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Section 1: Institutional Planning in Ivanhoe

A. 
What has institutional planning looked like in Ivanhoe?

· Top/down

· Externally-led planning

· Non-diverse

· Discriminatory

B.
What are significant outcomes of institutional planning in Ivanhoe?

· City-wide concerns addressed

· Disenfranchisement of neighborhood interests

· Reduction in population density

· Increase in building and lot vacancies

· Economic benefit flows to non-residents

Section 2: Participatory Planning in Ivanhoe

A.
What has participatory planning looked like in Ivanhoe?

· Collaborative

· Promotes advocacy-centered planning

· Externally-led planning

· Diverse

· Conservative

B.
What are significant outcomes of participatory planning in Ivanhoe?

· City-wide concerns addressed

· Neighborhood empowerment

· Neighborhood disillusionment

· Stabilization of population density

· Economic benefit flows to non-residents and residents

Section 3: Grassroots Planning in Ivanhoe

A.
What does grassroots planning look like?

· Bottom/up

· Internally-led planning

· Diverse

· Inclusive

· Region-wide concerns addressed

· Progressive

B.
What are the intended outcomes of grassroots planning in Ivanhoe?

· Neighborhood empowerment

· Economic benefit flows to residents

· Community controlled development and land use

· More cost-effective planning and implementation

· Increase in population density

· Community takes ownership of planning outcomes

C.
Barriers to successful grassroots planning

· Lack of strong grassroots leadership

· Willingness of partners to contribute to resident-driven planning
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Brief Abstract

The planning history of Kansas City, Missouri’s Ivanhoe neighborhood demonstrates the initial merits, though ultimate flaws of institutional planning. Though institution driven planning is the most common model of urban land use planning and development, alternatives do exist. This paper will define the institutional, participatory and grassroots models, outline their respective strengths and weaknesses and propose a larger role for participatory and grassroots planning.

Full Abstract

The purpose of planning is to create land use practices that serve the population within their jurisdiction. Where this is accomplished, planning – and the model through which it was developed – can be seen as having been successful. This paper will define the institutional, participatory and grassroots models, outline their respective merits and flaws and propose a larger role for participatory and grassroots planning.

The planning history of Kansas City, Missouri’s Ivanhoe neighborhood demonstrates the initial merits, though ultimate flaws of institutional planning. In 1947, the institution primarily responsible for land use planning was the city’s planning department. From city hall, the vision of a segregated city was systematically planned and implemented. Redlining practices kept undesired racial groups hemmed into their respective pockets of the city. Distinct hospitals and schools were built to serve the “separate but equal” constituencies. These practices were mirrored, if not led, by private sector developers who constructed entire subdivisions kept safe by discriminatory homeowner association bylaws and deed restrictions. And state planners, aided by city planners, determined future freeway sites without consulting the African-American communities through which these developments would tear.

The institutional planning that has historically taken place in the Ivanhoe neighborhood is identifiable by several key factors. The scope of concerns addressed was citywide and seldom took into consideration the needs of minority communities adversely affected by planning outcomes. Repeatedly, plans were adopted that intentionally insured that economic benefit flowed to non-residents. The most dramatic case in point is early plans for Highway 71 (which perfectly bisects the Ivanhoe neighborhood geographically) that did not include off ramps to many of the primarily African-American neighborhoods that it passed through. The legacies of many of these institutionally developed plans that linger most visibly are the vacant lots that now occupy more than 35% of the Ivanhoe neighborhood.

Though institution driven planning is the most common model of urban land use planning and development, alternatives do exist. Participatory planning is led by city hall planners but includes grassroots stakeholders. In this model of planning, feedback is gathered from the people who use the land. This model promotes advocacy planning and tends to attract a diversity of input. Participatory planning can digress towards conservatism as city planners attempt to balance citywide needs with strong community-backed interests. Largely for this reason, participatory planning can bring both community empowerment and community disillusionment. To avoid the latter, participatory planning must be followed by strong institutional implementation of planned objectives. When this takes place, participatory planning can generate stabilization of neighborhoods and community support for larger issues.

Participatory planning offers much appeal, but in Ivanhoe, it was not matched with rigorous institutional implementation. As a result, another planning method emerged: grassroots planning. In grassroots planning, a bottom/up approach is taken to resolving land use issues. Stakeholders lead the planning process while city planners provide technical support and jargon translation. Grassroots planning, then, tends towards the inclusive and progressive rather than the exclusive and conservative vision of what land use can accomplish. When well advised, grassroots planning can develop remarkably regional interests. 

The purpose of pursuing a grassroots planning approach is to inspire community ownership and control of land use issues. This, in turn, promotes neighborhood empowerment, assures economic benefits flow to residents and contributes to increases in population density. These gains are not cheaply won, however. In order for grassroots planning to be effective, it must have access to very strong grassroots leadership. And, moreover, partners that are willing to contribute to – rather than lead – the planning process must advise that leadership. In practice, neither of these requirements is easily met.

