Report on Westwood Square June 12, 2014 Community Meeting: Options Assessment

Over 110 people attended the Westwood Coalition’s June 12, 2014 community meeting. Some attendees left
after the presentation portion and only fifteen people handed in comment sheets that night. However, more
responses have come in via email and the website.

A preliminary glance at the comments and the dots demonstrates that Option 1, No Build, is undesirable.
Options 3 and 5 got high marks. Option 3 has a low number of negative votes,* as indicated by the 0-1 and 1-
2 columns. Option 5 has more negative votes than Option 3 but not by many. Both Options 3 and 5 have
comparable numbers of positive votes, as suggested by the 3-4 and 4-5 columns. While we will continue to
assess this input, it seems to indicate the compelling vision expressed by these options and attendees’ interest
in significant change in the business district.

Note that Options 1 and 6 received twice as many negative votes as any other option (as defined by the two
left hand columns, 0-1 and 1-2). Option 6 has 100 more votes than any other option, suggesting voting
anomalies. The exceptionally high number of positive votes, completely out of line with the total possible
votes that option could have received, supports this judgment even if exaggerated to some extent as others
were. Voting irregularities, as witnessed by a number of people, included pooling stickers amongst attendees,
putting multiple stickers in a section, and ignoring the criteria. Any reasonable person would point to this as a
bold and crude attempt to sway the vote.

Setting aside Option 6 for a moment, given the voting anomalies, and averaging Options 1-5, there was an
average of 330 votes per board. Each person was given six dots per board (36 in all), suggesting that 55
people cast votes. We understand that this is not accurate but it provides a baseline. Now consider Option 6:
436 votes were cast, a 31% increase over the other options, suggesting that 72 people voted. There are 272
votes on Option 6 just for columns 0-4. Remaining consistent with the experience of the other boards (330
votes each), the column labeled 4-5 would have gotten only 58 votes, not the actual 164 dots. Suffice to say,
the voting irregularities on Option 6 must be considered in context and with the narrative remarks that are
submitted.

Further, an analysis of all comments received to date demonstrates strong interest in Options 4, 3, and 5, in
descending order, and limited support for Options 6, 1, and 2, in descending order, when considering
respondents’ stated preferences in emails, on comment sheets, and via the website.

What remains is very significant community interest in a Westwood Square and a dramatic change at that.
The Coalition will need to review this report and the community comments before making a recommendation,
but shortening the list to two or three options is fairly straightforward and the subject of discussion at an
upcoming Coalition meeting.

*“Votes” is used in this document to indicate meeting attendees’ assessment via dots on a criteria chart but should not be construed
as a firm vote since the Coalition continues to receive comments and gather analysis. Also, “voting” irregularities skewed this process
and, thus, it must be taken with a grain of salt.
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O=does not meet criteria

Option 1: No Build

=meets criteria well

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating 40 8 0 2 8
traffic
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, 32 10 0 1 6
usable civic space
Increase green space 40 3 0 1 7
Improve intersection safety 33 8 0 1 5
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 38 6 0 1 5
Foster economic development, provide business 38 8 0 1 6
development potential
Total 221 43 0 7 37
Option 2: Original Small Square

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating 8 18 11 6 5
traffic
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, 7 12 13 8 11
usable civic space
Increase green space 9 10 17 7 4
Improve intersection safety 17 16 17 1 3
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 11 13 12 4 3
Foster economic development, provide business 11 9 9 14 8
development potential
Total 63 78 79 40 34
Option 3: Large Square

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating 6 11 9 18 13
traffic
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, 4 2 9 17 30
usable civic space
Increase green space 4 0 2 9 47
Improve intersection safety 4 4 14 20 13
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 3 9 13 12 12
Foster economic development, provide business 6 10 17 14 15
development potential
Total 27 36 64 90 130
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0O=does not meet criteria

Option 4: The Triangle / Bowtie / Mirror

=meets criteria well

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating traffic 11 11 13 12 16
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, usable 11 14 9 9 16
civic space
Increase green space 7 13 9 12 13
Improve intersection safety 8 5 10 9 18
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 11 4 9 10 20
Foster economic development, provide business 11 6 13 14 13
development potential
Total 59 53 63 66 96
Option 5: The Central Harrison Square

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating traffic 6 2 6 21 29
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, usable 6 0 9 14 32
civic space
Increase green space 13 11 13 9 17
Improve intersection safety 5 4 11 14 20
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 7 3 12 13 21
Foster economic development, provide business 14 1 4 10 40
development potential
Total 51 21 55 81 159
Option 6: The Town Hall Rotary

0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
Reduce speed / calm traffic while accommodating traffic 31 13 5 3 27
Define the neighborhood center, sense of place, usable 12 4 14 15 36
civic space
Increase green space 7 8 8 12 36
Improve intersection safety 34 10 2 1 20
Improve pedestrian safety / connectivity 29 9 1 1 20
Foster economic development, provide business 35 9 5 4 25
development potential
Total 148 53 35 36 164

6/26/2014




