that define brownfield success.  As with Wedding’s analysis, Lange found that 

the variables that most influenced a successful site were associated with minimized costs 
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and reduced time to occupancy.  These variable included community and political 

support, financial incentives, infrastructure, and jobs created (Lange 2004). 

 While Wedding uses weighted indicators in an algorithm to assess the success or 

failure of a brownfield project and Lange’s use of quantifiable metrics to measure success 

may be beneficial to identify concepts related to successful brownfield redevelopments, 

their over prescriptiveness does not sufficiently allow for open, transparent stakeholder 

dialogue.  Due to this, other authors (Doick 2009, Murdock 2005) instead place more 

emphasis on the participatory process and project outcomes as means to gauge success or 

failure. 

Doick, in analyzing the greening of brownfields in the UK, utilized Joseph 

Wholey’s logic model to measure whether short-, medium-, and long-term goals had been 

achieved.  The logic model evaluates the inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes of a 

project to determine if it has achieved the desired objectives (Doick 2009).  Under this 

model, inputs can be described as the resources, investments, and commitments into a 

project, processes are programs through which outputs are delivered, outputs are direct 

benefits received from a project, and outcomes are indirect benefits (Doick 2009).  

Murdock (2005) similarly evaluated projects based on their attainment of process and 

outcome goals in order to determine success or failure, but narrows the definitions of 

process and outcome.  Process focuses on fairness and competence, where fairness means 

all affected stakeholders are represented and empowered and competence means 

stakeholders have or were provided the knowledge and tools to participate in all 
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negotiations.  Outcomes focus on the level of trust created between institutions and how 

well decisions incorporated public values, assumptions, and preferences (Murdock 2005).   

By emphasizing the attainment of process and outcome goals, Doick and 

Murdock move past the easily quantifiable input/output metrics, and instead look to how 

stakeholders perceived the decision-making process as well as long-term outcome goals, 

like increased awareness and trust.  Furthermore, by assessing processes and outcomes 

the role of the community is more prominently focused, as the means to gauge success 

move away from financial and economic metrics and more towards the degree to which 

all stakeholders had the opportunity to participate and how the site responds to shifting 

community values (Doick 2009, Murdock 2005).  Limitations to this method are present 

however.  Murdock (2005) found in her examination of the EPA’s Project XL pilots that 

companies and communities can work collaboratively together to address environmental 

issues, but that success depends on a “fair stakeholder process that promotes competence, 

as well as a willingness on the part of the company and the government to respect and be 

open to citizen participation and influence” (Murdock 2005, 247).  It was the 

unwillingness of companies to be receptive to ideas and share information in these 

studies that limited the amount of effective citizen influence in the process.  In addition, 

Doick (2009) acknowledged time and insufficient monitoring resources as limits to 

measuring outcomes in his assessment of brownfield greening (Doick 2009).  In order to 

measure outcomes, which can include long-term community objectives, there needs to be 

monitoring procedures in place before project completion, and then the site must 

continually be reevaluated to ensure it is attaining its defined objectives.  Moreover, as 
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community values shift and sites’ age, once successful sites can become unsuccessful and 

only through long-term monitoring and community engagement can sites stay relevant.  

This presents a challenge, as under the current model of input/output, monitoring is 

limited due to the increased financial burdens, potentially resulting in some outcome 

goals being unfulfilled (Doick 2009). 

While measures of success and failure based upon process and outcome goals do 

have their limitations, their emphasis on higher levels of stakeholder involvement, 

particularly the community’s, and less emphasis on prescriptive input/output indicators, 

allows for greater opportunities for collaborative relationships between stakeholders to be 

formed.  Moreover, the focus on outcomes goals provides for a greater likelihood of 

continual monitoring to ensure the site meets its long-term objectives, staying relevant to 

shifting community needs as well as remaining successful.  

STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS UNDER DIFFERENT MODELS OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT  

  There have been numerous studies investigating different models of public 

participation, mostly examining who uses what language then expanding that knowledge 

into new theories that propose alternative languages that seek to better bridge the divide 

between experts and citizens (Cooper 2006, Fischer 2000, Jackson 2008, John 2006, 

Portney 2005, Williams 1995). 

 Bruce Williams (1995) in his work Democracy, Dialogue, and Environmental 

Disputes engages in brief overview of the three competing languages that decision-

makers, experts, and citizens often employ during participatory engagements, before 

turning to the development of new theory that attempts to overcome the problems of 
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using a single language (Williams 1995).  This overview is relevant here as all the 

authors discussed utilized these languages to posit new participatory theories.  

 Beginning in the early 20
th

 century, the Progressive movement profoundly altered 

public discourse by championing the knowledge of experts over local citizenry (Cooper 

2006, Williams 1995).  This era heralded the managerial language that sought to 

emphasize scientific and administrative management at the expense of public input.  

Moreover, the ideals of professionalism and efficiency were tantamount to solving the 

“inadequacies of participatory democracy” (Williams 1995,  11).  It was believed that 

experts would evaluate issues neutrally and utilize the scientific method, therefore 

allowing them to carry out policy decisions in the most effective manner and serve the 

public better than uninformed or corrupt politicians (Williams 1995).  Managerial 

discourses’ heavy reliance on science though causes problems and limits the language as 

scientific uncertainty and its associated risks add complexity to a decision-making 

process that is meant to be efficient and fact-based.  Furthermore, the managerial 

language fails to capture difficult to quantify social values, therefore failing to understand 

the full cost or benefits of policy decisions (Williams 1995).   

 The insufficient inclusion of social values from an increasingly diverse populace 

into the managerial language lead to the formation of interests groups to advocate 

community values into the decision-making process (Cooper 2006).  This underlies the 

pluralist language that holds that through a fair and open political process competing 

forces will reveal the public’s interest (William 1995).  However, the pluralist language 

assumes an open process where the outcome will be fair because all parties will have had 



21 

 

equal opportunity to influence public policy.  In practice however, providing all 

stakeholders with equal opportunity is impossible as severe impediments to participation 

exists.  Williams notes one of the greatest barriers is “the scientific and technical 

complexity of comprehending the risks addressed by social regulation … because access 

to such information is a prerequisite to understanding one’s interests” (Williams 1995,  

24).  In addition to limited access to information, the pluralist language’s reliance on due 

process can result in inequitable decisions that redistribute risk to economically 

disadvantaged groups because under this language, absence of participation is assumed to 

indicate consensus (Williams 1995).  Therefore, while the pluralist language is founded 

on expanded public discourse, the process does not adequately prevent barriers to 

participation as well as being easily co-opted.   

Drawing from the heightened public involvement of the pluralist language, 

communitarian thought  

“suggests that conflicts of interests among the polity are illusory, and common 

public interest can be discovered if an enlightened citizenry governs directly in its 

own behalf.  The delegation of authority to experts or reliance on competing 

pressure groups distances government from the people and stands in the way of 

perfecting democracy and citizenship” (Williams 1995,  27).  

 Communitarian theory maintains that citizens can overcome their narrow self-

interests and will unite around common goals shared by everyone in the community.  In 

doing so, power will be removed from political and bureaucratic institutions that are 

removed from popular control and returned to the people.  In addition, communal self-

government will pacify conflicts of interests among the people (Williams 1995).   
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However, like the other languages, the communitarian language has its limitations 

too, namely “failing to specify how an enlightened citizenry might be created and 

maintain or the nature of the specific institutions that would exercise power” (Williams 

1995,  27).  The language also fails to consider broader national contexts because the 

language treats society and community as two distinct and opposing categories, therefore 

local actions cannot be easily integrated into the broader political economy (Williams 

1995).  Lastly, the language fails to address how technical feasibility and the risks of 

regulatory alternatives can be incorporated into a communal decision-making structure 

because the language has “deep suspicions of scientific expertise and its underlying faith 

in progress [that is]… rooted in an appeal to past values and social structures threatened 

by modernity that implies a fundamental critique of progress” (Williams 1995,  51).    

Kent Portney, writing in support of the communitarian language to create 

sustainable cities, claims that through the shared values espoused in communicative 

theory, the three largest impediments to sustainability can be overcome: tragedy of the 

commons, NIMBYism, and expansion of ecological footprints (Portney 2005).  

Sustainability can be achieved because through a communitarian language citizens will 

not see themselves as rational individuals attempting to maximize their own gains, but 

rather as members of a community where the community good is more important than the 

individual.  Portney states that “what is good for the community in the aggregate is not 

always the sum of what is good for each individual acting as a rational consumer in the 

community” (Portney 2005,  585). 
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Acknowledging the language’s limitations to create enlightened and participatory 

citizens, Portney turns to DeWitt John’s civic environmentalism concept to attempt to 

overcome this limitation.  Civic environmentalism is the “middle-out” option where 

resources from top-down agencies are combined with those from bottom-up community 

organizations in order to serve local goals (John 2006).  These organizations join around 

their shared commitments to local communities and over frustrations with top-down 

process.  Moreover, these new organizations can “tap local energy, professional 

expertise, and political clout,” allowing them the opportunity to expand their dialogue to 

reach novel decisions (John 2006, 46).  This model of participation though may be hard 

to sustain if political sponsors or local individuals leading the effort move on to other 

efforts.  Furthermore, civic environmentalism moves away from the pure citizen 

democracy envisioned in the communitarian language because it incorporates political 

and bureaucratic stakeholders in the decision-making process, likening it more to the 

pluralist language. 

Moving past single language analysis, Williams proposes a new dialogic model 

that assumes it is impossible to capture the dynamics of policy-making within a single 

language.  Therefore, policy-making institutions must become more flexible and able to 

contain the multiple languages used by various interests involved in the policy struggles 

(Williams 1995).  To create an arena with open discourse, Williams proposes four 

characteristics of the dialogic model.  First, there must be equal access to usable 

information so there can be meaningful participation.  This will allow participants the 

ability to weigh risks and benefits fully.  Second, there must be increased opportunities 
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for citizen participation in a full range of policy decisions.  This will allow citizens to 

make decisions about all aspects of their lives and communities, and not insolate 

problems from the political life of communities.  Third, policy-making institutions need 

to be flexible in order to capture the ambiguity that arises from multiple languages.  This 

means successful policy-making must be defined by its ability to allow for tentative and 

changing public interests and not entirely on the outcomes of participation.  Lastly, the 

dialogic model must not remain isolated from the wider context of the political economy 

of federalism, but understood through it.   This broad perspective is necessary because 

“assigning greater policy-making responsibility to the local level, in an attempt to foster 

democratic governance, is politically complicated” due to the redistribution of power and 

its effects on contending political and economic groups.  Furthermore, to ensure open 

dialogue at the local level, the federal government must actively support the 

redistribution of power between the state and local levels (Williams 1995).  

To overcome limited citizen participation and sustain high levels of community 

discourse, Williams emphasizes the need for repeated participation in policy-making 

decisions.  Through capitalizing on the communitarian view that people are mobilized by 

public policy decisions affecting their communities, the dialogic model attempts to create 

mechanism to sustain this discourse, so other aspects of the community can benefit from 

an open and participatory dialogue.  From repeated interactions across a spectrum of 

community issues, the public not only becomes more informed about the process, but 

personal connections are formed that establish the “shared values and mutual respect 

necessary for the community to survive and benefit from heated disagreement over 
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specific issues” (Williams 1995, 60).  In addition, Williams notes that in order for public 

discourse to happen across a wide range of issues, institutional reforms must take place 

that remove barriers to public participation and allow citizen decision-making into their 

institutional decision-making process.  By becoming more involved with institutional 

decision-making, citizens become enlightened to the processes that affect their 

communities and therefore become more capable of engaging policy issues.  Moreover, 

opening up the decision-making process to include a range of issues, not just the most 

difficult, fosters a more legitimate public participation process as the “relations of 

domination, subordination, and inequality” generally found in the private sector will not 

be reproduced in the public sector because people will be empowered to implement the 

outcomes of dialogue, therefore removing the “structural impediments to meaningful 

participation” (Williams 1995, 62).  

The dialogic model is an important theoretical concept as its intent is to 

incorporate discourse from the three languages used by those engaging in decision-

making; managerial, pluralist, and communitarian.  It specifically highlights the strong 

democratic principles of the communitarian language, but expands the language so it has 

the ability to involve as large a segment of the population as possible and in as many 

policy decisions as possible.  Moreover, in expanding the scope of the communitarian 

language, the dialogic model reforms the larger structural context of federalism to ensure 

the equitable division of power between stakeholders as well as increasing the 

opportunities for public discourse in policy decision-making.  This helps create the 
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repeated interactions necessary to form meaningful, trusting relationships on which future 

cooperation in policy decisions are based (Williams 1995).    
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Chapter 3: Current Brownfield Regulatory Environment 

TYPES OF REGULATIONS AND THEIR EFFECTS  

 As mentioned in chapter 1 but detailed here, there are a number of federal, state, 

and local policies and programs which specifically apply to brownfield development.  

The most notable policies are: Comprehensive Environmental Response Cleanup and 

Liability Act (CERCLA), Small Business Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act, 

EPA Brownfield Program, state Voluntary Cleanup Programs, and local governments 

facilitation of fine-grained details such as tax abatements, community involvement, and 

design aesthetics (DeSousa 2008, Gallagher 2008, Haslam 2009, Hazardous 2010, 

Hollander 2010, Lange 2004, Opp 2009, Paull 2009, Sarni 2010, Wernstedt 2006).  

Moreover, since each state creates their own cleanup programs, they differ in their level 

of liability relief, technical and financial assistance and costs.  For example, Pennsylvania 

provides financial assistance and potentially responsible party liability, Oregon provides 

a number of low-interest loans and grants but not potentially responsible party protection, 

and Texas provides limited direct financial assistance and no potentially responsible party 

protection (EPA 2011, Opp 2009).  

FEDERAL LEVEL REGULATION 

 At the national level, the main programs dictating brownfield remediation are 

CERCLA, EPA Brownfield Program, and the Small Business Relief and Brownfields 

Revitalization Act.  Together, these acts facilitate remediation by defining cleanup 

standards, liability protections, and provision of financial and technical assistance. 



28 

 

 Enacted in 1980, the Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liabilities Act 

or Superfund, was created in response to a number of high profile environmental 

contaminations, namely the Love Canal and Times Beach incidents (DeSousa 2008).  

Through this act, the EPA collects a tax on crude oil and chemical manufacturers to 

finance property cleanup when liable parties cannot be found or those who are unable to 

pay for remediation.  Moreover, the act allows the EPA to recover the costs of cleanup 

from liable parties or cleanup sites at their own expense (DeSousa 2008).  While this act 

was not employed at the case studies under review for this research, the act is notable for 

being the first and largest act to involve contaminated land remediation.  Furthermore, it 

began the process that led to smaller scale acts at the state level by requiring each state to 

enact and implement their own contaminated site legislation that was consistent with 

CERCLA legislation (DeSousa 2008).   

 In 1995, due to the onerous structure of the CERCLA legislation, the EPA 

transferred 20,000 of the program’s 40,000 sites to the newly created Brownfields Action 

Agenda, which eventually became the EPA’s Brownfield Program (DeSousa 2008, Lange 

2004).  These 20,000 sites were considered less polluted and should therefore be more 

cost efficient and faster to cleanup, but had been stigmatized and impeded by the 

Superfund classification.  Moreover, aiding the transition of these sites to the Brownfield 

Program was a shift in policy and discourse, which went from a public health perspective 

to one of economic development and urban renewal through brownfields remediation 

(DeSousa 2008, Lange 2004).  The new Brownfield Program was tasked in four main 

areas:  
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“[To provide] funds for pilot programs to test redevelopment models and to 

facilitate stakeholder cooperation; [to clarify] the liability of prospective 

purchasers, lenders, property owners, and others regarding their association with a 

site; [fostering] partnerships among the different levels of government and 

community representatives aimed at developing strategies for promoting public 

participation and community involvement in brownfields decision making; and 

[incorporating] job development and training opportunities into brownfields 

efforts” (DeSousa 2008, 11).  

 To achieve these goals, the EPA provides assessment grants, cleanup grants, 

revolving loan fund grants, and job training grants.  Each grant is applied for and funded 

separately with cleanup and assessment grants being awarded up to $200,000 per site, 

although through waivers assessment grants can reach $350,000 per site.  Revolving loan 

funds are awarded between $200,000 and $1,000,000 and are used to capitalize programs 

which award subgrants and loans to specific projects and job training grants are awarded 

between $100,000 and $500,000 (EPA, Sarni 2010).  Cumulatively, through these grants 

and loans the Brownfield Program as of March 2012 has assessed 18,536 sites and 

remediated 709, together totaling 33,955 acres as well as leveraging over 75,000 jobs 

(EPA 2011).     

 While the creation of the Brownfields Program spurred a renewed interest in site 

assessment and remediation, the program and states were still hampered by strict liability 

provisions that were outlined in CERCLA.  Two actions, one at the federal level and the 

other at the state level, were created to further overcome these restrictions.  At the federal 

level in 2002, the Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act was 

passed and at the state level, each created their own Voluntary Cleanup Programs that 

mitigated many of the liability claims as well as providing for further assistance. 
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 Evolving in a bottom-up fashion, the Brownfields Revitalization Act used 

information from successful pilot programs across the country to inform its regulation 

that provides for greater liability relief to involved parties.  These parties consisted of 

owners and operators (with some exceptions), prospective purchasers, and bona fide 

prospective purchases and their tenants, as well as clarifying the actions that innocent 

landowners must pursue to claim their innocence (DeSousa 2008, Gallagher 2008, Sarni 

2010, Wernstedt 2006).  A greater release of liability was necessary because under 

CERCLA,  

“Those involved with a site… can be held responsible for cleanup costs even if 

they did not create any contamination, a responsibility that extends to past and 

current owners, the generators of hazardous substances, and those that transported 

such substances.  In addition, any one party may be charged with all of the 

cleanup costs if others who might be liable do not have the financial capacity to 

pay for cleanup” (Wernstedt 2006, 348).   

 

Furthermore, the Act doubled the funds available to the EPA for brownfield 

cleanup and assessment, adding $200 million annually to assessment and cleanup and up 

to $50 million annually in assistance to state and tribal response programs (Lange 2004, 

Sarni 2010, Wernstedt 2006). 

STATE LEVEL REGULATION 

 While the Brownfields Revitalization Act worked on the federal level to reduce 

liability and provide additional funding for assessments and grants, beginning in the mid-

nineties the states began to implement Voluntary Cleanup Programs that targeted the 

specific needs of their state by further addressing liability concerns, funding, and 

technical assistance (Hollander 2010).  VCPs are the primary mechanism used by states 

to facilitate remediation and since 2000 all 50 states have enacted some form of 
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brownfield legislation in order to loosen federally imposed Superfund legislation 

(DeSousa 2008, Lange 2004).  These programs offer more flexibility to those remediating 

sites, primarily the private sector, so they may work on their own terms but be provided 

state level funding, assistance, and liability protections (DeSousa 2008).  Moreover, some 

states have signed Memorandums of Agreement with the EPA that dictates a level of 

coordination between the two agencies but also gives the VCP credibility as the EPA has 

signed off on the program and will not investigate sites that have successfully been 

completed to the level specified by the state unless there is a compelling reason (Opp 

2009).  This further increases the stability and predictability of the VCP, minimizing the 

risk to the private sector, which has been ranked as one of the greatest impediments to 

brownfield remediation (Adams 2010, Opp 2009, Sarni 2010, Wedding 2007).  Once a 

site has been cleaned, depending on the state, involved parties are provided with a 

Certificate of Completion, No-Further Action, and/or Covenant Not to Sue, which are 

designed to prevent future liability litigation (DeSousa 2008).  

PENNSYLVANIA’S LAND RECYCLING AND CLEANUP PROGRAM 

 Familiarly known as Act 2, referring to its statute number, the Pennsylvania Land 

Recycling and Cleanup Program provides for “uniform cleanup standards, liability relief, 

standardized reviews and time limits, and financial assistance” (PA DEP).  Moreover, 

Act 2 allows the owner or purchaser of a site the ability to receive liability relief through 

a Covenant Not to Sue by “meeting one or a combination of the background standard, the 

statewide health standard or the site-specific standard,” thereby granting the maximum 

flexibility to the owner or purchaser (PA DEP).  Unique to Pennsylvania’s liability 
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provisions is that the Act allows Potentially Responsible Parties to participate and receive 

third-party liability protections (EPA 2011, Opp 2009).  This means that third-parties, 

those affected by migration of “toxins or other related property or personal harms” cannot 

file suit against any party involved in the remediation process, even the potentially 

responsible party (Opp 2009, 273).  Pennsylvania is the only state to offer such 

protections as all other states do not offer third-party protections to responsible parties.  

In addition to liability protections, Act 2 also provides a variety of grants, loans, and 

technical assistance as well as tax credits for job creation (EPA 2011).  Lastly, 

Pennsylvania’s program also establishes a Brownfields Action Team that is tasked with 

the non-remediation aspects of a project, such as “expediting remediation, reclamation, 

reuse, and redevelopment of brownfields… [through] shortening the permitting process 

by involving all DEP programs… as well as facilitating efforts with other state agencies” 

(EPA 2011, 29).  Through reducing the permitting time and increasing multi-

departmental efficiency, the Action Team is able to offer significant savings of time and 

money to those remediating brownfield sites.  

OREGON’S VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM  

 The State of Oregon’s VCP provides for a number of technical assistances 

including support from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, preliminary 

assessment review, report/document review, regulatory guidance, and negotiated scope of 

work among others (EPA 2011).  Furthermore, Oregon offers a variety of financial 

incentives for assessments and cleanups such as the Oregon Coalition Brownfields 

Cleanup Fund that provides low-interest loans to communities and the private sector, the 
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state-funded Brownfields Redevelopment Fund, as well as others that target specific land-

uses like vacant industrial lands or dry cleaners.  The state, through their business 

development department, also administers the Oregon Capital Access Program that offers 

loan portfolio insurance for brownfield redevelopment projects (EPA 2011).  Once a site 

has been remediated and demonstrates no “present unacceptable risk to human health or 

the environment” the state issues a No-Further Action notice (EPA 2011, 119).  

Additionally, Oregon also offers a Prospective Purchaser Agreement, PPA, which is “a 

legally binding agreement between ODEQ and a prospective purchaser, which limits the 

purchaser’s liability to ODEQ for environmental cleanup of the property in return for a 

commitment by the purchaser to undertake and/or fund site activities that provide 

‘substantial public benefit’” (EPA 2011, 119).  

TEXAS’S VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM  

 Administered through the Texas Commission for Environmental Quality (TCEQ), 

the state’s VCP facilitates redevelopment primarily through regulatory and tax tools as 

well as technical assistance.  Compared to Pennsylvania and Oregon, Texas offers limited 

financial assistance either in the form of loans or grants, mainly offering financial 

reimbursements for the corrective action costs of remediating petroleum tank spills and 

dry cleaner releases.  Funding for brownfields in the state primarily come from the 

federal level, such as Section 128(a) which was part of the 2002 Brownfields 

Revitalization Act authorizing $50 million annually for state and tribal response 

programs.  Rather the state focuses on technical assistance, such as the Brownfields Site 

Assessment Program, where TCEQ will “direct the completion of a limited number of 
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federally funded site assessments for qualifying local governments and nonprofit groups 

in Texas” (EPA 2011, 75).  In addition, the state “allows municipal or county taxing 

authorities to provide property tax relief for the development or redevelopment of certain 

brownfields properties that are located within a reinvestment zone and have been cleaned 

up through the programs” (EPA 2011, 75).  After a site has been remediated, the state 

issues a Certificate of Completion releasing all non-responsible parties from all liability.  

Texas also offers Municipal Settings Designations (MSD), which both case study 

locations obtained for this research.  A MSD allows contaminated groundwater to remain 

non-potable, and prohibits future use of the water as the water is contaminated “in excess 

of the applicable potable water protective concentration level” (TCEQ).  Although 

authorized through the state, the MSD is administered through the city by ordinance or 

enforceable restrictive covenant.  The benefit to obtaining a MSD is the cost savings as 

remediating groundwater can vastly increase the total costs, potentially making the 

project infeasible.  Moreover, as was the case with the sites’ for this research, MSD are 

granted in areas where utilization of the groundwater, even if potable, is unlikely due to 

access to city infrastructure.        
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Chapter 4: Research Design and Methods 

CASE STUDY SITE SELECTION 

 For the research undertaken in this study, four case study sites have been chosen 

in order to compare a number of aspects related to stakeholder perceptions and its affect 

on the processes and outcomes of each site.  To best compare sites based on their level of 

community involvement, research was conducted to determine states that either mandated 

or provided direct assistance for community involvement and those that require minimal 

levels of community input.  Through this analysis, it was determined that Pennsylvania, 

Oregon, and Texas would provide adequate case study sites.   

To identify the case study sites in Pennsylvania and Oregon, research was done to 

determine if they were either funded by a community development group, as Oregon’s 

was, or like Pennsylvania’s site which specifically listed neighborhood associations as 

active participants throughout the design and implementation process.  Furthermore, to 

find the most notable examples in these states, sites that had received a Phoenix Award, 

which is an award given specifically to brownfield projects, or sites listed in the state’s 

brownfield “success stories” were reviewed.  From these criteria the sites chosen were 

Summerset at Frick Park in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and The Watershed at Hillsdale in 

Portland, Oregon.  To select the Texas case study sites, a list of all sites undertaken 

through the state’s Voluntary Cleanup Program was obtained through the Texas 

Commission for Environmental Quality.  From this extensive list, sites were narrowed 

down based on level and date of completion, with only sites that had been fully 

remediated and constructed within the last decade being considered.  Moreover, only sites 
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of notable size and contained residential uses were considered.  Through this process, 

Montgomery Plaza in Fort Worth, Texas and Alta Design District in Dallas, Texas were 

selected.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES  

 The purpose of this research is to better understand the ways in which varying 

levels of stakeholder participation, specifically the community’s, affect the processes and 

outcomes of brownfield redevelopments.  Moreover, to discover participation’s impact on 

process and outcomes, two categories of case studies were chosen; one that specifically 

highlights high-levels of participation and one that involves low-levels of community 

input.  As stated earlier, Pennsylvania’s Summerset development and Oregon’s 

Watershed project encompass the former category while Fort Worth’s Montgomery Plaza 

and Dallas’s Alta Design District the latter.   

 To determine how varying stakeholders influenced the redevelopment process, 

three main research questions were asked of each case study site.  The first question 

concerned how success or failure was defined and measured by each stakeholder group.  

This question’s main objective was to gain a base understanding of how each group 

framed their goals, and therefore the type of development they would potentially 

advocate, or oppose, throughout the process.  Moreover, it provided an understanding of 

the ways in which each stakeholder groups’ definition of success and failure could be 

quantified.  The second research question concerned how each stakeholder group 

perceived each other’s actions.  The objective of this question is to determine if there is a 

greater level of cooperation/collaboration in sites which engage in higher levels of 
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stakeholder input compared to sites that limit stakeholder input.  Furthermore, it allows 

analysis of stakeholder perceptions throughout the process to determine if they shifted in 

response to other stakeholder actions or outside stimulus, thus resulting in a new dynamic 

under which the project would proceed.  The third main research question asked how 

stakeholders perceive the outputs and outcomes of the project.  The objective for this 

question is to assess how varying levels of stakeholder participation affect stakeholders’ 

levels of satisfaction with the project’s outputs and outcomes.  Additionally, comparing 

responses to this question against the first allows for an examination of how stakeholders 

generally view success or failure in the context of brownfield redevelopments with how 

they view success or failure at the site-level and whether the two metrics align.  

METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

 To obtain the relevant information for this study, a combination of examining 

existing literature and in-person interviews were conducted.  Literature on the subjects of 

public participation, brownfield remediation, common metrics of brownfield success and 

failure, and stakeholder perceptions was located via the University of Texas’s online 

database of scholarly journals, as well as through the library’s catalog.  Additional 

literature was also found via citations in related articles and textbooks.     

 In-person interviews in Pittsburgh and Portland were conducted between February 

20
th

 and 25
th

, 2012, and on March 2
nd

, 2012 in Dallas.  Interviews were arranged prior to 

those dates, and were focused around answering the three main research questions as well 

as a number of related questions that more deeply discussed issues specific to a site’s 

unique circumstances (Appendix).  A total of eleven stakeholders were interviewed in 
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order to obtain the greatest amount of information relating to definitions of success and 

failure, site and stakeholder perceptions, and site outcomes.  These stakeholders included 

developers, environmental consultants, state officials, community-based housing 

advocates, architects, and construction companies.  Due to limitations in time and 

resources, individual community members could not be interviewed but accounts of 

community meetings, in the case studies where they occurred and the interactions that 

took during them, were provided by those stakeholders listed above who attended such 

meetings.  

 Once all the data was collected from participants about their type and level of 

involvement, definition of success and failure was for the site, perceptions and level of 

coordination with other stakeholders, in particular community members, techniques 

utilized to engage the community, and their view of the outputs and outcomes of the site 

was obtained, it was then synthesized into groups.   These groups were based on whether 

the stakeholder was part of the higher community involvement category or the lower 

community involvement category.  From this, responses in each category were compared 

to determine if varying levels of stakeholder participation resulted in differing definitions 

of success and failure as well as how successful or not the outputs and outcomes of the 

site were perceived.  
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Chapter 5: Case Study Evaluations 

PENNSYLVANIA: SUMMERSET AT FRICK PARK, PITTSBURGH  

 Through its legacy of steel production, Pittsburgh and the surrounding 

environment were contaminated with a number of production by-products, such as slag.  

This material was piled in landfills along waterways and vacant lands and left untouched 

to pollute those waterways as well as the surrounding neighborhoods.  One such site, 

located adjacent to the large greenspace of Frick Park and the confluence of Nine Mile 

Run and the Monongahela River, in addition to being six miles from downtown 

Pittsburgh, was selected by the city in the mid-nineties as an ideal location for new 

housing within the city of Pittsburgh.  

 Beginning in 1995, the then mayor Tom Murphy directed his attention to the large 

number of brownfields in the city, and seeing the advantages to redeveloping them, 

directed the city’s resources towards the Summerset site but also over 1000 acres of other 

brownfield sites around the city.  In particular, Mayor Murphy was very insistent that the 

Summerset property be redeveloped as past attempts, such as a mall and expressway, 

both failed and the Mayor very much wanted this slag heap redeveloped as it was 238 

acres of prime real estate near the city center, but also run off was polluting Nine Mile 

Run and at 260 feet high, was a visual blight along the creek (Coyne & Parobek, URA).  

Therefore, he directed the Urban Redevelopment Authority, the city’s economic 

development agency, to acquire the site from a private company in 1996, put together a 

development team, and remediate the site (URA).  
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 To assemble the necessary stakeholders to remediate and construct the largest 

housing project in the city since World War II, the URA relied on their experience in 

remediating Herr’s Island in the Allegheny River, where they built Washington’s 

Landing.  There, the developer Rubinoff Company successfully cleaned PCB 

contamination and built a small number of housing units and office space.  In addition to 

the remediation, another beneficial outcome of that process was it began to convince the 

public that the city and URA could coordinate a cleanup effort, bolstering their credibility 

with citizens (Coyne and Parobek, Ermann 2003).  Furthermore, it began the relationship 

between the URA and Rubinoff Company, so for the Summerset development the URA 

chose Rubinoff Company because of their previous collaborative effort.  Once Rubinoff 

Company was chosen, other companies were added to the development team, like 

LaQuatra Bonci Associates who designed the master plan.  

Even though these companies and the URA had successfully worked on projects 

in the city they still faced community opposition, primarily from the adjacent 

neighborhoods of Swisshelm Park and Squirrel Hill (Coyne and Parobek, Ermann 2003, 

Fitzpatrick 1998, Schnieder).  This opposition began early in the process, when initial 

meetings were held and images of Celebration, Florida were shown to demonstrate what 

a new urbanist development looks like and a model concept for Summerset (Schnieder).  

Fearing the “Disneyfication” of the area, residents literally ran the consultants out of the 

meeting (Coyne and Parobek).  Moreover, the format of this first meeting in Squirrel Hill 

was arranged to limit public input.  The meeting was presented in a “here’s what we’re 

going to do” format and, as originally planned, before residents could voice concerns, 
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they would be separated into different rooms based on aspects of the development they 

wished to focus on, such as traffic, open space, etc; however, the meeting never left the 

initial room due to the community uproar (Coyne and Parobek).  At the next meetings in 

the Swisshelm neighborhood, the developer led the discussion and allowed for more 

community input; also, images of Celebration were not shown.  While Swisshelm 

residents still voiced opposition, they were more open to the project presented as a 

“traditional neighborhood development,” rather than Disneyland on a slag dump (Coyne 

and Parobeck).  

Not feeling entirely satisfied with public meetings though, residents of Squirrel 

Hill and Swisshelm neighborhoods banded together in 1999 to form Citizens for the 

Responsible Development of Nine Mile Run, whose largest concerns were human health 

from airborne particulates, namely magnesium, and increased traffic (Fitzpatrick 1998, 

Schnieder).  Moreover, together with the Squirrel Hill Urban Coalition, that area’s 

neighborhood association, the Citizens group drafted a list of nine conditions that had to 

be met in order to get their support of the project.  In part, this list contained real time air 

monitoring, 3
rd

 party environmental consultants to review all reports, and nearby 

Commercial Street to be rebuilt (Schnieder).  Additionally, Citizens published the “Slag 

Bulletin” which kept residents informed of environmental issues, meeting times, and an 

outlet to voice concerns (Ermann 2003). 

Following those tumultuous first meetings, in order to build the community’s 

trust, the URA and developer arranged a community task force, which was composed of 

three representatives from each neighborhood and chaired by the mayor, who was still 
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actively seeing the project through to completion.  The task force met monthly with the 

URA, developer, and consultants to have a “wide open discussion” on the issues as well 

as allowing a venue for the developer to provide construction updates.  Additionally, the 

developer was honest with the public at these meetings, for example, when they were 

asked about the steam coming through the slag, they honestly told the community they 

did not know and that they were working on finding a solution.  Further building the 

community’s trust, the URA and developer implemented their list of nine concerns, and 

by 2003 Citizens for the Responsible Development of Nine Mile Run say that most of 

their concerns have been met, and also noted that without the Summerset development, 

Nine Mile Run would not have been restored so soon (Ermann 2003). 

Today, the site has been capped with thirty inches of soil to contain the slag and 

provide substrate for vegetation to grow, and is well into phase two of three and the total 

build out of 713 single family and rental units.  Furthermore, through the collaborative 

design and implementation process, the groups that originally formed to monitor and 

minimize development now advocate for its completion.  Moreover, these groups 

continue to meet, over a decade after forming, yet no longer discuss traffic, 

environmental concerns, or construction by-products but rather wider community issues 

like crime, trails and parks, and post office box placement; that last issue being raised by 

Summerset residents, who now have three community members in the task force.  The 

URA, developer, and consultants also still attend these meetings and local politicians and 

the police chief have also joined them as it has become a catch-all community forum 

(Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  
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There are still challenges with the site however, mostly dealing with phase three 

of the project.  The first concern is financing the project, but with city and community 

support and the demand for new housing within the city, it is likely that sufficient funds 

will be found for the project.  Another concern with phase three is the street connectivity 

between Summerset and the existing Swisshelm Park neighborhood that directly abuts 

phase three.  During the planning process, the URA and developers wanted to tie the two 

neighborhoods together, helping to create a more cohesive community, but also to 

facilitate access for both communities.  However, the Swisshelm neighborhood came out 

strongly against that proposal, fearing increased traffic through the area.  Not wanting to 

delay the construction of phase one over an issue years away in phase three, the 

developer shelved the topic, but with phase three’s construction approaching, the topic 

must be revisited and worked through (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  It is hoped that 

the foundations of trust created during the first two phases with the community will help 

keep the dialogue positive and open so a compromise can be reached. 

OREGON: THE WATERSHED AT HILLSDALE, PORTLAND 

 Located in the Southwest Portland neighborhood of Hillsdale, the Watershed is an 

affordable, LEED silver certified, mixed-use, senior housing project that was built 

through strong collaborations between the non-profit Community Partners for Affordable 

Housing (CPAH), Housing Development Center, architects William Wilson PC, builder 

Walsh Construction and many members of the community.  Prior to CPAH’s acquisition 

of the site, the small 0.7 acre plot in Hillsdale’s town center was used as an interurban rail 

stop in the 1920’s, then through the 1930’s and 40’s was an auto wrecking facility, and in 
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1957 purchased by the Oregon Department of Transportation where it was eventually 

used for paper recycling storage and overnight vehicle storage (HDC).  Due to these uses, 

when CPAH acquired the site in 2001 the soil was contaminated with petroleum, which 

had to be removed and vapor sealed (Crosby and Kelley, HDC).   

 As the site was being remediated, CPAH, being a community-based nonprofit, 

held a number of charrettes with all the stakeholders to determine the community’s vision 

and feasibility.  The charrettes where held very early in the process, therefore the 

community as well as architects and builders could have meaningful input into the design 

of the site.  The first charrette was focused around the community’s vision, while the 

second charrette narrowed down and focused on the design of the building and its green 

systems (Greenlaw-Fink).  It was through these charrettes and meeting that the building 

gained its iconic tower bearing the Hillsdale name.  Initially, the idea was considered but 

removed for cost reasons, however, the community felt since this building created such a 

prominent gateway to the town center, that it should welcome people in.  Rather than just 

pressuring CPAH or the architect to include the feature, the community went out and 

raised the necessary twenty-one thousand dollars on their own (Crosby and Kelley, 

Greenlaw-Fink).  Moreover, the residents requested that sign say “Hillsdale” rather than 

“Watershed” as had been originally proposed, putting a more public façade on the private 

building, and coincidentally, “Hillsdale” has the same number of letters as “Watershed,” 

making the change much easier (Crosby and Kelley, Greenlaw-Fink).  It was also through 

the charrettes that the building came to be named “The Watershed,” because of its 

placement at the headwaters of the Stephens and Fanno Creeks as well as being in 
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between the Tualatin and Willamette River watersheds (Greenlaw-Fink, Hollander 2010).  

Moreover, the community initially had grand visions where the two buildings directly 

represented the two streams by having water pour over them, and rather than dismissing 

this idea as too grand, the architect and builder worked with the community, and came to 

represent the idea through cascading rain tubes, rain gardens, and patterned concrete 

(Greenlaw-Fink). 

 In addition to meeting with community residents, business leaders, and the 

architect early on, CPAH also engaged the builder, Walsh Construction, before any of the 

architectural drawings had been done (Geddus).  This relationship was important because 

it allowed the builder to consult with the stakeholders about the costs and feasibility of 

their proposals, helping to make the design and construction process more efficient as 

CPAH and the architects had not become vested in one design only to learn from the 

builder and contractors that it would overrun the budget (Geddus).  Additionally, close 

stakeholder relationships were integral during the building process because the Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit, which financed 59% of the project, required that the total 

amount be spent or else it could be lost, but CPAH had to maintain 5% as contingency 

during the initial phases of construction.  Because of this, many amenities had to be 

scaled back at the start of construction to maintain the 5% contingency level, but as the 

building progressed and became less risky, the 5% could be spent, which meant 

previously removed upgrades could be added back, so the building was continually being 

redesigned through construction (Geddus).  This potentially difficult situation was 
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handled easily though through the constant discussions between CPAH, Walsh 

Construction and their subcontractors, and William Wilson PC architects. 

 One challenge was not so easily overcome however, and may have occurred 

because CPAH became too associated with particular stakeholders.  The commercial 

space in the building, as required by zoning and some funding sources, as well as being 

demanded by the community posed a difficult and risky challenge for CPAH (Greenlaw-

Fink).  To lessen some of the risk, they found a potential tenant for the space, and 

including them in the design process, began to build the space to that specific tenant’s 

specifications.  Unfortunately, that tenant backed out and decided to stay in their current 

location.  CPAH was able to find a new tenant, a nearby veterinary office, and 

reconfigured the space to fit their needs; from redesigning structural features the night 

before concrete was to be poured, to ensuring the elevators would be pet-friendly and 

adequate lawn space was provided for the animals (Crosby and Kelley, Greenlaw-Fink).  

However, this tenant also backed out, leaving CPAH with a vacant commercial space, 

meaning no lease-paying tenant to pay down the loan taken out to build that space.  

Making the most out of this difficult situation though, CPAH eventually moved their 

offices into half the space and continued to try to find a tenant for the remaining half, but 

still not having found a tenant for the other half, they are expanding their operations into 

the remaining space (Greenlaw-Fink).  Had CPAH not been so tied to specific tenants, 

and rather built a more general commercial space the site may have been leased rather 

than CPAH taking out additional loans to move into the space (Crosby and Kelley, 

Greenlaw-Fink).  Finding the silver-lining however, CPAH Director Shelia Greenlaw-
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Fink is pleased that the organization, which advocates sustainability along with its larger 

mission of affordability, is able to have a green home, even if it is not exactly what the 

stakeholders had envisioned (Greenlaw-Fink).    

  When completed in 2008, the project brought 51 units of new, affordable senior 

housing to the Hillsdale town center.  In addition to fulfilling the community’s demand 

for housing, the Watershed development stakeholders also achieved their goal of creating 

a building that sets a precedent for all future projects in the neighborhood, both in terms 

of its physical appearance and siting but also in the collaborative design and construction 

process it went through.  

TEXAS: ALTA DESIGN DISTRICT, DALLAS 

 Situated adjacent to the American Airlines Center and downtown Dallas, the Alta 

Design District is a 308-unit apartment building completed in 2008 (Dallas CAD).  

Before the site was acquired by developer Wood Partners, it was an unofficial city 

landfill.  Historically, the area was originally removed from any city development and in 

a floodplain, so it became a prime dumping ground for local residents (Tramm).  

Overtime as the waste stream increased, the city added a small incinerator, but that 

quickly became overwhelmed and the landfill continued to grow.  As the city grew 

around the land, dumping at the site stopped and the land was left vacant.  

 In 2006 the developer entered into the Voluntary Cleanup Program, which is 

administered through the Texas Commission for Environmental Quality (TCEQ), and 

through that process determined the groundwater and soil were contaminated with a 

variety of hydrocarbons and volatile organic compounds as well as being impacted by 
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seventeen feet of landfill soils (Tramm).  Having both the soils and groundwater 

impacted meant the site was regulated through two TCEQ programs, one for the landfill, 

the other for groundwater and soil, and therefore in order to receive a Certificate of 

Completion both landfill and groundwater media had to remediated to state standards 

(Frew, Tramm).  However, remediating both media would have added time and costs, so 

the environmental engineer decided it would be most effective in the long-term to remove 

the landfill soils, leaving only the groundwater on the site impacted and therefore 

involving only one TCEQ regulatory program (Frew, McCulloch, Tramm).  With only 

the groundwater contaminated, the developer could file a Municipal Settings 

Designations (MSD), which as long as adjacent landowners agree to not use the affected 

groundwater, the state and city will permit the developer to leave it contaminated.  It was 

through the city-facilitated Municipal Settings Designation process that the only public 

outreach was undertaken during the process.  

 The public participation process for this project involved one or two 

neighborhood meetings, where the focus was on environmental issues with the site; 

primarily the MSD as that is what initiated the participation, but some attention was 

given to the design aspects of the development (McCulloch).  For public outreach, the 

developer engaged nearby landowners though public posted notices in the newspaper and 

with the city, allowing for a 30 days notice (McCulloch).  Before the initial meeting 

occurred, the developer was wary of any opposition, because apartments have been 

wrongly characterized as bringing in undesirable people and “you don’t know who is 

going to come out of the wood work and oppose your project” (McCulloch).  However, 
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the thirty community members who attended were “atypical” and fully supported the 

program, treating the developer like a “white knight coming in” to clean up a troubled 

site (McCulloch).  Had there been any opposition, the developer and environmental 

consultant would have had to meet with people about their concerns, but because “they 

did not have to do that, there was no opposition” (Tramm).  Moreover, according to the 

developer, it was in their best interest that development came in because the Alta Design 

District would act like a catalyst for other projects, which would create value in their land 

and any use there was superior to fallow ground with toxic dirt (McCulloch).  

 Additionally, since this meeting focused on the MSD process, the portion about 

the design and use of the building was purely educational and meant only to inform the 

public of what was being constructed (McCulloch).  The neighborhood could have made 

comments, but it was “not the appropriate forum” and the building had already been 

completely designed (McCulloch).  Furthermore, because there was only one public 

meeting, the public was never presented an “appropriate forum,” but with the majority of 

the surrounding buildings being industrial and this development was one of the first 

residential buildings in the area, there were very few residential neighbors to engage and 

no neighborhood association.  Without neighborhood approval or city design controls, 

there was very little motivation to compel the developer to engage in talks about the 

design and use of the site, so aesthetically they were controlled only by the potential 

demands of future tenants and what their return on investment would be.   

TEXAS: MONTGOMERY PLAZA, FORT WORTH  
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 Built in 1928 by the Montgomery Ward Company across the Trinity River from 

downtown Fort Worth, the 8-story structure served as the company’s regional retail and 

mail order warehouse (Schooley).  Originally built in a U-shape to allow trains to pull 

into the building and load and unload goods quickly, the structure’s Mission Revival 

façade was opened up during the renovation to allow cars to completely pass through the 

center (Schooley).  During the 1960s as trucking became the dominant form to move 

goods, on the back portion of the 47-acre site a 600,000 square foot warehouse was added 

that catered to the demands of truck shipping (Weber).  In 2000, a tornado moved across 

the site, causing extensive damages, and in 2001 the Montgomery Ward Company went 

out of business, allowing for the acquisition of the site by Kimco Reality and Weber and 

Company shortly after the closing of the site.   

 With the site being along 7
th

 Street, a main thoroughfare, as well as near the 

intersection of other major roads, it was viewed as an ideal location for retail by the 

developers (Weber).  Moreover, the site is a five-minute drive from downtown and the 

cultural district, helping to promote the residential aspect of the project (Schooley).  For 

their proposal, the developers proposed turning a majority of the site into space for large, 

national retailers with expansive surface parking, and converting the ground floor of the 

historic structure to retail, with the floors above being parking, offices, and 240 

condominiums (Schooley, Weber).  However, before this concept could be approved by 

the city council, the land first had to be rezoned from industrial to planned development, 

which due to its lengthy, elaborate process involving public hearings and city council 

meetings created challenges for the developers (Weber).  During this process, residents 
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expressed concern that the historic structure be preserved because it was not designated a 

historic building and therefore vulnerable to demolition (Weber).  The developers agreed 

to maintain the structure, and in return the city provided monetary assistance to the 

project in the form of tax abatements and sales tax rebates, but to the developers they 

“lost the negotiations” with the city (Weber).  They believe they did not receive a fair 

deal because of the challenges, and ultimate losses, the historic building caused the 

project because of the building’s antiquated construction that made utilities difficult and 

inefficient to place, as well as ceiling heights and large columns that did not fit most 

retailers space needs (Weber).  To the developer, this is the reason for the high vacancy 

rate and had they been able to remove the building, and rebuild a similar structure that 

had modern designs they would have been able to compete with the new projects that 

were built nearby along 7
th

 Street (Weber).            

 The developers had an easier time remediating and leasing the remaining space on 

the site because they were able to remove the 600,000 square foot warehouse to make 

space for the large footprints and required parking of the national retailers.  The only 

challenge that arose during this process was the due diligence for Target that required the 

developers to fully remediate that section of the site before the company would sign on to 

construct a location there.  The site’s contaminants though did not prove difficult to 

handle, and only $1.2 million of the total $150 went to site remediation, because a 

majority of the contamination could be capped under parking (Weber).  Moreover, like 

the Alta Design District, Montgomery Plaza engaged in the Municipal Settings 

Designation process, allowing them to leave the groundwater contaminated.  Had the 
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developers had to remediate the groundwater, the development would have been 

financially unfeasible (Frew, Weber).  

 Even though the retail portions of the site were completed in 2005 and 2006, 

many spaces in the main historic structure remain vacant (Schooley, Weber).  Moreover, 

as of September 2011, 137 of the 240 condominiums were unfinished, representing over 

half the residential space (Baker 2011).  The unfinished residential spaces were the result 

of low demand causing the foreclosure of 144 units in January 2011, which were 

eventually bought by a separate development company that had hoped to finish them, but 

only being able to sell seven units, put the remaining units back on sale, at which point 

they were purchased by Montgomery Llc in September 2011 (Baker 2011).  In addition 

to the foreclosure troubles, the development company that had first purchased the 

foreclosed units, OMP Development, is involved in a number of lawsuits with contractors 

and subcontractors over contract disputes regarding unpaid bills and liens totaling 

hundreds of thousands of dollars (Baker 2011).  Some subcontractors are even requesting 

their materials back unless they are paid, such as one subcontractor who is asking for all 

the wood flooring his company installed in eleven units as well as common areas back 

before it is damaged so he can resell it (Baker 2011).  These lawsuits are still pending, so 

it remains to be seen if the flooring will be ripped out from under residents’ feet.  
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Chapter 6: Discussion of Findings 

HIGH-LEVEL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT CASE STUDIES: PENNSYLVANIA & OREGON 

How Was Success Defined and Measured  

 The Pennsylvania and Oregon sites, owing to their vocal citizen stakeholder 

groups and not wanting to instigate problems by ignoring or diminishing the public’s 

voice, defined a large portion of their development’s success on how the sites met the 

community’s demands, as well as defining a successful process as one that fully involved 

the public.  In other words, they defined success as the attainment of input, process, 

output, and outcome goals, which among other measures, included public participation at 

every level.  Other measures set involved achieving goals such as high environmental 

standards and balanced finances. 

 In Pennsylvania, the developer, environmental engineers, city, and community 

had previously collaborated together on the Washington’s Landing project, and from that 

process that they learned that involving the community throughout the entire 

development process, while at times difficult, allowed them to create a development that 

the surrounding neighborhoods found agreeable and one that met the goals set forth by 

the developer.  Using this knowledge, when the developer and city approached the 

Summerset project, they met with the neighborhoods earlier on in order to build their 

trust because the residents were so skeptical that development could be built on top of the 

slag safely and not disrupt their communities (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  Initially 

however they stumbled and received harsh criticisms from the neighborhoods because 

they framed the development in the wrong context as well as maintaining an attitude that 
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this was “such a good development, who could be against it?” (Schnieder).  Quickly 

reframing the development as a traditional neighborhood as well as completely opening 

up the process through monthly engagements, the developer and city were able to gain 

the neighborhood’s trust, allowing them to work more collaboratively and not have the 

neighborhoods unite together to oppose the project.  Moreover, these meetings allowed 

the neighborhoods the opportunity to help define what a successful project would be, like 

the level of connectivity between Summerset and their neighborhoods, the amount of 

housing created, and the remediation of Nine Mile Run.          

 In order to measure the outputs and outcomes of the development, and therefore 

determine if it was successful, the developer, city, and consultants maintain a continued 

presence on the site as well as at the meetings where they can hear feedback from the 

adjacent neighborhoods, but also the new residents living in Summerset.  Additionally, 

the neighborhoods prior to the development were very active in local affairs, but through 

the Summerset project, they found the impetus to join together in order to advocate their 

needs and as an outcome have created an even stronger multi-neighborhood organization 

that has more power to pressure the city on issues that affect them.  This is evident 

because not only do the developers and consultants attend the Squirrel 

Hill/Swisshelm/Summerset neighborhood meetings but also city officials, politicians, and 

the police chief (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  Having such active, informed 

neighborhood groups will mean they will continually pressure the developer and city to 

maintain their promises; helping the site achieve its long-term outcome goals. 
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 Similar to the Summerset development, The Watershed in Portland, OR also was 

heavily influence by the active, knowledgeable neighborhood of Hillsdale.  However, 

unlike the Summerset stakeholders who based some of the site’s success on the how 

quickly the homes sold and increased in value, The Watershed project was completely 

removed from defining a successful outcome as profitability because the developer, 

CPAH, is a community non-profit whose mission is to construct what the community 

wants and needs, not gain financially (Greenlaw-Fink).  Financial success was defined 

though in the input and process stages as their ability to leverage federal, state, and local 

funds as well as effectively managing all fourteen funding sources, but metrics like 

Return on Investment were not considered.  Rather, successful outputs and outcomes 

were defined as the sites ability to meet the community’s needs, such as elderly 

affordable housing, sustainable building practices, and design standards that could be 

used as a template for future developments.  Moreover, like Summerset, success was 

further defined by having community participation during each stage of the development; 

input, process, output, and outcome.  This is evident through CPAH’s engagement with 

all the stakeholders during the charrette process, where the wants and needs of the 

community were identified.  Furthermore, to measure the site’s attainment of outcome 

goals, CPAH has continued their involvement in the neighborhood as they still meet with 

the community to address their needs. Also, being located in the building, they are in a 

prime location to determine how well the site is achieving its long-term goals, such as if 

the building meets the needs of the elderly residents, and if new a development is built 

nearby, they’ll be able to see if their site is used as a design model.   
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Utilization of Public Engagement Models  

 In both Pennsylvania and Oregon, the developers, consultants, and city officials 

all felt strongly that they needed to be good neighbors with the surrounding communities 

because their developments were deeply embedded in established, active neighborhoods 

and if they created too much tension, the public could derail then entire project.  This 

outlook ensured that the stakeholders remained open, honest, and willing to collaborate 

with the community.  This elevated the status of the community above a group of people 

who simply approve or deny a project, but a group that is active in the design, 

implementation, and outcomes of the project.  Moreover, this meant the power to affect 

change was more equitably distributed between various stakeholders; more noticeably in 

Oregon than Pennsylvania, but even in Pennsylvania the community was very influential.  

Therefore, because of the power-sharing and high amount of collaboration, the 

Pennsylvania and Oregon sites’ public participation process was similar to DeWitt John’s 

civic environmentalism concept, while also drawing from some aspects from Bruce 

Williams’s dialogic model (John 2006, Williams 1995).  

 John’s civic environmentalism established the “middle-out” concept where 

resources from top-down agencies are combined with those from bottom-up community 

organizations (John 2006).  In Pennsylvania, the developer, consultants, and city worked 

closely with the Squirrel Hill and Swisshelm Park Neighborhood Associations as well as 

the organizations that formed in response to the development, like the Citizens for the 

Preservation of Nine Mile Run (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  In Oregon, CPAH and 

the Housing Development Center were in the role of top-down agency because they 
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directed all the federal, state, and local funding sources as well as facilitating the dialogue 

between the other stakeholders, like the Hillsdale community and business leaders 

(Crosby and Kelley, Greenlaw-Fink).  In addition, through civic environmentalism, 

partnerships between top-down stakeholders and bottom-up community organizations 

allows all ranges of resources to be utilized, like “…local energy, professional expertise, 

and political clout” (John 2006, 46).  Both Pennsylvania and Oregon sites demonstrated 

that through their partnerships the dialogue was expanded to include neighborhood and 

business associations, local elected officials, architects, consultants, developers, and 

local, state, and federal environmental agencies.  More importantly, the share of power 

between these groups did not vary widely and each group remained open to new ideas 

and did not invalidate other groups’ opinions, thereby effectively utilizing the full range 

of resources because no one group was shut out from the participatory process.  

 In addition to using the civic environmentalism concept, the Pennsylvania and 

Oregon sites also draw some public engagement techniques outlined in Williams’s 

dialogic model.  While neither site fully exploited that theory, they did use Williams’s 

technique to sustain high levels of participation through repeated interactions.  By 

increasing the number of opportunities for public engagement, like the monthly meetings 

in Pennsylvania or the charrettes and meetings in Oregon, the facilitators are able to 

mobilize the community around their shared visions, and ultimately the cohesion created 

could transcend to other issues affecting the community (Williams 1995).  In Oregon, 

while the stakeholder group created around the Watershed project primarily remained 

focused on that development and did not evolve to further address issues affecting 
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Hillsdale, they were able to use their connections and quickly mobilize against a newly 

proposed development that they felt was not appropriate as planned for Hillsdale 

(Greenlaw-Fink).  Therefore, even though sustained discourse as Williams outlines was 

not achieved, the community does maintain strong connections and when called upon, 

can quickly unite and meet with stakeholders to discuss any issues.  More closely related 

to Williams’s technique occurred in Pennsylvania where the Squirrel Hill neighborhood 

and Swisshelm Park neighborhood joined together through their shared visions and 

concerns, and through their monthly meetings with the developer, consultants, and city, a 

sustained community dialogue was established that in addition to discussing the 

Summerset development, other neighborhood and city issues are addressed (Coyne and 

Parobek, Schnieder).  Furthermore, strengthening and broadening the scope of these 

meeting beyond just the Summerset project is the attendance of elected officials and the 

police chief, who help address citywide issues, which could be unrelated to the 

Summerset development.  Moving beyond the scope of the Summerset development to 

address citywide issues is important because as Williams notes, as individuals become 

more involved in decision-making, they become enlightened to the processes that affect 

their communities and therefore are more capable of engaging policy issues.  

Additionally, when individuals participate in legitimate participatory processes across a 

spectrum of issues, they diminish the “relations of domination, subordination, and 

inequality,” because they have been empowered to make decisions and take ownership in 

the implementation of outcomes (Williams 1995, 62).  This process is evident in both 

cases, as the community has advocated strongly for the completion of both sites because 
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they were so intimately involved throughout the entire development.  For example, when 

the tower element of the Watershed project was in question, the Hillsdale community 

independent of CPAH raised the necessary funds to pay for its construction because they 

felt so strongly that it would serve as a defining feature for the entire downtown area 

(Coyne and Parobek, Greenlaw-Fink).  

LOW-LEVEL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT CASE STUDIES: DALLAS AND FORT WORTH, 

TEXAS  

How Was Success Defined and Measured  

 The case studies in Dallas and Fort Worth, the Alta Design District and 

Montgomery Plaza, both predominately defined success by the output and outcome 

financials of the developments.  The two main factors that caused these projects to focus 

more on their return on investments than community participation, was 1) the relative 

lack of an active neighborhood, allowing other stakeholders to control more decision-

making power, and 2) they were not mandated to include the community, either by the 

state or through their own interests, beyond the scope of an informational meeting.  It 

should be noted that Pennsylvania and Oregon were under similar public engagement 

requirements as the Texas sites, but having strong neighborhood groups and an open 

attitude towards participation, this propelled them to go well beyond their state mandated 

participatory requirements.    

 At both locations, the only public meetings held were related to the Municipal 

Settings Designation (Frew, McCulloch, Tramm, Weber).  These meetings were publicly 

posted as required, but no additional outreach attempts were made that could have 
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attracted more of the surrounding neighbors.  Furthermore, these meetings’ main purpose 

was for the surrounding landowners to agree to the Municipal Settings Designation, not 

an opportunity for community input on their wants, needs, or design aesthetics.  The 

format too was not very participatory as those leading the meetings, the developers and 

consultants, presented the projects as fully designed and therefore unable to change.  

 Highlighting the Texas case studies’ lack of emphasis on community participation 

is the Fort Worth site, Montgomery Plaza, where the developers framed success almost 

exclusively on their ability to fill the retail space and achieve an 11% ROI (Weber).  As 

predominantly greenfield strip retail developers, they firmly believe that national chain 

retailers will only move into spaces that are large and have ample parking.  Therefore, 

when they undertook the Montgomery Plaza development, they maintained that vision 

and even though it is an urban infill project, they constructed an expansive shopping 

center (Weber).  Moreover, they lamented having to preserve the historic structure 

because the building’s layout was not functional for retailers; which for them is the 

reason for the high vacancy rate in building (Weber).  However, with the residential 

aspect of the development also seeing high vacancy rates, the overall design of 

Montgomery Plaza as a large strip mall in an urban context, may also factor into why 

businesses and people are hesitant to locate there (Baker 2011).  Perhaps, had they 

created a more participatory process like Pennsylvania and Oregon, the Montgomery 

Plaza developers could have received valuable feedback from surrounding residents and 

potential residential and business tenants about what type of space and surroundings they 

were interested in. 
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 Additionally, engaging in a more open, participatory process, rather than one 

shaped by financial self-interest, could have created more trusting, collaborative 

stakeholder relationships because, in stark contrast to the Pennsylvania and Oregon sites, 

both Texas developments experienced stakeholder disputes that caused delays and cost 

increases.  At Montgomery Plaza, the failure of the residential developer to lease the units 

caused them to be foreclosed upon and resold to another developer, who also had to sell 

them due to low sales (Baker 2011).  While this was occurring, contractors and 

subcontractors where hired to construct the units as well as the common areas.  However, 

due to a lack of communication between parties, the contractor and subcontractors sued 

the developer for $6.6 million for unpaid fees, but the developer has filed a countersuit 

claiming the contract was “lien free” (Baker 2011).  Adding to the litigation and 

uncertainty, are the claims by one subcontractor who wants to take back the flooring they 

installed in eleven units and hallways before it is damaged (Baker 2011).   

The Alta Design District as well faced some difficulties, although not as 

financially troubling as Montgomery Plaza.  At that project, the first environmental 

consultant the developer hired proved to be the wrong choice because they lacked the 

experience necessary for the project and their proposed mitigation procedure would have 

been ruinous for the project.  That is because their plan did not call for the removal of the 

buried landfill debris, but rather the building would be built overtop it, supported by piles 

driven through the landfill.  However, because the landfill was still present, methane 

monitors would have to be installed in each unit in order to alert residents if the air 

became unsafe, and to the developer, this meant the units would be much more difficult 
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to sell (Frew, McCulloch,Tramm).  Unsatisfied with this proposal, the developer hired a 

new environmental consultant who proposed a better solution, but by the time this 

solution was implemented, the project was six month behind schedule, causing it to open 

later into the economic downturn, resulting in slower than anticipated sales (McCulloch, 

Tramm).  

 Both study sites’ emphasis on achieving primarily financial goals coupled with 

limited public input also meant that very few long-term outcome goals were set.  This 

freed the stakeholders from having to maintain a presence on the sites to ensure the 

developments were attaining their intended vision.  Rather, the sites were defined by 

easily quantifiable and achievable benchmarks that required no long-term monitoring, 

such as remediating the sites to state standards or staying on budget to achieve the desired 

ROI.  Furthermore, because the developers were able to achieve the output goals they 

created, they have very little reason to stay connected with the developments; the 

Montgomery Plaza developer has even sold their stake in the development to another 

investor so they could remove themselves from the project and move on (Weber).  

Utilization of Public Engagement Models  

 With both sites’ dominant stakeholders primarily concerned with the financial 

outcomes of the developments and with minimal impetus to engage in an open dialogue 

with the community beyond their required meetings, the developers and consultants 

consistently maintained a pluralist language.  While this language is intended to provide 

all interested parties with an equal opportunity to influence the inputs, processes, outputs, 

and outcomes, it rarely happens as more powerful interest groups dominate the discussion 
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therefore limiting access to information and diminishing other stakeholder groups’ voices 

by removing their opportunities to participate (Williams 1995). 

 In Dallas, at the Alta Design District, the only public meeting held was for the 

Municipal Settings Designation, and had that process not been pursued, no public 

meeting would have occurred (Frew, McCulloch, Tramm).  While at the time of 

construction, few other residential buildings surrounded the Alta Design District so there 

were not many residential neighbors, but there were many industrial and commercial 

properties and those owners may have wanted to be included in the process because the 

shifting land uses directly affected their businesses and could potential lead to their 

property converting to a residential use.  However, they were provided with only one 

opportunity to meet which was specific to the MSD process and any other input would 

not be validated because it was “not the appropriate forum” (McCulloch).  Moreover, the 

developer assumed that because there was an absence of any strong participation, that 

that indicated there was public consensus on the development and that the development 

was in the best interest of the neighboring landowners because it was a catalyst 

development that would create value in their land, which assumes they would want to be 

bought out and relocated.  While it may be valid that all the surrounding landowners 

perceived the development as a “white knight coming in” and cleaning up a toxic site and 

thereby increasing their land values; that claim seems difficult to ascertain after only one 

meeting was held where 30 people “who just wanted to go home” attended and whose 

input would have had minimal impact on the development (McCulloch).   



64 

 

 Similarly, the developers of the Montgomery Plaza site used a pluralist model 

where they provided for some public comment, related to the MSD but also about traffic 

and preserving the historic structure, but did not seriously consider the community as a 

partner in the development.  Rather, the developers considered the community input they 

received a hindrance, because it caused them to preserve the historic building, which 

even though they received incentives from the city to do that, still considered it a loss and 

the main reason the development has not reached its full potential (Weber).  Moreover, 

under the pluralist model, the business stakeholders were able to dictate a site layout that 

most suited their needs; that being acres of parking and large, open floorplans, instead of 

the adjacent residential neighborhoods, who may have wanted a greener site or one that 

integrates into their neighbor.  The largest business stakeholder, Target, was even able 

control the level of remediation they required, which was a more stringent standard than 

what was used for the rest of the project (Weber).  Had the community been involved and 

were considered an equal stakeholder with the business stakeholders, then perhaps there 

would have been more pressure to remediate the entire site to a higher level, but because 

the developers controlled all the decision-making power, they were able to choose which 

stakeholder groups would be listened to and accommodated for.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 

POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HIGH-LEVEL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT CASE  

STUDIES: PENNSYLVANIA AND OREGON  

 The Summerset and Watershed developments were both successful at achieving 

the community participation, environmental, and financial goals they had set, as well as 

largely achieving their design goals, with the exception that both projects did not 

incorporate the retail spaces as they had originally envisioned.  At the Summerset 

development, the space that now houses the leasing office and community center was 

originally intended to be a small retail location, like a coffee shop, serving primarily the 

residents of the development (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  However, during the 

participatory process, the adjacent neighborhoods of Squirrel Hill and Swisshelm Park 

did not want any retail within the development because they worried about the potential 

for increased traffic moving through their neighborhoods (Coyne and Parobek).  The 

prospect of noticeably increased traffic being generated by a small retail location seems 

unlikely though, and according to some of the developers, the current residents of 

Summerset “would probably like some retail” (Coyne and Parobek).  Thus, while 

working collaboratively with the community has greatly benefited the developer by 

facilitating a less contentious development process, it has also meant that some aspects of 

the project that could have been beneficial to the future residents were removed in order 

to avoid conflicts, such as the retail and street connections between Summerset and 

Swisshelm Park (Coyne and Parobek, Schnieder).  Moreover, because these decisions 

were made well before residents moved in, the only stakeholder that would advocate for 
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retail was the developer, and because they had the entire development’s success to 

consider, they were more willing to make small concessions in order to maintain the 

community’s trust and keep the dialogue productive.  The developer though, knowing 

that future residents would find a local coffee shop or other retail to be beneficial to their 

community, should have more strongly advocated for its inclusion, because as it is now, 

the leasing office does not benefit the residents and the community center is 

underutilized.  Moreover, having retail would also help to achieve some other aspects of 

the development, like a livelier pedestrian atmosphere and an additional location for 

spontaneous community interactions.  

 Similarly, in the Watershed’s vision, there was a retail component that would 

benefit not only residents but also the entire Hillsdale community.  This space though 

was not defeated by the community, rather it was mandated by them, but the developers’ 

over reliance on specific tenants and a lack of parking resulted in the space remaining 

vacant.  While the space was eventually used as CPAH’s office, it is not the space that 

either CPAH or the community had envisioned.  Even though CPAH was highly flexible 

with the community on the rest of the development, this flexibility did not occur in the 

retail area, possibly because the community’s biggest concern was having the space, and 

less so with who occupies that space.  Instead of creating a space that would have been 

inclusive to a wide range of retail users, CPAH found specific tenants, who as the only 

retail stakeholder, were able to get CPAH to arrange the space to their needs, as well as 

back out of the project without repercussion.  To help prevent this outcome, CPAH could 

have opened up the decision-making process with the potential retail tenant because it 
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could have helped build community support around that tenant, making it more difficult 

for them to abandon the project.  

POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LOW-LEVEL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT CASE  

STUDIES: TEXAS 

The Alta Design District and Montgomery Plaza developments, while successful 

at achieving their financial and environmental goals, were unable to open up their design 

processes and allow community stakeholders to participate in a meaningful way.  

Therefore, the developments were predominantly controlled by the developer and 

business interests, who created projects that would provide them the highest return, and 

ones that do not incorporate any long-term outcome goals that would benefit the 

community.  In order to create developments that benefit the community, beyond the 

scope of the environmental remediation, those who control the decision-making process 

must find the value in collaboration, and concede some of that power to other 

stakeholders in order to learn their wants and needs, because as occurred with these 

projects, the developers imposed their visions on the community.  Moreover, working 

collaboratively increases the trust between stakeholders, so the hiring of the wrong 

consultant in Dallas and the many lawsuits surrounding the Fort Worth site may not have 

occurred.  If they did still occur, the various groups may have been able to more 

effectively work through their issues without it causing as lengthy a delay or pricey 

lawsuits.  Therefore, the most productive way to make the developments successful in the 

long-term, is to open up the participatory process and work with the community as a 

legitimate partner, much in the way the Summerset and Watershed projects had.  



68 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

 While the analysis undertaken for this study was able to examine developer, 

consultant, architect, and builder points-of-view, it was unable to directly ascertain the 

communities’ and residents’, leaving gaps in the analysis where assumptions had to be 

made.  Moreover, there is the possibility that the information obtained from some 

stakeholders about the participatory process was censored to hide some interactions, 

however that seems unlikely.  Due to these limitations though, future research should 

include input from neighborhood associations and local leaders who played an active role 

through the entire process.  This will provide a fuller, more personal view of how the 

development and the actions of other stakeholders directly affected the community, as 

well as demonstrating how the community responded to these actions.  Further 

diversifying the range of stakeholders involved, future research could also focus on the 

state environmental officials and elected officials who enable the funds and support for 

the projects.  If possible, interviews with these stakeholders would take the information 

gathered about a project to a higher level and provide insight on an important aspect of 

the process, that is, the reasons why funds were allocated to a certain project and the 

perceptions of local-level stakeholders from state-level ones.    
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Appendix  

FIGURES 

SUMMERSET AT FRICK PARK, PITTSBURGH, PA 

 

Figure 1: Summerset site showing predevelopment as large slagheap with Monongahela 

River in foreground and Nine Mile Run (not visible) at the base of the slagheap.  (Credit: 

Urban Redevelopment Authority) 

 

 
Figure 2: Summerset Master Plan with Nine Mile Run bisecting phases 1 and 2 from 3 

(Credit: Urban Redevelopment Authority)  



70 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Architectural styles and siting of single-family homes in Summerset at Frick 

Park (Credit: Looney Ricks Kiss Architects)  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4: Architectural style of multi-family apartment building in Summerset at Frick 

Park (Credit: Summerset Land Development Associates)  
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THE WATERSHED AT HILLSDALE, PORTLAND, OR 

 

Figure 5: The Watershed site prior to brownfield remediation (Credit: Housing 

Development Center)  

 

 
 

Figure 6: Community financed iconic tower on building’s façade bearing Hillsdale logo 

(Credit: Hillsdale Neighborhood Association) 
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Figure 7: Looking west, showing two buildings connected by elevated walkway (Credit: 

Oregon Opportunity Network)  

 

ALTA DESIGN DISTRICT, DALLAS, TEXAS  

 

 
 

Figure 8: Looking southwest, showing disposition of building within predominately light 

industrial buildings (Credit: Lower Oak Lawn) 
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 Figure 9: Architectural style of Alta Design District (Credit: Dallas Morning News)  

 

 
 

Figure 10: Alta Design District in the foreground with downtown Dallas in the 

background (Credit: Womack+Hampton Architects)  
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MONTGOMERY PLAZA, FORT WORTH, TEXAS  
 

 
 

Figure 11: Montgomery Plaza, then Montgomery Ward, under construction in 1928 

(Credit: Montgomery Plaza)  

 

 
 

Figure 12: Montgomery Plaza post redevelopment, showing opened up front façade 

(Credit: Reata Reality)  
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Figure 13: Interior retail corridor with residential parking garage on second level and 

rooftop pool space (Credit: Montgomery Plaza)  

 

 
 

Figure 14: Disposition of Montgomery Plaza in 46 acre development with small retail 

dispersed along the periphery and Super Target in the northwest corner (Credit: Kimco 

Reality) 
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INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS AND QUESTION GUIDE  

  Interviewees  

Summerset at Frick 

Park, Pittsburgh, PA  

Mark 

Schnieder 
John Coyne Jeff Parobek   

The Watershed, 

Portland, OR 

Shelia 

Greenlaw-

Fink 

Scott 

Crosby 
Craig Kelley Don Geddus 

Alta Design District, 

Dallas, TX 
Mike Frew 

Kenneth 

Tramm 

Todd 

McCulloch 
  

Montgomery Plaza, Fort 

Worth, TX 
Mike Frew John Weber 

 
  

 

1.  What is the history of the site, the background on acquisition?  

2. What was your company’s involvement?  

3. How was success defined?  Were benchmarks set, and why those metrics?  

4. Was there any followup to measure outcomes?  

5. Who was involved in the process?  

6. How did you work with other stakeholder groups?  

7. Were there competing viewpoints and/or discussions where agreement could not be  

reached?  

8. Did one stakeholder group dominate the discussions?  

9. Who had, or was perceived to have had, control over the discussion?  

10. If so, was the power imbalance ever dealt with?  

11. Did this powerful group impact the development of this site?  

12. Do you perceive the site as being successful?  
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13. If no, what do you believe lead to it being unsuccessful?  

14. If possible, would you alter anything on site and why?  

15. What types of techniques were used to during the public engagement process?  

16. Was there sufficient opportunity for public engagement?  

17. How was their input used?  

18. Were people invited or self-invited?  

19. Were there any delays during the process?   
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