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FIGURE F.1
ADULT MALE EMPLOYMENT SECTORS IN THE
AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.2
ADULT FEMALE EMPLOYMENT SECTORS IN THE
AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.3
NON-OWNER-OCCUPIED RESIDENCES IN
THE AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.4
FEMALES IN THE AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.5
MALES IN THE AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.6
TWO-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS IN THE AMP
PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.7
SINGLE FATHER HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD
IN THE AMP PROJECT AREA

F8
FIGURE F.8
SPANISH SPEAKING HOUSEHOLDS
IN THE AMP PROJECT AREA
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FIGURE F.9
ENGLISH SPEAKING HOUSEHOLDS
IN THE AMP PROJECT AREA

Judging by the performance of past types of urban morphology,
five design values appear particularly important for more
sustainable urban form in the future: compactness, contiguity,
connectivity, diversity, and ecological integration.
Wheeler, 2003
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Appendix G
PRELIMINARY COMMUNITY INPUT: OUTREACH MATERIALS
SIDE WALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1
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SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: AVALON 22 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Historic South Central
South Park
Compton
Exposition Park
Central-Alameda

Response
		
Main & 54th
51st & San Pedro
47th & Broadway
55th & San Pedro
Main & 55th
98th & Broadway
Avalon
56th & Town
Koreatown
Pico & Union

Frequency
total: 25
18
3
2
1
1

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces
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Response
		
Local Parks (Specific)
None
Wetland Park
Local parks (General)
Local streets
Backyard
Non-traditional (Museum)

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

Multiple per day-Everyday
Multiple per week-Often
Once per week-Sometimes
Not often-Never

Q3: Favorite Park Activities

Frequency Response
Frequency Response
Frequency
total: 53
		
total: 9
		
total: 25
16
Aesthetics/Environment
3
Passive Recreation
18
12
(looks nice)
(Exercise/Walking/Running/Biking/Dog)
12
Active amenities
2
Solitary Activity
8
8
(Mountains for hiking/family facilities)
(Relax/People Watching)
2
Program (Community activities)
1
Active Recreation
6
2
Don’t spend time outside
1
(Soccer/Bball/Baseball/Swim)
1
Thugs in South Park
1
Play w kids/grandkids/siblings
4
Too crowded
1
Social Activity (Picnic)
4

Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		

Frequency
total: 14
4
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Frequency
total: 36
15
11
0
10

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
		
Store
School
Local Parks
Work
Errands (Laundromat)
Transportation (Bus)

Response
		

Frequency
total: 14
5
3
2
2
1
1

Frequency
total: 11

Unsafe (Gangs, loose dogs)
Exercise/Health
Have to (Don’t own car, disabled)
Don’t like to

6
2
2
1

Q5: Biking Frequency

Response
		
Not often-Never
Multiple per week-Often
Once per week-Sometimes
Multiple per day-Everyday

Q5: Biking Destinations

Frequency
total: 35
27
4
3
1

Response
		
Don’t own a bike
Bike will get stolen
Prefer driving
Feels safe
Exercise
Dangerous
Recreation
Too many cars/No bike path
Lack of time

Frequency
total: 5
2
1
1
1

Q6: Alley Use

Frequency
total: 12
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1

Response
		
Don’t use
Shortcuts
Avoid traffic
Sit around
Access (Parking access)

Q7: Alley Good Things

Frequency
total: 27
19
5
1
1
1

Q:8 Alley Concerns

Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor)
Crime/Criminals (Drug uses/dealing)
Unsafe/Dangerous
Loitering (Homeless)
Hazards/Poor Maintenance (unpaved, cracks, pot holes, trash, debris)
Dogs (barking)
Parked cars in alleys

Frequency
total: 26

Nothing
16
Clean/Maintained
5
(Paved, Neighbor sweeps & cleans)
Shortcuts
2
Safe
2
Neutral
1

Q9: Additional Comments

Frequency
total: 49(%)
21
16
17 (35)
12 (24)
10 (20)
5 (10)
3 (6)
1 (2)
1 (2)

Response
Frequency
		
					
total: 15
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
2
Like wetland park but things get destroyed
1
Heard someone got raped
1
True Samaritan Church tried to collect signatures to close alley, but didn’t get enough
1
Police can’t get through the alleys, and thugs know it
1
Changed name of South Park to Barry White Park
1
People throw things over their fence into alley
1
Dumping is by residents and people w/trucks
1
Flowers in alleys would excite people
1
Need more places like the Wetland Park
1
Already have graffiti on signs in Wetland Park
1
Alleys need improvement
1
Would like to volunteer (Cesar)
1
Would like to see a playground
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)

Response
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Q5: Biking Reasons

Response
		
Around neighborhood
Local parks
Friends’ houses
Regional (Downtown)

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: CENTRAL-JEFFERSON HIGH 26 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Central-Alameda
Historic South Central
South Park

Response
		
42nd & Central
43rd & Central
MLK & Morgan
32nd & Central
46th & Hooper
Avalon & Vernon
Central & Vernon
41st & Central
42nd & Avalon
64th & Avalon
47th & Central
McKinley
Bellflower
Downey
47th & Avalon
51st & McKinley
41st & Hooper
41st & Compton
Normandie & 39th

Frequency
total: 13
8
3
2

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces

Frequency
total: 20
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

Response
Frequency Response
Frequency
		
total: 43
		
total: 18
Parks (Specific) Gilbert Lindsay
20
Aesthetics/Environment
5
None
9
(Clean,Trees,Green)
Local Parks (General)
6
Emotional (Peaceful)
4
Streets (Central Ave)
3
Convenience (Close to home)
2
Backyard
1
Exercise/Health
1
Ice cream shop
1
Games for kids
1
Backyard
1
Safe for kids
1
School
1
Drug Addicts
1
Library
1
Active amenities
3
Q3: Favorite Park Activities

Response
		
Solitary Activity
Passive Recreation
/Play with kids/grandkids
Active Recreation
Social Activity

Frequency
total: 43
11
11
10
6
5

G4

Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per Day-Everyday
Not Often-Never
Multiple per Week-Often
Yes
Once per Week-Sometimes

Frequency
total: 33
20
7
4
2
0

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
		
Store
Local Parks
School
Friends
Public Transportation
Shopping
Clinic
Work
Errands
School
Bar

Response
		

Frequency
total: 42
13
7
8
5
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

No transportation
Exercise/Health
Run errands
Unsafe
Convenience(Fastest route)

Frequency
total: 12
5
4
1
1
1

Q5: Biking Destinations

Response
Frequency
		
total: 34
Once per month-Not often-Never
27
Multiple per Day-Everyday
4
Multiple per Week-Often
2
Once per Week-Sometimes
1

Response
		
Store
Park
Medical (Clinic)
Friends
Work
Church
Errands

Q6: Alley Use

Response
		
Don’t use
Shortcuts
Not to be seen
Hanging out

Q5: Biking Reasons

Frequency
total: 11
4
2
1
1
1
1
1

Response
		

Frequency
total: 14

Don’t own a bike
Prefers to walk
Recreation (Leisure)
Exercise

5
1
3
2

Convenience (Faster)
No transportation
Unsafe

1
1
1

Q7: Alley Good Things

Frequency
total: 34
23
9
1
1

Response
		
Nothing
Shortcut
Gates
People

Frequency
total: 30
19
9
1
1

Q:8 Alley Concerns

Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor)
Unsafe/Dangerous/Gangs/People die in the alleys
Drugs/Crime/Prostitution
Poor lighting
Loitering/Homeless
Unwanted activities (Bathroom/Drinking/Fighting)
Vandalism (graffiti)
Hazards (paving problems)

Frequency
total: 66
26
2
22
14
7
4
3
3
9
4

Response
		
					
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
Need more cops
Rats
Not concerned about safety
Too much trash on streets
Somebody cleaned the alley
Was robbed in alley

Frequency
total: 17
11
1
1
1
1
1
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)

Q9: Additional Comments
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Q5: Biking Frequency

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: WESTERN-MLK 46 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Exposition Park
Adams-Normandie
Florence
Harvard Park
Vermont Square
Vermong-Slauson

Response
		
Western
Western & MLK
Culver City
Jefferson & Western
Victorville
Hollywood
Gardena
Expo & Harbor
Western & Adam
MLK

Frequency
total: 15
7
4
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces

Frequency
total: 11
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

Q3: Favorite Park Activities

G6

Response
Frequency Response
Frequency Response
		
total: 37
		
total: 12
		
Local parks (General)
13
Open space (Places to be outside)
3
Solitary Activity
Park (Specific)
8
Programed Activities
3
Social Activity
Non-Traditional (Shopping, Museum,
(Basketball programs, educational
Play with kids/grandkids
Library)
7
programs for kids)
Active Recreation
None
4
Aesthetics/Environment
3
Passive Recreation
Garden (Rose Garden)
2
Safe (No crime, free concern)
2
Recreation Center
1
Amenities (Bathroom)
1
Beach
1
Backyard
1
Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per Day-Everyday
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes
Not often-Never

Frequency
total: 26
17
4
1
4

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
Frequency
		
total: 20
School
5
Store
4
Work
4
Public Transportation (Bus stop)
2
Friend
2
Around the block
1
Local Park
1
Library
1

Response
		
Exercise/Health
Convenient (Close to home)
Open space
Walk kids
Recreation

Frequency
total: 34
12
7
6
6
3

Frequency
total: 8
4
1
1
1
1

Q5: Biking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per Day-Everyday
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes
Not often-Never

Q5: Biking Destinations

Frequency
total: 27
2
9
2
14

Response
		
Don’t use
Shortcuts
Avoid traffic
Sit around
Access (Parking access)

Frequency
total: 4
1
1
1
1

Response
		

Frequency
total: 8

Exercise
Recreation (Fun)
Safe (Stay out of danger)
Transportation
Bike with kids

3
2
1
1
1

Q7: Alley Good Things

Frequency
total: 27
19
5
1
1
1

Response
		
Nothing
Clean/Maintained
Shortcuts
Safe
Neutral

Frequency
total: 19
16
5
2
2
1

Q:8 Alley Concerns

Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor, unattractive)
Unsafe/Dangerous (Gangs)
Crime/Criminals (Drug uses/dealing)
Loitering (Homeless)
Hazards/Poor Maintenance (unpaved, cracks, pot holes, trash, debris)
Drinking/Smoking
Escape routes for criminals
Animals
Graffiti

Frequency
total: 39
23
5
15
10
6
3
1
1
1
1
1

Response
Frequency
		
					
total: 15
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
11
City of LA does great job
1
No people
1
More security
1
Green walls
1
Police can be aggressive & condescending, avoid alleys to avoid police & gangs
1
demographics self-inclusive, keep to own areas
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)

Q9: Additional Comments
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Q6: Alley Use

Response
		
USC
Store
School
Around neighborhood

Q5: Biking Reasons

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: VERMONT SQUARE 34 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Vermont Square
Exposition Park
Vermont-Slauson
Baldwin Hills
Adams-Normandie
Central-Alameda
Historic South Central
Koreatown
Huntington Park

Response
		
Vermont & Vernon
Vermont & Kansas
Normandie & 48th
Vernon & Western
Vernon & Van Buren
Vermont & Century
49th
Bell
Vernon & Central
43rd

Frequency
total: 14
4
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces

Frequency
total: 13
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

Q3: Favorite Park Activities
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Response
Frequency Response
Frequency Response
		
total: 38
		
total: 13
		
Local parks
13
Active Amenities
5
Play with kids/grandkids
(Trails, Playgrounds,Sports Fields)
Open Space
3
Passive Recreation
Local Parks (Specific)
10
Emotional
3
Active Recreation
Non-traditional
6
(“Makes Happy”, Free, Calm)
Social Activity
(Museum, Mall, Amusement Park)
Aesthetics/Environment
2
Solitary Activity
None
5
(Beautiful/Flowers/Atmosphere, Shade)
Programmed Activity
Garden (Garden/Rose Garden)
2
(Salsa, Museum)
Local streets
2

Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per day-Everyday
Yes
Not Often-Never
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes

Frequency
total: 23
8
7
7
1
0

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
		
Local Park
Store
Library
Around the block
Colosseum
Public Transportation
Eat/Food/Restaurant
School

Response
		

Frequency
total: 16
5
3
2
2
1
1
1
1

Frequency
total: 44
10
10
8
8
5
3

Frequency
total: 14

Exercise
No transportation
Saves money
Recreation (Enjoys walking, fun)
To be outside (fresh air)
Run errands
Doesn’t like to drive

4
3
2
2
1
1
1

Q5: Biking Frequency

Response
		
Not Often-Never
Yes
Once per Week-Sometimes
Multiple per Week-Often
Multiple per Day-Everyday

Q5: Biking Destinations

Frequency
total: 24
17
3
2
2
0

Response
		
Expo
School
Park

Q5: Biking Reasons

Frequency
total: 5
2
2
1

Response
		
Don’t use
Shortcuts
Infrequently
“Can’t drive cars”
Walking
Yes

Frequency
total: 10
2
3
2
1
1
1

Q7: Alley Good Things

Frequency
total: 24

Response
		

21
1
1

Q:8 Alley Concerns

13
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1

Q9: Additional Comments

Frequency
total: 44
19
3
15
15
4
2
2
1
2
1
2

Response
		
					
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
Need more lighting
Need patrol, neighborhood watch
Prefer streets
Prefer alleys closed
Make safer
Would volunteer to clean
Paving problems
Prefer alleys provide access
Surveillance

Frequency
total: 21
9
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)
Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor)
Unsafe/Dangerous
Poor lighting
Homeless
Mean dogs
Locked
Drug dealers/Crime/Theft
Hazardous materials
Vandalism/Graffiti

Frequency
total: 27

Nothing
Access
Shortcut
Car Parking
Car Access
Need a key/Locked
Escape
Convert to green spaces
Trash
Maintained (Clean)

1
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Q6: Alley Use

Response
		
Don’t own a bike
Prefers to walk/skate
Bike with kid
Saving money
Exercise
Too old

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: QUINCY JONES 23 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Historic South Central
South LA
South Park
Wilmington
Watts
Florence
Adams Normandie
Huntington Park
San Dimas
San Pedro
Whittier

Response
		
East 30th
East 42nd
Vernon St

Frequency
total: 24
10
1
4
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces

Frequency
total: 3
1
1
1

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

Q3: Favorite Park Activities

Response
Frequency Response
		
total: 25
		
Parks (General/Playgrounds)
13
Not safe to be outside
None
7
Never outside
Parks (Specific)
4
Too much sun
Non-traditional (Museums)
1
Too many homeless

G10

Frequency Response
total: 8
		
1
None
1
Passive Recreation
1
Active Recreation
1
Socialize (BBQ, Music)
Solitary Activity (Read)
Safe
1
Play with kids/grandkids
Children can enjoy themselves
2
People watching on streets
1

Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per Day-Everyday
Not Often-Never
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes

Frequency
total: 22
11
7
4
0

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
		
Store
School
Work
Public Transportation (Bus)
Friends’/Relatives’ houses
Local Parks
Errands (Laundromat)

Response
		

Frequency
total: 23
10
4
4
2
1
1
1

Dangerous
To be outside (fresh air)
Uses car
Too busy
Poor lighting
Drug use
Lazy
Safe

Frequency
total: 29
2
12
8
2
1
4

Frequency
total: 9
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Q5: Biking Frequency

Response
		
Not often-Never
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes
Multiple per Day-Everyday

Frequency
total: 23
20
1
1
1

Response
		
Store
School
Work

Q5: Biking Reasons

Frequency
total: 3
1
1
1

Response
Frequency
		
total: 11
Don’t own a bike
6
No time
2
Recreation (Fun)
1
Own a car
1
Don’t know how to ride a bike
1

Q7: Alley Good Things

Response
Frequency Response
Frequency
		
total: 22 		
total: 21
Don’t use
15
Nothing
16
Shortcuts
1
Shortcuts
1
Walking
3
Parking
1
No alleys in my neighborhood
1
Neutral No opinion
1
Use alley behind my home
1
Access (car)(Garage)
1
Parking
1
Convert to green spaces?
1
(Low vehicular traffic, good for play)
Q:8 Alley Concerns

Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor)
Unsafe/Dangerous/Gangs/Attacks/Mugging
Hazards/Poor Maintenance (unpaved, cracks, pot holes, trash, debris)
Poor Lighting
Vandalism / Graffiti
Drug use/dealing/Crime/Prostitutes/Murder
Loitering/Homeless(Bad / Creepy people)
Locked/Gated

Frequency
total: 42
11
8
15
8
5
4
4
4
1
1

Response
		
					
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
Drug use
Homeless
Unsafe
Dangerous
Dumping happens
Impassible for vehicles
Many have locked gates
There are many kids there, selling drugs, using drugs, skipping class
Only thing worse than here is prison
Needs more police supervision
Spaces are too small
Should have more planting
Need lighting

Frequency
total: 11
5
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)

Q9: Additional Comments
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Q6: Alley Use

Q5: Biking Destinations

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION 1: BROADWAY-75TH 46 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Home Neighborhood

Q1: Home Cross-Streets

Response
		
Florence
Historic South Central
Compton
Lakewood

Response
		
Central & Century
Manchester & Vermont
95th St

Frequency
total: 22
18
2
1
1

Q2: Favorite Outdoor Spaces

Q2: Favorite Space Reason

G12

Response
Frequency Response
		
total: 35
		
Parks (Specific)
12
Active (Exercise/Basketball)
None
5
Emotional (“Feel free”)
Backyard/Front porch/Home
4
Don’t spend time outside
Local parks (General)
2
Open Space (fresh air)
Other (gym, downtown,work,mall)
8
Environment (Sun & shade)
Local streets
2
Park is too far
Beach
1
Library
1

Q4: Walking Frequency

Response
		
Multiple per Day-Everyday
Not Often-Never
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes

Frequency
total: 3
1
1
1

Frequency
total: 12
6
4
2
0

Q3: Favorite Park Activities

Frequency Response
total: 8
		
2
Passive Recreation
2
Active Recreation
1
Solitary Activity
1
Play with kids/grandkids
1
Social Activity
1
Program (Dinosaur Exhibit)

Q4: Walking Destinations

Q4: Walking Reasons

Response
		
Store
School
Friends’/Relatives’ houses
Eat/Food/Restaurant
Library
Public Transportation (Bus)
Medical care
Shopping
Local Parks

Response
		

Frequency
total: 28
7
6
5
3
2
2
1
1
1

Afraid of dogs
To be outside
Dirty
Unsafe

Frequency
total: 28
10
6
4
4
3
1

Frequency
total: 4
1
1
1
1

Q5: Biking Frequency

Response
		
Never-Not often
Multiple per Week-Often
Once per Week-Sometimes
Multiple per Day-Everyday

Q5: Biking Destinations

Frequency
total: 14
12
1
1
0

Response
		
Don’t use
Shortcuts
Infrequently
“Can’t drive cars”
Walking

Frequency
total: 5
1
1
1
2
1
1

Response
		

Frequency
total: 9

Don’t own a bike
Bike will get stolen
Bike with kid
People watching/”cute girls”
Easy
Exercise

4
1
1
1
1
1

Q7: Alley Good Things

Frequency
total: 24
15
6
1
1
1

Response
		
Nothing
Shortcuts
Car turn-around
Car Parking
Need a key/Locked
Safe
Maintained/Clean

Frequency
total: 24
10
7
2
2
1
1
1

Q:8 Alley Concerns

Dirty (dumping, trash, debris, clothing, odor)
Unsafe/Dangerous/Gangs/Murder
Drug use/dealing/Crime/Criminals/Prostitutes
Homeless
Hazards/Poor Maintenance (unpaved, cracks, pot holes, trash, debris)
Unwanted activities
(defecation, intoxicated people,dead animals, things thrown over fence)
Poor lighting/Poor visibility
Graffiti
Dogs (barking)
Gangs use them to escape

Frequency
total: 44
19
2
18
17
8
7
4
4
4
2
2
1

Response
		
					
Would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up/Alleys need to be cleaned
Lots of cameras
Women don’t feel safe
Mother warns against using the alleys
Better to use main streets
People who live near are the only ones who should have keys to those alleys
Neighborhood watch lady distributes keys
Kids should not be in the alleys
Car got stuck & messed up in a pot hole
Not many homeless

Frequency
total: 21
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Alleys Amplified

Response
		
					
Yes (respondent has concerns)
No (respondent has no concerns)

Q9: Additional Comments
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Q6: Alley Use

Response
		
Medical dispensary
Friends’ houses
92nd Park
Store/Supermarket
Around neighborhood
USC

Q5: Biking Reasons

JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL FOCUS GROUP OUTLINE

G14

EXERCISE 1 GROUP DISCUSSION NOTES

Group A
Facilitator: Meagan
Recorder: Jana
Number of Students: 5 boys, 3 girls

Student in group who lives farthest away lives
in Inglewood; his mom drives him to school
Other students live within walking distance of
Jefferson High School.

Q: Where do you like to go?
A: The Village, by USC (multiple students)
They walk or bike there (one student said it
takes 2 hours to walk there, another said ½
hour)
At the Village, they go to the theater, Rose
Garden
Q: How do you get around?
A: One said he skateboards
Most walk
One is learning to drive. Her dad has two
cars, so she will get to use one of them.
Students ride bikes sometimes to most of the
time.
No one takes the bus.

Q: Where do you go on the weekends? Where
do you go to get out of the house?
A: The Village
UCLA to play basketball
Take the metro to Long Beach
Edwards Cinema by South Gate
Q: What do you call this neighborhood?
A: The ghetto
South Central
Q: How do you use the alleys in this neighborhood?
A: We don’t use them – don’t like to go
through them

Q: Would it make a difference to have lights?
A: Yes, maybe.
It would help the cops.
Q: How many people live next to an alley, or
have a house that backs onto an alley?
A: Three
Q: What do you do there? How do you or
your family use them?
A: Don’t use them, maybe as a shortcut.
Ride bike through as a shortcut.
The alley is closed off, with gates up, and
overgrown with plants.
Q: How are they closed off, are they locked?
A: Chained and locked.
Q: Does anyone have a key? Who has a key?
A: They give a key to everybody.
One student said his Dad uses the alley [to
access the garage?]. He lives at 54th and
Compton.
People use alleys to throw out their trash. If
it’s gated, they throw stuff over the gate.
People jump gates.
Q: What bugs you about the alleys?
A: Stinks – smells like pee.
Drunk people
Stinky diapers
Trash
Q: What’s the craziest thing you’ve seen in an
alley?
A: Dead animals
A passed out guy – thought he was dead.
Drunk guys peeing.
Drive-bys in the alley

Q: What work have you guys done with the
green alleys project?
A: Last year planted trees in neighbors’ yards.
Shortly after the trees were gone. Students
think people said they wanted the trees [to be
nice?], but didn’t really want them.
Growing vegetables in the garden on campus.
Q: What sports do you play?
A: All of them
Basketball, football, kickboxing, soccer, skateboarding
Q: What do you see on your way to school?
A: Dirty
The same thing everyday.
Stray dogs.
Nothing. I don’t look out the window.
Q: Do you see any murals?
A: Only one mural, over by the school.

Group B
Facilitator: Paul
Recorder: Linda
Number of Students: 4 girls, 3 boys
Q: Can you tell us about this neighborhood?
A: Like
Park (Ross Snyder) seems safer because
livelier
A: Don’t like
Boring, stay inside
4th(40th?)/Avalon different from Compton—
east of Compton scary because of gangs
Within 4 block radius of school, school is the
safest place to be
Dangerous because factory (between JHS and
Ross Snyder) makes neighborhood feel more
industrial than residential
Blue Line makes area seem lonelier (and more
industrial) (5 blocks to Blue Line, to Long
Beach, Imperial, Downtown)
Doesn’t smell good
A: Transportation
1 out of the 6 students drive

Take bus a lot more—drops off closer to
destination
Sees Metro & Bus as same level of safety—
parents think Metro is more dangerous
A: After school
Stay on campus
Ross Snyder chained, safer
Summer night lights (Mayor’s initiative); 2-3
months, park open until 10pm (midnight) every
day; activities/programs (Wii, music playing,
food)
1 x Like Gilbert-Lindsay
2 x Don’t like Gilbert-Lindsay
There are homeless & gangsters
Q: How do you use the alleys in this neighborhood?
A: 1 student lived on a lot next to an alley, the
house across the street also had alley
A: Did not need to access garage, was cut off
from alley
Most people have driveways in front
One-story house was elevated so could see
people walking in alley
A: 1/3 use alleys with cars
A: Safety depends from house to house
A: Alley pavement damaged and needs repair
A: Don’t see people walk through alleys
A: People are selective of alleys
A: Alley by KFC is wider, more open, and
seems safer
A: Recently installed lights on street, but not
alleys
A: Existing lights are “old lights” (sodium
lights) so streets are dim & very dark
Lack of good lighting makes neighborhood
seem more industrial & not residential
A: Alleys described as “urban wildland”
A: Unless residents care, then other people
don’t care
A: Not a lot of eyes on the alley
A: Shorter fences in front yard of house
A: Residents shield themselves from the alleys
because:
People use alleys to get away [escape]
Don’t want people to see into their homes
A: Good things
Shortcuts for automobiles & walking
If well taken care of, good place to walk by &
meet with friends
Shorter ones feel safer
A: 42nd—unsafe alley

Alleys Amplified

Q: Where do you go after school? What do
you do?
A: Hang out, near school or at Ross Snyder
Tutoring at school

Q: What makes them dangerous? Why don’t
you use them?
A: Trash
Smell
Homeless people
Drug dealers
Gang bangers

Q: Are there any good things about the alleys?
A. NK.
Shortcuts. Will sometimes ride down on bike,
if street is full with cars it’s safer.

		Appendices		 G15

Q: What do you want to tell us about this
neighborhood?
A: It stinks, smells bad (students did not have
much to say, started out quiet)

They are dangerous, especially after dark/
after 7 pm. Sometimes dangerous during the
day.

EXERCISE 2 MAPPED RESPONSES

G16
FIGURE G.1
PLACES YOU LIKE
COMBINED MAPPED RESPONSES
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FIGURE G.2
PLACES YOU AVOID
COMBINED MAPPED RESPONSES

EXERCISE 3 STICKY NOTE RESPONSES
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EXERCISE 3 DOT-MOCRACRY RESULTS

EXERCISE 4 INDEX CARD RESPONSES
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NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL MEETING SURVEYS QUESTIONNAIRES
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Alleys Amplified
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Alleys Amplified

EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL SURVEY RESULTS

G26
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Alleys Amplified

EMPOWERMENT CONGRESS NORTH AREA NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL SURVEY RESULTS

G28

VOICES OF 90037 NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL SURVEY RESULTS
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VOICES OF 90037 NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL SURVEY RESULTS

G30

GREEN STREETS COMMITTEE MEETING MATERIALS AND RESULTS

3) List of Topics (4 minutes)

a. Introduction
(“Networks” as alleys & streets)
b. Benefits of alleys
(hydrology, open space, community
connections)
c. Context
d. Biophysical + Sociocultural Inventory
e. Outreach + Precedent Studies
C. Project Status

Green Streets Committee members will
receive a list of topics (attached) and be
asked to provide the names and contact
information of those best able to answer
questions related to each of the five
topics. Topics include:

2) Group Discussion (18 minutes)
As one group, Green Streets Committee
members will receive a list of questions
(attached) to be discussed. Questions
include:

4) Conclusion & ThankYou (1 minute)

Alleys Amplified

• Which existing City policies,
programs, and initiatives support or
hinder innovation in developing street
and alley networks?
• What are the key obstacles to
developing street and alley networks?
• What policies, programs, and initiatives
are needed to support innovative street
and alley networks?
• If time permits: Is there anything else
you would like us to know related to
street and alley networks?

• Lights and Utilities in Streets and Alleys
• Closure/Decommissioning of Streets
and Alleys
• Alley Gates and Fences
• Management/Maintenance of Streets
and Alleys
• Stormwater BMPs
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1) AMP Overview Presentation (7 minutes)

STAKEHOLDER INPUT: CITY OF LOS ANGELES GREEN STREETS COMMITTEE

G32

The City of Los Angeles Green Streets
Committee meets on a monthly basis as
an opportunity for representatives from
different City departments and nonprofit organizations to collaborate on the
planning and construction of low impact
development (LID) and other green
infrastructure projects within city rightof-ways. City departments represented
on the Committee include: Bureau
of Engineering, Bureau of Sanitation,
Bureau of Street Services, Department of
Building and Safety, Department of City
Planning, Department of Recreation and
Parks, Department of Transportation,
Department of Water and Power, and the
Mayor’s Office; non-profit organizations
include: Council for Watershed Health,
Green LA Coalition, Heal the Bay, North
East Trees, Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Commission, Tree People, and The Trust
for Public Land; and the educational
institutions with representatives include:
the University of Southern California and
Jefferson High School. The committee
has developed design guidelines for green
streets and green alleys, and has been
involved with a number of green streets
projects, including the Elmer Avenue
Neighborhood Retrofit, the Oros Green
Street, and the Riverdale Avenue Green
Street.
The AMP authors consulted the
committee’s Green Streets and Green Alleys
Design Guidelines Standards to determine
the most appropriate approaches to
stormwater management in the alleys
and streets. Best management practices

described include: urban canopy trees,
vegetated swale, infiltration/flow-through
planter, pervious pavement, infiltration
trench, stormwater curb extensions,
and curb inlets (City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works Bureau of
Sanitation 2009).
The AMP authors also attended a Green
Streets Committee meeting, which was
attended by representatives from the
Bureau of Engineering, Department of
Building and Safety, Bureau of Sanitation,
Bureau of Street Services, and
Department of Water and Power, as well
as the non-profit organizations Green LA
Coalition, Northeast Trees, Tree People,
and The Trust for Public Land. The AMP
authors sought to understand the city
policies that both help and hinder green
alley and street projects through a series
of group discussion questions posed
to the committee. The AMP authors
summarized the responses of the Green
Streets Committee from this meeting
which are presented here.
The following information resulted from
the group discussion moderated by the
AMP authors and faculty at the Green
Streets Committee meeting. It is based
on notes taken by AMP authors during
the discussion, and reflects the team’s
best understanding of the speakers’
intended message.
Insights + Design Recommendations
Stormwater
• Less traffic in alleys allows a greater

•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

potential to infiltrate stormwater than
streets.
Capture and infiltrate/filtrate
stormwater from surrounding streets
and sidewalks in the alleys.
When redirecting surface stormwater,
consider the storm drain system and
flooding issues (keep the runoff within
its stormdrain system to prevent
overloading adjacent systems).
Areas that lack stormwater
infrastructure are a high priority for
green alley projects.
Infiltration BMPs should not be located
in travel lanes of streets but should be
located in alleys.
Capturing runoff from rooftops may
lead to more stormwater volume than
alley BMPs can handle.
Streets are designed to hold and convey
stormwater during a capacity storm
event. Be aware that redirecting surface
water may negatively affect this ability.
Infiltration cannot be done within ten
feet of any foundation.
Green streets and green alleys should
function together. Alleys should not be
redesigned in isolation.

Access
• Legally, alleys may not be closed to
public access.
• Bollards must be removable (but can be
locked if all adjacent property owners
agree).
• Even if temporarily closed to vehicles
(using bollards, etc.), alleys must have
paving that can support vehicle traffic.

• If open to vehicles, alley must be wide
enough so that design elements do
not obstruct vehicle traffic (design
elements should pose no risk of damage
from vehicle collision).
• Alley redevelopment projects will
result in the removal of existing illegal
gates (neighbors must decide if they
would rather have the green alley
or keep their gate – which may be
eventually removed anyway).
Maintenance + Funding
• Funding for maintenance is extremely
limited.
• Some grant programs will not provide
funding for road improvements.
Policies
Stormwater
• Infiltration must be ten feet above
groundwater and ten feet away from
any foundation, including garages.
• Stormwater surface flow directions
in alleys are not provided on the
stormdrain system maps.
• Providing stormwater surface flow
directions for alleys on the stormdrain
system maps will facilitate green alley
project development.
• Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) permits are required for
projects 5,000 square feet and greater
that change the ground surface.

Access

Management + Maintenance
Responsibility

• The City will light alleys at a property
owner’s request, but the owner must
pay a maintenance fee ($20-30/month).
• Community groups or homeowners’
associations can share the expense of
providing and maintaining lights in
alleys.
• Proposition 218 creates assessment
districts for maintenance of solar lights.
Trees
• City policy is a replacement ratio of
2:1 for tree removal; replacement does
not have to be at the same site as the
removal if there is not space for the
extra trees.
Additional Partnerships
• Work with or otherwise involve the
Water Replacement District.

Alleys Amplified

• Currently, the Bureau of Street Services
is responsible for alley paving and illegal
dumping, and the Bureau of Sanitation is
responsible for trash collection.
• A potential recommendation is to
develop an approach for dump sites to
accept waste for free from people who
live in proximity to the site.
• Community groups or homeowners’
associations can provide financial
support for alley network improvement
projects.
• Community groups or homeowners’

Lighting
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• It may be possible to pursue changing
the use designation of alleys, either
through decommissioning or the
pedestrian plaza policy.
• If use is not changed, public vehicular
access and use of alleys must be
maintained.
• Alley gates should ultimately be
removed (they have not yet been
because there has been no pressure to
do so).
• Alleys are public easements for public
access. If public access is prevented,
landowners have the right to take the
property for private use.
• Temporary closure permits allow
closure for a maximum of 30 days.
• Pilot Project permits will allow closure
for up to a year, but they require more
staff time and effort to administer.

associations can take on maintenance
responsibilities.

SECONDARY COMMUNITY INPUT: OUTREACH MATERIALS
SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
A survey questionnaire was generated for in both English and Spanish, followed by
maps for each alley network surveyed.
each alley network accompanied with a
Maps were created in both English and
map of the alleys highlighted within that
network. Below is an example of a survey Spanish and one Spanish version is shown.

CENTRAL
- JEFFERSON: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY
WESTERN - MLK: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY

2014

2014

1. Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?
 No (go to question 2)

CENTRAL - JEFFERSON: PROPUESTA DE RED DE CALLEJONES VERDES
VERMONT SQUARE: PROPUESTA DE RED DE CALLEJONES VERDES

2014

2014

1. ¿Usa los callejones en su vecindario?

 Yes (fill in below)

a) What do you usually do in the alleys? (Check all that apply)
 Walk, to get to a destination
 Walk or Run, for exercise
 Bike
 Skateboard
 Socialize
 Other: _____________________________________________________________________________________

 No (vaya a la pregunta 2)  Sí (Marque abajo todos los que apliquen)
a) ¿Qué hace normalmente en los callejones? (Marque abajo todos los que se aplica)
 A pie, para llegar a un destino
 Caminar o correr, para hacer ejercicio
 Bicicleta
 Patín
 Socializar
 Otra: ______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Are there specific things you like about the alleys you use?
________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. ¿Hay cosas específicas que le gustan de los callejones que utiliza?
________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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3. Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys in your neighborhood or reasons you do not use them?
(Check all that apply)
 Desired features are not available
 Safety concerns
 Maintenance issues
 Traffic (driving cars or parking)
 Other: _______________________________________________________________________________________

3. ¿Existen preocupaciones específicas que tiene sobre los callejones en su vecindario, o razones por que no los
utiliza? (Marque abajo todos los que se aplica)
 Características deseadas no están disponibles
 Preocupaciones de seguridad
 Problemas de mantenimiento
 Tráfico (coches o estacionamiento?
 Otra: _________________________________________________________________________________________

4. What is the nearest intersection to where you live)?

4. ¿Cuál es la intersección más cercana a donde vive.

Primary Street: ________________________________ & Cross Street: _____________________________________

Calle principal: _________________________ y ¿la calle que cruza donde vives?: _____________________________
5. ¿Por cuánto tiempo ha vivido en esta comunidad? (Marque uno)
 Menos de 1 año

5. For how long have you lived in this community? (Check one)
 Less than 1 year

 1 to 5 years

 5 to 10 years

 More than 10 years

 5 a 10 años

 Más de 10 años

6. Por favor, describa su hogar:
a) Número de miembros de la familia: ____________

6. Please describe your household:

b) ¿Tiene hijos?

a) Number of household members: ___________
b) Do you have children?

 1 a 5 años

 No  Sí (marque abajo)

 No  Yes (fill in below)

Número de niños menores de 5 años: ___________

Number of children under 5 years: ____________

Número de niños de 5 a 12 años: _______________

Number of children 5-12 years old: ____________

Número de niños de 13 a 18 años: ______________

Number of children 13-18 years old: ___________
Do your children currently use the alleys?
 Yes
If the alleys were renovated, would you use them?  Yes

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

 No
 No

Parks for People – Los Angeles

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

¿Sus hijos usan actualmente los callejones?

 Sí

 No

¿Si se renovaran los callejones, los usarían?

 Sí

 No

Parks for People – Los Angeles

CENTRAL - JEFFERSON: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY

2014

75TH - BROADWAY: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY

2014

QUINCY JONES: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY

7. Which of these alleys do you use? (Draw the routes you take)

7. Which of these alleys do you use? (Draw the routes you take)

8. Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

8. Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

8. Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

Parks for People – Los Angeles

VERMONT SQUARE: PROPOSED GREEN ALLEY NETWORK SURVEY

2014

7. Which of these alleys do you use? (Draw the routes you take)

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

Parks for People – Los Angeles

WESTERN - MLK: PROPUESTA DE RED DE CALLEJONES VERDES

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

2014

Parks for People – Los Angeles

2014

?

7. Cuáles de estos callejones utiliza?

Participant Breakdown: where participants live

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses
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7. Which of these alleys do you use? (Draw the routes you take)

1338 total survey respondents

279		
123		
936		
418		
413		
105		

21%
9%
70%
31%
31%
8%

936 total respondents that live within the AMP area

Live in AMP area, not in a network		 418		
Live in AMP area, Phase I Networks		 413		
Live in AMP area, Phase II Networks		 105		
8. Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

?

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

8. Hay algún callejón que no se muestra aquí, y que usted piensa se debería renovar?

Parks for People – Los Angeles

THE TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

Parks for People – Los Angeles

31%
44%
11%

Alleys Amplified

Unknowns, did not list location		
Do not live in AMP area		
Live in AMP area		
Live in AMP area, not in a network		
Live in AMP area, Phase I Networks		
Live in AMP area, Phase II Networks		

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: TOTAL RESPONDENTS 1338
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/Respondents

% of Responses

766		
510		
1276		

60%
40%
--

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Walk, to get to a destination		 640		
46%		
67%
Walk or run, for exercise		 240		
17%		
25%
Bike		
145		10%		15%
Skateboard		
61		4%		6%
Socialize		
63		5%		7%
Vehicular use (write-in)		 79		
6%		
8%
Other: 		
167		12%		17%
Total Responses		
1395		--		-Total Respondents		
959		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

Q2: Are there specific things you like about the alleys you use?

# of Responses

% of Respondents		

		

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

G36

Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified
34		
3%		
Trash / utility related access			
14		
1%		
Other activities			4		0%		
Active / Passive recreation			
16		
2%		
Dog walking			4		0%
N/A			101		10%		
Total Responses			173		--		
Total Respondents 			
973		
--		

Passageway/Access			175		17%
Less vehicular traffic			
14		
1%
An open space			
10		
1%
Quiet, passive recreation			
31		
3%
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
21		
2%
Likes particular feature			
55		
5%
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
565		
55%
Other			26		3%
N/A , desires and dislikes			
164		
16%
Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them? Total Responses			1061		-Total Respondents			
1036 		
-Multiple-choice
Response # of Responses % of Responses % of Respondents			
		
Desired features are not available		 3		
0%		
0%
Safety concerns 		 115		
7%		
9%
Maintenance issues		
957		59%		73%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)		 284		
18%		
22%
Other:		
252		16%		19%
Total Responses		
1611		--		-Total Respondents		
1306		--		-***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Q3. “Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
5 to 10 years
More than 10 years
Total

# of Responses

% of Responses

108			
320			
301			
579			
1308			

8%
24%
23%
44%
--b

Q6b: Do you have children & age range?

Response 		
Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents
Children		
# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

# of Responses

% of Responses

744			59%
507			41%
1251			
-Total		

% Age Groups

466			
25%
762			
41%
644			
34%
1872			--

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

% of Responses

Response 		

30%
70%
--

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

# of Responses
290		
689		
979		

# of Responses
427		
58		
485		

% of Responses
88%
12%
--

Alleys Amplified

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?

# of household members (TOTAL)		 5607
Number of respondents		 1269
Average #		 4.418
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Illicit activities 			
72		
6%
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)			
Trash/Dirty 			79		6%
Homeless			13		1%
Pavement/Fence			6		0%
Appearance, general feeling about the alley		
24		
2%
Animals			7		1%
Graffiti			
15		
1%
NA/Unclear response			21		2%
Unsanitary/Health concerns			26		2%
Locked gates/Locked or no access			
8		
1%
Lighting/Security			22		2%
Vehicular safety concerns			
5		
0%
Total Responses			298		-Total Respondents of Q3. Multiple-choice			
1309		
--

Response 		

Q6a: Please describe your household?

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: CENTRAL-JEFFERSON HIGH 278 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

162		
109		
271		

60%
40%
--

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Walk, to get to a destination		 124		
51%		
65%
Walk or run, for exercise		 35		
14%		
18%
Bike		
22		9%		12%
Skateboard		
7		3%		4%
Socialize		
11		5%		6%
Other: 		
45		18%		24%
Total Responses		
244		--		-Total Respondents		
190		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

Q2: What are the specific things you like about the alleys you use?

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents
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Vehicular use			13		7%
Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified
7		
4%
Trash / utility related access			
4		
2%		
Other activities			1		0%			
Active / Passive recreation			
3		
2%
Dog walking			0		0%
N/A			13		7%
Total Responses			41		-Total Respondents			
191

Passageway/Access			31		15%
Less vehicular traffic			
5		
2%
Other			2		1%
An open space			
1		
0%
Quiet, passive recreation			
11		
5%
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
1		
0%
Likes particular feature			
11		
5%
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
131		
63%
N/A , desires and dislikes			
18		
9%
Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them? Total Responses			211		-Total Respondents			208		-Multiple-choice Response 		
# of Responses % of Responses % of Respondents		
Desired features are not available			
3		
1%		
1%
Safety concerns 			76		22%		28%
Maintenance issues			207		61%		76%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)			
52		
15%		
19%
Other:			4		1%		1%
Total Responses			342		--		-Total Respondents			273		--		--

		

***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Q4:”Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

# of Responses

Less than 1 year 		
1 to 5 years 		
5 to 10 years 		
More than 10 years 		
Total Responses/ Respondents		

% of Responses

20		
50		
65		
140		
275		

7%
18%
24%
1%
--

Q6b: Do you have children & age range?

Response 		
Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents
Children		
# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

# of Responses

% of Responses

163			62%
100			38%
263			
-Total		

% Age Groups

132			
30%
162			
37%
144			
33%
438			--

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

Response 		

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

67			33%
135			67%
202			
--

Q7: Which of these alleys do you use?
(Draw the routes you take)

No survey participants completed this question.

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

# of Responses

Alleys Amplified

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?

# of Responses

# of household members (TOTAL)		 1316
Number of Respondents		 268
Average #		 4.910
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Illicit Activities 			
18		
7%
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)
Trash/Dirty			21		8%
Homeless			2		1%
Pavement/Fence			2		1%
Appearance, general feeling about alley			
4		
1%
Animals			1		0%
Graffiti			
4		
1%
NA/Unclear Response			1		0%
Unsanitary/health concerns			5		2%
Locked gates/Locked or no access			
1		
0%
Lighting/Security			4		1%
Vehicular safety concerns			
1		
0%
Total Responses			64		-Total Respondents			273		--

Response 		

Q6a: Please describe your household?

% of Responses

107			91%
11			9%
118			
--

Q8: Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

Only responses that had enough information to be identifiable were included:
• Central Ave. / E. 47th St., Central Ave. / 108th St. • Compton Ave. / 47th St., Compton Ave. / 51st St.
• Broadway / 64th St.
• 48th St. / Hooper Ave. - Ascot Ave.
• Hooper Ave. / 41st St.
• 55th St. / Central Ave. - Hoover Ave.

• McKinley Ave. / 41st St. - 41st Pl.
• Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. / Maple St.
• Avalon Blvd. / 49th St.

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: QUINCY JONES 292 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

162		
101		
263		

62%
38%
--

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Walk, to get to a destination		 150		
50%		
73%
Walk or Run, for exercise		 60		
20%		
29%
Bike		
35		12%		17%
Skateboard		
11		4%		5%
Socialize		
10		3%		5%
Other: 		
37		12%		18%
Total Responses		
303		--		-Total Respondents		
206		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Write-in Response 				

# of Responses

Q2: What are the specific things you like about the alleys you use?

# of Responses

% of Respondents

		

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents
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Vehicular use				15		7%
Passageway/Access			41		21%
Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified		
8		
4%		
Less vehicular traffic			
3		
2%		
Trash / utility related access				
3		
1%
An open space			
4		
2%
Other activities				1		0%		
Quiet, passive recreation			
6		
3%
Active / Passive recreation				
4		
2%		
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
5		
3%
Dog walking				1		0%			
Likes particular feature			
14		
7%		
N/A				9		4%		
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Total Responses				41		-Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
91		
46%
Total Respondents				211		-Other			4		2%
N/A , desires and dislikes			
36		
18%
Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them? Total Responses			204		-Total Respondents			
199
-Multiple-choice Response 		
# of Responses % of Responses % of Respondents		
		
Desired features are not available			
0		
0%		
0%
Safety concerns 			3		1%		1%
Maintenance issues			203		78%		72%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)			
55		
21%		
20%
Other:			0		0%		0%
Total Responses			261		--		-Total Respondents			282		--		-***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Q4:”Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Response 		

# of Responses

Q6a: Please describe your household?

% of Responses

No
Total Responses/ Respondents
Children		
# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

105			40%
265			
-Total		

% Age Groups

122			
24%
218			
43%
169			
33%
509			--

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		78		
No		136		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 214		
Q7: Which of these alleys do you use?
(Draw the routes you take)

No survey participants completed this question.

36%
64%
--

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		114		
No		15		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 129		

Q8: Is there an alley not shown here that you think would be good to renovate?

Only responses that had enough information to be identifiable were included:
• Avalon Blvd. / 42nd St.
• McKinley Ave. / Vernon Ave.
• Central Ave. / 40th St.
• Washington Blvd. / Longwood Ave.
• Central Ave. / 29th St.
• Central Ave. / 29th St.

88%
12%
--

Alleys Amplified

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?
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Illicit Activities 			
9		
3%		 Less than 1 year 		 29		
10% # of household members (TOTAL)		 1287
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)
1 to 5 years 		 68		
24% Number of Respondents		 272
Trash/Dirty			13		5%
5 to 10 years 		 49		
18% Average #		 4.732
Homeless			4		1%
More than 10 years 		 134		
48%
Pavement/Fence			0		0%
Total Responses/ Respondents		 280		
-Appearance, general feeling about alley			
2		
1%
Animals			2		1%		
Graffiti			
8		
3%		
NA/Unclear Response			5		2%
Unsanitary/health concerns			4		1%
Locked gates/Locked or no access			
1		
0%
Q6b: Do you have children & age range?
Lighting/Security			5		2%		
Response 		
# of Responses % of Responses
Vehicular safety concerns			
3		
1%
Total Responses			56		--		
Total Respondents			284		-Yes
160			60%

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: BROADWAY - 75TH 238 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

135		
95		
230		

59%
41%
--

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Walk, to get to a destination		 115		
44%		
70%
Walk or Run, for exercise		 38		
15%		
23%
Bike		
29		11%		18%
Skateboard		
18		7%		11%
Socialize		
13		5%		8%
Other: 		
46		18%		28%
Total Responses		
259		--		-Total Respondents		
165		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Q2: What are the specific things you like about the alleys you use?

Write-in Response 				

# of Responses

% of Respondents
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Vehicular use				13		8%
Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified		
6		
4%
Trash / utility related access				
1		
1%
Other activities				0		0%
Active / Passive recreation				
1		
1%
Dog walking				3		2%
N/A				23		14%
Total Responses				47		-Total Respondents				167		-Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them?

Multiple-choice Response 		

# of Responses

# of Responses

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Passageway/Access			38		21%
Less vehicular traffic			
0		
0%
An open space			
2		
1%
Quiet, passive recreation			
2		
1%
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
1		
1%
Likes particular feature			
5		
3%
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
89		
49%
Other			3		2%		
N/A , desires and dislikes			
45		
25%
Total Responses			185		-Total Respondents			183		-		

Desired features are not available			
0		
0%		
0%
Safety concerns 			5		2%		2%
Maintenance issues			177		72%		76%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)			
63		
26%		
27%
Other:			0		0%		0%
Total Responses			245		--		-Total Respondents			233		--		-***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Q4:”Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

# of Responses

Less than 1 year 		
1 to 5 years 		
5 to 10 years 		
More than 10 years 		
Total Responses/ Respondents		

% of Responses

27		
60		
64		
86		
237		

11%
25%
27%
36%
--

Q6b: Do you have children & age range?

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

135			61%
87			39%
222			
--

Children		

Total		

# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

74			
28%
99			
37%
93			
35%
266			--

% Age Groups

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

Response 		

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

# of Responses

% of Responses

47			26%
135			74%
182			
--

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		82		
No		13		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 95		

86%
14%
--

Alleys Amplified

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?

# of household members (TOTAL)		 999
Number of Respondents		 230
Average #		 4.343
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Illicit Activities 			
8		
3%
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)		
Trash/Dirty			13		6%
Homeless			3		1%
Pavement/Fence			0		0%
Appearance, general feeling about alley			
5		
2%
Animals			1		0%
Graffiti			
0		
0%
NA/Unclear Response			5		5%
Unsanitary/health concerns			13		6%
Locked gates/Locked or no access			
0		
0%
Lighting/Security			5		2%
Vehicular safety concerns			
0		
0%
Total Responses			53		-Total Respondents			234		--

Response 		

Q6a: Please describe your household?

Q7: Which of these alleys do you use?
(Draw the routes you take)

This question was completed by 14 out of 238 survey
respondents. Alley use indicated by survey recipients
is shown in the map at left using the following color
ramp:
Low (1-2 users)
Medium (3-4 users)
High (5-6 users)
Q8: Is there an alley not shown here that
you think would be good to renovate?

Only responses that had enough information to
be identifiable were included:
•
•
•
•

Florence Blvd. / Main St.
Hoover St. / Gage St.
Florence Blvd. / Broadway
73rd - 75th St. / Broadway - Main St.

G44
FIGURE G.3
BROADWAY-75TH NETWORK FREQUENCY
OF ALLEY USE INDICATED BY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: WESTERN-MLK 270 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

153		
108		
261		

59%
41%
--

% of Respondents

# of Responses

% of Respondents		

		

# of Responses

% of Responses

% of Respondents		

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Passageway/Access			38		17%
Less vehicular traffic			
3		
1%
Other			7		3%
An open space			
1		
0%
Quiet, passive recreation			
7		
3%
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
12		
5%
Likes particular feature			
12		
5%
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
126		
55%		
N/A , desires and dislikes			
34		
15%
Total Responses			240		-Total Respondents			230		--

Desired features are not available			
0		
0%		
0%
Safety concerns 			11		4%		4%
Maintenance issues			182		72%		69%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)			
60		
24%		
23%
Other:			0		0%		0%
Total Responses			253		--		-Total Respondents			262		--		-***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Alleys Amplified

Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them?

Write-in Response 			
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Q2: What are the specific things you like about the alleys you use?

Vehicular use			17		8%
Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified
6		
3%
Trash / utility related access			
3		
1%
Other activities			1		0%
Active / Passive recreation			
5		
2%
Dog walking			0		0%
N/A			29		14%
Total Responses			61		-Total Respondents			204		--

Multiple-choice Response 		

% of Responses

Walk, to get to a destination		 127		
42%		
64%
Walk or Run, for exercise		 48		
16%		
24%
Bike		
36		12%		18%
Skateboard		
14		5%		7%
Socialize		
18		6%		9%
Other: 		
60		20%		30%
Total Responses		
303		--		-Total Respondents		
198		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

Q4:”Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

Illicit Activities 			
21		
8%
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)			
Trash/Dirty			22		8%
Homeless			0		0%
Pavement/Fence			3		1%
Appearance, general feeling about alley			
7		
3%
Animals			2		1%
Graffiti			
2		
1%
NA/Unclear Response			5		2%
Unsanitary/health concerns			2		1%
Locked gates/Locked or no access			
5		
2%
Lighting/Security			5		2%
Vehicular safety concerns			
1		
0%
Total Responses			75		-Total Respondents			263		--

Response 		

# of Responses

Less than 1 year 		
1 to 5 years 		
5 to 10 years 		
More than 10 years 		
Total Responses/ Respondents		

% of Responses

19		
81		
58		
104		
262		

7%
31%
22%
40%
--

Q6b: Do you have children & age range?

Response 		
Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents
Children		
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# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

# of Responses

% of Responses

129			51%
124			49%
253			
-Total		

% Age Groups

56			
20%
125			
45%
98			
35%
279			--

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		50		
No		138		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 188		

27%
73%
--

# of Responses

Q6a: Please describe your household?

% of Responses

Yes		46		
No		8		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 54		

85%
15%
--

# of household members (TOTAL)		 987
Number of Respondents		 255
Average #		 3.871

Q7: Which of these alleys do you use?
(Draw the routes you take)

This question was completed by 6 out of 270 survey
respondents. Alley use indicated by survey recipients
is shown in the map at left using the following color
ramp:
Low (1-2 users)

Only responses that had enough information to
be identifiable were included:
•
•
•
•

Exposition Blvd. / Western Ave.
39th St. / Denker Ave.
Vermont Ave. / Vernon Ave.
39th St. / Western Ave.
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Q8: Is there an alley not shown here that
you think would be good to renovate?

Alleys Amplified

FIGURE G.4
WESTERN-MLK NETOWRK FREQUENCY
OF ALLEY USE INDICATED BY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS

SIDEWALK SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE: VERMONT SQUARE 260 RESPONDENTS
Q1: Do you use the alleys in your neighborhood?

Q1a: What do you usually do in the alleys?

Response

Multiple-choice Response

# of Responses

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

% of Responses

154		
97		
251		

61%
39%
--

% of Responses

% of Respondents

Walk, to get to a destination		 124		
43%		
62%
Walk or Run, for exercise		 59		
21%		
30%
Bike		
23		8%		12%
Skateboard		
11		4%		6%
Socialize		
11		4%		6%
Other: 		
58		20%		29%
Total Responses		
286		--		-Total Respondents		
200		--		--

Q1: “Other” Responses

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

Q2: What are the specific things you like about the alleys you use?

# of Responses

% of Respondents 		

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents
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Vehicular use			16		8%
Access/passage, mode of transit unidentified
7		
4%
Trash / utility related access			
3		
2%
Other activities			1		1%
Active / Passive recreation			
3		
2%
Dog walking			0		0%
N/A			27		14%
Total Responses			57		-Total Respondents			200		--

Passageway/Access			27		13%
Less vehicular traffic			
3		
1%		
An open space			
2		
1%
Quiet, passive recreation			
5		
2%
Active recreation (running, etc.)			
2		
1%
Likes particular feature			
13		
6%		
(aesthetic, layout, amenity, cleanliness)
Answered ‘No’ and ‘No’ with a reason			
128		
59%
Other			10		5%
N/A , desires and dislikes			
31		
14%
Q3: Are there specific concerns you have about the alleys.../ reasons you do not use them? Total Responses			221		--		
Total Respondents			216		-Multiple-choice Response 		
# of Responses % of Responses % of Respondents
		
Desired features are not available			
0		
0%		
0%
Safety concerns 			20		8%		8%
Maintenance issues			188		72%		74%
Traffic (driving cars or parking)			
54		
21%		
21%
Other:			0		0%		0%
Total Responses			262		--		-Total Respondents			255		--		-***Note: For Q1 and Q2 Write-in Responses - Total Respondents are identified as those who responded to multiple-choice questions, plus the few additional respondents that bypassed the multiple-choice and only answered the write-in.

Q4:”Other” Responses

Q5: For how long have you lived in this community?

Write-in Response 			

# of Responses

% of Respondents

# of Responses

Less than 1 year 		
1 to 5 years 		
5 to 10 years 		
More than 10 years 		
Total Responses/ Respondents		

% of Responses

13		
61		
65		
115		
254		

5%
24%
26%
45%
--

Q6b: Do you have children & age range?

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		157		
No		91		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 248		
Children		
# of children under 5 years
# of children 5-12 years old
# of children 13-18 years old
Total

Total		

63%
37%
--

% Age Groups

82			
22%
158			
42%
140			
37%
380			--

Q6b: If the alleys were renovated would you use them?

Response 		

Response 		

# of Responses

% of Responses

Yes		48		
No		145		
Total Responses/ Respondents		 193		

25%
75%
--

Yes
No
Total Responses/ Respondents

# of Responses

% of Responses

78			88%
11			12%
89			
--

Alleys Amplified

Q6b: Do your children currently use the alleys?

# of household members (TOTAL)		 1018
Number of Respondents		 244
Average #		 4.172
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Illicit Activities 			
16		
6%
(drugs, alcohol, crime, violence, gangs)
Trash/Dirty			10		4%
Homeless			4		2%
Pavement, fence			1		0%
Appearance, general feeling about alley			
6		
2%
Animals			1		0%
Graffiti			
1		
0%
NA/Unclear Response			5		2%
Unsanitary/health concerns			2		1%
Locked gates/clocked or no access			
1		
0%
Lighting/Security			3		1%
Vehicular safety concerns			
0		
0%
Total Responses			50		-Total Respondents			255		--

Response 		

Q6a: Please decribe your household?

Q7: Which of these alleys do you use?
(Draw the routes you take)

This question was completed by 9 out of 260
survey respondents. Alley use indicated by survey
respondents is shown in the map at left using the
following color ramp:
Low (1-2 users)
Medium (3-4 users)

Q8: Is there an alley not shown here that
you think would be good to renovate?

Only responses that had enough information to
be identifiable were included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vermont Ave. / 66th St.
Vermont Ave. / Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Vermont Ave. / 47th St.
Central Ave. / 52nd St.
Broadway / Imperial Hwy.
Exposition Blvd. / Western Ave.

G50
FIGURE G.5
VERMONT SQUARE NETWORK FREQUENCY
OF ALLEY USE INDICATED BY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS

Sidewalk Survey Participant, 2014
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Alleys seem faster to get to a destination.

Alleys Amplified

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY QUESTIONNAIRE
A walking inventory questionnaire was generated for each alley network accompanied
with a photograph log sheet for use with provided disposible cameras. Below is an
example of a survey in both English and Spanish, followed by a photography log sheet.

G52

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY QUESTIONNAIRE
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHY LOG SHEET
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY QUESTIONNAIRE (SPANISH)
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY QUESTIONNAIRE (SPANISH)
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHY LOG SHEET (SPANISH)
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPH CONTENT ANALYSIS
Walking Inventory photographs were archived by alley network and segment. Later,
the contents of the images were coded and analyzed using a threshhold of not less than
80% blind intercoder agreement for any photo characterisitc.

1

SAFETY ISSUE

LIGHTING

ALLEY GATE

PEDESTRIAN

ALLEY ENTRANCE

HOMELESS

TRASH

MURAL

NEG. VEGETAION

VEGETATION

DAMAGE

FENCE / STRUCT.

PAVING

middle alley,
more graffiti

GRAFFITI

Western – MLK
Segment 1

AUTOS / PARKING

graffiti, fence,
needs some
kind of light

BAD ODOR

Western – MLK
Segment 1

SIGNAGE

painted ground

Green Alley Walking Inventory Photograph Content Coding

1

1

1

1
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Western – MLK
Segment 1

BIOHAZARD

Description

ILL. ACTIVITY

Image

DOGS

Network and
Alley Segment

1

The Trust for Public Land

FIGURE G.6
PHOTOGRAPH CONTENT ANALYSIS SAMPLE

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
75TH + BROADWAY, SEGMENT 1
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75TH + BROADWAY, SEGMENT 2

Alleys Amplified

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
75TH + BROADWAY, SEGMENT 2 (CONTINUED)

CENTRAL + JEFFERSON, SEGMENT 1

G60

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
CENTRAL + JEFFERSON, SEGMENT 2
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QUINCY JONES, SEGMENT 1
Alleys Amplified

OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
QUINCY JONES, SEGMENT 1 (CONTINUED)

QUINCY JONES, SEGMENT 2
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
VERMONT SQUARE, SEGMENT 1
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
VERMONT SQUARE, SEGMENT 2

WESTERN + MLK, SEGMENT 1
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OUTREACH MATERIALS: WALKING INVENTORY PHOTOGRAPHS
WESTERN + MLK, SEGMENT 2
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We would appreciate alleys getting cleaned up.
Sidewalk Survey Participant, 2012

G66

Appendix H
NETWORK SELECTION SCORES
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Appendix I
NETWORK INVENTORY CHECKLIST

I1

 Alleys that are currently closed to car traffic
o Closed to public car traffic, but accessible for residents – gated and locked
o Closed to all car traffic – width (pedestrian); overgrown – clearly not being
driven down
 Parking analysis
o Which homes need to use the alley to access their parking?
 Proposed infrastructure improvements for streets and alleys
o Paving/re-paving
o Sidewalk repair
o Curb repair
o Sidewalk ramps
o Street/alley light installation/repair/replacement
o Street tree planting
o Other street/alley-related improvements
 Identify drainage issues (flooding, standing water, etc.)
o Include as question on surveys (will not be extensive data)
 Vacant lots – identify in Google, check against assessor maps
 Abandoned buildings (other opportunities for future development) – identify in
Google Street View
 Circulation – City of LA Department of Transportation pedestrian routes for
schools
 Identify and map specific connections between alley networks (public transit,
walking, and bicycling connections)
 Identify and map specific connections within alley networks (public transit,
walking, and bicycling connections)
o Sidewalks and crosswalks
o Bike routes and lanes (existing and proposed)
o Public transit stops
o Identify barriers to movement
 Stormwater study
o Stormwater capture opportunities
	 Parking lots
	 Large roofs
o Direction of stormwater flow
o Location of catch basins
o Capture/Infiltration potential

	 Vacant lots
o LUST sites
 Sun/shade analysis
o Tree canopy
o Building heights
 Pedestrian, bike, car collisions
 Property and violent crimes
 Community destinations
o Items from Community Connections model
	 Schools
	 Parks and Rec Centers
	 Grocery Stores
	 Community Centers
	 Places of Worship
	 Libraries
	 Police Stations
	 Medical Centers
o Informal markets as observed from site visits
o Farmers Markets
o Community Gardens
 Street characteristics
o Width
o Number of traffic lanes
o Direction of traffic (one way/two way)
o Parking (parallel, angle)
 Alley characteristics
o Paving condition
o Width
o Visibility
o Dumping
o Vandalism
o Fencing/walls
o Lighting

Appendix J
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY WATER QUALITY SCORECARD
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J2
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Alleys Amplified

J4
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Alleys Amplified

J6
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Alleys Amplified

J8
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Alleys Amplified

J10
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Alleys Amplified
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Alleys Amplified

J14
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Alleys Amplified
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY GUIDELINES FOR STORMWATER INFILTRATION
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE IDENTIFICATION OF BARRIERS AND OPPORTUNITIES CHECKLIST TOOL
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Appendix M
GREENWAYS TO RIVERS ARTERIAL STORMWATER SYSTEM (GRASS) GIS ANALYSIS
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GREENWAYS TO RIVERS ARTERIAL STORMWATER SYSTEM (GRASS) PROCESS DIAGRAM, PHASE II
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FIGURE N.1
TABLE OF RELATIONSHIPS
PRECEDENT STUDIES TO AMP OBJECTIVES

CHICAGO GREEN ALLEYS NETWORK AND THE CHICAGO GREEN ALLEY HANDBOOK
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Maximize opportunities for runoff
capture and groundwater recharge in
alley infrastructure.
• Convey information regarding green
alley functions.
• Reduce the urban heat island effect.
Location
Chicago, IL

FIGURE N.2
CHICAGO ALLEY IMPRINT
J. Mogerman 2011

FIGURE N.3
CHICAGO GREEN ALLEY
LLGA.org 2012

N2
FIGURE N.4
SAMPLE GRAPHIC
FROM CHICAGO
GREEN ALLEY
HANDBOOK

Description
The primary goal of the Chicago Green
Alleys Network is to prevent polluted
stormwater from reaching Lake
Michigan. As Chicago’s alleys constitute
about 3,500 acres of impermeable
surface within the City, the ambitious
alley makeover started with repaving
alleys in four pilot projects in 2006. An
educational component was developed
through the Chicago Green Alley
Handbook to promote and educate
residents and public officials to the
benefits of the Green Alley Program, as
well as to encourage property owners
adjacent to green alleys to incorporate
sustainable techniques on their property.
Extending best management practices
to the adjacent properties increases the
performance and environmental benefits
of the green alleys. The handbook
presents sustainable solutions for private
properties through various approaches,
along with their general costs and a key
denoting the appropriateness of the
application for residential, commercial,
and industrial properties.

Insights
The Chicago Green Alleys Network
provides evidence for the effectiveness of
a number of best management practices
in alleys. Chicago green alleys include
permeable asphalt, concrete, or pavers;
high albedo paving surfaces; recycled
materials in the paving; vegetated swales
where appropriate; and energy-efficient
lighting that reduces light pollution. The
Chicago Green Alley Handbook is an
example of how to clearly communicate
the features, options, and benefits of
green alleys to the public.
Designer/Lead Agent
Lead Agent: Chicago Department of
Transportation (CDOT)
Handbook Design:
Hitchcock Design Group
Consultants:
Knight E/A, Hey and Associates, and
S.T.A.T.E. Testing LLC
Cost
$900,000 for five pilot projects
Funding Source
City of Chicago (line item in the budget)
Timeline
Construction of the pilot projects started
in 2006; by 2007 and since then every
alley construction project has included at
least one green alley strategy.
Maintenance
CDOT oversees maintenance, using a
streetsweeper two times per year.
Sources
Hawkins-Cox 2008, City of Chicago
Department of Transportation n.d.

ELMER AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD RETROFIT
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Maximize opportunities for runoff
capture and groundwater recharge in
alley infrastructure.
• Incorporate and promote watershed
education in alley design solutions.
• Increase pedestrian and bicyclist
comfort.

Insights
Thirteen of the street’s 24 homeowners
chose to replace their traditional front

Other benefits of the project, as
determined by the LAF, include: the
reduction of lead (60%), copper (33%),
and total suspended solids (18%); a 30%
reduction of potable water use (and an
annual savings of $360) for homeowners
with enhanced front yards; 7.25 tons
of carbon sequestered per year by soil
and plants (a six-fold improvement); an
increase of resident satisfaction with their
block’s walkability from less than 2% of
survey respondents before the project
to 92% after completion; and public
education on water issues and stormwater
management BMPs (LAF 2012, n.p.).
Size
Four acres (one block of street and
adjacent residential lots)
40 acre stormwater catchment area
Designer
Stivers & Associates, Inc.

~$1.8 million total construction
$200,000 landscape construction on
private property
$200,000 landscape construction in
public right-of-way
Timeline
First phase of construction started in
2008, project completed in 2010.
Maintenance
During plant establishment, The
Council For Watershed Health had a
maintenance contract for $1,262 per
month. Maintenance was performed 2 to
3 times per month and included irrigation
adjustment, replacement of  mulch and
dead plants, trimming of plants, removal
of litter and weeds, and raking of swales.
Continued maintenance in overseen by
residents who help monitor landscapes.
Quarterly maintenance and training
days are held to cover the items in the
maintenance manual. The manual has been
provided to each household and details a
calendar of activities.
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Description
The Elmer Avenue Neighborhood Retrofit
utilizes stormwater best management
practices (BMPs) to capture and filter
runoff. This street, which previously did
not have any stormwater infrastructure,
has vegetated bioswales and a central
subsurface infiltration gallery that runs
the length of the street and results
in 16 acre-feet of water recharging
groundwater supplies annually. The
project also provides opportunities
for residents to install rain barrels,
trench drains, and permeable pavers
on their private property. The project
cost $1.8 million, compared with a
minimum estimate of $1.2 million for the
installation of a traditional stormdrain
system that would have routed all the
stormwater directly to the Los Angeles
River. While the retrofit cost more than
the minimum estimate for the traditional
system, it provides the added benefits of
improving water quality and groundwater
supply and aesthetic character. In addition
to the stormwater performance benefits,
five solar-powered LED streetlights
were installed and provide annual energy
savings of 1,730 kW of power.

Cost
~$2.7 million total
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Location
Sun Valley, Los Angeles, CA
(7700 Block of Elmer Avenue)

yards with water-efficient Californiafriendly landscapes, and had rain barrels
and high-efficiency drip irrigation systems
installed. A street stormwater retrofit
project provided an excellent opportunity
to extend the project and its benefits to
the neighboring private properties. The
AMP recommends involving landowners
and incorporating private property in
design solutions whenever it is suitable.
An analysis of the Elmer Avenue project in
the Landscape Architecture Foundation’s
(LAF) case studies suggests “for projects
where participation is solicited to
install features on private property,
project organizers should have a plan for
those that don’t buy in on the project
initially but come around after they see
the results” (Landscape Architecture
Foundation 2012, n.p.).

Sources
Landscape Architecture Foundation 2012,
Owens Viani 2011, Robinson and Hopton
2011, Green 2010, Council for Watershed
Health 2008a and 2008b.
FIGURE N.5
ELMER AVENUE WATER-EFFICIENT
RESIDENTIAL LANDSCAPE

EACA ALLEY
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Increase accessibility of open space,
including alleys.
• Identify opportunities for public open space.
• Maximize opportunities for runoff
capture and groundwater recharge in alley
infrastructure.
• Reduce illegal dumping and vandalism
within and near alleys.
• Increase visibility of green alleys.
• Design spaces appropriate for local users, to
meet local needs.
• Create opportunities for community
participation and stewardship.
Location
Hollywood, Los Angeles, CA
(between Cahuenga and Cosmo Street, north
of Selma Avenue)
FIGURE N.6
CAFE SEATING IN EACA ALLEY
A. Walker 2012
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FIGURE N.7
EACA ALLEY ENTRANCE
A. Walker 2012

Description
East Cahuenga, or EaCa, Alley was previously
gated, strewn with litter and marred by
graffiti. It was used primarily for garbage
collection—with several large dumpsters in
the alley—but also by drug users associated
with a needle exchange housed in an adjacent
building. A restaurant cleaned up a portion
of the alley and started using the space for
outdoor seating. The Hollywood Property
Owners Alliance then approached other
alley-adjacent property owners about making
the alley public and reclaiming it for more
positive uses. The revitalization effort became
a collaboration between the alliance, the
Community Redevelopment Agency, the office
of Los Angeles City Council President Eric
Garcetti, and alley-adjacent business owners.
The redesign included permeable brick pavers
and other stormwater improvements, as well
as an entrance gate with a sign that was paid
for by one of the property owners. Future
additions may include art installations and
energy-efficient lighting. Adjacent businesses
can utilize up to ten feet of the alley behind
their space, however in order to do so the City
mandates they must serve food.

Insights
EaCa Alley was redeveloped largely with
the initiative and resources of adjacent
property owners in addition to government
resources. While South Los Angeles residential
neighborhoods are an entirely different setting
compared to this Hollywood commercial
district, EaCa Alley still provides a broad
example of the importance of community
involvement and contribution.
Designer/Lead Agent
Lead Partner: Hollywood Property Owners
Alliance
Partners: Community Redevelopment Agency,
Office of LA City Council President Eric
Garcetti, and business owners
Design: City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Engineers
Cost
$800,000
Funding Source
Community Redevelopment Agency
(infrastructure and construction documents),
business owners
Timeline
2007-2012
Maintenance
The Hollywood Business Improvement
District (BID) provides funding for operation
and maintenance of the alley. Hollywood
BID business owners approved an annual
assessment of $11 per linear foot of the alley.
Revenue from this assessment helps pay for
ongoing operation and maintenance costs.
Sources
Gelt 2012, Walker 2012a, Hollywood
Entertainment District 2010.

ALLEY NETWORK PROJECT
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Increase accessibility of open space,
including alleys.
• Add recreation space in neighborhoods
with the most need for it.
• Increase visibility of green alleys.
• Design spaces appropriate for local users,
to meet local needs.
• Create opportunities for community
participation and stewardship.

Insights
Much like the AMP is a collaboration
between City agencies, non-profit
organizations, and high school and
graduate students, the Seattle Alley
Network Project draws upon a widevariety of talents, including public space
experts, community organizers, marketing
professionals, and research students, to
bring about long-term solutions. The
Seattle project has also held a competition

Funding Source
City of Seattle, private foundations, and
local businesses.
Maintenance
Information not provided.
Sources
Nelson 2011, Toole 2011, Alley Network
Project 2010.  

Alleys Amplified

Description
Seattle’s Alley Network Project is an
example of a collaborative effort between
community groups, businesses, neighbors,
researchers, and designers to “boost
healthy activity” in Pioneer Square’s
alleys. In one of these alleys—Nord
Alley—waste collection was changed to
remove dumpsters and have daily pickup instead. Alley neighbors took down
boards covering their windows, and local
businesses bought potted plants and
used yard furniture. To further activate
the space, Seattle’s Alley Art Project
installed a sculpture in the alley and a
local organization began hosting monthly
parties.

Designer/Lead Agent
Lead Partner: International Sustainability
Institute
Partners: The Alliance for Pioneer Square,
Green Futures Research & Design Lab,
Pratt Fine Arts Center, Feet First, Seattle
Parks Foundation
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Location
Seattle, WA
(Nord Alley is located in Pioneer Square)

among architects and landscape architects
to generate ideas for greening alleys.
By hosting block parties and other
community events (such as watching
sporting events or movies), Nord Alley
provides an example of how to increase
community involvement and social activity
within the alley. At the same time Nord
Alley also provides space to grow plants,
perform water filtration, and provide
routes for people on foot and bikes.

FIGURE N.8
BLOCK PARTY HELD IN
SEATTLE’S NORD ALLEY
myurbanist.com 2010

SUNSET TRIANGLE PLAZA
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Add recreational space to the
neighborhoods with the most need for
it.
• Reduce vehicular use and promote
pedestrian and alternative
transportation.
• Reduce urban heat island effect.
• Ensure availability of proper public
amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Location
Los Angeles, CA
(Griffith Park Boulevard and Edgecliffe
Drive)

FIGURE N.9
GRAND OPENING OF SUNSET TRIANGLE

N6
FIGURE N.10
TEMPORARY INFRASTRUCTURE AT THE SUNSET TRIANGLE PLAZA IN LOS ANGELES

Description
Sunset Triangle Plaza is the result of a
permitted temporary (one year) street
closure to create space for a pedestrian
plaza. Potted plants, pavement paint, and
movable tables and chairs have converted
the street into a multi-purpose plaza that
can support unprogrammed activities
as well as formalized events, such as a
farmers market.  
Insights
Sunset Triangle Plaza provides a precedent
for utilizing temporary use permits
through the City of Los Angeles to
temporarily close a street for alternative
public use. With minimal changes to the
infrastructure an automobile-oriented
space can be completely converted
to a space that supports pedestrians
and outdoor recreation. A particular
consideration highlighted by this project
is the Department of Transportation
restricts the use of some paint colors, such

as red or yellow, for decorative paving;
the designer selected bright green as an
alternative hue that is eye-catching and
warns drivers that the street’s use has been
altered.
Size
11,000 square feet
Designer/Lead Agent
Project Leads: City of Los Angeles and
Streets for People
Designer: Rios Clementi Hale Studios
Cost
$25,000 (design services were donated)
Funding Source
Implementation was funded through a
grant.
Timeline
Opened March 2012
Maintenance
Maintenance is handled by the Silver Lake
Improvement Association.
Sources
Meinhold 2012, Walker 2012b.

OUTDOOR LIVING ROOMS, COMMUNITY LIVING ROOMS

Location
Los Angeles, CA
(southwest corner of Vermont &
Manchester; E. Edgeware Road at Betty
Placencia School)
San Francisco Bay Area, CA

Insights
Outdoor living rooms provide an example
to the AMP of how the community can

FIGURE N.11
OUTDOOR LIVING ROOM IN LOS ANGELES
S. Taylor 2010

Size
Variable, as space allows.
Designer/Lead Agent
Landscape Architect: Steve Rasmussen
Cancian
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Description
Steve Rasmussen Cancian, a landscape
architect and University of CaliforniaBerkeley lecturer, developed the idea of
increasing the liveliness of the street by
creating spaces for socializing. These spaces
would be outdoor or community living
rooms, created by placing “unembellished,
inexpensive outdoor furniture” (Jesi 2010)
on inner-city sidewalks. He utilized a
participatory process from the beginning,
allowing the community to survey the
area, pick the location, and help design the
living room. The aim was to explore the
options for physical improvements in lowincome neighborhoods that do not spur
the gentrification process.

come together to provide public space
amenities at a relatively low cost. These
projects capitalize on affordable materials
and existing but underutilized public
spaces – sidewalks – to provide a space
where people can stop and rest or meet
up and socialize, and they do so in a
manner that celebrates and encourages
the character of the neighborhood. By
increasing the liveliness of the street
culture, Rasmussen Cancian aimed to
discourage gentrifying developers who
might want to change the neighborhood
into something else, but the act may also
have the effect of making the area cleaner
and safer. Outdoor living rooms could
be implemented in alleys or on sidewalks
within the green alley networks in order
to increase the use and amenities of public
spaces. The AMP recommends involving
local community members to select
specific sites and amenities for outdoor
living rooms.

Los Angeles Partner: Verde Coalition
Cost
$5,000-$15,000
Sources
Jesi 2010, Gropman 2008, Steinhauer
2008, Alliance for Community Trees 2007.
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Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Identify opportunities for public open
space.
• Add recreation space in neighborhoods
with the most need for it.
• Ensure availability of proper public
amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists.
• Design spaces appropriate for local users,
to meet local needs.
• Create opportunities for community
participation and stewardship.

FIGURE N.12
BEFORE

FIGURE N.13
AFTER
S. Rasmussen Cancian/
designerbuildermagazine.org

TERRY AVENUE NORTH
Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Expand and improve pedestrian and
bicyclist connections among existing
and planned open spaces.
• Reduce conflicts between drivers,
bicyclists, and pedestrians within and
near alleys.
• Reduce vehicular use and promote
pedestrian and alternative
transportation.
• Increase pedestrian and bicyclist
comfort.
• Maximize opportunities for runoff
capture and groundwater recharge in
alley infrastructure.

FIGURE N.14
TERRY AVENUE NORTH BEFORE
Adapted from Seattle Department of Transportation 2010
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FIGURE N.15
TERRY AVENUE NORTH AFTER
Adapted from Seattle Department of Transportation 2010

Location
Seattle, WA
(Between Denny Way and Valley Street)
Description
Terry Avenue North is a street centrally
located in an industrial area of Seattle,
which has been transitioning into a center
for biotech jobs. Planning documents
encourage maintaining Terry Avenue’s
industrial and maritime character, while
also allowing it to serve as a social hub
for the surrounding community. The
resulting design guidelines for the street
are based on the concept of the Dutch
woonerf.
Woonerven (plural of woonerf) were
developed in the Netherlands to reduce
traffic speeds and road accidents in
residential areas. They are streets
designed to give cars, pedestrians, and
cyclists equal use of the road. Woonerven
use planting, play areas, chicanes, and
building locations to break sightlines,

force changes of direction, and bring
average speeds down to about 12 miles
per hour. They are curbless and lack
the directional signage that we are
accustomed to seeing along United
States roadways. This results in all users
proceeding with caution, and paying
attention to conditions.
While the woonerf was the inspiration
behind Terry Avenue North, the
regulation and legal environment of the
United States restricts the inclusion of
some of the Dutch design elements.
In particular, accessibility regulations
require differentiation between vehicleuse areas and vehicle-free areas.
Instead of using a curbless design, Terry
Avenue North design guidelines call for
continuity of paving materials across
the street and adjacent pedestrian areas
with a two inch curb and tactile warning
strip as separation. Like woonerven,
Terry Avenue North will not have traffic
signals.
Insights
Terry Avenue North illuminates some of
the difficulties in implementing European
design concepts in the United States, but
it also sets the precedent that comparable
guidelines can be approved. While
most alleys in South Los Angeles do not
provide enough space to actually force
changes in direction of vehicles, visual
cues and the use of materials may be
utilized to create the woonerf’s effect of
slowing traffic and making the space safer
and more accommodating for a diverse
set of users.

Designer/Lead Agent:
Seattle Department of Transportation
and Seattle Department of Planning and
Development
Consultants: Weinstein Architects +
Urban Designers, Gustafson Guthrie
Nichol, SvR Designs, EnviroIssues

Sources
Baker 2006, City of Seattle 2005, Seattle
Department of Transportation 2005, and
Williams 2012.
FIGURE N.16
WOONERF IN HOLLAND
J. Mann 2007
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Timeline
Design guidelines completed March 2005
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FIGURE N.17
TERRY AVENUE NORTH IN SEATTLE
Seattle Department of Transportation 2012

BOYLE HEIGHTS ALLEY PROJECTS

FIGURE N.18
PAINTED PAVING IN ALLEY
K. Fortin 2013
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FIGURE N.19
PLANTER BOXES IN ALLEY
K. Fortin 2013

Relevant AMP Sub-Objectives
• Increase accessibility of open space,
including alleys.
• Identify opportunities for public open
space.
• Reduce illegal dumping and vandalism
within and near alleys.
• Increase visibility of green alleys.
• Design spaces appropriate for local
users, to meet local needs.
• Create opportunities for community
participation and stewardship.

The community also wanted to see the
alley used as a space for gatherings like
movie nights, potlucks, and events.
Residents raised funds with the assistance
of Union de Vecinos. Later the residents
built and installed design features.

Location
Boyle Heights, Los Angeles, CA
(multiple locations)

Insights
While many green infrastructure design
best practices require a certain level
of invested capital and expertise to
implement, positive changes, which do
not necessarily require large amounts
of money, but do need the involvement
of the local community, can be enacted
in a short timeline and with limited
monetary resources. There are a number
of preliminary measures  residents can
undertake immediately with little more
than a few supplies and dedication of
time and energy can be of benefit to the
local community.

Description
Boyle Heights is a dense neighborhood
in east of Downtown Los Angeles
with few park and public spaces. To
address the need for public space in the
neighborhood, Union de Vecinos, a local
advocacy group with their neighborhood
committee Bienestar, called upon the
community to envision a new reality for
some of the many alleyways in the area.
Community meetings were held where
participants determined a beach theme
for one of the alleys. To represent this,
the paving was painted blue with a tan
edge. Residents also included solar
lighting in the plan as well as planters
on wheels which can be moved around
to temporarily close the alleys to cars
creating a small plaza space. Murals
would make up part of the renovation as
well.

To date, Union de Vecinos has finished 7
alley and public space transformations.
These transformations have engaged
250 volunteers in the process and it is
estimated that the projects benefit over
3,000 residents in the neighborhood.

Designer/Lead Agent
Union de Vecinos, Bienstar Neighborhood
Committee, Community members
Cost
Under $3,2000
Timeline
Project was designed and installed in 6
months time.

Maintenance
Maintenance provided by residents living
adjacent to the alley.
Sources
Fortin 2013, Community Health Councils,
Inc. 2015.
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FIGURE N.20
PLANTER BOXES IN ALLEY
K. Fortin 2013
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FIGURE N.21
MURALS LINE THE ALLEY
K. Fortin 2013

Small things count in intimate alley spaces.
Clay, 1978
N12

Appendix O
LITERATURE REVIEWS
URBAN FORESTS ANALYSIS:
ASSESSMENT OF THE ECOLOGICAL,
ECONOMIC, AND SOCIAL BENEFITS
& COSTS
Linda Huynh

Where there once existed forests
isolated from human influences, there
now exists urban forests embedded in
human influences and their urbanization.
Therefore, taking into consideration
human influences and urbanization,
urban forests have then come to
symbolically represent the given care
and consideration of the earth’s natural
systems and physically represent the
delicate balance between humans,
development, and natural resources.
Background and Purpose
In light of climate change and sustainable
development, the physical representation
of urban forests is currently the focus
of many environmental efforts as urban
forests are becoming more widely
accepted and referred to as “green
infrastructure,” recognized for their
abilities to provide critical, multiple,

Furthermore, with the passing of the
California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006, also known as AB 32, reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in California
to 1990 levels by 20201 is presently one
of the state’s most prominent initiatives
in its efforts to address climate change
(ARB 2011). Therefore, as humans are
increasingly spending most of their time
in urban areas (Streiling & Matzarakis
2003), and as the popularity of urban
forests as an important strategy to
achieving greenhouse gas emissions
reduction rises, cities within the state
are increasingly focused on urban forests
in their efforts to comply with AB 32.
1 In December 2007, based on its 1990-2004
inventory work, the Air Resources Board
approved the statewide 2020 emission limit of 427
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MMTCO2E) of greenhouse gases.

Currently, close to 1,000 communities
in the United States have signed climate
protection agreements that include tree
planting and urban forest maintenance
as forms of combatting global warming
(Nowak et al. 2010).
In the years ahead, it is expected that
cities will maximize the utilization of
urban forests through the [1] facilitation
of campaigns to cultivate more urban
trees (Lowry, Ramsey & Kjelgren 2011
quoted in Brown 2008, McPherson et al.
2008), [2] the creation of urban forest
management programs (Nowak, Noble,
Sisinni & Dwyer 2001), and [3] the
implementation of policies protecting
cities’ urban forests. As the real potential
for local, regional, and global impacts
resulting from urban forests is an
important issue for landscape architects
to understand, this paper also aims to
better understand urban forests’ methods
of measurement and programs of
implementation.
Urban Forestry is now poised
to go global with the overt and
ambitious intent of using trees
and natural to semi-natural habitat
patches for ameliorating the
negative environmental effects of
urbanization, and for contributing to
the monumental, long-term mission
of creating more livable, ecologically
sustainable eco-cities (Carreiro, Song
& Wu 2008, p. 5).
By “viewing human and natural systems
in urban areas not as separate entities,
but as interacting components of an
integrated whole” (Oleyar, Greve,
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Urban forests are particularly wellpositioned to reveal this “line” for the
reason that one of the most significant
changes in land use and land cover
resulting from population growth and
urbanization have been the harmful
effects to the viability of forests that
the fragmentation, or the breaking up,
of large acreages into smaller pieces
have had (Vince, Duryea, Macie &
Hermansen 2004). In other words,

Ecosystems characterized by the
presence of trees and other vegetation
in association with people and their
developments. Although people
influence forests across the landscape,
urban forests are located where human
influences are concentrated (cities,
towns, and villages) (Nowak et al.
2001, p. 38).

and sometimes conflicting functions
within urbanized systems of streets,
buildings, and channelized rivers (Nowak
et al. 2010, Oleyar et al. 2008). In
further study of urban forests as green
infrastructure the following functions
and benefits were recognized: reducing
urban heat islands (McPherson et al.
2011), conserving energy (McPherson
et al. 2011), reducing urban runoff
(Manning 2008), reducing water
pollution (Manning 2008), improving
soils quality (Nowak et al. 2010), and
improving wildlife and biodiversity
(Nowak et al. 2010). This paper aims
to review how urban forests work to
conserve natural ecosystem values and
functions while also providing associated
benefits to human populations).

		Appendices		 O1

Introduction
At first glance, urban forests may
simply be seen as a collection of trees
subsisting within an urban environment.
Broadly speaking, the term urban forest
refers to “all publicly and privately
owned trees within an urban area—
including individual trees along streets
and in backyards, as well as stands of
remnant forest” (Nowak, Stein, Randler,
Greenfield, Comas, Carr & Alig 2010,
p. 3). However, as human populations
continue to grow and have an everincreasing impact on local, regional,
and global environments (Nowak et al.
2001), the reputation of urban forests
have evolved from individual trees
and remnant forest to also include the
symbolic and physical representations of
the line that, once clearly dividing human
and natural systems, now blurs with
continued urbanization.

the continued urbanization of cities is
creating significant changes in land use
and land cover, affecting the structure,
pattern, and function of ecosystems
(McPherson, Simpson, Xiao & Wu 2011)
in such a way that urban forests are now
found within the blur that is the forest
interface, existing with human systems in
urbanized areas as:

Withey & Bjorn 2008, p. 289), an
interdisciplinary approach will now
be taken in this paper to analyze urban
forests in relationship to both human
and natural systems by [1] evaluating
the benefits and costs of urban forests,
[2] considering the methods used for
measuring and predicting impacts, and
[3] providing an overview of forest
management programs, including issues,
strategies, campaigns, and policies, for
implementation.

O2

Benefits
According to a USDA report titled
Sustaining America’s Urban Trees and
Forests, approximately 80% of the U.S.
population “lives in urban areas and
depends on the essential ecological,
economic, and social benefits provided
by urban trees and forests” (Nowak et
al. 2010, p. 2). As cities require energy
and materials to function, often from
the outside and from considerable
distances, it is believed that one aspect
of urban forests is their abilities to bring
greater sustainability to the succession
of urban metabolism, or flow of energy
and materials, by reducing energy
consumption and waste products, such
as air pollutants, through the appropriate
placement of trees in sufficient numbers
(Manning 2008). Urban forests reduce
energy consumption through the shading
and cooling of heat islands and reduce
waste products, such as urban runoff,
through the capturing and storing of
rainfall by their leaves (Manning 2008).
The function of urban forests to bring
greater sustainability to the flow of
energy and materials is just one of the

benefits of urban forests. Following,
through a review of the literature, the
full functions of urban forests will be
shown to be wide ranging, its benefits
relevant to the ecological, economic,
and social well-being of citizens and
communities.
Ecological Benefits
1. Rain capture
One approach to understanding the
potential ecological benefits that
are received from urban forests is to
understand what may be lost during
urbanization. For example, with
urbanization comes the removal of
vegetation so that previously open soil
areas are paved during development
(Manning 2008). In combination with
other impervious surfaces, such as roofs,
by replacing vegetation with pavement,
the amount of water-absorbing surfaces
becomes limited and, when combined
with increased temperatures and
particulate air pollution that lead to
higher rainfall, result in short but intense
rain events (Manning 2008). This is
demonstrated in Los Angeles where the
tree canopy cover is 21% whereas 61%
if the City’s land cover was impervious
(McPherson et al. 2011). As a result of
these intense rain events that cannot be
quickly absorbed, the rainfall that arrives
does not permeate into the ground
where it will be treated, but instead
directly runs off into storm or sewage
water sewers. Furthermore, in instances
where sewage treatment plants become
overwhelmed by the quantity of rainfall,
partially treated or raw sewage must
then be released into rivers and oceans

(Manning 2008).
What has been lost through pavement
are permeable surfaces and although
urban forests cannot remedy these
impermeable surfaces, urban forests
are able to benefit stormwater capture
and combat impervious surfaces by
acting as a surrogate to permeable soils
by intercepting and storing rainfall
through the water-absorbing surfaces
of their leaves, branches, and crowns
(McPherson et al. 2011), slowing the
flow of precipitation reaching the ground
(Nowak et al. 2010), creating soil
conditions through its roots and leaf litter
that promote the infiltration of rainwater
into the soil (City of Los Angeles 2009),
and releasing water into the atmosphere
through evapotranspiration (City of Los
Angeles 2009).
2. Bio-climate
Another approach to understanding the
impacts of urban forests is to consider the
ecological benefits specifically associated
with a mass of trees as opposed to a
single tree. Such a consideration was
made in a study conducted by Streiling
and Matzarkis (2003) in which the effects
of single trees versus small clusters on
the bio-climate of a city were examined.
The study found that, in comparison
to single trees, small clusters of trees
provided greater positive effects on the
thermal and air quality component of
the urban climate (Streiling & Matzarakis
2003). Urban forests work to improve
air quality by “lowering air temperatures,
altering emissions from building energy
use and other sources, and removing air

pollutants through their leaves” (Nowak
et al. 2010, p. 6).
Additionally, the greater effects of small
clusters of trees also applied to both [1]
reductions in stormwater runoff, with
an increased volume of rainfall being
intercepted by trees and stored in tree
crowns (McPherson et al. 2011), and
[2] reductions in heat island intensity,
with clusters reducing greater amounts
of “incoming radiation by shading
paved areas and buildings, reducing
temperatures, and ultraviolet radiations”
(Manning 2008, p. 364). Urban forests
also act to reduce heat island intensity
and increase thermal comfort by
transpiring moisture and reducing wind
speeds (Nowak et al. 2010, p. 6).
3. Other Ecological Benefits
In addition to benefiting stormwater
capture, improving air quality, and
reducing heat island intensity, the
ecological benefits of urban forests also
include:
• Reducing ozone concentrations by
taking up carbon dioxide during
photosynthesis and directly storing
carbon within their tissues, in essence
removing carbon dioxide from
the carbon cycle (Manning 2008,
McPherson et al. 2011);
• Reducing over emissions from power
plants through the mitigation of
carbon emissions from combustion
(Manning 2008). The reduction of
power plants’ emissions is associated
with heat island intensity where urban
forests reduce the incoming shortwave
radiation from the Sun that is stored in

The economic benefits of urban forests
can most strongly be demonstrated by
examining the extensive literature that
pertains to the economic benefits of
landscaping with trees. The economic
benefits received from landscaping with
trees, in yards, in parks, in greenways,
along streets, and in shopping centers,
have been widely researched and
accepted to include increased property
values and commercial benefits; with
one study finding that on average, prices
for goods purchased in landscaped areas
were 11 percent higher than those prices
in areas with no trees (Nowak et al.
2010).
Moving away from the literature
pertaining to landscaping with trees to
literature specifically focused on urban
forests, studies have found that the
economic function of urban forests can
be measured as the change in housing
prices attributed to location on the
gradient, from highest- to lowestdensity of human settlement, (Oleyar,
Greve, Withey & Bjorn 2008) and
that the economic benefits or urban
forests and green spaces in cities have
been demonstrated through increased
property values and perceived consumer
friendliness (McPherson et al. 2011
quoted in Payton et al. 2008, Wolf
2005). Urban forests promote consumer
friendliness in that trees and landscaping
create pedestrian friendly shopping areas,
providing a more enjoyable experience
in business and shopping districts (City
of Los Angeles 2000, City of Los Angeles

2009). McPherson et al. (2011) further
notes that it is the positive aesthetic
impacts of urban trees that work to
economically benefit cities by increasing
the sales prices in properties and are
captured in the differences in sales prices
of properties with and without trees
(McPherson et al. 2011).
The combined literature on landscaping
with trees and urban forests reveal that
urban forests provide economic benefits
through [1] positive aesthetic impacts,
which translate into increased property
values, and [2] increased perceived
consumer friendliness, which translate
into increased commercial benefits.
Social Benefits
Manning (2008) states that urban forests
help to improve one’s physical and
mental state by positively influencing the
well-being of residents through access
to green spaces (Manning 2008), and
Oleyar et al. (2008) states that social
benefits of urban forests are a function of
“residents’ use of parks and forests and
satisfaction with their neighborhoods”
(Oleyar et al. 2008, p. 289). Social
benefits could therefore be understood
as improved health through the usage of
parks and forests and increased wellbeing through increased satisfaction of
neighborhoods.
The above interpretation is supported
with studies that have shown urban
forests to have improved [1] the physical
and mental well-being of residents,
where “trees and other planted areas in
urban environments are aesthetically
pleasing to residents, while also

providing relief from noise and stress”
(Manning 2008, p. 365, McPherson et al.
2011 quoted in Payton et al. 2008, Wolf
2005) and [2] the health among children,
where the presence of tree-lined streets
has been associated with children walking
to school (McPherson et al. 2011 quoted
in Larson et al. 2009) and where playing
in places with trees and vegetation
has been proven to support children’s
development of skills and cognitive
abilities (Westphal 2003 quoted in Taylor
et al. 1998).
Attributes physical health benefits
received from urban forests to tree
shade, which reduces ultraviolet radiation
and its associated health problems, and
views of trees, where hospital patients
with window views of trees have been
shown to recover faster and with fewer
complications than patients without such
views (Nowak et al. 2010); and attributes
mental benefits received from urban
forests to the ability of urban forests to
make environments more aesthetically
and emotionally satisfying places to live,
work, and spend leisure time (Nowak et
al. 2010).
Community Benefits
The social benefits provided by urban
forests to the physical and mental wellbeing of individuals can be translated to
the community level where “trees make
urban communities better places to live”
(Manning 2008 quoted in McPherson
2007). For instance, urban forests have
been shown to provide the community
benefit of reduced crime and social strife
in well-planted neighborhoods, especially
among the demographic groups of
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Lastly, a study by Lohr et al. (2004)
found that, of seven possible reasons to
retain trees in cities, the highest ranked
reason as determined by residents was
the “importance in shading and cooling
downtown areas” (Lohr, Pearson-Mims,
Tarnai & Dillman 2004, p. 29). The fact
that residents’ ranked their top reason
for retaining urban forests to be for
the shading and cooling of downtown
areas suggests that the ecological
benefits received from urban forests
is fundamentally understood, and that
the importance of urban forests to the
sustainability of the environment is
widely supported.

Economic Benefits
1. Property values
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buildings and pavements. Urban forests
achieve reductions in temperature and
ultraviolet radiation by shading paved
areas and buildings. This reduction in
temperature reduces the energy needed
for cooling buildings, which results in
reductions in carbon dioxide emitted
from power plants that provide energy
used for cooling (Manning 2008);
• Improving wildlife and biodiversity by
helping to create and enhance animal
and plant habitats, acting as reservoirs
for endangered species, and serving
as indicators of local environmental
health (Nowak et al. 2010 quoted
in Howenstine 1993, VanDruff et al.
1995); and
• Improving soil quality by remediating
“soils at landfills and other contaminated
sites by absorbing, transforming, and
containing a number of contaminants”
(Nowak et al. 2010, p. 6 quoted in
Westphal & Isebrands 2001).

people with children, the less affluent,
and the elderly (Manning 2008), by
making important contributions to the
economic vitality and character of a city,
neighborhood, or subdivision (Nowak
et al. 2010). By enabling communities
to take pride in their neighborhood
and feel secure in their environment,
communities are encouraged to take
ownership of their space and prevent
crime and social strife to the best of their
abilities.
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Furthermore, studies focused on
residents who participated in tree
plantings and/or urban forestry efforts
have found that the act of expanding
urban forests through tree plantings
worked to provide community benefits
by promoting a stronger sense of
community through the encouragement
of neighborhood interaction and
empowerment of residents to improve
their surroundings (Lohr et al. 2004,
Nowak et al. 2010).
Costs
The major cost to sustaining urban
forests is the existing challenge of
increasing water demands resulting
from population growth (Lowry et
al. 2011). As such, when weighing
the initial water costs involved with
expanding urban forests, it is critical to
understand, especially in the context of
designing and maintaining sustainable
cities, “how a growing urban forest
impacts residential irrigation water
demand” (Lowry et al. 2011, p. 193).
In an attempt to address this issue, a
study conducted by Lowry et al. (2011)
studied the influence of growing urban

forests on residential landscape water
demand. Lowry et al. (2011) found
that, as the abundance of tree/shrub
increases, the amount of turf grass cover
decreases so that over time, the overall
water demand decreases (Lowry et al.
2011). Lowry et al. concludes that, “as
an urban landscape matures over time,
the proportion of vegetated landscape
components shifts from turf grass to
predominantly tree canopy cover, and
this shift in turn influences landscape
irrigation requirements” (Lowry et al.
2011, p. 200). Lowry et al.’s findings are
especially relevant to drought-susceptible
cities such as the City of Los Angeles
where a decline in irrigation water
demand resulting from the maturing of
urban forests would greatly aid in the
protection and preservation of the City’s
water supply.
In Lohr et al.’s (2004) previously
mentioned study of how urban
residents rate and rank benefits and
problems associated with trees in cities,
respondents ranked the fact that trees
can cause allergies as the leading problem
with trees in cities among eight potential
problems (Lohr et al. 2004). Other
costs related to urban forests included,
in order of ranking, blocking store signs,
cracking sidewalks, interfering with
power lines, making it difficult to detect
criminal behavior, and costing the city
too much (Lohr et al. 2004).
Methods for Measuring and Predicting
Impacts
Upon review of the benefits and costs
associated with urban forests, the
methods for measuring and predicting

impacts will now be assessed.
Furthermore, in the interest of
understanding this topic as it relates to a
specific geographic area and in reaction
to AB 32, the City of Los Angeles will be
utilized as the area of study.
In response to climate change and in
realization of Los Angeles as a rapidly
growing region of nearly 4 million
people, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa
passed the Million Trees LA Initiative
in an attempt to address the mounting
challenges of improving air and water
quality, alleviating water shortages,
cooling urban heat islands, and reducing
local flooding through the planting
and stewardship of one million trees
(McPherson et al. 2011). The goal of
the Million Trees LA initiative is to
create an extraordinary environmental
legacy that will serve as a base for other
environmental changes and to transform
Los Angeles to a green, sustainable
city (City of Los Angeles 2006). The
potential impacts of the addition of a
million trees to the City of Los Angeles’s
urban forest can be assessed by, first,
delimiting the spatial extent of Los
Angeles. An example of this initial step
can be found in Oleyar et al.’s (2008)
assessment of the urban forest function
of King County, Washington where
researchers first delineated urban forest
patches across King County by using land
cover classifications derived from a 1999
LANDSAT image (Oleyar et al. 2008).
In order to fully understand the
implications of an additional million
trees to Los Angeles’s urban forest,
the projection of future benefits from

this proposed tree planting project
will require “tree growth data because,
as trees grow larger, the benefits they
produce increases” (McPherson et al.
2011, p 41). According to McPherson
et al. (2011), growth data that predicts
benefits can be obtained through curvefitting models tested for best fit as a
function of age for each species. By
then combining growth data with tree
size, numerical benefit models can then
be used to calculate annual benefits at
5-year intervals for a 40-year period after
planting (McPherson et al. 2011).
Furthermore, to make benefit
calculations realistic, differences in the
mature size, growth rates, and mortality
rates of different tree species need to
be accounted for (McPherson et al.
2011). Mature size and growth rates can
be obtained through the identification
of tree species in combination with
the location of the urban forest, or
more specifically, the location of the
tree plantings. Mortality rates can
also be obtained through tree species
identification, but should also take into
account the broad-range of humancaused and natural challenges faced by
urban forests. These challenges include
insects and diseases, wildfire, natural
catastrophic events, invasive plants,
additional development, air pollution,
and climate change (Nowak et al. 2010).
Benefits of urban forests can be priced
by estimating the costs (McPherson
et al. 2011). For example, in a study
conducted by McPherson et al. (2011),
“stormwater runoff reduction benefits
were priced by estimating costs of

controlling stormwater runoff and
treating sanitary waste” (McPherson et
al. 2011, p. 44).

Forest management programs also
involve design guidelines, strategies,
campaigns, and policies, for
implementation and are comprised of a
variety of activities, including:

The design guidelines of an urban forest
management plan would include the
selection of tree species that enhance
the pedestrian character and convey a
distinctive high quality visual image for
the streets within a particular site. The
design guidelines for Los Angeles would

• i-Tree: a state-of-the-art, peerreviewed software suite from the USDA
Forest Service that provides urban
and community forestry analysis and
benefits assessment tools including
i-Tree Eco (provides a broad picture of
the entire urban forest), i-Tree Streets
(focuses on the benefits provided by
street trees), i-Tree Hydro (simulates

•

•

•

•

• SelecTree and Tree Browser: a
tree selection guide (Urban Forest
Ecosystems Institute 2011);
• Forest Service web sites; and
• State forestry agencies (Nowak et al.
2010).
Conclusion
As urban forests provide multiple
benefits and have been proven to
positively influence ecosystems, it is
recommended that trees should be a
fundamental element in green streets
projects (City of Los Angeles 2009) and
urban forests should be given a significant
role within a city’s infrastructure through
investment, campaigns, community
workshops, and master planning.
Furthermore, under the united support
of local government and the community,
it is important to care and plant urban
trees, especially in inner-city areas and in
clusters (Streiling & Matzarakis 2003).
Having evaluated the benefits and costs
of urban forests, considered the methods
used for measuring and predicting
impacts, and provided an overview of
forest management programs, including
issues, strategies, campaigns, and
policies, for implementation, in order
to maintain the health and functionality
of urban forests, it is strongly
recommended that an investment be
made in tree management and that the
value of trees be established because
“without an estimate of tree value, there
is little to motivate investment in tree
management” (McPherson 2007). In
assessing the value of trees, the monetary
worth based on people’s perception
of trees may be used in the form of a
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Inventorying tree populations, enacting
tree and land use planning ordinances
and policies, developing and
implementing long-term management
and maintenance plans, annual work
plans, and budgets, and promoting
community education and participation
(Nowak et al. 2010, p. 13 quoted in
Dwyer et al. 1992, Elmendorf et al.
2003).

However, despite the widely recognized
benefits of urban forests, forest
management programs have been
difficult to develop and implement
because the diversity of forest cover
types, land uses, population densities,
and land ownerships typically require
complex, long-term urban forest
management plans that are nearly
impossible to enact due to a lack of
funding, volunteer time, and information
on appropriate management (Nowak et
al. 2010). Fortunately, innovative tools
with the potential to effectively manage
urban forests at a lower, more reasonable
cost are available. These tools include:

•

the effects of changes in trees and
impervious cover characteristics within
a watershed on stream flow and water
quality), i-Tree Vue (allows for the
assessment of tree canopy by making
available national land cover data maps),
i-Tree Design (provides a platform
for assessments of individual trees at
the parcel level), and i-Tree Canopy
(offers a way to produce statistically
valid estimates of land cover types using
aerial images) (i-Tree 2011);
IPED: a web-based instructional series
whose goal is to develop, disseminate,
implement, and establish an accepted
protocol for the detection and
monitoring of pests (i-Tree 2011);
Urban Forest Project Reporting
Protocol: provides guidance to account
for and report greenhouse gas emission
reductions associated with a planned
set of tree planting and maintenance
activities to permanently increase
carbon storage in trees (California
Climate Action Registry 2008);
TreeLink: utilizes technology to share
knowledge with homeowners and
landowners, nonprofit organizations,
government land agencies and green
business, and academic institutions in
information resources, networking,
and communication resources, and
e-commerce and marketing resources
(TreeLink 2011);
CITYgreen: provides engineered green
building and urban landscape solutions
and conducts research on urban
sustainability issues(CITYgreen 2011);
Urban Forestry South: provides
resources to support urban forest
management plans (Urban Forestry
South 2011);
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Programs for Implementation
The first step to developing a proper
program for implementation,
also referred to as an urban forest
management plan, is to assess “the
current composition and distribution of
a community’s trees and their associated
ecosystem services” (Nowak et al.
2010, p. 14). This basic information
is combined with community desires
related to forests and ecosystem services
in order to serve as the foundation for a
long-term urban forest vision (Nowak et
al. 2010).

then include trees that are drought-,
smog-, and fire- tolerant (City of Los
Angeles 2000). Design guidelines would
also establish a hierarchy for streets,
listing the major accent trees to be
located at entry locations, intersections,
and activity centers; street trees for
street frontages; and ornamental or
special plantings along street frontages to
emphasize and focus attention on those
areas that are special. Design guidelines
would also work to harmonize street
trees with other landscape elements,
such as street furniture, street lighting,
sidewalks/paving, and signage.

cost-benefits analysis (McPherson 2007).
Constraints and challenges related to the
addition of urban forests, such as possible
adverse impacts to sidewalk, curb and
gutters, and underground utilities (City
of Los Angeles 2009), should be included
in any cost calculations.
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As urban areas are difficult places for
trees to grow due to the lack of water,
space for root growth, and compacted
soils, the choice of tree species in the
urban forest is especially important to
consider (Manning 2008). For example,
the City of Los Angeles’ Bureau of
Street Services’ Street Tree Selection
Guide considers drought tolerance as
an especially important quality for trees
in its list of one hundred fifty species
approved for the public right-of-way
(City of Los Angeles 2009). Therefore, it
is recommended that considerable time
and effort be invested in evaluating and
categorizing suitable trees. However, as
the researching of suitable trees does not
necessarily guarantee its implementation,
it is also recommended that the City
become involved in raising community
awareness and involvement by creating
policies that encourage substituting
turf grass with trees and woody plants
(Lowry et al. 2011).
In review of the innovative tools that
have been and are currently being used
to effectively manage urban forests
at a lower, more reasonable cost are
available, it will be important for urban
forest management plans to include a
technology component that reviews the
technology. Furthermore, as technology
is constantly evolving and advancing,

it will also be important for plans to
understand the nature of technology in
order to provide for its effective use and
maintenance.
Lastly, any and all policies placed upon
the community meant to promote
urban forests’ care, management, and
protection should be in line with the
public’s shared opinions toward trees
(Lohr et al. 2004). Each city is specific
to its own unique character and sense
of place. In order for an urban forest
management plan to best integrate with
the fabric of a community, urban forest
management plans must work within the
context of the public’s hopes, concerns,
beliefs, and attitudes.

CRIME AND PLACE: THE
RELATIONSHIP OF ENVIRONMENTAL
DESIGN AND CRIME
Jana Perser

Urban crime is prevalent not only in our
homes and streets, but also our parks.
Researchers have found that going to
parks provides a psychological experience
that is imperative for relaxation and
happiness, yet “the concern and stigma
of crime is threatening our park and
recreation areas, especially in urban
environments” (McCormick 2006, p.
35). In many instances, parks may be
widely and safely used during the day, but
after sunset become havens for deviant
behavior. Foliage that is attractive may
also provide cover for criminals (Jeffery
1977). In recent years, budget cuts have
caused many communities to turn lights
off in parks at night and consequently
cases of vandalism are increasing (Beard
2010).
Newman (1972) notes that “in the area
of crime prevention, physical design
has been traditionally relegated the
role of mechanical prevention, [such
as stronger locks and higher fences,]
leaving intact the structure of motivation
and attitudes which eventually lead to
the criminal event” (p. 4). Small town
environments that once formulated and
enforced their own moral codes are being
replaced with dense and expansive urban
metropolises in which residents are ever
more interdependent and vulnerable to
deviant behavior (Newman 1972). “The
physical environments we have been
building in our cities for the past twentyfive years actually prevent such amity and
discourage pursuit of collective action,”
Newman warned in his 1972 book,

Defensible Space (pp. 1-2). Physical
neighbors rarely share beliefs or values;
while this leads to a diverse intellectual
atmosphere, it inhibits the ability of
communities to agree on how to maintain
the social framework that creates a safe
environment (Newman 1972). Gardiner
(1978) notes the important connection
between the neighborhood and safety:
First and foremost, it is the
neighborhood that acts as the interface
between home and city and provides
opportunity for human interaction and
cooperation. The neighborhood is the
scale at which communal standards
of behavior are first formed… If
crime cannot be controlled at the
neighborhood, it will eventually
undermine the entire city (in Poyner
1983, p. 15).
Still today, increasing urban crime rates
indicate that we have yet to learn to
manage the new social modes of our
cities (Chang 2011). In a 1992 study,
researchers reported that “fear of criminal
victimization threatens the quality of life
of many Americans [and] almost half of
the U.S. population has reported feeling
unsafe in areas within a mile of their
homes” (in McCormick 2006, p. 35). As
citizens’ fear of their shared environment
increases, they withdraw into their
private homes, lowering surveillance
and thus leading to higher crime rates.
“Fear of crime leads to withdrawal
which further increases the danger of
crime and therefore the fear response
to crime” (Jeffery 1977, p. 194). This
cycle, however, may be reversed through
appropriate planning and design of our
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DEVELOPMENT OF “CRIME
PREVENTION THROUGH
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN” (CPTED)
The Urban Crime Problem
In 1968, President Johnson and the
Congress passed the Safe Streets Act of
1968, in response to rapidly increasing
urban crime rates. This act resulted in
funding that supported Oscar Newman,
then Director of the Institute of Planning
and Housing at New York University, to

While Newman (1972) found crime
to be higher for high-rise housing
project towers, a recent study (Chang
2011) revealed a greater percentage of
burglaries in buildings two stories or less.
The Korean city in this study also had
burglaries occurring frequently in two
lane alleys with high levels of pedestrian
and vehicular traffic (Chang 2011). This
study reveals that the trend in location
of crimes may be changing, or may be
inconsistent across various times and
places, and caution should be used when

using Newman’s (or other) theories to
support contemporary design decisions.
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Introduction
Crime prevention can take many
forms—the presence of a police force,
education and awareness, neighborhood
watch programs, security systems,
etc. However, one of the less obvious
forms of crime prevention is the very
environment in which these activities
take place, through the decisions made
by planners and designers about the form
of the built environment (Jeffery 1977,
Newman 1972). This article is a review
of some of the literature that discusses
the relationship between the design and
management of spaces and the occurrence
of crime. It begins with a background on
the development and principles of Crime
Prevention Through Environmental
Design (CPTED), then discusses the
perception of risk and safety, factors that
may lead to or prevent crime, strategies
for preventing crime, and the evaluation
of the effectiveness of CPTED. Finally, it
considers the relevance of this topic for
alley revitalization projects.

conduct research and produce a book
on the forms of New York’s residential
areas and how they lead to victimization
by criminals (Newman 1972). His
work made great progress in identifying
problems within the built environment
that may contribute to crime (Newman
1972). Buildings and housing projects
that Newman determined were poorly
designed had crime rates up to three
times greater than adjacent projects
that were home to demographically
identical residents at similar densities
(Newman 1972). He identified, in
typical low- to middle-income housing
projects that suffered high crime rates,
characteristics that reinforce criminal
behavior (Newman 1972). Three of
these characteristics are: 1) projects
housing over a thousand families, in
high-rise towers over seven stories tall;
2) superblock sites closed to city traffic,
created by combining four to six separate
city blocks; and 3) positioning buildings
freely, on grounds designed as one
continuous space without differentiation
relating to particular buildings or clusters
(Newman 1972).

physical environments (Jeffery 1977).
Precursors of CPTED
“One of the most logical, least expensive
and most effective security initiatives is
the oldest and the most often ignored—
the built environment” (Lusher in
McCormick 2006, p. 37). However,
sociological research has in the past
taken the position that the environment
is social, not physical. Jeffery argues,
“The fact that men live in a physical
environment has been totally ignored
in sociological writings” (1977, p.
185). Early studies on the relationship
between crime and the environment
(Sutherland, Shaw, and McKay in the
1920s to 1960s in Jeffery 1977) focused
on “individual offenders, not offenses”
and the environment as the “social
normative environment, not the physical
environment” (Jeffery 1977, p. 189-190).
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Jeffery (1977) credits a 1968 paper by
Angel as being one of the forerunners
the development of crime prevention
and environmental design. Angel linked
crime rates to the social and physical
environments, territoriality, accessibility,
and victim behavior; and identified
witnesses, surveillance, and community
awareness as crime deterrents (Jeffery
1977). Similarly, Jane Jacobs noted
that having many eyes on a street will
contribute to its safety (Jeffery 1977,
Jacobs 1961).
This article begins with Oscar Newman’s
book, Defensible Space, published in
1972. Yet it easily could trace the roots
of CPTED further back in history, as
Newman credits Elizabeth Wood, Jane

Jacobs, Robert Sommer, Edward Hall,
Christopher Alexander, Marc Fried,
Walter Fiery, and Lee Rainwater as some
who have preceded him in recognizing the
significance of points he makes (1972).
However, to maintain brevity, Newman
provides a logical and acceptable starting
point. C. Ray Jeffery first wrote Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design
in 1971, but did a total revision of the
work and republished it in 1977. In his
revised edition, Jeffery (1977) discussed
the contributions of Newman to the
theory and principles of CPTED. It was
Newman’s 1972 book that attracted
broad attention to and exploration of
the relationship between crime and
environmental design (Jeffery 1977).
Newman’s Elements of Defensible
Space
Oscar Newman’s “defensible space”
refers to a range of means—“real and
symbolic barriers, strongly defined areas
of influence, and improved opportunities
for surveillance”—by which, when used
together, an environment can be better
controlled by its residents (Newman
1972, p. 3). His model is for residential
environments in particular, and works to
prevent crime by physically expressing “a
social fabric that defends itself ” (Newman
1972, p. 3). Newman suggested
clustering residential units to augment
mutually beneficial associations; clearly
defining paths of movement and areas of
activity for specific users; and “providing
for natural opportunities for visual
surveillance” in order to clearly express
the function of a space and who the users
of it are and should be (Newman 1972,
p. 4). All elements of a defensible space

share the goal of creating “an environment
in which latent territoriality and sense
of community in the inhabitants can be
translated into responsibility for ensuring
a safe, productive, and well-maintained
living space” (Newman 1972, p. 3).
Newman (1972) outlines four elements
of physical environmental design,
regarding residential developments, that
work independently and together to
create secure environments: territoriality,
surveillance, building style and form, and
development location.
Territoriality
Territoriality refers to defining areas
of space to reflect the influence of the
inhabitants (Newman 1972). By dividing
larger shared spaces into zones, residents
may more easily adopt attitudes of
ownership (Newman 1972). Newman
(1972) explains, “for one group to be
able to set the norms of behavior and
the nature of activity possible within a
particular place, it is necessary that it
have clear, unquestionable control over
what can occur there” (p. 2). The design
of buildings and landscapes can make
clear that a particular area is an extension
of a group of residents’ private domains
(Newman 1972). Both resident and
stranger will know that the area is under
the influence of a particular group, which
determines the activity that takes place
in that space and who should and should
not be there (Newman 1972). When the
territoriality of a space is unquestionably
defined, residents will feel confident
and will naturally question the comings
and goings of people through that space
(Newman 1972). Any intruder will

perceive that their presence will be under
question, and therefore may be deterred
from entering the area (Newman 1972,
Jacobs 1961).
Surveillance
The second element pertains to
surveillance—positioning apartment
windows so residents can naturally survey
both exterior and interior public areas,
and also regarding building entrances and
exterior circulation (Newman 1972).
Pedestrian circulation is imperative to the
safety of streets: “the street without the
continued presence of the citizen, will
never be made to function safely for him”
(Newman 1972, p. 14-15). The decision
to “protect” a building by providing a
guard or doorman means the building
will only have one entrance (Newman
1972). By confining all entry and exit to
one location, potentially thousands of feet
of street are essentially removed from
social and visual contact (Newman 1972).
The designer should consider ways in
which to integrate the building and
residents with the greater community—
the development should protect the street
and itself, while the street life should
also protect the development (Newman
1972).
Image
Third is implementing building styles
and forms that will not be stigmatized as
being peculiar, and that do not portray the
inhabitants as being isolated or vulnerable
(Newman 1972). The appearance of the
buildings should be designed to avoid
the stigma usually associated with public
housing (Poyner 1983).

PRINCIPLES OF CPTED
First Generation CPTED
Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design is based on the

work of researchers from the midtwentieth century to the mid-1980s
(Cozens, Saville and Hillier 2005). Lynch
(1960), Jacobs (1961), Angel (1968),
Jeffery (1971, 1977), Newman (1972),
Gardiner (1978), Clarke and Mayhew
(1980), Poyner (1983), and Coleman
(1985) are frequently cited (Cozens,
Saville and Hillier 2005). CPTED builds
upon the ideas (summarized in this
article) that were set forth by Newman in
Defensible Space, with some differences.
The key principles of CPTED include:
territoriality, natural surveillance, natural
access or movement control, image
or maintenance, activity or program
support, and target hardening (Beard
2010; McCormick 2006; Saville and
Hillier 2005; Moffat 1983 in Cozens
2005; Wallis and Ford 1980 in Poyner
1983). Poyner (1983) also mentions
motivational reinforcement.
Territoriality, as in Defensible Spaces, is

used to distinguish between public and
private areas (Beard 2010, McCormick
2006). By reinforcing sense of ownership
in legitimate users of a space, illegitimate
users are discouraged (Beard 2010,
McCormick 2006, Cozens et al. 2005).
Territoriality can be established through
both symbolic barriers, such as signage,
and real barriers, including fences
or other clear delineations between
private, semi-private, and public spaces
(Cozens et al. 2005). CPTED takes
this principle beyond the context of the
residential housing development and
applies it more broadly to parks and
other public spaces. Although research
supports a link between enhanced
territoriality and decreases in crime and
fear of crime, it can be problematic as it is
interpreted differently between cultures,
neighborhoods, and individual groups
(Cozens et al. 2005)

Natural access or movement control is
controlling the behavior of those who
are entering, moving through, or leaving
an area (Beard 2010, Poyner 1983). It
focuses on “reducing opportunities for
crime by denying access to potential
targets and creating a heightened
perception of risk in offenders” (Cozens
et al. 2005, p. 335). Clearly defining
where people should be entering and
exiting is a form of natural access
control (Poyner 1983). Newman’s real
and symbolic barriers (associated with
territoriality) as well as actual security
hardware are ways to limit movement of a
potential offender through a site (Poyner
1983). Other means include limiting
the number of entrances, keyed access
to various zones within a building, street
closure, controlled-access neighborhoods,
and reducing congestion within facilities
(Poyner 1983).
The image or maintenance principle

Alleys Amplified

Natural surveillance refers to designing
and maintaining the environment so
2 Generation CPTED
that people within a space can easily be
1st Generation CPTED
seen by others in the space or passing by
Access/Movement Control
Access/Movement
(McCormick 2006, Cozens et al. 2005).
By increasing surveillance, the risk of
Natural Surveillance
Surveillance
an offender being seen, identified, and
apprehended is also increased (Cozens
Territoriality
Ownership
et al. 2005, Poyner 1983). Therefore,
improving the visibility into and out of
Target Hardening
Physical Protection
critical areas, such as playgrounds and
parking lots, will improve the safety
Image/Maintenace
Management/Maintenance
of these areas. Poyner (1983) suggests
increasing surveillance by improving
Activity/Program Support
Activity
lighting, eliminating blind spots, using
windows or electronic surveillance,
Structure
locating vulnerable areas near busy
areas, and including supervisory
The principles of 1st and 2nd Generation CPTED remain relatively the same (Cozens et al.)(2008) personnel, police or security guards, or a
nd

neighborhood watch. Drawing from Barr
and Pease (1992), Cozens et al. (2005)
note, “However, the existence of natural
surveillance opportunities within the
built environment does not necessarily
mean that surveillance is routinely taking
place, or that any direct action by citizens
(e.g. challenging, reporting or direct
intervention) is guaranteed” (p. 332).
They add, “Indeed, this is one of the
reasons for the development of second
generation CPTED, which now seeks to
engender positive social activities and
diversity to encourage neighbours to take
ownership of space and take advantage of
natural surveillance” (Cozens et al. 2005,
p. 332).
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Context
The fourth element increases safety
by locating residential developments
in urban areas with functions that
are compatible and adjacent to nonthreatening activities (Newman 1972).
Residential projects should face heavily
trafficked streets, institutional areas,
government offices, or other areas
typically considered to be safe (Poyner
1983). Recent research found that
burglaries in a study area were occurring
because the area as a whole was
vulnerable through its spatial structure,
not just the specific spaces or buildings
where the crimes were occurring (Chang
2011). Therefore it is important to not
focus solely on a particular site, but to
consider its surrounding context as well.

considers that an area that appears to
be cared for and kept up will tend to
deter vandalism and other acts of crime
(Beard 2010, Cozens et al. 2005). This
principle relates to the much researched
and developed “Broken Windows” thesis
by Wilson and Kelling (1982). This
research stressed the importance of the
maintenance of the physical environment
as an indication of social cohesion and
informal social control (Wilson and
Kelling 1982).
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Program or activity support involves
“programming different compatible
activities for the same area,” which
has the effect of further improving
natural surveillance and territoriality
(McCormick 2006, p. 39). Design and
signage should encourage the intended
usage of public space (Cozens et al.
2005). Use may also be increased by
making an area more attractive or by
rearranging the existing facilities or
activities (McKay 2004, Poyner 1983).
Specific examples include “creating
activity areas, providing information
kiosks, displays areas, portable theatres
for street activity, clustering commercial
establishments with similar operating
hours, and diversifying land use” (Poyner
1983, p. 10-11).
Target hardening is the most traditional
approach to crime prevention (Cozens
et al. 2005). It involves increasing the
effort a criminal must put forth in order
to commit a crime (Cozens et al. 2005).
There is debate concerning whether
target hardening should be included as a
component of CPTED, as excessive use
of these tactics (fences, gates, burglar

bars, alarms, etc.) can lead to a “fortress
mentality” in which residents withdraw
behind physical barriers, working
against efforts based on territoriality,
surveillance, and image (Cozens et al.
2005, p. 338).
The final principle discussed in this paper
is motivational reinforcement. Although
not as clearly defined, Poyner (1983)
states that motivational reinforcement
“is necessary alongside the physical
changes to enhance the desire of people
to engage in crime prevention activity”
(p. 11). Methods include encouraging
personalized environments (such as
including community-created art),
increased maintenance in public areas,
cooperation with area business owners,
community development programs, and
improved police and community relations
(Poyner 1983).
Second Generation CPTED
Theoretical criticisms and ongoing
refinement of the original ideas of
CPTED have resulted in what is now
known as second generation CPTED
(Cozens et al. 2005). The primary
concern is to reduce opportunities for
crime and improve community safety,
through the sustainable and creative
design of products, spaces, and places
(Cozens, Thorn and Hillier 2008).
Second generation CPTED supplements
physical design interventions with
additional focus on social factors such
as risk assessments, socioeconomic
and demographic profiling, and active
community participation (Cozens et al.
2005). Seven key characteristics of safe
and enduring environments, which build

upon the original principles of CPTED,
are identified in contemporary guidelines
(Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
2004); they are:
(1)Access and movement: Places with
well-defined routes, spaces and entrances
that provide for convenient movement
without compromising security.
(2)Structure: Places that are structured
so that different uses do not promote
conflict.
(3)Surveillance: Places where all publicly
accessible spaces are overlooked.
(4)Ownership: Places that promote a
sense of ownership, respect, territorial
responsibility and community.
(5)Physical protection: Places that
incorporate necessary, well-designed
security features.
(6)Activity: Places where the level of
human activity is appropriate to the
location and creates a reduced risk of
crime and a sense of safety at all times.
(7)Management and maintenance: Places
that are designed with management and
maintenance in mind, to discourage crime
in the present and the future (Cozens et
al. 2008, p. 297).
PERCEPTIONS OF RISK AND SAFETY
In a 2009 study (Mason, Mennis,
Coatsworth, Valente, Lawrence and
Pate), researchers sought to discover
what factors affect youth’s perceptions
of places they regularly occupy as being
either safe or risky. The researchers
argue that the interpretation of the

meaning of a place influences the
behavior of individuals within it. They
hypothesized that places perceived as
risky would have a concentration of
risky features, such as crime, vacant
housing, poverty, and alcohol availability.
Meanwhile, places perceived as safe
would have features such as recreation
centers, churches, and after-school
programs (Mason et al. 2009).
The study participants were aged
13-20, residents of Philadelphia, and
predominantly African-American
(reflective of the general neighborhood
racial composition) (Mason et al. 2009).
The researchers divided the study group
by substance users and non-users (Mason
et al. 2009). Participants were asked
to list their weekly routine locations,
and were asked which of the places is
the most important, which is the safest,
which is the riskiest, and which is their
favorite (Mason et al. 2009). For the
purposes of the study, “safe places” were
defined as “safest place from harm,
danger, or the likelihood of engaging in
risky or dangerous activities”, and “risky
places” were defined as “the place where
you are most likely to engage in risky or
dangerous activities, cause trouble, or
do illegal activities” (Mason et al. 2009,
p. 487). The reasons provided by study
participants for labeling a place as “safe”
or “risky” were categorized into four
headings: “social reasons (based on peers,
families, others), environmental reasons
(based on the setting), psychological
reasons (based on internally focused
responses such as comfort, calmness,
security), and individual activity reasons

opportunity to influence whether or not
youth are likely to commit crimes in a
place.

The study revealed that despite living in
a characteristically unsafe neighborhood,
“home” was perceived as safe much
more often than it was perceived as
risky (Mason et al. 2009). Additionally,
the non-substance-using youth perceive
locations as safe when they closely
resemble their homes in relation to
racial and ethnic compositions, crime,
and poverty (Mason et al. 2009). More
than the environmental setting, “a
location is perceived as safe through
interactions between the social context
of the setting and one’s psychological
response to the context” (Mason et al.
2009, p. 491). On the other hand, risky
locations are perceived as risky as a result
of “interactions between risky people
and risky settings” (Mason et al. 2009, p.
491).

FACTORS THAT MAY LEAD TO OR
PREVENT CRIME
A Focus on Lighting
Proper lighting is one of the first
aspects of the environment that may
come to mind when considering crime
and crime prevention. However,
achieving appropriate lighting is not as
straightforward as might be expected.
Too much lighting can be just as
problematic as not enough. For example,
overusing park lighting after the park has
closed can send the signal that the park is
still open for use (McKay 2004). Thomas
McKay (2004), police officer and Crime
Prevention Through Environmental
Design Specialist in Ontario, Canada,
explains:

A reduction in lighting communicates
to park users that the park is closing;
this lets users know it is time to leave,
and eliminates excuses for any who
stay behind after closure (McKay2004).
Timers and a “high/low” lighting system
can be strategically utilized, and can
also result in savings in maintenance and

Additionally, areas that are well-lit at
night, but isolated, may actually lead to
increased victimization (McKay 2004).
The lights lead the potential victim along
the path, but the glare prevents them
from being able to see into the dark areas
beyond (McKay 2004). The criminal can
wait in the shadows, selecting their target
and watching out for potential witnesses
and interveners (McKay 2004). McKay
(2004) proposes removing lights from
walkways that do not have safe levels of
activity at night. With the lights removed,
people will naturally select other routes,
which are well-lit and more populated
(McKay 2004). Those who do continue
to use the unlit pathway will be more
likely to travel in groups, pairs, or with
dogs (McKay 2004). Criminals will be
less attracted to the route, as it will have
fewer and less desirable potential victims
using it (McKay 2004).
On the other hand, unlit areas – in
particular playgrounds – can become a
magnet for unintended and potentially
destructive or dangerous behavior at
night (McKay 2004). Playgrounds should
be located where they can be observed
by surrounding residents and passersby
(McKay 2004). Ensuring the playground
structure is well-lit will enable witnesses
to see it, and discourage inappropriate
behavior there (McKay 2004). According
to McKay (2004), “the installation of light
adjacent to three problem playgrounds
in the … city of Mississauga, Ontario,
in Canada has completely resolved a
series of problems that were previously
reported” (p. 65).

A study of the change in crime rates after
lighting improvements in two residential
neighborhoods in the United Kingdom
provides evidence that increased street
lighting can result in crime reductions
(Painter and Farrington 2001). In
both neighborhoods, the old lights
(mercury lamps in one neighborhood,
tungsten lamps in the other) were
replaced with brighter high pressure
sodium lights (Painter and Farrington
2001). Additionally, in one of the
neighborhoods, previously unlit detached
footpaths between houses were provided
illumination (Painter and Farrington
2001). In the first neighborhood, the
amount of useful light was doubled; in the
second it was increased by a factor of five
(Painter and Farrington 2001). The study,
which compared crime rates before and
after the lighting improvements, found
that not only did crime rates decrease in
the neighborhoods with improvements,
but there was also a diffusion of benefits
to adjacent areas (Painter and Farrington
2001). Furthermore, a comparison of
costs associated with crime and the costs
of the lighting improvements revealed
that savings from the reduced crime rate
more than paid for the cost of the lighting
project (Painter and Farrington 2001).
While lighting is certainly an element
that affects the level of a place’s safety,
it ultimately takes a variety of factors
working together. “People … tend to
unconditionally equate lighting with
improved safety, and believe that the
presence of lighting alone is enough to
improve safety. …A safe environment
only occurs when lighting and witnesses
are combined. A populated walkway,

Alleys Amplified

As environmental designers, an
important lesson to note from this
study is that the environmental setting
has a greater effect on perception of
a place as being risky, than of it being
safe (40% versus 17%); and social
factors have a significant effect on
perception of both safety and risk (50%
and 59%, respectively) (Mason et al.
2009). As noted previously, “risky”
was defined as a location where the
youth are more likely to cause trouble
or engage in illegal activities (Mason
et al. 2009). As environmental setting
plays a substantial role in determining
whether youth interpret a place as risky
or not, environmental designers have the

Constant light sends the signal that the
park is still open. This is a conditioned
response that results from our daily
experiences where the presence of
light signifies the park is open, and the
dimming or absence of light signifies that
it is closed. …Late night users of the
park use this frame of reference when
deciding whether to enter, exit, or stay in
the park (p. 65).

electricity costs (McKay 2004).
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(based on activities done alone, such as
running, smoking)” (Mason et al. 2009,
p. 487).

over the isolated one, has all the elements
to make it safe” (McKay 2004, p. 63).
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Social Factors
Environmental design takes into account
the social aspects of a place, which are
often not as tangible as the physical
aspects; who the users are, how they
use the space, how their activities
and behaviors interact with the built
environment should all be considered.
Even less tangible though is how people’s
attitudes and behaviors, beyond the
limits of the designed site, may impact
the success of the design. Are there
social conditions that may predict levels
of crime? A study by Brown, Perkins,
and Brown (2004) seeks to answer this
question by examining the incivilities
thesis (incivilities are physical signs of
decay or disorder). Their hypothesis is
“that weaker place attachments, more
observed incivilities, more perceived
incivilities, and weaker social ties …
predict crime” (Brown, Perkins and
Brown 2004, p. 362). The study found
that neighborhood blocks with more
incivilities than other blocks in the
neighborhood posed increased risk of
crime to individual households, regardless
of whether or not the individual property
exhibited incivilities (Brown et al. 2004).
The results of their study suggest that
reducing observable incivilities and
increasing residents’ place attachment
should reduce crime (Brown et al. 2004).
Therefore, neighborhood improvements
should focus on these two objectives
(Brown et al. 2004).
There have also been studies to examine
the relationship between recreation

programs for youth and crime. Jamieson
and Ross (2007) suggest the benefits
of recreation programs for youth may
prevent them from committing crimes;
their results “suggested that participation
in recreation activities can provide an
antidote to antisocial behavior in youth
through the development of social skills,
linkage with positive adult role models,
development of cognitive skills, and
increasing self-confidence and selfesteem” (p. 28). Indeed, a study by
Schinke, Orlandi and Cole (1992, in
Welsh and Hoshi 2002) that examined
the impact of Boys and Girls Clubs in
public housing sites in the United States
found that housing sites that had the
programs available for youth “had fewer
damaged units and less criminal activity
than housing projects without clubs.
There was also an overall reduction in
substance abuse, drug trafficking and
other drug-related criminal activity”
(Welsh and Hoshi 2002, p. 186). In
their review of research concerning
crime and youth recreation programs,
Welsh and Hoshi (2002) conclude that
afterschool recreation opportunities
in the community are likely to prevent
juvenile crime, however the results are
typically restricted to the immediate area
of the recreation center. Ensuring there
are opportunities for youth recreation
programs in a community is, therefore,
another way environmental designers can
combine interventions in the physical
environment with social programs.
STRATEGIES FOR PREVENTING CRIME
The most effective strategies for
preventing crime through environmental
design will combine tactics involving

the physical built environment and the
social environment of the community.
Physical tactics work when they positively
affect the behavior of the space’s users.
For example, crime reduction may be
achieved by distributing or redistributing
activities throughout a park in order
to maintain “a safe critical intensity of
people” through all areas of the park
(McKay 2004, p. 64). Social strategies
are more typically policy or guidelines
that will enable communities to change
their behavior in ways that help reduce
crime. In Western Australia, for example,
policy on designing out crime includes
actions such as:
Ensure the community is consulted
and actively involved with government
agencies and industry on crime
prevention and community safety
initiatives; continue the ‘Eyes on the
Street’ program to train and encourage
local government and targeted
commercial agencies, outdoor workers,
parks and garden officers, rangers
and security officers to record and
report suspicious persons or events…”
(Cozens, Thorn and Hiller 2008, pp.
301-302).
Despite the best physical design
intentions, without community awareness
and involvement crime reduction
measures will not be nearly as effective.
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF CPTED
Analyzing projects that have implemented
CPTED principles and evaluating
the effectiveness of the methods is
instrumental for knowing what CPTED

strategies to employ in the future.
Numerous studies have been conducted
to test for the effects of projects on crime
reduction, and results are mixed.
One of the biggest obstacles to
understanding the success of CPTED
projects is having the resources
to conduct rigorous, meaningful
studies before and after the project’s
implementation (Welsh and Hoshi 2002).
Although stated over two decades ago,
the words of Dennis Rosenbaum (1988)
still ring true: “The primary reason
why we do not know ‘what works’ in
community crime prevention is the
quality of the evaluation research” (p.
381, quoted in Welsh and Hoshi 2002,
p. 191). There continues to exist a real
need for academic research evaluating the
effectiveness of crime prevention projects
(Welsh and Hoshi 2002).
Methods for Evaluations
When resources are available to
conduct these kinds of studies, a clear
understanding of what is being measured
and the most appropriate way to collect
the data is necessary. For example, in
the incivilities study by Brown et al.
(2004), they noted that observed physical
incivilities and reports of residents’
perceptions of incivilities do not provide
the same measurement. They collected
data through both trained observer
reports and resident reports, and found
that observed physical incivilities more
closely relate to police reports of crime
than do the residents’ perceptions (Brown
et al. 2004).
Decisions must also be made concerning

Variations in scale will reveal different
patterns. Most crime studies focus on the
neighborhood scale, and the differences
in crime rates between neighborhoods
(Brown et al. 2004). However, studies

Painter and Farrington (2001) chose
to measure the effectiveness of lighting
improvements through an economic
analysis of crime reduction. Crimes
result in both tangible and intangible costs
to the victims and community (Painter
and Farrington 2001). Tangible costs
include, among others, the cost of the
stolen or damaged property and medical
and police services; an example of an
intangible cost is the cost of the victim’s
pain or suffering (Painter and Farrington
2001). This study considered only
tangible costs (Painter and Farrington
2001). They examined government
estimates of the financial costs of
different types of crimes to calculate the
approximate cost of the crimes occurring
in the study neighborhoods (Painter and
Farrington 2001). They used these crime
cost estimates to determine the savings
from costs not incurred as a result of
the crime reductions after the lighting
improvements (Painter and Farrington
2001). The crime cost savings were then
compared with the financial costs of the
improved lighting project (converted
to a yearly cost) to determine whether

or not there had been a net savings
from the reduction in crime (Painter
and Farrington 2001). In both of the
experimental areas “the financial savings
from reduced crimes in one year more
than outweighed the full capital costs
of the improved lighting” (Painter and
Farrington 2001, p. 3.)
There are numerous other factors to
consider when designing an evaluation
of a crime prevention project. A review
of studies conducted on other similar
projects will provide more specific
information relevant to the project to be
evaluated. Perhaps most importantly,
start planning the evaluation as soon as
possible in order to most effectively be
equipped to evaluate existing, “before”
conditions.
Outcomes
Painter and Farrington’s (2001) “results
showed that the incidence of crimes
(average crimes per 100 households)
decreased by 41% in the experimental
area after the improved lighting,
compared with a decrease of 15% in
the control area” (p. 4). Reductions in
vehicle crimes (49% experimental area,
16% control area) and personal crimes
(41% experimental area, 5% control
area) were the greatest (Painter and
Farrington 2001). Decreases in crime
for all categories in the experimental
area were statistically significant, while
none of the decreases in the control area
were statistically significant (Painter and
Farrington 2001). The conclusion based
on these results is that the improved
street lighting contributed to a substantial
decrease in crime in this study (Painter

and Farrington 2001). Additional lighting
studies in the UK also found decreases
in crime and disorder (Painter 1991a
and 1991b in Cozens et al. 2005), yet
others reported a potential for reducing
the fear of crime without any real effect
on crime rates (Atkins et al. 1991 and
Ramsay 1991 in Cozens et al. 2005). A
recent systematic review of lighting and
crime research by Farrington and Welsh
(2002, in Cozens et al. 2005) found
that improved lighting did reduce crime
rates, and that crime reductions were
also occurring during the day. This study
suggested that “street lighting is likely to
have an effect by increasing community
pride and informal social control rather
than by simply improving surveillance
opportunities” (Cozens et al. 2005, p.
335).
However, when referencing the
effectiveness of crime prevention projects,
we should consider factors that may
cause different outcomes—differences
in conditions before the improvement,
differences in what improvements are
made, cultural differences, alley versus
street dynamics, etc. A similar lighting
improvement project carried out in a
different environmental and cultural
setting may produce different results.
RELEVANCE TO ALLEY
REVITALIZATION PROJECTS
The literature reviewed in this paper
supports the topic of crime prevention
and environmental design, and, more
specifically, 1) how spaces can be
designed and managed to reduce illegal
behaviors, 2) how social development
and community cohesion relate
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Due to the complexity of crime patterns,
it may be beneficial to have a control
area with which to compare the project
area. In Painter and Farrington’s (2001)
research, control areas were selected that
shared as many characteristics with the
study areas as possible (houses built at
about the same time, similar architectural
styles, similar demographics, similar
densities, etc.) Surveys were carried
out in the experimental areas where
lighting was improved and in the control
areas without lighting improvements, to
assess the incidence of crimes 12 months
before the improvements and 12 months
after (Painter and Farrington 2001). A
control area will help determine whether
changes in crime were the result of the
improvements, or if some other factor
may be at work.

that examine blocks also reveal variations
in crime patterns within a neighborhood
(Brown et al. 2004). “Indeed, blocks vary
in cohesion and attachment, depending on
block stability, norms, design, land use,
traffic, and other qualities. Residential
blocks are then an appropriate unit of
analysis for studying crime” (Brown et
al. 2004, p. 361). This level of analysis is
also particularly appropriate in declining
neighborhoods, as decline does not occur
evenly across all blocks simultaneously
(Brown et al. 2004).
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how to collect information on crime.
Brown et al. (2004) differentiate between
initial calls for police service, and final
police reports. Final police reports will
provide a more indicative measure of
actual crime, as they are only made if
police agree there is evidence of a crime
(Brown et al. 2004). Initial calls may
provide more information on resident
perceptions of crime (Brown et al. 2004).
Additionally, the evaluation may focus on
particular types of crime – for instance
vandalism or burglary – or cover a range
of property and personal crimes (Painter
and Farrington 2001).

to opportunities for crime, and 3)
considerations for evaluating CPTED
effectiveness. These three points are
relevant to a wide variety of community
design projects, including alley
revitalizations.
Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design has been studied
and implemented since the 1970s. After
forty years of development, it has much
to offer to alley revitalization projects,
which are currently gaining momentum
in cities across the United States. These
projects range in scope and focus,
from extensive citywide networks to
isolated neighborhood projects, from
infrastructure updates and environmental
“greening” to embedding social functions
in these underutilized spaces.
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The South Los Angeles Green Alley
Master Plan intends to address a range
of issues through analysis and design
guidelines for the alleys within 18 square
miles of South Los Angeles. Some of
the key objectives of this project are
to improve watershed health, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, mitigate the
urban heat island effect, reduce illegal
behaviors and improve safety, enhance
community connections, and increase the
area of public open space for recreation.
Many of the alleys within the study
area have a history of crime – burglary,
assault, dumping, graffiti – and many of
the residents who live alongside them
are afraid to go into the alleys (Seymour,
Bradbury, Wolch, and Reynolds 2008).
An understanding of the relationship
between crime and the physical and social
environment of the alleys is crucial to

the master plan achieving its goals of
reducing crime, improving safety, and
providing space for active recreation.
The resources reviewed in this article
can help contribute to understanding
that relationship, and to developing
appropriate environmental design
solutions. Improving alley lighting,
integrating recreation opportunities
for youth, encouraging increased care
of private property, and fostering
community involvement throughout
the project’s phases may all be feasible
approaches for reducing crime in the alley
networks.
Conclusion
In summary, the relationship between
the built environment and crime is a
complex one. This topic began to take
hold in research during the mid to late
twentieth century, and has continued to
be explored and expanded upon since
that time. To gain an understanding of the
origins of this research, the writings of
Lynch, Jacobs, Angel, Jeffery, Newman,
Gardiner, Clark and Mayhew, Poyner, and
Coleman will provide a solid background
(Cozens et al. 2005). From here, there
are many directions to pursue.
This paper sought to explore both social
and physical elements that relate to
designing against crime. The perceptions
of risk and safety of the users of a space
will affect the way they behave in and use
the space (Mason et al. 2009). For youth,
the physical environment affects whether
or not they perceive a place as risky,
while social factors play a role in their
sense of safety (Mason et al. 2009).

As the background on CPTED
suggested, there are many physical design
aspects that can make a place safer by
discouraging crime. This paper focused
on the role of lighting, noting that too
much lighting can cause problems, just
as not enough lighting can (McKay 2004,
Painter and Farrington 2001). However,
the social environment of a place can
affect crime, toK. Reducing incivilities
in a neighborhood can protect the homes
there from crime (Brown et al. 2004),
and providing recreational opportunities
for youth has also demonstrated a
reduction in neighborhood crime
(Jamieson and Ross 2007, Welsh and
Hoshi 2002). The best crime prevention
strategies will combine physical design
tactics with social involvement (Cozens et
al. 2008, McKay 2004). Unfortunately,
the effectiveness of CPTED strategies
has been difficult to gauge due to the
shortage of rigorous studies (Welsh and
Hoshi 2002). While there are numerous
studies with results supporting the
success of CPTED-related projects,
there are just as many (if not more) that
show no positive effect or inconclusive
evidence (Cozens et al. 2005, Eck
2002). Additionally, many other efforts
have been implemented without any
evaluation. As crime prevention and
environmental design projects become
more prevalent, there will likely be more
studies to determine their effectiveness.
This topic gains relevance with alley
revitalization projects underway in
multiple cities across the United States.
Increased knowledge of the design
strategies that may improve public safety
in these historically crime-ridden places
will increase the potential for the success

of these efforts.

GREENWAYS GREAT AND SMALL
Paul Dillingham

The dream is to spiderweb this entire nation
with so many green threads, principally
along streams and ridges, that every citizen
would be only minutes away from one.
— Noel Grove, “Greenways: those
long, skinny, green parks” (1994)

Although the current motivations behind
the development of greenways remain
largely the same as they were when first
discussed forty years ago, the planning
and design processes have developed
during this time to respond to various
and complex conditions. This paper
aims to look at the history and multiple
conceptions of urban greenways in North
America, as well as some design and
planning principles that have determined
the success of individual projects.

Erickson’s (2006) definition is preferable
because it includes corridors which are
not currently part of a larger network,
but which still serve multiple purposes,
and which connect local landmarks.
Both of these definitions note that these
corridors and networks are planned
developments, but neither clarify that
multiple portions of a network may not
be planned together, and may even be
planned decades apart. The other thing
to add to these definitions is that the
most important cultural resources that
greenways connect are the people who
use them, and that in so doing, these
greenways create a sense of place and
community.

Definition
Ahern’s (1995) above definition clearly
incorporates the common intents of
greenway planners and academics.
The intent of Ahern’s (1995) article in
which he proposed this definition was
to clarify disparate usage. He may have
succeeded partially within academia, but
practitioners are not as careful with their
choice of words. Little’s (1990) multiple
definitions on the first page of his earlier
book Greenways for America (1990) is
evidence of the many ways the term has
been used. Erickson is clearer, if not as
succinct as Ahern (1995):
Greenways are linear open spaces
along natural or human-made features
such as rivers, ridgelines, railroads,
canals, or roads. They are planned,
designed, and managed to connect
and protect ecological, scenic,

Ahern (1995) points to five ideas
which compose his definition. First,
greenways are linear, and thus much of
their planning discusses the potential
movement of people, species, and
ecological resources. Second, greenways
create linkages, which in turn form a
system with unique properties that cities
without linkages lack. Third, greenways
are planned to be multi-functional, which
makes goal-setting, compromise, and
compatibility key aspects of the planning
process. Fourth, greenway development
can be seen as part of the sustainable
development movement, balancing
current community needs with the
presumed needs of future generations,

although Lindsey (2003) claims we
still lack the metrics to demonstrate
how sustainable our comprehensive
and incremental greenway planning
efforts are. Fifth, greenways are but
one strategy to protect and connect key
parts of our landscapes, especially linear
parts, and thus can only complement
comprehensive planning efforts.
The term greenway appears to be
a twentieth century invention, a
combination of greenbelt and parkway
(Little 1990). The first found reference
to a greenway is in William Whyte’s 1959
monograph, Securing Open Space for Urban
America (Whyte 1959, p.23). By 1968,
planners and policy-makers had begun to
understand the entrenched interests of
urban development, how battle lines had
been drawn, and where to concentrate
their efforts:
Linkage is the key. Most of the big
tracts in our metropolitan areas have
already been saved, or they have
already been lost. The most pressing
need now is to weave together a host
of seemingly disparate elements—an
experimental farm, a private golf
course, a local park, the spaces of a
cluster subdivision, the edge of a new
freeway right-of-way. (Whyte 1968a,
p. 162, quoted in Erickson 2004, p.
199)
It should be highlighted why the term
greenway can become a source of
confusion. Hellmund and Smith (2006)
make a useful clarification by comparing
thirty terms related to “greenways
and greenwaylike designations” (2006,
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Looking at the open space corridors
on the Olmsted and Bartholomew plan
today, we would likely refer to them
as greenways. What are greenways?
One definition is “networks of land
containing linear elements that are

recreational, and cultural resources.
A greenway may include trails, or
it may be a conservation corridor
without recreational access ... They
are sometimes referred to by other
names… (Erickson 2006, p.34)
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When the idea was raised a few years
ago that the 388 acres of the West Los
Angeles Medical Center, on federal
Veterans Affairs property, could
potentially be put to better use, the Los
Angeles Times ran an editorial advocating
for its reclamation as park space for a
city with a chronic open space deficit
(Los Angeles Times 2007). The editorial
implied that the need for park space
need not have been so acute, if only
we had read and heeded the OlmstedBartholomew Plan (Olmsted and
Bartholomew 1930) formulated eighty
years ago, before much of the current
Los Angeles metropolitan region was
developed. That plan included dozens of
open space corridors, connecting cities
along rivers, ridges, and parkway routes,
which would have provided open space
access to millions of Angelenos as well as
a sense of connection among neighboring
communities.

planned, designed and managed for
multiple purposes including ecological,
recreational, cultural, aesthetic, or other
purposes compatible with the concept
of sustainable land use” (Ahern 1995, p.
134).
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p.2), almost all of which arise from
the same landscape ecology theories
(Ahern 1995). Instead of reprinting
the comparison table in its entirety,
we can highlight some definitions
which may make helpful distinctions,
definitions which often have slightly
different connotations in each country.
The term open space is ambiguous in
both the public’s mind and within the
professional literature. Authors may
define the term based upon its context,
leading to conflicting definitions when
transported to other contexts (Erickson
2006). Greenspace refers to protected
lands; greenbelts protect natural lands in
order to ring and restrict metropolitan
growth; conversely, green hearts
protect large open spaces surrounded
by development; green fingers purify
stormwater through bioswales (not to be
confused with green veins, networks of
linear elements to protect biodiversity
in agricultural settings). Green links
connect multiple open spaces, whereas
greenstructure connects open space as
part of a process of designating land for
development. The context of the more
common term, green infrastructure, is
usually in counterpoint and reference
to grey infrastructure, implying the
complex system of multiple benefits
which are considered in its planning and
design (green infrastructure has also been
appropriated for multiple purposes, from
porous paving to regional frameworks).
Finally, wildlife corridors serve wildlife
movement, as scenic corridors protect
scenery and trail corridors protect
recreation, and riparian buffers protect
water quality.

Ahern (1995) also compares ten
partially overlapping terms, and their
different usages in Europe and North
America (1995, p.133). A key term in
use in Europe but largely absent from
our vocabulary is ecological networks,
defined as any system which serves an
ecological purpose. Ahern notes that
among many similar terms, the usage
of greenways stands apart for implying
corridors which serve multiple purposes.
Greenways literature
The author found no text to be
exhaustive in its coverage of all aspects
of greenways, including its range of
planning scales reviewed, scope of built
works described, balance of ecological
and human factors discussed, and
lessons for designers and planners.
The three most useful books found
for understanding the concepts and
practicalities of greenway planning in
North America were those by Hellmund
and Smith (2006), Erickson (2006), and
Flink’s and Searns’ (1993).
Hellmund and Smith (2006) are the
principal authors of Designing Greenways:
Sustainable Landscapes for Nature and People.
They also edit chapters on wildlife,
water, and urban greenway planning,
which are bookended with overviews
of related planning concepts and of
design and planning principles. The book
often provides enough detail to act as a
primer for professionals unfamiliar with
ecological factors of greenway design
and planning. But the authors’ suggested
methodology is not comprehensive
enough to convince other planners
(Laurian 2008, Ndubisi 1995), especially

because it lacks sufficient case studies to
back up its recommendations (probably
because the original edition was written
in 1993 and has not been sufficiently
updated).
Erickson’s (2006) book MetroGreen:
Connecting Open Space in North American
Cities, however, has another decade
of hindsight from which to learn.
Interviews, site visits, and her own
spatial analysis inform ten principal case
studies in the United States and Canada.
By organizing her case studies by the
main goals accomplished through their
planning efforts (ecology, recreation,
transportation, community, and green
infrastructure), she juxtaposes and
compares sites which share a goal.
Her thorough research allows her to
simultaneously see the multiple roles
our open spaces play, and to see how
landscape ecology can act as both an
evaluative tool and a form-generating
tool available, as Kara A. Whittaker
(2008) emphasizes.
The book that designers and planners are
mostly likely to use as a reference during
project management is probably still
Flink’s and Searns’ (1993) Greenways: a
Guide to Planning, Design, and Development,
written in 1993. Full of references to
case studies, the authors cover planning
processes, laws, funding sources, and
types of managing agencies.
In 1995, the journal Landscape and
Urban Planning asked Julius Fábos
and Jack Ahern of the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, to compile
a special issue to address the nascent

greenway movement and literature1 .
This issue both reviewed the existing
literature and expanded it greatly.
The three sections covered an
introduction to the greenway movement;
planning aspects; and perception and
implementation. Most authors were from
the United States, but it also included
several European contributors. As could
be expected with so many contributors,
there is some inconsistency in style and
quality, but overall this compilation
provides diverse expertise and opinion,
from several nations, on a wide range
of topics from ecological research to
politics. Many of the articles are still
relevant today.
Nine years later, Fábos (2004) provided
an updated succinct overview of the
academic literature on greenways.
The main conclusion was that despite
an explosion of greenway projects
during this time period, few useful
pieces had significant influence on
greenway development on a national
or international scope. Fábos (2004)
found that one impediment to academic
publication of these case studies was the
literature’s shortcomings of academic
elements, including literature reviews
and descriptions of study methodologies,
while those practical lessons and analyses
which were published with a wide
geographical distribution were placed
in journals too academic to reach those
practitioners who would benefit most
from their publication.
1 The issue has been compiled into book format;
see Fábos, Julius Gy, and Jack Ahern 1996.

Fábos (2004) was writing before
publication of Erickson’s 2006
MetroGreen, Hellmund and Smith’s (2006)
Designing Greenways: Sustainable Landscapes
for Nature and People, or Girling and
Kellett’s (2005) Skinny Streets and Green
Neighborhoods: Design for Environment and
Community, all books full of case studies
and practical advice.

Within the implementation literature,
one theme which Menze (2005) identifies
is debate about the most effective scale
of greenway planning. The landscape
ecology work which has inspired the
greenway movement consistently
analyzes sites at a coarse scale in order
to gain systemic understandings not
available at any other scale (Forman
1995). Yet much of the motivation for
implementation derives from grassroots,
participatory planning efforts which can
often act quicker and more efficiently
than can larger agencies and can form
the antithesis to top-down regional
planning (Erickson 2004a; Menze 2005).
Even when experts weigh in, a cultural
difference of opinion remains. Perhaps
due to her European background, von
Haaren (2004) places priority upon the
quality of the long-term habitat created.
Erickson (2004), however, observes that
local governments in North America
can often make incremental progress
where regional governments can not:
“Although some problems are best served
by large metropolitan governments, most
problems are best scaled at more local
levels” (2004a, p.201)
The final lesson Menze (2005) draws
from the literature may seem obvious
in hindsight, but is often helpful to
highlight: poor public participation
processes result in poor public
participation (2005, p.26).
Girling and Kellettt’s Skinny Streets and
Green Neighborhoods: Design for Environment

and Community (2005) shows what works
at the neighborhood scale. Several
comparisons are made between “grey”
and “green” city infrastructures, at
multiple scales. But the book does not
differentiate the proven effective roles of
citizens and policy-makers in effecting
change. Descriptions of case studies are
grouped together, rather than showing
how practical lessons gleaned from these
histories apply to theoretical concepts.
The case studies fall into a narrow
socioeconomic range, limiting the book’s
applicability.
History
Searns (1995) identifies three
generations of greenways, from pre
1700’s efforts to those of 1995. Early
greenway planning, in Searns’ (1995)
scheme, includes everything up to
1960, when modern planning principles
underwent large shifts. Olmsted’s
Emerald Necklace in Boston would make
a classic example of early greenway
planning. The second generation
covers the period between 1960 and
1985, during which the popularity of
greenways resulted both as a backlash
against rapid post-war expansion and
in support of a nascent movement
encouraging outdoor recreation. During
this era, Wisconsin led by example
with a one percent gas tax to pay for
large planning and preservation efforts
advocated for by landscape architect
Phil Lewis (Grove 1990). Fábos (2004)
also divides our history of greenway
planning into four phases, ending the
first phase with the work of Frederick
Law Olmsted and Charles Eliot, and

the second with that of Olmsted’s sons
and Eliot’s nephew, the early to midtwentieth century. Fábos’ (2004) third
phase matches Searns’(1995) second
phase. Fábos (2004) identifies these
first three phases as the evolution of
greenway planning, whereas the fourth
“phase,” analyzed later in his article, was
formed by the more recent practices of
the 1980’s and 1990’s. In his analysis,
Fábos (2004) points out that the first
three phases of greenway planning were
practiced and implemented mostly
by landscape architects, whereas the
adoption of greenway planning has
expanded to planning disciplines, among
others, and to active grassroots citizens’
groups. Landscape architects should
take heart that good ideas and a wellgrounded design process have given rise
to their inter-disciplinary popularity.
The popularity of planning greenways
in Canada and the United States rose
after the great suburban building booms
of the 1950’s and 1960’s (Little 1990).
This timeline suggests that a majority
of the most popular and beneficial
greenway projects are efforts at
reclaiming access to developed sites.
Compared to planning efforts which
set aside greenway corridors as part of
planned developments, these reclamation
efforts—even when successful—are
exponentially more complex, involving
many factors that substantially increase
costs, require longer planning periods,
involve more stakeholders, and cause
more political conflicts (Erickson 2006,
Menze 2005). Nearly all significant
greenway construction in North America
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Menze (2005) differentiates between
literature on greenway planning,
greenway implementation, and land use
ethics. She then further dissects planning
literature into that of the 1990’s, which
she calls “optimistic” (p.9) and literature
after 2000, which she found to be more
“critically questioning” of the assumption
that greenways can serve multiple
purposes equally well. For example,
Ahern (2004) casts his critical eye upon
habitat planning, reminding us that “few
species’ spatial and habitat requirements
are sufficiently well understood to be
represented and modeled in a spatially
explicit manner in greenway planning”
(Ahern 2004, p.46). Von Haaren and
Reich (2006) note that “objectives of
species conservation often cannot be
optimized when other interests…require

too many compromises” (2004, p.11),
which is perhaps an understatement.
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Among others, Fábos (2004) credits
Little’s (1990) popular press book,
Greenways for America as doing more than
any other publication for popularizing
the citizen-led planning efforts and
multiple benefits of greenways. Little
traveled widely and interviewed dozens
of planners and activists to write this
readable book. But although he includes a
bibliography, he rarely cites any of them,
and few references are refereed works.

today can be considered reclamation
of one sort or another (Erickson 2006,
Girling and Kellett 2005). Thus, this
complicated process becomes more
important than those of planned
developments in our understanding of
greenway planning efforts, and should be
the subject of our attention.
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Even greenway planning that does not
involve reclamation is a more involved
effort today than it would have been fifty
years ago due to the combination of our
current set of land use ethics (Menze
2005), our understanding of landscape
ecology, and our advanced capabilities to
perform comprehensive analysis. Modern
project planning normally involves
multiple broad infrastructure objectives,
such as the provision of flood control,
the protection of wildlife habitat, and the
improvement of ground water quality.
Additionally, planning today encounters
environmental regulations at several
levels of government.
The 1985 President’s Commission
on Americans Outdoors noted that
“greenways…have the potential to be
this country’s most important land-based
effort for conservation and recreation in
the next several decades” (1987, cited in
Erickson 2006 n.p.). Yet little mention
is made in the existing literature of the
federal role in promoting and funding
regional and inter-state greenway
networks. An overview of New York
City’s greenway plans notes instances
in which the federal government has
promoted their use nationwide:
The Intermodal Surface Transportation

and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991
established a federal transportation
policy that promoted non-motorized
modes of transportation such as
walking and cycling. This policy
was re-emphasized in the 1998
Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century (TEA–21) and in the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users (SAFETA–LU) authorized
in August 2005.” (New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation
2011., n.p.)
The federal government has funded,
or partially funded, many greenway
projects, but it is not clear if one federal
department or program is coordinating
federal efforts, or is even aware of how
federal dollars are being used in this
regard. Just as the federal government
has shaped grand visions of an interstate
railroad system, an interstate canal
system, and an interstate highway
system, it has the opportunity to make
a similar impact for the future of the
nation’s ecological systems and public
health (Grove 1990).
The greenway concept’s resurgence since
the mid 1990’s has come simultaneously
from several sources: academia;
grassroots community efforts; and
governments of all levels, from city
councils to the President’s Commission
on Americans Outdoors (1987). Just
as greenways provide benefits of all
scales to multiple user groups, their
implementation can come from parties of
all sizes.

Planning considerations
Half of the world and 82% of Americans
now live in cities and suburbs, according
to the CIA World Factbook, and the
numbers for each are rising (US CIA
2010; US DOT 2011). As more people
live in cities, and as those cities grow in
population and acreage, the design of
greenways become more important for
multiple reasons. The design of cities will
have an increasing effect on our social
health and our surrounding ecological
health; the need and demand for open
space will increase; and the cost and
value of both existing and potential urban
open space will increase.
The gradual adoption of principles of
new urbanism and smart growth show that
the concept of greenway development
will likely have an increasingly receptive
audience in North America, where
compact development has risen
dramatically (Girling and Kellett 2005).
One estimate from 2005 claimed
an annual increase in new urbanist
projects of between 28 and 37 percent
(Steuteville 2004, cited in Girling and
Kellett 2005). One planner claims that
“Portland is winning the war on urban
sprawl at the neighborhood scale, or
at least appears to have won some
important battles, but progress remains
elusive at the regional scale” (Girling and
Kellett 2005, p.137).
Erickson (2006) identifies four types
of context to consider for any potential
project. The political context includes
the multiple involved agencies, and their
levels of government, relative power,

and overlapping responsibilities. It also
might include environmental regulation
and precedents for such a project. The
cultural context involves the age, density,
ethnicity, and diversity of a region. The
natural context includes site topography,
hydrology, vegetation, wildlife, and
regulations. And the economic context
involves land use, zoning, density,
key industries, tax revenue, and
socioeconomic class.
Little (1990) identifies four roles which
one or more agencies must play, be they
public or private agencies: site planning;
corridor acquisition and development;
funding; and operation and maintenance.
Note that such roles may be played all by
one entity, or with separate entities—or
multiple entities—in charge of each role.
Also note that these are not necessarily
chronological phases, and that they
can represent activities which happen
simultaneously.
Much of the debate in the literature
contrasts local governments and regional
governments in their abilities and success
at greenways planning, development and
operation. As mentioned earlier, Europe
may have seen more implementation
success from a top-down planning
approach than North America has (von
Haaren and Reich 2006; Erickson
2006). But there are also precedents
(Little 1990) for two other types of
agencies managing greenway creation:
non-profit organizations; and publicprivate partnerships formed specifically
to manage greenway projects, especially
foundations.

Although the acreage of any given project
may not be very large, linear projects
can traverse many land use zones and
socioeconomic neighborhoods. While this
diversity ultimately may create a corridor
which serves many types of user groups,
this diversity can also complicate the

Four of the most common ecological
aspects of greenways are their potential
benefits on air pollution, water quality,
flood control, and wildlife. While the
collective knowledge and experience of
planners regarding habitat creation is still
not very well developed, we are starting
to understand key considerations, such
as the minimum acreage of habitat
necessary for survival of each species,
and the threat of genetic isolation
to wildlife diversity and population
strength. Wildlife benefit from both
having a large sanctuary acreage,
and from having landscape linkages
(Forman 1995). It is often impossible
to place a relative value on the potential
importance of each landscape to an
individual species. Corridor creation
has come to be seen as a potentially
less expensive boon to local wildlife
populations, and an accomplishment that
can be achieved in developed areas within
less than a generation (Grove 1990).
Design Considerations
Due to the urban nature of most projects
today, key factors in the identification
of potential sites are the availability of
land, the location of existing and planned
parks and open spaces, and the density
of residential neighborhoods (Mertes
and Hall 1995). Corridors along natural
features are much more preferable not
only for ecosystematic benefits, but also

for recreational purposes (Hellmund
and Smith 2006, Ahern 1995, Mertes
and Hall 1995). Planners identify
opportunities for developing greenways
along natural features by examining the
waterways, ridges, ravines, and valleys
of a region. When these sites are not
feasible, planners may look to develop
along man-made corridors, such as
canals, railroad rights-of-way, pipeline
rights-of-way, power line rights-ofway, and parkways (Mertes and Hall
1995, Little 1990). Another common
scenario is to integrate greenways into
the planning of subdivisions and the
redevelopment of former industrial sites.
Familiarity with the site from groundtruthing experience is just as important
for regional planning as it is for site-scale
design (Little 1990, p. 180). Experience
on site can aid greenway designers and
planners to have an updated, granular,
and vivid understanding of issues
including but not limited to sightlines,
noise, air quality, drainage, invasive
vegetation, maintenance, micro-climate,
scale, and population density.
In identifying the types of users who
are advocating for open space, the
designer should also consider potential
user groups that might be created or
organized by any new space. Key users
of greenways include walkers, dogwalkers, joggers, cyclists, skaters, skiers,
equestrians, swimmers, canoe/kayak,
picnickers (Mertes and Hall 1995).
At the planning scale, the function of
a greenway may be as straightforward
as to link components of multiple
parks into one park system. For a

designer, the implied program of such
a function usually means recreation,
and the permitting of uninterrupted
safe pedestrian movement between
neighborhoods. This is to be done while
integrating with the natural context as
much as possible.
Adjacent homeowners of newly
developed greenways have not noticed
a noticeable increase in crime (Grove
1990). Conversely, anecdotal evidence
from park managers suggests that crime
and nuisances tend to be related to areas
with vehicular access (Grove 1990).
Conclusion
Successful greenway planning efforts
allow greenways to connect not only
non-linear open spaces, but also locally
significant sites of ecological or cultural
value. Linear open spaces of all scales
have been considered greenways, from
a daylighted urban creek that connects
neighborhoods to interstate trails
along former railroad right-of-ways.
Recreational and ecological values are
both increased exponentially when they
are planned and built as part of a regional
system or network (Hellmund and Smith
2006, Erickson 2006).
While a particular greenway may seem
to be a logical and natural part of its
surrounding context, their creation is
never by accident, and often results
only from the continued dedication
and collaboration of citizens, policymakers, and several regional agencies.
Potential recreational value has made the
concept popular with citizens’ groups
since the early 1970’s. The planning field
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Little (1990) claims that evidence
suggest semi-independent public agencies
and foundations may not have the
conflicts of interest that public works,
transportation, or parks departments
might have in balancing the multiple
objectives of greenways, objectives
including access, recreation, safety, water
quality, and habitat creation (p.181).
Foundations may have full authority
over a given project, unlike private
entities, and full jurisdiction, unlike
local governments. If set up carefully,
a foundation can also ride out political
eras unharmed by changes in leadership
(Little 1990).

political aspect of the planning process.
Due to their linear nature, greenways
with public access usually must dedicate
a greater percentage of their acreage
to human use areas than do non-linear
ecological areas (Mertes and Hall 1995).
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Discussions of the relative merits,
advantages, and potential success of
agencies should focus on which agency
or type of agency might be the most
appropriate for each role (Little 1990).
For example, at a regional scale, private
groups can not handle ownership and
project management, though they can
participate in planning, fund-raising,
and maintenance. Private entities face
fewer regulations in matters such as
acquiring parcels and drafting legal
agreements with landowners, and
thus are able to operate on shorter
timelines. Management structures of
private entities may also allow for rapid,
unilateral decision-making (Little 1990).

has supported the effort due to their
recreational and ecological values as well
as for their non-vehicular connectivity
and the sense of social and political
connection they provide to citizens,
particularly the young and elderly and
others without vehicular access.
Due to the nascent state of greenway
planning as a practice and academic
discipline, planners and designers today
must consult the rapidly expanding
academic literature while simultaneously
making efforts to gain access to firsthand knowledge of related projects, be
they local or international. As we develop
our understandings both of complex
regional ecologies and of effective shortterm and long-term implementation
practices, we can learn from both local
and international examples of how to set
and balance goals, when to attempt to
balance those goals, and how to balance
top-down and bottom-up efforts.
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CAPILLARY ACTION: HUMAN
RECREATION IN URBAN-RESIDENTIAL
ALLEYS
Meagan Yellott

Corbin (2003) illustrates several
reasons why emptiness or vacancy in
the urban landscape is compelling. First,
the ordinary and familiarity of these
abandoned places renders them, to an

extent, invisible (Corbin 2003). That
is to say that empty places occur with
great regularity in the urban landscape
and residents encounter them with
such frequency that they are overlooked
(Corbin 2003). However, this dynamic
also engenders a kind of revelatory nature
to these spaces as they may contain
clues to cultural tendencies or habits
we engage in when, or where, we think
no one is looking. Also, in light of our
current discourse on infill and sustainable
development, vacancy is coming to be
viewed in contemporary planning and
design as a potential resource and that
abandoned or unused spaces raise issues
of perception, use and design (Corbin
2003).
Public Health
In terms of public health indicators,
research is focused on sedentary
lifestyles and physical activity levels
which contribute to rates of obesity,
diabetes and heart disease (King,
Sallis, Frank, Saelens, Cain, Conway,
Chapman, Ahn & Kerr 2011; De Jesus,
Puleo, Shelton & Emmons 2010; Hillier
2008). Additionally, park poverty and
income poverty are frequently listed
as demographic influences on health
(Dahman, Wolch, Joassart-Marcelli,
Reynolds & Jarrett 2010). Indeed, the
multitude of factors that influence public
health and physical activity in the urban
landscape is still expanding and further
discussion of these intricacies will follow.
“Ultimately, we must view the geography
of outdoor recreation in an urban area as
being a reflection of the local resource
base” (Williams 1995, p.25). Recreation

Alleys Amplified

Urban-residential alleys are typically
found in older neighborhoods in
American cities and were designed as
service routes for home and municipal
maintenance (Martin 2002). Now, though
many have fallen into disrepair since their
original development, urban alleys are
“being reconceptualized as sites with the
potential to support alternative modes
of transportation, increase physical
activity levels, facilitate neighborhood
social life, manage urban runoff, and
recharge groundwater” (Seymour, Wolch,
Reynolds & Bradbury 2010, p.380). The

BACKGROUND
Urban Context
Built Environment
If cities are human-dominated ecosystems
then human behaviors, activities and
impacts are natural processes within the
system. We have come to understand
that a city’s resilience depends on its
ability to maintain both human and
ecosystem functions (Alberti Et al 2003).
Los Angeles has approximately 6,500
miles of paved streets, 10,000 miles of
sidewalk, 900 linear miles of alleys, and
34,000 catch basins (Bureau of Sanitation
2009). This infrastructure is riddled with
complexities of distribution with farreaching implications and influences. The
relationships between infrastructure and
both environmental and public health are
continuously under investigation.

To understand the ecosystematic
role of small urban spaces like alleys,
the concepts of function, waste and
emptiness are especially informative.
Martin (1996) explains “the literal and
figurative foundation, the sine qua non
of the alley is its service access function”
(Martin 1996, p. 138). Alley function
is intrinsically related to waste. Engler
(1997) identifies eight distinct periods of
American history that frame the kitchen
and bathroom as main sites of waste
production with the yard, street and
alley serving as storage, processing and
transaction places for this waste. As early
as the 1700s, alley function for residents
of American cities has been related to
household maintenance, “waste is put
at the boundary, the marginal space, for
further removal or transaction” (Engler
1997, p.61). However, many alleys in Los
Angeles today are poorly drained, poorly
lit, overgrown, and covered in degraded
and uneven paving which renders their
functionality mute and even makes them
a target for illegal dumping (Seymour,
Wolch, Reynolds & Bradbury 2010). As
a result, many have been abandoned and
vacated, no longer perceived as useable
places. They are often fenced off to useful
destinations and exist as backwater
zones used by potential trespassers or
‘strangers’, rather than by residents
seeking active transportation and
recreation.
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INTRODUCTION
The Los Angeles landscape suffers from
park poverty and access to open spaces,
leaving small urban spaces as increasingly
important resources for urban
communities. Pocket parks, parklets,
green streets and alleys are incorporated
in city planning efforts focused on
improving green infrastructures and open
space distribution. As our understanding
of the urban environment continues
to expand within an ecosystematic
framework, we also expand our
understanding of the complex interactions
between urban systems, environmental
health and human well-being (Akers,
Muhammad, Corbie-Smith 2011; Wolch
2011; Dahmann, Wolch, JoassartMarcelli, Reynolds & Jarrett 2010;
Alberti, Marzluff, Schulenberger, Bradley,
Ryan & Zumbrunnen 2003).

City of Los Angeles boasts more than
12,000 alley segments that add up to over
900 linear miles (Bureau of Sanitation
2009). The following essay is a review of
existing literature that explores how these
“dorsal landscapes” (Martin 1996) may be
designed to provide multiple benefits for
the community and environment. The
discussion begins with background on the
existing conditions as well as perceptions
of the built environment and public
health in the urban context, followed by
an inventory of current knowledge on
recreational activities and influences. The
essay concludes with an examination of
opportunities for infrastructure changes
that support multiple benefits, from
urban runoff mitigation to safe recreation
opportunities, as well as discussion of the
obstacles to this rehabilitation.

opportunities should be kept in mutual
conversation with form and function
(like runoff and stormwater capture) if
we are to continue working towards an
ecosystematic understanding of the urban
condition.
INVENTORY
Research shows that alleys and other
small urban spaces must be analyzed for
both physical and social characteristics.
Physically, these spaces must maintain or
improve utility and function for municipal
purposes as well as improve conditions for
recreational or leisure use. Socially, these
places must support and serve the needs
of the community with sensitivity towards
the specific demographic contours of the
residents both now and in the future.
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Physical Activity
Van Loon & Frank (2011) characterize
physical activity behavior and draw
distinctions between routine activity
and active transportation, like walking
to school each day or playing organized
sports, and independent or unstructured
play that occurs spontaneously throughout
the day in different settings. These types
of activity are further characterized by
volume, intensity and duration and there
are marked benefits to both. Additionally,
social recreation can take place in the
urban setting and brings multiple benefits
to public health and neighborhood safety.
Reputation or previous experience,
gender, age, race/ethnicity, sexual
orientation, physical or mental
disabilities, and socioeconomic status all
contribute and shape user experience
and perception of the urban outdoors

(Loukaitou-Sideris 2006). These variables,
along with urban form, affect user’s
feelings of fear and safety. Different
sources of fear result in different safety
concerns, which, in turn, impact outdoor
activities differently. Loukaitou-Sideris
(2006) makes a distinction between the
perceived risks of human and non-human
or environmental factors. For example,
the presence of strangers may lead to a
perceived fear of crime or violence while
poorly maintained or damaged sidewalks
may solicit a fear of injury from tripping
or falling (Loukaitou-Sideris 2006).
Sociopsychological, sociodemographic
and environmental factors further qualify
and describe these perceived risks and
fears of the urban environment.

et al 2011).

Routine Activities
A study designed to observe the
relationships between income levels,
walkability of neighborhoods and physical
activity levels and body mass index
(BMI) in older adults was conducted in
Seattle-King County, WA and BaltimoreWashington, DC neighborhoods (King,
Sallis, Frank, Saelens, Cain, Conway,
Chapman, Ahn, & Kerr 2011). A survey
measured reported physical activity,
accelerometer measured physical activity,
body mass index (BMI), and demographic
covariates1. The focus of the walkability
index used in this study was destination
based and concentrated on utilitarian trips
versus recreational or leisure trips (King

Wesely & Gaarder (2004) specifically
detail women’s experiences and reactions
to the urban outdoors. Traditionally
discouraged from participating in sport
in the public realm, women typically
encounter many contradictions as
they engage in outdoor recreational
activities (Wesely & Gaarder 2004).
Their study utilized a survey that
combined both single-item measures
and open-ended questions in addition to
in-depth interviews with female users
of South Mountain Park in Phoenix,
AZ. The survey was designed to capture
descriptions of women’s recreational
experiences and strategies they use
to cope with feelings of vulnerability
and fear while the interviews allowed
for more detail about the ongoing
negotiations women face about their
behavioral choices in the outdoor
environment (Wesely & Gaarder 2004).

1Here, demographic covariates include: age,

gender, educational attainment, race/ethnicity,
number of motor vehicles/adults in household,
marital status, number of people in household,
and years at current address.

Residents in walkable neighborhoods
reported more walking to nearby
destinations than residents in less
walkable neighborhoods. This finding
remained true regardless of neighborhood
income levels and suggests that improved
pedestrian infrastructure can benefit
residents across the income spectrum.
Increased activity is linked to lower BMI
which has significant health implications
for older adults. Walkable neighborhoods
that support active transport to varied
destinations, particularly healthful food
outlets, are demonstrated to have a
positive effect on BMI in older adults
(King et al 2011).

The findings were somewhat discouraging
as the authors concluded that it is
impossible to completely eliminate the
threat of violence in the urban outdoors
(Wesely & Gaarder 2004). Additionally,
they discovered that women tend to
self-police which further limits their
opportunities for recreation. However,
respondents noted that emergency phones
or call boxes, better lighting, clearly
marked trails, and regular patrols would
improve their feelings of safety (Wesely &
Gaarder 2004). These design suggestions
may also apply to small urban spaces. On
the social level, the study showed that
organized women’s groups for running,
walking, and biking may help to foster
a sense of legitimacy, camaraderie and
ownership for women that may increase
frequency, diversity and safety of users
(Wesely & Gaarder 2004).
Using an established typology2 for
2 The authors suggest, based on Madriz (1997),

that women tend to follow gendered rules of
behavior as they may be held socially responsible
for their own victimization for not knowing better
(Wesely & Gaarder 2004, p.657).
Andrews & Gatersleben borrow and build from
Fisher & Nasar’s typology in which prospect is
understood to be visual and physical access (or
escape) within a space while refuge is understood
as the sheltered or hidden areas.
Perceived danger is described as “a cognitive
appraisal danger,” (Andrews & Gatersleben 2010
p.474) which is distinctly different to fear or “an
emotional reaction towards a stimulus or event”
(Andrews & Gatersleben 2010 p.474). This
distinction is important because perceived danger
does not always engender fear. For example, the
perceived danger involved with the physical and
psychological challenge of cliff diving may also

result in an emotional reaction of excitement,
accomplishment and ultimately self-satisfaction or
self-esteem.

In a specific exploration of low-income
areas in Los Angeles, Seymour, Wolch,
Reynolds & Bradbury (2010) studied
residents’ perceptions of residential urban
alleys in terms of danger and desires
for future greening efforts. The sample
population for this 2007 study consisted
of five focus groups containing both
men and women located in Hollywood,
Pacoima, South Los Angeles, Sun Valley,
and Wilmington. The critical issues
considered in determining focus group
locations included high concentrations of
alleys, park poverty, flooding problems,
safety concerns and trouble with trash
pollution (Seymour et al, 2010). Each
discussion was translated and/or
transcribed and a brief survey was given
at the conclusion of each focus group. The
data was then coded and analyzed several
times to determine relevant and specific
recurring themes (Seymour et al, 2010).
Overwhelmingly, fear of danger or
perceived danger was found to have a
large impact on attitudes and reported
behaviors in each neighborhood (Seymour
et al, 2010). Residents related they would
actively avoid alleys, especially when

alone or at night, and forbid their children
from playing in the alleys (Seymour et al
2010, p.385). Participants also expressed
a fear of violence or retaliation that
prevented them from reporting suspicious
or criminal activities (Seymour et al 2010,
p.386). Despite these apprehensions,
residents described taking action in other
ways like calling the Fire Department or
Bureau of Sanitation and even organizing
their own neighborhood efforts to address
trash and graffiti (Seymour et al 2010,
p.386) which demonstrates an established
and practiced willingness to participate in
physical maintenance of the alleys.
Active transportation or routine activity
can increase the frequency of active
behavior for the individual, which can
have health benefits that extend into the
community (van Loon & Frank 2011).
But, citing a 2003 study by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
Loukaitou-Sideris (2006) suggests that
major changes in modes of transportation
will not happen by encouraging walking
and bicycling within the neighborhood
scale. Circulation networks for non-auto
users must also connect with popular
destinations within the larger city.
Applying those findings to the current
discussion, if alleys are to be repurposed
and repopulated by pedestrians and other
users, they should be conjoined in ways
that lead to destinations that neighbors
want to visit. Users should be able to
access schools, churches, shops or other
everyday destinations freely from these
pathways without gates or fences blocking
them, otherwise alleys are not likely to be
alternatives to auto transportation.

Coordinated Or Social Recreation
De Jesus, Puleo, Shelton, & Emmons
(2010) have examined the relationships
between perceived neighborhood safety,
social networks, social support, and
social cohesion in Boston, MA. Their
study sought to investigate associated
health impacts associated with the
social environment. The intervieweradministered survey was offered in either
English or Spanish with a twenty-five
dollar compensation for participating (De
Jesus et al 2010) with a sample population
in 12 public housing communities in
low-income Boston. Social networks were
measured in terms of: marital status,
sociability, church group membership,
and membership in other community
organizations (Berkman and Syme, 1979
in De Jesus et al. 2010). Social support
was measured in terms of emotional,
instrumental and financial support
behaviors (Barrera et al. 1981 in De Jesus
et al. 2010). Social cohesion was measured
by perceptions of trust and shared values
within the neighborhood (Sampson et
al. 1997 in De Jesus et al. 2010). To
measure “perceived neighborhood safety,”
participants were asked to describe,
for both daytime and night-time, how
safe they feel walking alone in their
neighborhood (De Jesus et al. 2010,
p.1009).
Residents reporting higher levels of social
cohesion were found to have elevated
levels in perceived neighborhood safety
which has potential positive implications
for health and well-being (De Jesus et al.
2010). Additionally, men who described
smaller social networks were more likely

Alleys Amplified

Significant differences were found
between the three levels of prospectrefuge conditions in relation to both
perceived danger and fear (Andrews &
Gatersleben 2010). As prospect increased
and refuge decreased, levels of preference
increased while perceived danger and fear
decreased. However, levels of perceived
social danger did not differ significantly
between the three levels.

This study made important distinctions
between types of perceived danger and
fear that can inform strategies to improve
recreation opportunities. Additionally,
although this study was focused on the
wild park setting, the findings can be used
to influence the design of urban spaces
in ways that elevate feelings of safety. For
example, well-lit, clear view corridors
provide users with sightlines toward
future escape in the event that they feel
threatened or vulnerable.

		Appendices		 O23

levels of prospect and refuge, Andrews
and Gatersleben (2010) simulated
three different walks with either low,
medium, or high levels of prospectrefuge (Andrews & Gatersleben 2010).
The study was designed to measure
perceived danger and fear in a wilderness
landscape. The sample population
consisted of students and alumni of a
British University solicited through a
broadcast email containing a link to the
survey on the school’s social networking
intranet website. Each respondent
was randomly assigned to one of the
three simulated walks communicated
online through a series of photographs
accompanied by a questionnaire (Andrews
& Gatersleben 2010). Perceived
danger was measured by response to
three queries: likelihood of coming to
harm, severity of perceived threat, and
anticipated level of control over perceived
dangers (Andrews & Gatersleben 2010).
Specificity was further delineated in
terms of social danger, physical danger,
lost danger, fear, and preference (Andrews
& Gatersleben 2010).

to feel safe than those with larger social
networks, which the authors contribute
to a potential connection between larger
social networks and negative influences or
interpersonal interactions (De Jesus et al.
2010, p. 1011). Women with lower levels
of income, education, and employment
showed the lowest levels of perceived
safety and the authors suggest that future
public policy and health initiatives “need
to first address female residents who are
less well-educated, not born in the US,
and whose first language is not English”
(De Jesus et al. 2010, p.1011).
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This study suggests that efforts to
understand, address and improve social
cohesion in low-income neighborhoods
will aid in elevating levels of perceived
safety among residents and therefore
create a more neutral environment for
outdoor recreation. It is also informative
in terms of the potential efficacy of
implementing different outreach and
policy strategies for different genders
and that a larger social network does not
always contribute positively to social
cohesion.
Adding to the dialogue on social
dynamics, Martin (1996) discusses
different typologies of residential alleys
and illustrates the need for balance
between three “aspects of alleyness”
through a comparison of three case
studies of residential alley types in
the United States: Ladd’s Addition in
Portland, OR; Cameo Place in Laguna
West, CA; and Victorian Harbor in
Suisun City, CA. Though today alleys
serve mostly as visual relief from a
neighborhood’s unsightly activities

(Martin 1996, p.140), Martin argues
that alley character is related to the
“degree of enclosure” and that a “true
alley will include… utility, hiddenness,
and revealingness” (Martin 1996,
p.138). He further suggests that visual
connections between yards and alleys
improve the balance in “alleyness” and
create opportunities for community
members to act as both spectators and
participants which enriches the alley as
both a social space and an open-space
in the neighborhood (Martin 1996, p.
143). Martin’s description of recreation
types observed at Ladd’s Addition offers
a glimpse at a residential alley network
that supports and serves the needs of
the community. Neighborhood adults
engage in chatting, strolling and walking;
teens play basketball and skateboard and
children bicycle and engage in other
unstructured forms of play.
Owens (2002) describes the relationship
between adolescent development and
the built environment. She explains
that teenagers and adolescents need
public places to interact with their
peers, recreational opportunities, escape
and solitude (Owens 2002). Although
adolescents are legitimate users of the
public landscape, policy and design
measures are often aimed at limiting or
prohibiting teenagers from gathering
in public spaces. For example, curfews
are often used as a restrictive policy to
control teen access to public spaces in
favor of protecting private interests.
However, these measures are strongly
opposed by the American Civil Liberties
Union as a violation of individual rights

(Owens 2002).
Unstructured Activity And Children’s
Play
Independent play allows children to
experiment, discover and interact
with their environment on their own
terms, which supports development
and individual confidence (van Loon &
Frank 2011). Moore (1989) discusses
children’s needs, provides a summary
and description of the state of public
playgrounds in the United States in
1989 and outlines directions for future
policies that will improve and support
playgrounds as viable places for child
development (Moore 1989). He offers
a description of Beasley’s (1974) play
setting studies and behavior comparisons
between children using traditional,
contemporary and adventure3 playgrounds
(Moore 1989). The study revealed that
adventure playgrounds, versus traditional
or pre-determined play structures, more
effectively support a better diversity of
developmental needs.
The evidence discussed by Moore
(1989) suggests that small urban spaces,
with proper safety infrastructure, may
be suitable for adventure playground
opportunities, that more appropriately
meet childhood development objectives.
3 The traditional type is a “typical schoolyard play
equipment area with swings, slide, jungle gym,
etc;” the contemporary type is “professionally
designed, supposedly with children’s needs in
mind;” and the adventure type is an area with
no adult-provided permanent play structures,
but instead loose materials and simple tools for
children to build their own play settings” (Moore
1989, p.90).

Moreover, integration of these types
of opportunities can work to build
community engagement. The need to
meander, play and interact with the
environment unsupervised conflicts with
auto-specific transportation systems
because children, pedestrians and
bicyclists are at risk of collision with
motorists. Alleyways could be a more
pedestrian-friendly alternative as they
tend to have lower volumes of traffic
moving at already slower speeds.
However, television is the most pervasive
technology in children’s lives. The
Internet has also created a sea change
in the childhood experience, setting
this generation apart from the last
(Hillier 2008). Advertising targeting
children in many available media largely
promotes food products (Hillier 2008).
As technology continues to become
more portable, children’s non-screen
time4 is shortened while their exposure
to advertisements for unhealthy foods
increases. These dynamics precipitate to
lower levels of physical activity and higher
levels of childhood overweight (Hillier
2008).
Despite the overwhelming negative
influence, Hillier (2008) argues that
technology is also helping to improve the
health of children in urban environments.
GIS and GPS technologies are used
regularly as research and planning tools
that serve to more accurately represent
the environment and the interrelated
dynamics effecting activity and behavior.
4 Time spent away from a television, computer,
cell-phone, or other type of display screen.

Built Infrastructures
As previously discussed, preference
and/or fear as reactions to the physical
environment, stem from both form itself
and individual experience or context.
5 The wealthy, it is worth noting, often fight the
preservation of access ways open to the public,
like beach-access roads in Malibu, which could
pose a threat to rehabilitating alleys in wealthier
areas like Santa Monica and Venice, CA.

Physical improvements in lighting are
often related to a perceived increase in
safety (Seymour et al 2010; LoukaitouSideris 2006; Wesely & Gaarder 2004;
Martin 2002). “Images showing benches
and play equipment were extremely
popular,” signaling residents’ desires
to have recreational amenities in their
neighborhoods (Seymour et al 2010,
p.386). Difficulties also manifest as
tension over control of the private
and public aspects of alleys. Residents
immediately adjacent to alleys favor
controlling access through elements like
gates6 and other forms of surveillance
6 It is important to note that alley gating is no

while non-adjacent residents prefer
leaving alleys unblocked to maintain
shortcuts through the neighborhood
(Seymour et al 2010).
Social Infrastructures
Neighborhood-specific information will
illuminate opportunities and limitations
associated with incorporated alleys and
other small urban spaces. For example,
mapping the locations and age ranges
of schools can contribute to possible
design strategies that are age appropriate
for potential users. Additionally,
inventory and community outreach
approaches should incorporate questions
that address perceptions of fear and
the specific differences, if any, which
present based on gender, age and race.
Methods like participant-generated photo
documentation serve the double purpose
of generating data and stimulating
community involvement (Hillier 2008).
CONCLUSION
As we continue to study the city as a web
of ecological processes, the implications
of our activities and infrastructures
are also manifesting themselves as new
physical realities. The global ecological
footprint of cities is often much larger
than the geographical terrain they take
up (Alberti et al 2003) and we are
searching new ways to mitigate our
expanding influence. Rehabilitating aging
infrastructures like urban-residential
alleys can work at the multi-benefit level
as an improvement for the multi-level
longer a legal solution as it once was through the
City of Los Angeles’ Nuisance Alley Abatement
Program. The law was deemed unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court in 2004.

city structure that supports human and
environmental health.

Alleys Amplified

The ambiguous or liminal nature of alleys
creates a challenge for designers and
planners to make physical improvements
that will strike a balance between the
rights of the public and the needs of
affected residents (Seymour et al 2010,
p.390). In terms of urban outdoor
recreation, Seymour et al. (2010)
illuminate a shared desire for alley
amenities throughout Los Angeles.
However, there is also a deeper affliction
in these communities: a shared fear of
using the alleys because they are currently
seen as dangerous hiding places for
potential crime or violent encounters5.

The physical arrangement of the place,
cues to the care or maintenance of that
place, previous knowledge (including
constructed reputations), and personal
biases all contribute to an individual’s
perception of their specific surroundings.
The intuitive results of the study show
that narrow alleys and alleys with
more shadows are linked with elevated
perceptions of fear or danger while alleys
with obvious setting care (orderliness
and evidence of surveillance) were
linked with higher rates of preference.
Mystery and curvature, however, were
found to be context dependent, both
potentially attractive and disconcerting.
These findings are in contrast with
earlier studies that posit that sharply
curving alleys would be seen as potential
hiding places for predators and incite
fear reactions. This study found no clear
relationships to physical form and call for
further study in this area (Herzog & Smith
2001).
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DISCUSSION
Rehabilitating Infrastructures
The literature also presents complexity in
the discussion of possible changes to the
alleys and infrastructures. Wolch (2011)
calls for a deeper and more considerate
exploration of the ecosystematic
connections between urban theory and
public health. Urban regimes, with both
physical and policy effects, must respond
more adequately to the complex living
contours of neighborhood demographics
and behaviors. The Master Plan needs to
update its own infrastructure.
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And so the alley could once again become a special world, not so
much a place for the discards and helpless but for a wider range
of city dwellers. It offers one of the few urban … ‘retreats,’ an
enclave just off the busy street, a step away from the hurly-burly.
The interior of thousands of city blocks, redesigned and controlled
by their residents, offers land that is serviced by utilities and is
close to jobs, schools, churches and such reinforcements that city
families need.
Clay, 1978

