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From: Solomon, Harry (GE Healthcare) [mailto:Harry.Solomon@med.ge.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 1:58 PM 
To: Info; Gordon Smith; John Allen 
Subject: Initial comments on Public Participation Plan 
 
Comments on Public Participation Plan - Draft 2007 
Submitted by Harry Solomon, member CMAP Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
 
I intend to submit further comments on Section 3.3, but I thought you would appreciate this early 
feedback. 
 
Major issues 
1. The primary deficiency of the document is that while it lays out the principles for public 

participation, it does not address how those principles will be applied to major planning 
projects of CMAP – the Regional Comprehensive Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan and 
its updates, and the Transportation Improvement Plan and its updates.  While this may be 
inferred from the general principles, it is important for the Public Participation Plan to 
identify the specific projects for which the public will be expected to participate. The CATS 
Public Involvement Plan had a chart (pp. 8-9) that laid out the RTP/TIP process; something 
similar is need in this Plan. I suggest adding a new chapter following the current Chapter 3. 

2. The document is not clear on the relationship of the CMAP public participation process to 
the public participation processes of other agencies, in particular the transportation agencies 
that are the focus of the principal functions of the MPO and CMAP.  Does the CMAP PPP 
replace those other agency activities, or does it complement them?  Does the CMAP Board, 
the MPO, and/or the Citizens’ Advisory Committee, have an oversight function with regard 
to the effectiveness of those PPPs?  How do the principles percolate down to the planning 
process at the subregional or agency level? 

3. Section 3.4A Outreach describes the methods to be used by staff to develop lists of interested 
participants in various projects.  It is important that these methods specifically describe 
policies for the respect of the privacy of public participants.  That includes use of the contact 
lists only for the purposes of CMAP-related planning activity public participation; participant 
option for disclosure of contact information to other agencies for public participation in their 
planning activities; non-disclosure of the lists for any commercial or other governmental 
activity.  (I don’t want our outreach efforts to underserved communities being hijacked by, 
e.g., the Immigration Service.) 

 
Editorial issues 
4. Lose the white print on blue background!  It is extremely difficult to read for the visually 

impaired public – hence working against inclusive public participation. 
5. Consistently spell Citizens’ Advisory Committee (with the apostrophe). 
6. Chapter I has a big heading “Chapter I: Introduction”.  The Chapters II and III do not, but IV 

does. And why should Roman numerals be used for chapter numbers – just stick with digits. 
7. Typo in Section 1.3, “ … planning ha_ been expanded.” 
8. Last paragraph of Section 1.3 is incorrect.  The appendix (by hyperlink) is a discussion of 

“Participation by Interested Parties”.  Change the sentence to read: “A description of the 
federal regulations regarding participation by interested parties can be found in Appendix 



A.”  In the Table of Contents rename the Appendix to “Federal Regulations on Participation 
by Interested Parties. 

9. As Chapter II is identified as Overview of the Chicago Metropolitan Region in the Table of 
Contents, it should be led off by the current Sections 2.4 and 2.5, followed by discussion of 
the planning organization.  

10. In Section 2.6, I find the “ring” presentation of MPO members not effective. I don’t 
understand its intended message, and the fact that the textual section heading is visually lost 
on the otherwise totally graphical page means that it is not clear what the listing of entities is 
about.  In fact, since the same list appears in Section 2.2, it is not clear why 2.6 is here at all. 
[Maybe delete the list from 2.2 to tighten up that section.] 

11. In Sections 2.2 and 2.3, a lot of effort goes into distinguishing CMAP and the MPO.  
However, especially for the purposes of this document, it is critical to identify that there is 
only a single public participation process that applies to all regional planning. I would 
suggest that this point should be made in a new opening/overview paragraph for Chapter 3 
(prior to 3.1). 

12. In Section 2.2, what is the purpose of the last two paragraphs about the Council of Mayors in 
the context of this section of the PPP? In particular, “…plays a key role in ensuring that the 
long-range plan and multi-year program reflect the needs and concerns of citizens throughout 
the region.” Would this aspect of the COM be better spelled out in Section 3.2? 

13. Is there a distinction being made between “Public Participation” and “Public Involvement”? 
(I think not.)  Let’s consistently use Public Participation throughout Chapter 3. 

14. In Section 3.3, number the goals consecutively across all subsections (Goal 1 – Goal 7), 
rather than resetting to 1 on each subsection. 

15. In Sections 3.3 and 3.4, consistently use either “engagement” or “engaging”, and either 
“sustainability” or “sustaining” (although I don’t particularly like either “sustainability” or 
“sustaining” as the third category name). 

 
 

 


