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Abstract

Local governments around the world, are working to increase the quality
of public spaces as they hope to attract investment, and improve the overall
livability of their neighborhoods. While waiting for neighborhood improvements,
residents in some areas baaken matters into their own hands, creating changes
to the urban environment, often times without official government approval. This
has come to be known as tactical urbanism, or guerilla placemaking. But there are
many ways that municipalities and msints can work together to provide quick
transformations of public space. The five case studies in this thesisine
programs and strategies that municipaliies spearheadiras they partner with
residents in the transformation of public place. Itlergs the reasons that each
municipality started their placemaking initiative, how they structured and
financed the program, as well as challenges and lessons learned. While the case
studies are focused on the municipal perspedies, addresthe theme®sf
equity, empowerment and authentic engagement in placemaking processes. The
purpose of this research is to ultimately provide municipalities with some best
practicedgn partnering with residents in placemaking processed for this to be

a useful tooln designing spaces that are inclusive to everyone.
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Introduction

Context

Urban areas around the United States, and globallgoastantly
changing, withncreases or decreases in population, demograplti@economic
shifts,changes in builing stock with urban blight, arrégenerationWith all of
these shiftsmunicipalitieshave begun payingose attention to thieuilt
environment and itsfiect on the quality of communities.

Catalyzed by recent reseammhd advocacgynanymunicipal leaders are
noticing the affect that the public teg in particularhas on many aspects of their
community, including the local economgdividual health and welbeing, and
social cohesionlhe built environment and public space can either be detrimental
to a nei ghbor horamdosonmhutartothat geiglobbrhobdi f e
being an enjoyable place to live, work, or play

Many municipalities have gone everrtiger to acknowledge the benefits
of including residents more directly in the transformation of public sfmce
engaging them in the dgsiprocessinviting participation in temporary
installations, or by removing permitting and policy barriers, just to name a few
methods This bottomup public spacdransformation can be named many
di fferent things, “tacticalurbadiisnhy, htégmuickec,e maki ng, ”
c heaper -tYousdlf (DIYPWr b a n Thss morK'is being led by all
sectors, not only municipalities. Privatevelopers and firms are engaging
placemaking workrecognizing the marketability of these activitiaad

neghborhood residents are also taking a guerilla, or grassroots approach and



reclaiming their public spaces with, or without the permission af thenicipal
government
Placemakingone form of whichis t act i c¢c al fasitbedomimgias m” i s
movement, ath represents so much more. It can be a way for municipalities to
engage residents in longerm planning outside of traditional public prosels
also represents a shift @omore inclusive style of governing, where decision

makers are heavily relying dhe input, talent, and vision of residents.

Rationale

With experience in placemaking, both in a {awome neighborhood of
Somerville, MA and through various trainings, and travel abroad in Denmark and
Germany, | became interested in the power of placemaking as a way to both
reinvigorate blighted spaces, asliras change the way municipalities engage the
public in visioning and planning processes. Knowing there are limitationsawith
initiative being municipallydriven rather than communigriven,| still sought to
focuson how city staff could use theirseurces to endorse or even actively
facilitate communitylevel placemakingt b el i eved there may be a
where a city and community stakeholders could work tog@theetopdownand
bottomup mannerWith the rise of these types of projects lggpublicized in
planning blogs and publicationgfelt it would be useful to have a study on
lessons learned from the trailblazers who have been engaged in these activities so

that others can learn, adapt or subscribe to similar strategies.



| personally ind myselfin between two perspectives, acknowledging the
power of an effective municipal program or policy, and also the power of
grassrootscommunityleadership. Being on this line betweenstisvo
perspectiveputs me in a position to be able to explthis topic without too
much bias.

With this research, | hoge provide a resource to commundyganizers
and planners of placemaking procegbasmay (or may not) work dependirg

a community’s history, resirdents, characte

Scope and Methodology

MyMast er ' s aimioeasswer thengudstion: What lessons have
been learnetdy municipal stafin their placemaking initiatives, including
challenges and successes?

It will look specifically at several municipalities thetveput processes in
place not onlyo allow these activities but to encourage th&me methodology
will be a case study format wheied caseswill be explored whictexemplify
municipal enablemerand encouragemeat citizenled placemaking projects.
Each case study varies significantly in geographic area, motivatiooatédyzing
the initiative, andyeneral outcomes. However, evaritiative, in some wayaims
to remove the barriemssociated with sheterm phcemaking activities.

There are many different aspects to explore in placemaking around the
U.S., and many different catalysts, as mentioned above, but | specifically chose

examples that would not be possible without the full support, involvement or



leacership of the municipalitin these projects and programs, and the outcomes
as well.

It is important to mention that there is a bias here in that all the initiatives
included in this thesis are those that were munidgzhbut thatnabled
community paitipation and desigrrhe study will aim to be as rigorous as
possible in exploring thenpact and inclusivity of the initiatives but the intent of
the thesis is to shed light on lessons learned from the municipal perspective

specifically.

Content

My thess will contain seveal sections as described below:

Literature Review

In the literature @eview | will ask some key gestions that will serve as a
foundation for this research. It will includedascussion o6ome key terminology
includingspace, placegnd relevant language describing public realm
improvementsl will also cover key questions likeh at makes a “good” pu
spacewhat isthe effect of public space on social capital and health, and lastly,

what are the connections betwesatial justiceand engagement in place.

Methodology

In this section of the thesis, | outline my prociesshe research,

explaining the specific research approach taken including the stdpmgf



preliminary research, selecting case studies, conducting intenaadslrawing

the resultingconclusionsand recommendations

Case Studies

My casestudies are based ondepth interviews andim to provide a
clearunderstanding of the history of the program, its implementation,
participants, and outcomes, as well as other key project elements that will shed
light on lessons that could be transferred to other relevant initiatives. The body of
the case studgontairs the following partawith a few minor exceptions where
informati on i s n’Summayl Gonmextrand PgrameCreation, a b | e
Program Launch and Implementation, Program Outcomes, Engagement and

Equity, Program Governance, Program Budget, Challemgg4 essons Learned.

Discussion

The discussion section of the thesis goes a step beyond the case study to
explore whatvas discovered through the research. Key themes will be revealed
that were similar acrosseHive programs studied. Specifactorsthat led to
positive outcomes, as well as specific challengesbeithighlighted that will help

inform the reflections and recommendations section.

Reflections and Recommendations

The thesis will culminate with some specific recommendations thatevill b

relevant for both municipalities and community organizations who may be



involved in a municipallysupported initiativetogether with reflections on the
key themes | addressddvill also address the limitations to this research as well

as suggestion®f future research.



Literature Rerew

Introduction
In order to fully understand the context of pkaesed interventionsnd
the municipal role irtertaininitiatives, it was necessary start at the beginning
andr eal |l y understand thHenddl Bter&nte waswakas:
to exploreseveral themethat surroungbublic realm improvement projects,
starting with academic research into the subfeat.the purpose of this thesis, |

will call theseprp ect s pl acemaking,” projects, a te
d e s c r iappmactfoaimproving a neighborhood, city, or region [that]
inspires people to collectively reimagine and reinvent public spaces as the heart of
every c o(PPoarg201i5)y ”

While the term has been used in a variety of settings, with sometimes
differernt definitions and outcomes, thiefinition is one that has gained traction
nationally and globally, as leaders and grassroots communities have aimed to pay
more attention to pdic spaces and their potential for neighborhood
improvement, community building and individual health.

First,in the literature review, planto answer the question afhatis
“space” aTmehl will pnove onéo .lobking gbublic space and what
makes ayjoodpublic space? This is important to understand what is meant by
public space improvement, and wiia opportunities, challenges amuailitative
indicators are.

With this context cleai, thenfocused orsomegeneral asumptions of

placemaking initiativesVhile this body of research cae kbxpansive, | focused



in on threesub-categories that would be the most relevant for public realm
improvement and the motivations for why municipalities might undertake this
work. The areas | explored af®;built environmentand sense of communi t vy’
and * s o c i2pblilt eoverqpmentadghyscal activity and mental health
and 3)theeffectof place on the local economy.
Lastly, it was important to also loockt why people are interested in being
engaged in their public spaces amgersely,why municipalities are engaging the
community. This meant looking at literature aroyntace and the inclusion and

engagement of peoplspatial justice; Do |t Yo u r PacEking.

Space and Place

While space and place both define geography (Th$a19, 387 the two
concepts differ and their definition is important as a foundation for this tiéss.
term ‘space,” how we cur unglthe¢ dewenteershe it , di d
century but the terms are now essential to the field of geography. Their
differences have, however, been disputed for quite soméAgnew 2011, 3).

The difference bet iwdescnbedath@daggcesd and * pl ac
which peoplegive meaning to a specific aré8pace’' can be described as a
location which has no social aoections for a human being, it has no specific
value, no meaningful activities and is more or less absifaein(1979, 38/

Placeor “sens aitssfi mpll esed, Torm refers to “e
somewhere or to the occupation of that locdtigkgnew2011, §. It differs from

space in that it is a unique entity, with a history and a meaning. That meaning is



ascribed by the people who give that meaning to it, and is therefore constructed
by individuals and groupg @an 1979, 38y Place is spefic and space is general
(2011). Th s c qdse éontiibotes todht definition of these two
terms with Agplaeéw thendngt da hragpresent the | oc¢
“space” represents the global scal e.
However, some argue that we areifig an increasingense of
placelessnesdue to increasing technology, including internet andsdines,
etc. (Friedman et al, 2005). But as Edward
exists for associations with significant places. If we choose toeghat need
and allow the forces of placelessness to continue unchadlethga the future
can only hold an environment in which plac

Sowers, 2008, 43).

What Makespac?®Good S

Since the case studi@s my thesis are primarily public space initiativés,
needed to fully explore the notion of public spdéar the purpose of this thies
public space is defined asspacehat is generally open and acsiéde toall
people includingroads, public plazaparks, playgrounds, and beasliBanerjee
2001, 11). There are many different kinds of public space, with complex histories,
uses andisersRoads alone, often make up a third of the public space in a town
or city. And there is a great deal nsion arond the needor streets to be used
as placesersuspaths(Zavestoski and Agyeman 201#owever,it is important

to note that notpaalels”” @ap en "acaieaththeyb laicc es s |



publicas might be assuméa001).Public spaces can yavarying levels of
inclusivity, an issuevhich | will discuss later on in this literature review

It is generally agreed by scholars that we are experiencing a decrease in
the public realn{Banerjee 200112). This is caused by a decline in the goods an
services provided by governmetite activity oflocal and global economies, and
anincreasean information and communication technology (200tjs also
suggested that this decrease in public spa
declineinthepublc spirit” (2001). This decline, 1in
Putnam(1995, 1996argues has been hppening since WWII and is thanks to
television (and more recently, the internet), and a privatization of leisure
activities.Basically, we are spenj more time alonasing technologies and less
time contributing to public life. It is not a far leap to make to consider that this
may be impacting the demand and supply of quality public spaces.

On another note, Banerjee argues, there is also an aspedioe of
public space that has to do with an overall decline in public acthas/well as
weakened social control and a lack of enforcement, that leads to crime and other
issues (2001)We are spending less time in public space, both because @ivaur
habits and behaviors, and because of the quality of those spaesseral For
instance, parks and vacant spaces can become havens for gang activity or drug
related exchanges, and deter the greater public from these spaces.

There is also ahenomenomappeningvhere public space is being
privatized While quality, social, public spaces are disappearing, there is an

increase in spaces that are seuiblic, such asourtyarddnside ofbuilding,

10



certain parks or memorials, and other spagddeyd and Auld201Q Banejee
2000. These spaces are known agqPOP®and vately owl
are often worked into development deals as a way to appease City officials who
want more open spader the public. The interesting dynamic of thesacgs is
that they are very often a secmgith only a select few knowingbout their
existenceThey are typically “socially sanitized
capabl e of excluding soci al (Lpydandi gmati zed
Auld 2010).Considering their exclusivity, will not be including these spaces in
my case study research.
So what makea good public space2arr et al argue thaoodpublic
space should bmeet thehuman needsf comfort, passive and active
engagemet, and also beupporive, democratic and meaningf{d992).Leaders
in the field like Jane Jacobg/i | | i am “ HardDan GehWavg wrigen
well-respected literature on this subjdwt have created a strong foundation for
placerelated research moving forwatd thel 9 6 @ridl 9 A William Whyte
and Jan Gehkgparatelyconducted several research studies that observed how
people acted in public spadéheirfindings concluded thahelife andthe
activity in between buildings is even more important thasgaces and the
buildings alone iad that people and theactivities are of the greatest interest for
other people in public spacé@Sehl 1987) Jane Jaca activist and author dte
Death and Life of Great American Citjesflectal the same findingslebating
the importance of density, and a multitude of uses and activities in spaces, as well

as the importance of these factors in social and economic v{tEi6y).
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Ge h firm, &ehl Associatesyvent even further to define
People Plae e s ” ( Ge mG@Gebleseszh@sE tadyia inconsulting work aross
the globe, bringing these samenciples for public spaces t@th smallscale
vilagesandlarge i t i es. When trying to access wheth
“good,” it makeswel-respectedritera ad acstarting point. t he s e
Rather than outline all twelve, | will just note that the criteria are split up into
three categories; ptection, comfort, and enjoyment.
The work of these place pioneéshe basis for the work of many
organizations and initiatives that have since taken up the mission of improving
public space for all. Project for Public Spa¢eBS) based in New YorkCity,
NY, is one of these organizatiorihey were created in 1975 to build off of the
work done by William Whyte, and tdelds] citizens transform their public
spaces into vital places that highlight local assets, spur rejuvenation and serve
commonneeg s ” .¢rd201S). In their work, all over the world, PPS uadsol
call ed t he *“dPawnhewpaynd attdion to the homan experience
when building a city’s dmmedateatdi ons and di
widespread impact he ideabehind this tool is that places arenabt when users
have at least tereasons to be thereincluding for example, places to sit, play,
and interact. In addition, PPS claims, wleetown or city has at least tehthese
types of destinations, the fabiof that community is improved and it makes a

noticeable impact on the residents and visitors.
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Placemaking and Social Capital
Good public space is important to socidtgumkin talks about the power
of pl ace, Rideesnoan éveke maeamgresyue memories, and excite
passions ( 21@31)3Jace can hold deep meaning both for individuals, and for
the community at largdut the real value of public space, Yuen says, is in its
potential to facilitate opportunity for social interaction and etdaultural value
and means (1996).
Public spaces can also be a place to share resources. This is kriben as
“urbammons,” and aacommuratydecideshtaishesite r
manage a resource in a collective manner, with special regard forbdgjuita
access, use, and s us tTheurbanlwommons arekey Wal | j as p
for social and cultural transformation and needs public space in ordeatgze
this activity (Radywyl andiggs 2013; Walljasper 2010). Radywyl and Biggs
point out that tban commons, when connected to public space, have the
advantage of fitting into the everyday culture and fabric of a city while being
protected, at least partly, from market forcBserefore you can imagine, this
sharing of resources can impact bothdbeial connectivity of the neighborhood,
as well as sustainability outcomes.
Good public space is also important for facilitating a sense of community
in a neighborhooense of community is defined as "
have of belonging, a feeljthat members matter to one another and to the group,
and a shared faith thate mb eneeds’will be met through commitment to one

and her ” ( McQWavis 19869). Seansalof community is important

13



because it is associated witkefings of safety anskecurity, civic participation,
voting, voluneering, and improved welleing (Sense of Community Partners
2004; Davidson an@otter 1991). Society is at its best when people have a sense

of community.

Another term thatisusadn t he | i tler @aa pbodelcépital “ soci a
can be referred to as the “links, shared v
enable individuals and groups to trust weac

2007).Social @pital has been fourtd be linked tagood health (eyden 2003)
but links have also been foundttee effectivefunctioning of democracy, the
prevention of dme, and improve@conomic developmeiiPutnam 2000)Public
space can facilitate this by offering a space and a method for neighbors to run into
eachother, by chance (Tlan 2000). This can build trust between neighbors and
contribute to a sense of community, belonging, safety, and many other things.
Habemas (1989) argues that the public realm is connected to the outcome of a
public life, orpublicsper e. Gehl ' s wor k-thatpuplee d t he
spaces can encourage or inhibit social interaction (1987).

Our public spaces have the power to create relationships, strengthen social
ties and contribute to a broader sense of commugtiigiesalsoshow that a
stronger sense of community is associated with cesfauoific characteristiasf
the built environment includingless surface parking, higher levels of
commercial floor space to land area ratios, lower levels of land usd-raixc{s,
Giles-Corti andWood 2010).Interestinglythe perception itself of quality public

space appear to be strongly associated with a sense of community, independent of

14
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whether or not the spaces are actually used frequently ¢Fnraoicis, GilesCorti

and Wood2012,.

The Public Realm,Physicaland Mental Health
Since the rise of the automobile in the United States, neighborhoods have
been increasingly designed invay thataccommodates cars over pedestrians.
Highways have replaced neighborhood streets, speeds on area roads have
increasedand land use and zoning have all contributed to thewrudesign of
our neighborhoodsSemenza (2003) not eshatldtkht “ur ban e
public gathering places and are not zoned for mixed use are not conducive to
walking and socializing and thus tend to foster car dependence and isolation.
Most American nei ghbor hood ssitylofage§ “eyes on
which Jane Jabsadvocated for (Jacobs 196And many neighborhoods around
the country just are not walkable, according to a variety of walkability scales and
measures. As a result, American adults are walking far less than they use to.
Studies have shown that the lbenvironment does indeed effect whether or not
someone will walk in their neighborhood (liesandCerin 2008; Gidlow 2010).
This has had a profound impact on both the health anebe®lg of our nation
and because of these studies, planners, resesiam@ipublic health professionals
are takinga lookat this link.
The built environment can be definedred only green spaces, and parks,
but also the presence and conditions of sidewalks, traffic flow, cleanliness and

maintenance of public spaces, p@ttans of safety and community security,
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zoning and land use mix, and popwah d e mReynhotdySmith(and Hale
2010).Reynoldset al even expand on this definition, adding that the built
environment also includes social networks and interactions 28tbQvhile the

built environment is not made up of all public space, public space is one part of
the built environment. So therefore, one can conclude that public space also must
play a rolen the health and welbeing of those that interact with it.

In2001, the Surgeon General’'s Cal/l
is a contributor tgeople being overweight andede Reynolds Smith andHale
2010).In their 2008 study, Li et al. found that residents with more land use mix,
more street connectiy, better access to public transit and more green and open
spaces are more likely to meet the CDC physical activity recommendations
Similarly, Brown et al foundhat architectural features that facilitatecial and
visual contact with others, such agggnce and characteristics of porcied
street set back, promote observation and interaanoong residents and have a
positive relatioship with physical funmoning (Brown et al2008).

Mental health also has connectionghe built environmentReynolds
Smith and Hal2010).A number of researchers have proven that social networks
and community involvement have positivealth benefits (LeydeB003. People
who are sociallyand activelyengaged with others live longer aathealthier
physicallyand mentally 2003. While it is difficult to draw conclusions
specifically around thpsychological benefits of social support facilitated by

public spaces, what is proven is that people do cope with stress by turning to other
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people. And public spaceffer a means for those interactions to happen, and for
people to get access to social support.

Studies show that social interaction is promoted by creating focal points
activity nodes- including neutrakpace, the ability to see a space without
commiting to involvement, and activity generatdike food, etc. (Adler and
Kwon 2003. These same characteristics are the ones Jan Gehl and PPS identified
in their placemaking work as key factors of a successful place. So while it may be
difficult to make the connection scientifically between public space and mental
health, one can make thermection between public space and social interaction,

and social interaction and mental health.

The Public Realm andinclusion

Equity and inclusion aressential to the exploration sdiccessful public
spa@s and how they are designed or uted.clear that there is a link between
the quality of the environment, ahdman equality. There are three components

to this |Iink. Torras and Boyce’ s 1998

stud

that “First, countries wimbrapolgicamor e equal i

liberties and higher literacy levels have higher environmental quality. And,
secondly, environmental problems disproportionately burden the poor. Thirdly,
there is an altruistic nature of the
makes caosideration of the unseen challenging (Agyeman, Bullard, and Evans
2002).Around the world, minorities arthe poor are being placed atgter risk

of exposure to toxic chemicals, due to race, politics and pollution (Agyeman
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2003, 143)A new definition é sustainable development must include human
development as well as environmental development.

The movement towards this notion is what has become known as the
environmental justice movemef#gyeman1989). A new term has come to the
surface aswelt® lsu s u st ai n adescribas t meass fot sustamabitity
that is culturally relative and plad®mund. It focuses on four conditions for just
and sustainable communities of any scaldniproving our quality of life and
wellbeing 2) Meeting the needs of both present and future generations 3) Justice
and equity in terms of recognition, process, procedure and outcome 4) Living
within ecosystem limits (Agyeman et al 2003).

In his 2013 worklIntroduction to Just Sustainabilities, Agyeman explores
the topics of spatial justice, and the democratization of streets, noting that there is
growing movement in reclaiming and reallocatingcgpthat has beatedicated
to carsProjects that aim to devoratize streetare inclusive in that they make the
space available to all users, regardless of income and race, rather than-only car
usersThree themes can be identified that relatepatial justice andpace
reallocation; space as security, spaceeastance, and space as possibility
(Agyeman 2013)The notion of space as security is focused mainly on crime, and
the design of space to either exclude people and therefore keep out crime, or
attract people, as a crime deterrent. New Urbanism argutseféormer, while
others may feel strongly that exclusive spaces, like Privately Owners Public
Spaces (POPS) are the best means to deter crime. The second theme, space as

resistance, is a concept that has been in the news often recently. With movements
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around the country, like the Occupy movement, beginning in privately owned
Zucotti Park(2013) and more recently, the Black Lives Matter movement, public
space can based as a means to reclaim power and bring attention to important
issues. Lastly, spacerche possibility. The opportunity and flexibility that
unprogramed public space can provide, also
Stevens (2007), can provide countless ways for residents to interact with one
another, and increase the vibrancy of theighborhood.
These themes, Agyeman argues, are seen in the most visionary of public
space projects (2013 ut marginalized people are often the fortgot element of
public spacegKurniawati 2012)* A° key obj ective should be t
spaces thare truly meaningful to residents and socially inclusive of different
groups withinthelwader communi t y2003)Puldlicosygade and Aul d
should beusable by the general public, from a variety of social, cultural and
economic backgrounds, as well@soplewith different physical abities
(Kurniawati2012). While access is important, inclusion in the design process is
also crucial for spatial justic€arr argues that people must have the basic right to
access, tbothuse and to change public sp&t892).The kind of knowledge
people have about their communities is often informal, and is not the kind of
voice given pwer in a professional setting¢hneekloth and Shibley995). But,
a neighborhood’s residents k,desine,dncest what

how to create them.
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Placemaking and DIY Urbanism

Placemaking is not a new approach but has recently seen an increase in
popularity among urban planners, designers and academics. The term was first
used in the 1970s, possibly in critique of modernist techniques, by planners
wanting a way to explain theivork of creating attractive public spaces where
people want to spend time (Faga 2006; Bohl 2002). However, the recent
resurgence of this term within the past decade has much to do with the rise of
New Urbanism, an urban design movement which grew in t8@sl@nd seemed
to catch like wildfire among planners across the country (Shibley 2008). Its
concepts aim to reinvigorate community in both urban and suburban
neighborhoods to undo the isolation and degradation which suburban and car
centric development ca¢ed. Under New Urbanism, the ideal neighborhood is
walkable, revolves around public transportation, has medium to high density of
population, and mixed use development (2008, 81). There is an emphasis on
public space and public use over privatkere ardhowever, several critiques of
New Urbanism. Some argue that the design is formulaic, and devoid of real
culture, while others feel that the approach is tokenism since it originated out of
the suburban and exurban-cantric context. Furthermore, critiqgpiargue that
New Urbanism movement ignores the social and economic realities of the modern
worl d, including society’ s tendency toward
community and shared spaces.

So in response to both the positive aspects of neanigim, and also the

negativethe scene was set for municipalities, community groups and residents to
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again think about howublic spaces coulde better designeehd placemaking
was reborn. Now, well respected planning journals and websites are frequently
covering placemaking initiatives across the country and more and more
organizations are forming who specifically focus on placemaking.
Placemaking has also been highlighted in gueletbwork referred to as
“DIlIY Urbanism” or “ Tthesd moeeménts,Uesitentsyors m. ” Und
community groups take urban planning issues, or placemaking issues into their

own hands to transform spaces in their neighborhoods.
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Methodology

Method Selection

Case study research was selected as the methodology for this thesis early
on in my processlhe research that | wanted to do wasilitative | was
interested in focusing arecentplacemaking initiatives thatid notyet have a
great deal of data collected, if any. | wanted to ask key questions of those
involved to determine key challenges and lessons learned. After researching
appropriate methods, it was clear thase studies are the best means of research

whenw" hand when” questions are being aske:
little control over events and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon
within some realife context (Yin 2013).

My topic and research met each of these three criterianswed brward

with selecting cas studies and using methods appropriate for case study research.

Case Study Selection
In the identification of case studiesp@ority was placed on emerging
trends in placemaking.rAinitial scan was done of academic literatiore@entify
any existing studies that would provide foundational material for this study. Then,
an in-depthscan was completed of relevant emerging trends through the use of

news articles, journal and magazine articles from the urban planning field, and

finally, bl og articles and ilusedtheskeyf ound usi
words* pl acemaking,” “tactical urbanism,” “mur
pl acemaking,” and similar ter ms.
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Several characteristics were considered in the final selesftibre case

studies. These included:

1 Municipality as a_eading Rrtner: Initiatives selected may have a local
organization as a partner, but the local municipality acted as the main
convener or facilitator of the placemaking process.

1 City-wide Sale: Whilethe case studies slightly differ in scalewith
some being citywide processes, and others bemnggries of
neighborhooespecificinterventions all of the case studies selected are
major city initiatives that aim to impact the entire city over tinagher
than only one specific neighborhood.

1 Resident involvement: All of the case studies selected had a focus on
enabling residents to be actively involved in the place transformation.
However, the method of involvement differed.

1 Availability of Municipal Contact: The final case studies selected reflected
not only the above criteria but also the availability of municipal employees
for interviews. Two case studies were not included where a contact was

not able to be made.

Initial Research
Once he case studies weselected, preliminargesearch was done on
each initiative to gather background information. Tésearchncluded a

thorough reading of all project websites, annual reports and presentations posted
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via project or municipal websitespéd any blog or news aetes. The background
researctaimed to answer the questions:

T Who led the initiative?

1 Who were the main partners?

1 What was the project timeline?

1 What outcomes have been reported?

1 Who wasl/is the key project manager of the initiifte be used for

selecting interviewe@s

Interviews

After the above stage wasmpletedexemption for this research was
sought and received by the Tufts Institutional Review Board (IR8)t4Zt was
madeto key project managers with a request for aarwiew. Interviews were
scheduled and conducted over the phamterviewees were notified of the IRB
approval and were given the option of sharing their names in this thesis or being
anonymous. All interviewees chose to allow me to use their nd&nged
managers we asked the same key questiomsh some slight variations and
additional questions added based on the content of the respfdes&ppendix 1
for interview questions.

Oncethefirst interview was held, interviewees were contacted agaim wit

follow up questions.
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Results

The outcome oMy Masters Thesis is@discussiorof lessons learned from
five differentinitiatives. They areategorized by key themes that were identified
during the research and interview procdsss study concludewith
recommendations for other municipalities interested in initiating similar

strategies.
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Case Studies

Case Study #Norfolk Better BlockNorfolk, VA

Figure 1 Build a Better Block in Norok, Virginiémage: irginianPiIot) Accessed onlin vi: o
http://www.streesense.org/streettalk/tag/norfolk

Summary

In 2013,The City of Norfolk, Virgina formed a partnershigith Team
BetterBlock, a national placemakingdenical assistance organization. Over the
course of two years, the City and the organization facilitated three events in three
separate neighborhoods to improve vibrancy and enhance identity in each of the

areas.
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Context and Program Creation

In 2012,staff from the City oNorfolk were focused, among other issues
and projects, on twmain concerns. First, they were looking to combat vaeanc
and ircrease vibrancy in their comnogl districts. They began looking at best
practices nationwide for achieving these economic development outcomes.

Secondlythey were looking to build community vision, angocial
cohesion at the neighborhood level. gt of a City Managers Initiatiyéhey
developed a philosophy called Nelgits Building Neighorhoods. The focus of
this frameworlwas to increase resiliency, find ways for neighborsotanectand
work together, antb enable neighborhood residetdscreate solutions for
problems rather thaior relying on municipal capacitgity staff was looking for
a way to leverage the many assets that existed in the community.

At around the same timbpth the City of Norfolk and a local grassroots
organization began a conversation to identify an Arts and Culture District for the
City. A vision was drafted by the organization to spur both cultural and economic
activity in the Hampton Roads regiand the City began exploring some
potential neighborhoods (Norfolk Better Block Repdtdwever, in order to test
out the zoning and infrastriure changes that would be needed, the City would
need to test out the arts district concept in a pilot area.

For the City,says Ron WilliamsDeputy City Manageithe arts district
project presented the perfect opportunity to both experiment with economic
development strategies and to work towardsighborhoodocial cohesion

goalsas well.
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One emerging@conomic development strategy the Gagntified was
tactical urbanism. Specifically, city staff reached out to an organization called
Team Better Blck. This small teammwhich at the time was only two people,
started in Dallas, Texas, amabrks with neighborhood residents and business
owners to facilitate temporary transformations of public space, in order to
empower neighbors, create vibrancy, anidrgdublic perception about an area.
City Staff thought the arts district would be opportunity to work with thi
dynamic teanand achieve a multide of outcomes.

The goals of the project fall into the following objectives (City of Norfolk,
DesignCharrette #2):

Daylighting of Vacant Properties
Popup Retail

1
1
1 Promotion of Existing Businesses
1 Complete Streets

1

Public Spaces

Program Launch and Implementation
Working closely with Team Better Block, a process was established for
the Granby Street Beetr Block project. Firstin January 2013, a community Kick
Off Meeting and Orientation was held and the Granby Street area was solidified
by community proces&ranby Street, was identified as an appropriate pilot
location for several reasons. Firstywias already home to several arts institutions.
While these weren’t in the public real m,

build off of the cultural that was already inherent in the districts. Second, while
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there were many vacancies in the areagtheere also several long time
businesses that would support the initiative.

According to the Better Block Report on this Norfolk initiative, the site
had all of the elements of a sucdasbetter block: uban form, an eager
community ready for change s&reet that can be improved by reducing auto
dependence, potential for placemaking, and existing spe@at®in the area
(Better Block ancCity of Norfolk 2014).

A mont h dmeangywalk veas Held with over 150 residents and
busines®wners in attendance. Focus groups were formed at this event around
public art, pop up shops, and strifet Ideasdiscussed at the community walk
served as the inspiration for a concept map that Better Block produced with the
City of Norfolk.

Next, atwo-day“Community Build was held, where residents and
business owners from the focus groumsked together to build, paint, and plan
the upcoming Better Block public event, which happened two days\éiikrthe
nei ghbor hood’ s Rettar Blocltweday evenp waa lgunchedh e
April 12, and 18 featuring pop up shops in vacant buildings, parklets in parking
spaces, street paintings at intersections, bike lanes, and more.

As a follow up, a charrette was held, facilitabgdcity staff,that
transferredhe ideas from the Better Block event into a more permanent planning

process.
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Program Outcomes
Within a month of the Better Block projetie uses allowed by the zoning
code were changed in city policy, and the area was officially named “ Ar t s
District.” Food trucks were allowed in the
well.
Since the first project, two other Better Blocks have been implemented in
different neighborhoods, with the same pro@sSranby StreefThe project has
resuted in significant changes in the neighborhood in a very tangible\Walyin
14 months, 90 percent of the properties that were vacant or in need of repair were
either occupied or under redevelopment.
In addition, the City has institutionalized many agp@f the Better Block
projects, including a pepp shop program, which came a year later, and an
upcoming parklet program, where residents can, through a process, transform
empty spaces into pop up shops, and parking spaces into small public spaces for
the neighborhood.
I n summary, the initiative further enco
attitude of rapid implementatiehwith smaller incremental dollar amounts, and
smaller improvements that can still make a difference, rather than waiting for
hugec api t al i mprovements” 2015nterview with RO
It also altered how the City viesengagement. The active involvement
early onin the process besidents and business owners in the Arts District was

key to the sense of ownership that the neighborhood felt later on in the project.
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Program Governance

The City of Norfolk clearly managed @acilitated the Better Block
process for all of the neiggorhoods. Howevem each of the three Better Block
projects,a solid partnership was formed betweenGlity and the business
association in the area. These organizations were key in all stages of the event,

from outreach, to visioning, to implementation

Program Budget

The City spen$40,000$50,000 for the first Better Block pilot in the Arts
District. Money was also spent on gaealysis and postnalysis work. Staff time
was used to coordinate the event, but volunteers were heavily relied upon for

implementation.

Challengesand Lessons Learned
A key lesson learned in this project, according to Ron Williams, is that the
success of the Arts District relied partly on an anchorygoghop that stayed
open after théwo-dayevent. This one shopbecaméh e “f i re tender” of
neighborhood and the programming and retail activity that they held in the space
created vibrancy that lasted long after the Better Block event itself.
Another gleaning from the program is that the Better Block approach is
very limited if its just one event. Ideally, says Williams, these pilot events will be
paired with a more formalized charrette process that turns the ideas explored into

formal plans, and then more perneaninfrastructue.
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Case Study #MEMAEX, MemphisTN

Summary

MEMFix works withMemphis neighborhoods tedesign and temporarily
activate specificcitybok s over a weekend to demonstrat e
possiAldloppt™ed as an initiative of the Mayor’
(innovatememphis.com), this tybpegoabf approa
was to see how Memphis residentspartnership witthocal government, could
transform their neighborhoods. Since then, citizens, community organizations,
and city administrators have recreated similar events in four other Memphis

neighborhoods.
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Context and Program Creation

Funded byBloomberg Philanthropss, a program called thenovation
Team was pioneered in Memphis in 2012 for the purpose of creating a culture of
innovation within the Cityand buildng capacity within City Hill. At the time
Memphis was one of five cities that were a part of this pilot program but the
program has expanded significantly since its inceffimterview with Tommy
Pacello, Innovation Delivery Team Project Manag@éx.5)

To do the worlof this initiative asepaatenon-profit was formed called
t he Mayor ' BeliverymTreary and thedviayor tasked the newly hired
staff specifically with generating economic vitality. The Mayor, and other city
leadership were interested in revitalizing tired commera@des n historic
neighborhoods around Memphis.

I n response to this request, three diff
identified: classic, distressed; transitional neighborhood; and uptrending. The
innovationteamsought tadeeplyunderstand the challenges eatlthese areas
faced and then build new programs to imprbeéh economic and social
outcomes.

The findings showed that the issues were blight, access to capdal,
building code issue$n order to tackle these problems, the team developed a suite
ofini ti ati veE@leanil Aativagelithtnd® st ain i t” (Pacell o I nt
2015).

At the same time, the team was inspired by work that had already been

done in the area, on Broad Averwecommercial district in Memphis that had
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gone through a neighlbdmwod planning process a few years prior but hag/eiot

seen any improvement. Using theighborhooglan as inspiration, local business

owners and other neighborhood stakeholders organized to hold an event in
November 2010 cal |l ed d* Theaentwascaxdinhtedr an Ol d
in partnership wittTeam Better Block- an orgaization out of Texas that ainis

catalyze revitalization through temporary interventions like public art, temporary

storefronts and street improvements.

The event was the firgihat Team Better Block coordinated outside of their
founding state of Texas, and was a roaring success. Residents painted protected
bike lanes, set up temporary businesses in vacant shops, and thousands of
Memphis residents came to participate.

As a resul of this initiative, deals were being made and new businesses

and development starting coming in to the area.

Program Launch and Implementation
Inspired by the Better Block work on Broad Avenaed as a part of a
suite of sevewther programs and indiives,the team sought out to focus in on
the “AcamofthirtaskTheéy began by exploring what
could be in futve Better Block type events and programs
According to Tonrmy PacelloformerProject Manager of the Innovation

Delivery Teamthe City saw themselves being involved in three potential ways.
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1) As atactician— TheCity could go out into the community to test different
placemaking andevitalization approaches and engage with the
neighborhood directly

2) As an activecommunity supporter The City could support
neighborhooebased placemaking and revitalization initiatives

3) As a bystander The City could support communityased initiatives by
stepping out of the way (through lightpermitting, and approval
processes)

The model that they ultimately chose was a combination of #2, afith&3eam
wanted a way to use the city budget and leverage other city resources to promote
and empower smaficale neighborhood revitalization that lwboatalyze more
permanent development, like they saw happen on Broad Avenue.
To do this, they partnered with a local organization called Livable
Memphis to coordinatevo other events around Memphis with the purpose of
catalyzingenergy and interest inreeighborhood so that more permanent actions
may be takenThe Innovation Tearpartnered with the organization in applying
and receiving a grant from the EPA to writ
the process for holding Better Block events in the. dibjs manual intends to

take best practices from each MEMFix project, walk you through the planning
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stages, and make suggestions for hosting your own initiative.

RETHINK
ACTIVATE

TEST DRIVE

Figure 4 Residents coordinating work in the Plnch District, Accessed online via
http://www.highgroundnews.com/features/PinchMEMFix.aspx

Program Outcomes

During our interviewPacello reflected that themwere several outcomes
from Memfix that made lasting change. The first was a temporary use and
occupancy permit that allowed for people to go into a building with their business

without it being fully up @ code.The £cond washe manual itself. & primary
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user is the neighborhood group that wants to take action but not sure how to
navigate city processes.

The specific outcomes from each neighborhewentis hard to mease,
and Pacello admits that there was no specific ateih place to measure
outcomesHowever, for each event, Pacello claims, social capital was built as
people sat around the table, debating street configurations and other details of the
event.For many, these events were the first time that neighborisigésses
worked together to think about what they wanted to see in their commercial
district. This collaboration then enables the stakeholders to make coordinated
requests to the City.

Also, this coordination, undoubtedly can lead to other projectsdaten
the line— contributing to higher occupancy rates, increased numbers of new

businesses and otheositive economioutcomes.

Program Governance

After the first two to three Better Block events, City leadership decided to
formalize the process by a@gsing a contact from each city department to serve
on an advisory committee. The role of the commitéde create a smooth system
for which the community, with help from local partner Livable Memphis, can
navigate bureaucracy and leverage city resouccepur change in their
neighborhood.

Specifically, the department contacts help vaigmmitting,make

donations, like extra plants or other materials, contribute engineering expertise,
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resources and collaboration for infrastructtelated projects. Thicould include
helping a community address a street design issue, filling a pot hole, or painting a
utility pole that may not have been in the immediate plans otherwise.

The model was helpful for government department and divisions since it
was a means that they were comfortable with. It gave them a framework for
which to operate.

In our interview, Tommy Pacello noted that typically local government is
good at doing bigmjects, but not the small scale projects. The job of the
Innovation Team, he says, was to figure out how to reorient local government to
be able to operate at this smaller scale, or to support the neighborhood groups
who do.

After its launch, he Innovaibn Delivery team was pleased to pass of the
program to Livable Memphis, as well as the City advisory committee to run the

munidpal side of the program.

Challenges and Lessons Learned

It was important for the Innovation Delivery Team to considertthiat
approach is not a orszefits-all method that will fix all neighborhood problems.
It could have different success rates in different neighborhoods, and needs to be
used in combination with other approaches. There are limitations tedagroe
oneweekend event.

But on the opposite side of the spectrum, Pacello argues, it can be

challenging when stakeholders do not see the potential of these events to be truly
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transformative. These events, however small, could indeed be an important part of
a large approach to revitalizing a neighborhood. The team dealt with a certain
amount of cynicism when launching this initiative.

Another challenge is that while there is potential in these events, they
can’t fix everything. Ttreiisssesamthe often
community, including equity considerations that need to be addressed. The
framing of the issues needs to be very carefully considered depending on the
neighborhood you are in. For instance, one neighborhood may be very interested
in improving walkability or cycling infrastructure, while another may be more

considered with preserving cultural identity. The way to do this is to LISTEN to

what the values are, what the assets are, set the tone the right way, and be flexible.

Another importat aspect of this work is community leadership. It is
essential, Pacello says, to work very closely with a commieatier. This could
be a local business owner, staff from a local community development

organization, or the president of a neighborhood@ason.
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Case Study #8leighborhood Partnering Program, Austin, TX

Figure5 Cherry Creek Community Garden, Accessed online via
http://www.austintexas.gov/page/neighborhguadtneringprogramcurrentprojectstatuschart

Summary
The Neighborhood Partnering Program is run by the City of Austin
Department of Public Work®PW) and aims to leverage public funding for

citizenorganized projects.

Context and Program Creation
The foundation of the program was started after a city council member
attended a conference in Seattle, and learned about a neighbfuthdodatching
program. The City, at theme had been looking for ways to empower local
residents to take ownershippfr oj ect s t hat the department w

spearheadas well as ways to foster a stronger sense of community. Inspired by
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the Seattle model, the city cazihpassed a resolution to explore the feasibility of

a similar progranin Austin.

Program Launch and Implementation

An outcome of thearly program exploratiois that the Director of the
Department of Public Works volunteered to be the lead for thatine and to
run the program ured his department. The program wouldca#ed the
Neighborhood Partnering Program (NPP).

How NPP differs from other neighborhood matching programs in other
cities is that city staff take the applicants through a wholegz®) from visioning
to design to construction and use city contracts to support the projects. Other
matching programs typically rely on the neighborhoods to do their own project
management.

The Neighborhood Partnering Program (NPP), now in its sixth igeierade

up of four parts (NPP brochure):

1 Neighborhood CostShareis when you apply to the City to have your
project funded.

1 Grant Assistanceis when you apply to the City for funding to meet a
cash portion of a grant you have received or for which yoawky/ing.

1 Parking Benefit Project Proposalis when you apply to the City to
develop a project proposal to expend public improvement funds earned by
a Parking Benefit District.

1 Adopt-A-Median is when you apply to the City to enter into an

agreement tbeautify and maintain a median or other rights of way.
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For the purpose of this study, | will focus on the first, the Neighborhood Cost
Share part of the program.

According to Justin GolbabaWeighborhood Partnering Program Manager
for the Department ofublic Works,how the program typically works terough
a series of steps. Firsteighborhood residents approach the department with their
ideafor neighborhood improvemernthe program manageuns the idea past
representatives from several departmemtdatermine general feasibility. If the
project seems feasible, Golbabai requests that they fill out a formal application
which then enables the department to get cost estimates from their project
engineer. Once the application is complete it goes to @ lodalirectors to accept
the proposals, award funding, and then back to staff to create project agreements
for who is responsible for different aspects of the project.

In the cost sharing program applicants are accepted twice a year. But there
is some fne print. In order to be considered, the project must be on city property,
60% of impacted stakeholders must approve of the project, the application must
be submitted by a community group, and lastly, the group must agree to maintain
the project for its eire life.

As part of the very active role that city stpféy in this process, they
assistapplicants to develop a budget for their project. If the project is under
$150,000, then the neighborhood is required to come up with 30% of the costs
and the cityhandles the other 70%. If the project is 0$&50,000 then the

neighborhoods required to contribute 50%.
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Figure 6 Application Process, Accessed online via

http://austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Public_Works/Neighborhood_Partnering_Program/update_10

2016.pdf

What is unique about this program is the variety of ways that

neighborhoods can raise the 30% (d¥®§00ptions include online fundraising,

resdentdonated services or materials, or actual volunteer time. Volunteer time is

valued at$24.66 per hour, based on independent sector volunteer rates.

Program Outcomes

At t he

poi nt

of

t he pftdhg tinge ofthe

interview) in 2015NPP has spported the completion &0 projects valued at

roughly2 million dollars. Of tha$2 million, the city has spent 1.3 million

(pledged) and the community has contribu&80,000through the cosmatch.

According toGolbabaj this program fills an important need in the

community.

Of t en

t

me s , communi
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City budget, then there is no outlet for them to implentiemte ideas. @e of the

major outcomes is thabére is now an outlet for the City to consider projects that
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didn’”t make it through the for mal City bud

budget process can be overwhelmirtyis program creates an alternative means
for supporting projects that o n 'pénd a@hehis slow bureaucracy

While a quantitative analysis has not yet been done for SBBabai
reports that there have been many positive qualitative outcdimes.
empowerment of residents is one &wlbabai has been documentihgs
informally thraugh testimonialsThe 60% approval criteriaelpensure that
individuals with ideas are reaching out to their neighbors and organizing
themselves rather than working independently. This aspect of the program, he
says, acts as a starting point for ibigrsto work together and to later organize
themselves again to get access to even larger fiiedargues that the program
helps build long term ownership of projects by requiring community mestbe
really engage in all parbf the process as well as theject implementation
phase.

Il n addition, DPW is developing a “Love
grant program that disburses,@10 grants to neighborhood leaders. The program
has been piloted in other citiesnaround t
has now passed it on to DPW because of their succesmaithginghe
Neighborhood Partnering Program. N&Bff hopethat the Love Your Block
Program can be an entry point for neighborhoods to get access to larger NPP
funds after they have organizeddamade this $000 request.

Innovation is another important outcome. The ideas that residents pitch are

ones that the DPW has been interested in, but not able to pursue. Projects like
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green streets, revitalized alleyways, edible bus stops, traffic caatestreeart

are being pioneered by the neighborhoods themselves anddravibuted to the
department being known feieirinnovative approaches. In pursuing these

projects, partnerships have been formed with universities, design associations and
other organizations and individuals that would not have happened any other way,
reports Golbabai. A couple of the accolades tha¢ mageived are the National
Management Innovation Award, by the America Public Works Association, and a
Sustainability and Management Innovation Award by the National Planning

Association.

Engagement and Equity

One important indicator that the DPW usesissess the success of their
program is geographic equity. Throughout the life of the program, staffers have
been very cognizant of the need to disperse the projects across the city. They are
intentional about overlayingcomedata onto this analysis a®ll. Through the
AmeriCorpsVista program, one intern will be focused solely on reaching out to
form partnerships with lowencome and historically underrepresented
neighborhoods. Golbabai makes a point to share that this is done through the
d e p ar tattemdaricé a events and through personal relationships, rather than

through their reliance that the neighborhoods will reach out to them.
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Figure 7 Spanish Brochure, Accessed online hig://austintexas.gov/neighborhoodpaeting

Program Governance

The governance structure that has evolved since 2009 is a board of
directors, made up of five city directors from the Transportation, Planning, Parks,
Watershed and Public Works departments. Together, this team reviews all of the
applications and then awards fundiggaff from the DPW then create a project
agreement with terms and conditions.

Overseeing the datp-day of the program is a Fttilme Program
Manager and a Project Coordinator who handles the engineering detaitdlas
as the scope, design, and budget for the projects AmeariCorpsVistas also

support the program.
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Program Budget

The program isupported by &-million-dollar city bond from 2012 that
was put aside to be used for sustainabiigated purposes. The DPW requested
$600,000 for the program, and the city council doubled what was asked for. The

department also has a half a million dollar operating budget.

Challenges and Lessons Learned

One major lesson learned in this project was the importance of geographic
equity. Golbabai called attention to the fact that there could be some equity issues
since the pernoagrcahm ipseaagg ttedmegttibboods that
are able to match the funds provided by the City could be prioritized over those
that are not. However, there have been specific attempts to make sure that this
does not happen.

First, the outreach for the program has been targeted tadparity and
low-income neighborhoods. And the outreach is done in a veayays the
foundation for positive relationships, and authentic engagement later on. For
instance, program staff attend neighborhood meetings and foster relationships
with community paners on an ongoing basis, rather than expecting
neighborhood leaders to reach out to the City solely.

Another helpful strategy for the team has been reaching out to professional
service associations, as well as Universities to create a network ofesmkititat

can add capacity to projects.
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While neighborhoods may have funding limitations, the DPW has been
intentional in valuing other kinds of capacity like volunteer hours. As part of the
match, neighborhoods can count volunteer time towards the mininatira
reasonable hourly rat&€his aspect of the program helps to ensure that community
members are encouraged to be engaged in a very-banday, and that their
time is valued- leading to a sense of monunity ownership in the longéerm
outcome oflhie program, according to Golbabai.

Another lesson learned is the importance of committed leadership and
staff to manage the program. Without the dedication of the DPW leadership,
Golbabai says, he and his staff would not be empowered to be bold, and
troubdeshoot issues that arise. One aspect of this Diréstef support is in the
issue of risk and liability. DPW leadership have assumed the liability of
community involvement in infrastructure projects through the process of signing
waivers. They also hawan insurance policy. Without being willing to take on a
certain level of risk, this program would be very limited in its reach and potential.

To tackle the concerns about equity and the gap that could have been
created by the coshatch aspect of the pyoam, the department has made a solid
effort to target their outreach, by attending neighborhood meetings and forming
ongoing relationships. This they have learned, takes more work, but leads to a
more diverse applicant pool.

Partnershipghey havdearred, are also key. A large aspect of this
program is the expertise that they are able to leverage from local Universities and

design professionals.
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One of the biggest drivers of success, according to Golbabai, is the passion

and commitment of the departmers | eader shi p and staff.

challenges that the prognaruns into regularly, and the institutional commitment
enables staff to be bold atehaciousA part of that commitment is the decision
that the department head made to cover a certain amount of liability. Residents
need to sign a waiver when they participate in a project, and the department has
insurance to cover potential incidents.

Another clallenge is the criteria that requires that 60% of residents
support the project. Building consensus among neighbors can be a difficult task,
and often there are one of two very active opponents. The department has learned

to be very diplomatic in addresgithese conflicts.
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Case Study #4eople Street, Los Angeles, CA
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Figure 8 Leimert Park Village Before and After People Street Plaza Project, Accessed online at
http://peoplest.lacity.org

Summary

The Los Angele®epartnent of Transportation operatas innovative
Parkletand Plazgrogram that aims taccelerate project development and
implementation with a clear process for local organizations to follbw.
program, called People Streistboth an informationdb with resources, as well
as a formal application process for neighborhood organizations to partner with the
City in transforming public spaces. People Stieeludesa bike corral element,
however, for this case study, | will focus only on the Parkiet Rlaza parts of the

program.

Context and Program Creation
The impetus for the People Street program came out of some early pilots
that tested the notion of local organizations and city departments partnering to
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transform public spac®rior tothe firg pilots in 2012, there was a confluence of
city departments, and local organizations who were interested in implementing
tacticalurbanism projects but there were clear guidelines to follow, or way for
local residents to access to expertise of citlf &ad vice versa).

There were two emphasis points for the early pilot projects and the
formation of the People Street Program. First, local groups wanted to do
temporary projects to demonstrate street space in different ways. With multiple
groups requémg to do project ke parklets or plazas, theresmat anyt hi ng
the regulatory process that allowed for these temporary, exgetal projects.
This surgeof organizations requesting a process foticaturbanism illuminated
the need focity depanmnents to work together to createeon

Secondly, the department was interested in exploring their philosophy for
how street space is used and perceived. Thepibgiram catalyzedonversations
and served as an incubator to experiment with different idea®an design and
public spaceThe program enabled city staff and community members to engage
in a dialogue that addressed the reorganization of street space in a way that strikes

a balance between users.

Program Launch and Implementation

In early 2012the first plaza demonstration project was implemented,
Sunset Triangle Plaza. The plaza features tables and chairs, a bike corral, planters,
and a basketball hoop. After this successful installation, the Los Angeles City

Council passed a motion that regtedthat City departmentassist with the
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installation ofwh at t h earklecdanhohsealion prpjects. As a r es ul

pilot parklets were launched and completed in the winter of 2013.

After these pilots were on the ground, the People Street program
formalized and launched an annual application proéessh year, LADOT opens
an application window for community organizations to submit an initial proposal
for a project. There is a sepaapplication for the Parklet, Plaza and Bike Corral
programsThe application contains information program goals, program
criteria and responsibilities, information on the application life cycle, application
steps, eligibility criteria and an applicai checklist.

Boththe Parklet and Plagzaograms emphasize the importance of the
community partner applicant having the capacity to be-teng stewards of the
program.According to Valerie Watsorgupervising Transportation Planner with
t he Ci trtméntsof Teaaspaatatiorthe City is open to individuals applying
to the program, but they are very clear about what the financial and long term
stewardship responsibilities are.

The application criteria for both programs is based on the lessons learned
from the pilot projects, and national best practices in placemaking and include:

organizational capacity

site location

1

1

1 site context
1 community support
1

access needs for public spaces

Both the Parklet and Plaza programs also offer several other resources for

applicants. First, thenie a Kit of Parts which consists models to expedite the
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application and approval process. The Parklet modelSidesvalk Café,
Sidewalk Extension, and Landscape Lounge. The Plaza models are Café, Active,
Lounge. These typologsehelp to organize the options for furnishings by thematic
uses. For each typology there are required furnishings, and then optional
furnishings that the Community Partner can select if they choose such as lounge
chairs, game tables or exercise equipgfentexample. Edt furnishing option is
outlined in theguide along with specifications and vendor information should the
Community Partner be interestéit of Parts 2015)
There is also a detailed application manual for both the Parklet and Plaza
prograns. The manual includdarther detailed information on criteria and
financial responsibilities, workflow charts, information on the project life cycle
(development, installation, renewal, g¢@nd the application itse{People Street
Plaza Application Maual 2015; People Street Parklet Application Manual 2015)
So far, says Watson, there Heesen a variety of applicants from Business

Improvement Districts, to neprofits and othecommunitybased organizations.

Figure 9 NOHO Plaza after People Street Plaza Project Accessed online at http://peoplest.lacity.org
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Program Outcomes
One outcome, according to Watson, is that these projects havedyeld
lot of usefuldata thanks to eobust methodology for pre&nd postinstallation
evaluation and data collection (People St website 2015). The hope is that
analyzing the data will allow the coordinators to desctimh anges i n safety,
mobility, accessibilidy"camtdureec omermd ep tvii d ms

neighborhood and the project itself from people walking or bicycling in the

project area and [2@l5).8d fardixemmpiricelereparts oper at or s
havebeen created. The reports revealed six findings that they faterésting.
They are described below as outlined on th

website.

1) Mode of arrival: The comparison of merchant perceptions of how
their customers arrive the sites reveals inconsistencies with
responses frorpeople who paitipated in the pedestrian intercept
surveyspeople actually visiting the site. We are interesteske if
this gap shifts aftgpostinstallation data is collected.

2) Presence of womeis an indicator of the quality and perceived safety
of the publicrealm; differenced in weekday and weekend activity
levels for women across the project sites were noticed. We will be
interested to see if there is an increase in the presence of women
throughout the week poststallation.

3) Severe and fatal collisionsDisparities between the percentage of
total collisions (all severity) and percentage of collisions resulting in
death or severe injury for people walking are shown. Similar to initial
data analysis citywide fdrision Zerq collisions involving people
walking at every site make up a disproportionately large percentage of
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the fatal and severe collisions as compared to other modes. Although
people walking make up a small percentage of the total collision
incidence (H severity), they make up a large portion of those killed or
severely injured.
4) Dalily visit frequency: Across all sites, people interviewed in the
intercept surveys reported high respon
to you visit tmiosiarseanhtcequedtitdhre. “Ildmai
response make up less than half of survey responses. This shows that
People St sites are serving not just occasional visitors or shoppers, but
often people who may live and/or work in the area, or rely on trips to
the site for dily needs.
5) Safety and cleanlinessSurvey respondents reported generally
favorable perceptions of safety and cleanliness in the People St
neighborhoods, which span many different communities across the
City, from a dense, urban core and commercial cartol@ historic
district and residential neighborhood.
6) Things to watch: The amount of stationary activity in Leimert Park
Village Plaza area was considerably higher than other sites (possibly
attributable to the adjacent park). A dearth of stationaryigctiv
Bradley Ave Plaza area was recorded. Will both sites see significant

increases after project?
Whil e Watson wasn’'t -swihringreases ia @alkabilityt he har d
and sales tax receipts as a result of these interventions, she was sbsptised
perception data. There were some interesting takeaways that illuminated how
people perceive others arriving to a space, using the space, and how much they
spend in a space.
Another success of the program is that it has contributed to the creftion

the Great Streets Initiative. This program
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City Council and other stakeholders, identifies project areas across the City to
receive City services to activate streets
currently basing their program and their evaluation on the methodology and
criteria of People Street. While this program is at a somewhat largersxale
corridor scale, Watson notes that it was good to see that the People Street model
was useful for this wdr
The People Street program has also led to other neighbekbaod
interventions. One group is currently working with partners to figutéhow to
do block parties- atypology that the department is likely to embrace in the
future. Anotherideaiscreas ng a met hod f or | +sgrehse ment i ng
closed off to cars for the purpose of play. Other ideas are in the works and Watson
is excited about the future of the People Streets model. People are realizing that
the program servesas awayteskml i ne communi cati on so that
need to talk to 10 different departments individually in order to do something
innovative.
The major takeaway of this program, says Watsoagasnrelated to
perception. They have seen in their quantitativeé qualitative data that people
are thinking about street space differently since the creation of People Street. The
projects aren’t the end goal but act as a

we use space, how people move around the City, andsivhats could be.
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Equity

At the time of this thesis, there weleeePeople St projects that were
located indisadvantaged neighborhoodis our interview, Watson reflected the
importance of equity in the program and noted doamunity partners ithese
neighborhoods were able to apply for tmegram and take advantage of it. For

the City,thisser ves as a qualitative measur e

Program Budget

At this time, only one staff person is officially assigned to work on the
program although many different people collaborate on it.

For materialsthe square feet of a potential projeaty, so the department
sek aside a budget to covtree timeghetypical square foot plaza. The City
typically budgets foB plaza projectannually. The parklets apaid for by

communitypartners.

Challenges and Lessons Learned

A major issue the initiative deals with is a lack of staff, says Watson.
Having only oneperson responsible for the program causes limitations and
challenges. In the future, Watson would like to see more staff, and more
investment of city resources to the program.

In a City as large and diverse as Los Angeles, it has been important for the
department to keep in mind the vast differences between neighborhoods. For

instance, there may be neighborhoods that are risk with partnerships but need
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work generating funding, and others that have resources at their disposal but
might need to work a littlbit haider to get coalition support. As a result, there is
no onesize fits all approach. What they have learned, says Watson, is that the
requirements of the program are basic enough that they can ensure long term
success for projects across the resoarzepartnership spectrum.

The power behind this program Hasen the departmeahd community
leaders working together. This kind of organizing can be very time consuming,
but the departmm has learned that sometimes just having the right people at the
table to talk through potential solutions can leacktativelyeasy fixes and long

lasting solutions.
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Case Study #3:allahassePlacemaking Districts

MARKE[]
DISTRIGT]
e i wieg

Figure 10 Tallahassee Placemaking Districts, Accessed onlinatyr//www.talgov.com/place/pin
placemaking.aspx

Summary

Starting with one neighborhood, the City of Tallahassee coordinated a
plannng initiative that designated foareas around the city as Pla@kimg
Districts. This initiative, a partnership with local business and neighborhood
associations served as a way to leverage city resources and ignite creativity in

transforming the districts.
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Context and Program Creation

In 2009, a local business ttist called the Midtown Merchants District
expressed interest in coordinating with the City to elevate the status of their
commecial area. They were interestedfosterng a sense of place and catalyzing
activity in the district to attract customers asdlitalize the neighborhood. The
District organization approached the city commission with their ideas. The
planning department at that time was in the process of creating plans for different
neighborhoods of Tallahassee and the Commission directedaheank directly
with the local neighborhood association and the Midtown Merchants District.

The MidtownDistrict at that time was already increasing in vibrancy and
was quickly becoming a vibranbmmercial areaHowever, business owners,
residents, andl@nners wanted to work together to take things a step further.

As a first step, planners, in partnership with the neighborhood, created a
Pl acemaking Plan. What was wunique about th
that rather than creating a plan thatuid sit on a shelf, they went a step further to
create a concrete action plan implementation. The Placemaking Plaant
back to the commission for approval, and the commission allocated funding to

work on tangible projects in the district.
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Program Launch and Implementation

When the commission allocated fundsrgplementingthe Racemaking
Plan, they set aside a portion for events and promotion, and a portion for capital
improvements. The first big project was tH&/Svenue Plaza.

A key catalyst for this initiative was active, engaged residents and
business owners. They were able to work in partnership with the City and the
planning departmenthe first big project, and the foundation for all future
placemaking work, was'BAvenuePlaza (at Thomasville and'Bvenue). As a
result of the Placemaking Plan and the Action Plan, capital improvements were
made including thést below:

1 Brick paving treatment

1 Outdoor seating

1 Electrical installed for food trucks and music

1 Sidewalk and p&ing enhancements including a road diet, creation of
parallel parking, andvalkway

A parklet that acts as a buffer to the backside of a shopping area
New gas lighting

Flashing signal at two crosswalks

Tree plantings

= =/ =4 A

Road resurfacing project

Funds were alsspent on events and promotimicluding

1T Taloofa Fest, a celebration of Tall ahas
is hoped to be held annually, features different bands, food, crafts and beer
vendors.

1 A billboard campaign for the Merchants Association.
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1 Art project featuring artistic tables and chairs, to be installed in Lake Ella
Park.

All of this work was done with the funds allocated by the commission in addition
to resources leveraged by creativiglging advantage of opportunities and
partnerships with other City departments. For example, whenever the Department
of Public Works came into the district to make improvements, the team was able
to use the opportunity to implement something from thain pRather than only
doing resurfacing work, they were able to install bvwags and increase public
spaceTree plantings and bike parkimgere also projects that were implemented
by creatively leveraging resources.

As a result of the®Sstreet plazahe Planning Department has launched
Placemaking Districts in three other areas of the City that were also looking for
investment- Munroe Adams, Huntington, and the Market District.

For each district, planners conducted a i@ttgstyle visioning process
with residents ahbusiness owners. The end goal of these gatherings was to
identify a public space, and find ways to make those spaces more attractive,

interactive and welcoming.

Program Outcomes

In response to the placemaking work and the added erspdrasrban
design, the city restructured their staff and formed a new division called
DesignWorks. The new division handles all of the site plan designs as well as

customer service for the Placemaking Districts and other projects.
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One of the first projects that DesignWodecided to tackles a citywide
Wayfinding program. After the Placemaking Plans were created for the four
districts, City staff and residents felt thiaeir identityshould be tied together
through overarching,ahesive signage

In addition,in 2014 voters approved a penny sales tax extension, which
would create a pot of money to be used in the county for public improvement
projects. A public process was coordinated to determine how the funéts lveou
used Historically, it hadbeen used for roadwayideningand capital
improvements, but in this round, placemaking was identified as a top choice for
how voters wanted to spend the money.

Brian Weibler,Principal Plannewith Tallahasse¢.eon County Planning
Departmentnotes that the initiative changed the way the local government helps
to foster investment. |It’s a new way
than a cookie cutter treatment, iti®ughtful, engages the community in asking
what is speciaabout their neighborhood and what special parts can be leveraged

into something new.

Program Governance

The City of Tallahassee has been a leader in this initiative by allocating
staff time and funding for the work. But what has also been key is ttreepships
formed with the local business and neighborhood associations. Weibler says the

city staff saw themselves as the facilitator coaching community members through
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a goal setting process for their district. It was essential, he says, for thestép to

back and really listen to what the community wants.

Program Budget
In total the program had just over $650,000 allocated. This was allocated
through two different phases and at the time of this inter$i&y000 was

remaining

Challenges and Lessus Learned

As noted above, the city staff saw their role as guiding residents through a
process- so it was essential for them to really listen and empower the community
through active participation and engageméntasalsoimportant in this
initiative for planners to keep in mind that every district is different and how they
engage their population is different as well. For example, the Huntington
neighborhood wasiore residentbased, with not as strong of a commercial node,
so the goals of the placekiag work is really defined by this. For instance, one
of the goals in this district is to work to establish a merchastsociation.

The Market Districon the other hand hadstronger merchants
association. One of the challenges they have experienced, according to Weibler is
that since commercial and residenti al
much success with their placemaking interventions in this district. Much of the
open spaces actually private shopping areas. So planners are looking to identify

local partners for investment to create plikk amenities in these privately
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owned areas. Planners would like to see more residential and permits have been
coming in for townhome el/elopments.

Wiebler reflects that for his department, it was important that they commit
to allocating staff resources, and energy to the initiative. Building relationships
was essential, as well as having a clear plan and showing progress over time. For
the residents, this translated into trust and interest in moving the initiative

forward.
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Discussion

The five case studies expldiew each municipality supported the
residentled placemaking initiatives. This section discusses my findings and
explores how municipalities can help create vibrant, inclusive public spaces
through the successful deployment of these programs and stsategiealyzing
the interview responses, several themes surfaced as being important to the success
of all of the projects studied. Firstcommitment on behalf of municipal staff and
leadership was key. It was very important for the municipal coordisator&ee
the project through with the necessary capacity, endorsement by decision makers
and fundingSecondly, capacity could make or break an initiativecluding
dedicated staff time, but also the access to resources, materials, and the capacity
to build partnerships with those who can move the project forward. Lastly, and
perhaps most important, a theme emeigfatie city as the enabler of the
projects. There is a variety of ways that the municipality, through the participating
departments, and tlengaged decision makers, helped propel initiatives through
creative policies, removal of bureaucratic red tape, streamlined permitting, or
other means.

While this thesis was qualitative, and no quantitative data was included, |
believe three themes wergmificant factors that the field can learn from and

evolve into best practices in municipal placemaking.
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One common factor that all interviewees reported as important to their
i nitiati ve’ sommitment & their departsmer8o tvheether a
specific department leader empowered their staff, or municipal staff from
different departments collectively played this retejnicipalcommitment was
noted as key across all projects. There may be several reasons why commitment
was so vitato their work. First, as noted previously, the freedom to problem
solve and take risks led to innovative projects.

I n addition, the city and department’ s
translated into investment in specific neighborhood areas. Talahas” s Br i an
Weibler noted this specifically in his recount of the placemaking districts action
plans. And this investment was felt by residents, business owners and contributed
to engagement and sustained participation.
Commitment and investment was asdwwn through the process itself.
This included public planning meetings and charrettes that allowed for a low
barrier to entry with less planning jargon than typical planning processes. In
addition, most of the initiatives held interactive events thatedtl residents to
take part in transforming their neighborhood. And lastly, as in the case of People
Streets, processed were streamlined to allow for a diverse mix of people to apply
for a Parklet or Plaza. So while the investment was communicated differen
across projects, in all of these case stud

specific neighborhoods, or the placemaking process itself led to the success of the

program.
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This can be broken up intbreecategories: bold leadership, and

departnentalcommitmentand collaboration across departments.

Bold Leadership

Four out of the five case studies explored had a strong department leader
or decision maker that the interviewee expressed as being crucial to the
momentum of the program. Bold lead@pstook manyforms across the case
studies.

First, several of the interviewees described the means by which the project
was catalyzed. The Neighborhood Partnering program was conceived as the result
of a city councilor attending a conference and learalut a similar program in
Seattle. In MemFix, city leadership connected with Bloomberg Philanthropies and
became part of a national pilot. In Norfolk, city planners looked outside their city
to find Better Block, the organization that guided them irr thieicemaking
success. All of the interviewees in some way noted the importance of learning
from best practices in launching their initiative. And in the examples previously
mentioned, a leader was particularly instrumentéiringing that information to

the initiative and generallgatalyzing the placemaking work in their city.

Departmental Commitment
It s one thing to start the initiative,
your team. It was clear from the interviews that bold leadership was also

important in empowering programmatic staff to excel in their placemaking work.
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Having one department shepard the program was instrumental and seemed a

success factor in Austi n’ Golbahbaihaghh bor hood Pa
poignant recount of thisinsayn g t hat t he Department of Pub
Director’s commitment to the initiative al

solutions to challenges and take risks. It

trickled down to the rest of the department aad tontributed to a sense that this

program is important and staff can have the freedom to challenge themselves and

others as they find ways to ti@eshoot issues that arise. It waswonder that

this freedom has led to the innovative projects in Aubian Golbabai outlined in

the case study above.

Collaboration Across Departments

In some cases, as mentioned above, a specific department was leading the
initiative, while in others, a more organic leadership model took form where staff
from different departments would form a formal or informal governance body to
make decisions and methe project forward.

It seems to be a common issue in local government that departroekts
in silos rather than workingeamlessly together, collaborating on projects and
programs. However, in these initiatives studied this rare collaboration seemed t
contribute to the success of the proj&taff were able to regular touch base to
leverage the resources and knowledge of those in other departments to work
towards the goal of the initiatives. Different department leaders regularly came

together, suchs in the example of MEMFix, to eradicate barriers and streamline
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processes. Without this collaboration, bureaucracy and its processes can be

unsurmountable both for residents and often for city staff themselves.

Related to staff commitmerns theissue of capacity, a key theme that
surfaced in all interviews either as a factor in success, or a challenge, or both.
There are several different typafscapacity that were mentioned in the
interviews. And its important to note that from my analysis, a placemaking
program can have one type of capacity and still be successful without having all

three.

Staff time

The Austin and Tallahassee interviews attributed a large amount of their
success to the fact thidueir supervisors empowered them to spend their time on
these placemaking initiatives. While governance seemed imperteaving a
board or coalition that was overseeing the placemaking work, it seemed much
more important to have at least one paid staffiier focused on the initiative.
For instance, NPP had 2 Fdlime staff and ZAmeriCorpsinterns. NPP is unique
in that the DPW really walks residents through the process of proposing and
implementing a project. This hands on approach would not be pogsthbut

the dedicated to it.
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On a similar note, after the success of the first several placemaking plans,
Tallahassee created a whole division to devote to urban design and project
management of the placemaking districts.

Valerie Watson from People 8&t, Los Angeles identified staffing as a
challenge, noting that she was the only staff member dedicated to the program,
and that this was only a part of her responsibilities within the department. With

more staff time, and more resources, she theorikedity could do much more.

Resources

While not explicitly identified as a success factor, all of the case studies
explored were supported at least in part by funds from the City, or by the use of
tangible materials provided by the City. With this faahfer that initiatives that
depend on community assets alone may not be as successful or sustainable. | will

explain these two types of resource support below.

Finances

The NPP stood out as the most explicit in how the financial contribution
was explaied to residents. In both the ca$taring and the grant assistance arms
of NPP, the City provides some support. The City provides 70% support for
proposals for “standard” projects wunder
between $150,000 and $500,08&ther than relying on the community for a cash
match, they allow for other kinds of support including volunteer labor, materials

or other services.
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Tallahassee, while not as direct about the funding available for each
district, has made funding accessilidr placemaking projects throughpital

funding, and tax dollars.

Materials
People Street has made it clear in their application process that the City
will provide required infrastructure for the plazas and parklets approved, but that
the community is responsible for other desired additions.
All interviewees mentioned the verytamtional approach that their
municipality was taking in leveraging any infrastructure improvements happening

already to benefit the placemaking goals.

Partnerships

While it goes without saying, the outcome of the placemaikirigtives
in the communies they focused on depended on a partnership with the
community itself. But with this category, | am specifically referring to the
importance of partnerships with those that can provide professional expertise and
guidance to the residents and to city séafthey work together on their
placemaking projects.

The success of all of the projects was partly due to the partnerships they
built, either with national partners, local organizations, or business associations.
The Norfolk Better Block Initiative redid on the expertise of their external

national partner Better Block which they paid to to assist them with their
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initiative. The City was able to take advantage of the system that Better Block had
put in place in other communities to engage residentamsfiorming the district
through an event.

MempFix also relied on national partnerships, through Bloomberg
Foundation, as well as loby, a national fpyofit. People Street was able to attain
useful data on their parklets through a student group that hadteeted to do
this work. And all other initiatives noted the importance of working with local
Universities, design professionals and other trade professionals or organizations to

complete the transformation of the site(s).

Anothertheme that surfaced and was strongly emphasized as a success
factor in all interviews was the role of the Caty an enableAs described earlier,
all the initiatives included in this thesis are those that were munieigddut that
enabled community pacipation and desigeo there is a preconception in the
design of this study which assumes that the city can and should enable community
placemakingThe interviews were conducted with municipal staff, so while there
may be perceptions by tineunicipality of their role in the scope and the outcome
of their work it may be limited, or differ from the community, or others
perspective

All interviewees expressed a similar sentimerttwas important for the
City to set the scene for the placemaking workappen but to ultimately step

back and allow the community to be the expert. The staff and departments
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involved seemed to truly acknowledge the delicate balance between leading an

initiative, and enabling community leadership over the project outcomes.

Effective Municipal Leadership

There are several ways that the meipality helped set the scefar

transformations of the built environment

Space was made available

Most of the five initiatives made spaaeailable for placemaking activities

includingboth unoccupied commercial space, outdoor street space, or other areas.

Without thecity making their own city space available, or using their

relationships to make private spaces available, the placemaking activities would

not be able to happen,orwoddlde | i mi ted to spaces that ar el

or otherwise ideal.

Permitting restrictionsvere eased or eliminated

The municipal coordinators of the initiativesmoved permitting barriers for
using spaces holding events, allowing different uses and even changing outdoor
zoning codeThese are important policy changes that send a clear message that

these initiatives should bypass the usual lengthy bureaucrategs.
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Typologies were created to simplify the process

In several instances, municipal coordinators created typologies for places that
would allow participants to make quicker decisions around what type of
intervention might be most appropriate in the space and what materials may be
needed. Clear applicatiomsere drafted that outlined the criteria, steps, and other

useful information.

Tangible action and evaluation plamsre created

The City of Tallahassee was very intention about creating Action Plans rather
than create more plans that would sit on a sh&é City of Los Angeles was
likewise proactive around evaluating the outcome of their program in a way that
would communicate the value of the interventions and the places for

improvement.

Community Empowerment and Equity
There are also several wayst the municipalities interviewed
empowered neighborhood leadeygake ownership over the outcomes of their

projects and their neighborhoods

Staff helped quide residents through process

It was essential for each of these initiatives to have thiecstpécity to guide
residents through the process of partnering on the placemaking initiatives. The

staff capacity provided support to residents in translating more complex planning,
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design, or engineering aspects of the project, and navigating the applica

process itself.

Online and print matéals were created

Online and print materials were also an important way that the municipalities
communicated the opportunities and details of their programs to the public. This
included visually appealing broctes, easy to navigate websites, and online

applications.

Volunteer timevas countedd s c ommun’i ty “ mat ch

The City of Austin sent a clear message that residents and their time are valued
when they all owed for vol unt #gydundsfoi me

placemaking projects.

Outreach was conducted thmtoritized geographic equity

All of the initiatives prioritized geographic equity by putting staff time towards
outreach, partnering with ethe-ground organizations, or by directly providin

funds to the disadvantaged neighborhoods who may not be able to access the
opportunity without additional support. Austin even included geographic equity as

a criteria and as a department goal.
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Reflections and Recommendations

As mentioned previously, there are several limitations to this thesis
research that are importanttondte. r st , | di d purposefully fo
munici pal perspective. | chose to examine
their poinomounvigwmayhdawe had a differen

and a very different'tpenspecti gaanetandbveg

information | retrieved was from interview
the person | spoké@dewietprojAcdsaldasteltyeyhl|l f ai
y eaNMosr.e i nformation may come forth over tir

projects and the process by which they wer
For further redeamah di mtee otmmiesr dt @apis¢ udy
comunity perspective ofsupheppkrtheoemakmagi ng
progrdmgetdeeper into the equity and empow
initially presented in my thesis. I n addit
guantify somse of theseuioomeatives and per
on a range of <criteria.
After completing the interviews arghithering the lessons learnétiave
several specific recommendations for municipalities that either have, or plan to

launch placemakingrograms.

Invest in staff capacity
Initiatives with the proper staff capacity to support them will have the best
chance of success. There is no one sizelfigaifing plan and how the program
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is supported could mean a number of different things depgmd the need, size,
budget and goal of the program. It couldamedicated fulitime staff persona

certa n per cent ag e tinefan Amescorpsffeflongpcensuttamtnor s
perhaps a partnership with a local organization with the cap#éfatyng the
necessary support in this way, not only helps tasks get completed, bonagiso
senda message to other municipal departments, and to the community that this

program is valued and the outcomes are important.

Value the community and acknowledge municipal limitations
In order toauthentically partner with the commayimunicipalities will
need to really see and value both the history and identity of the community, as
well as all of the communitenses’ assets, op
Placemaking can often be viewed as the transformation of an undesirable
space. This approachistdpo wn, doesn’t authentically eng
and after the transformations are made, often lead to gentrification and
displacement. But, theis a different way- if the municipality shifts its thinking
to an assebased approach.
Just like in the previous recommendation, there are a variety of ways that
this could be showrMunicipalities could count volunteer time as a match for
fundraising like the City of Austin, or closely eooordinate the initiative with a
local community partner. A community asset mapping session could be held, or a
place analysis workshop where residents observe a specific spot and score it for

its vibrancy qualities olack thereof. Lastly, the community could be engaged in
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thedesign of the space itsddf crowdsourcing ideas for the spangking
placemakingnaterials easily availablandmaking the process simple to
navigae.

What | appreciated about all of thetiatives | explored in this thesis is
the approach that the municipal employees took in getting out of the way of
community residents and letting their expertise and vision shine through. Some
were more hands on and in control then others, but in all,dhgsgs
acknowledged their own limitations. Local government can only do so much, and
may not always be in the best position to fully understand the history of the
communicate, be the leader of the initiative, or manage the maintenance of the

space.

Remow barriers wherever possible

As mentioned in the discussion section of this Thesis, a common theme
that the interviews revealed was the removal of barriers to rapid interventions, or
placemaking projects. No matter what the program is, it will be essential for the
municipality to prigitize the removal of or simplification of bureaucratic stéps.
order to do so, it may be helpful to seek outside analysis of what the barriers are
via a survey, focus group, or outside consultant.

The barriers that were mentioned in the interviewsuihetl access to
private space (such as vacant buildings, etc.), permits for outdoor events, closing
streets temporarily for events, zoning restrictions, language barriers, access to the

public planning process, cost barriers, and safety issues.
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Use the paver of pilots
One powerful tool for municipdl ed pl acemaking is “pilot?”
Whether or not there are divisions and disagreements among the municipality and
community around what should happen in a space, allowing for a temporary
transformation masubdue any major conflict and allow for all involved to have
some time to test out the change before coming to any permanent decisions. This
approach takes the pressure off of the decision makers, and allows for some
flexibility and creativity intryingh ew appr oaches until the publ
gained. This approach has been well documented in the transformation of New

York City’'s Times Square, and countl ess ot

Collaborate among departments

As mentioned in the Disrssion, municipal departments do not always
collaborate closely with eadther.However, | would argue that it is essential in
successful municipded placemaking programs for relevant departments to
coordinate closely. Public space has so many diffelentents that can be
matched to different municipal prioritiegpublic safety, transportation, public
health, public works and infrastructure, housing, economic development. For all
of these areas to be addressed, a ridtiplinary team is needed. Waut
getting hung up on formal structuraisd governance, which can add to an already
complicatecbureaucratiprocessa nmble team of some sort is needed to ensure

thatdecisions are getting made, and outcomes are being achieved. Different
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departments @y also have different relationships with or perceptions among the
community, so partnering with different departments for this reason alone may

very well be worth the energy.

Prioritize equity

If an initiative is solely catering to those communities who have the time,
capacity and funds to transform their spacesler resourcedeighborhoods will
quickly lose faith in the effort and trust may be broken. No matter what resources
the municipalityhas, this thesis has shown that with some effort and creativity,
one can prioritize geographic and income equity in the munitzdagblacemaking
initiative. Some ideas for doing this have been mentioned in the above sections
but could include hiring a fiew or staff member to do community outreach to
disadvantaged amder resourcedommunities, translating materials to the
relevant languages, simplifying the process for participants via materials, or
having staff on hand to ensure clarity and empowsmeonity leaders to tackle
more technical eleemts of placemaking or design.

It is important to not only think about engaging the community in the
municipal process, but to take a take step back to think about who launched the
initiative, and why thisgrqu was at the table when others
possible, restart your planning and implementing by asking key questions and
havingproper community representation at the table to find out what the
community needs and desires are, and how the municipaktaiest address

those needs and desires. | f a plaza transf
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is desired, some other priorities may need to be attended to so trust can be built

and progress can be made in the muniegoahmunity partnership.

Be bold, creative and take risks
Innovation is importantThe leaders of these initiatives are trailblazers
who created a pathway within government and WITH community organizations
and residents where none existed., They did
permits, or legal implications, but instead creatively tested out ways to put people
first in public space. They figured out the rest of the process after. The City of
Austin’'s Gol babai was a shining example of
hisdemr t ment ' s | eader and the resulting empo\

felt to focus on innovative work they were doing and put their passion into it.

82



References

Adler, Paul S., and Sedkoo Kwon. "Social capital: Prospects fonew
concept."Academy of management review no. 1 (2002): 1-40.

Agnew, John. "Space and plac&he SAGE handbook of geographical
knowledgg2011): 316330.

Agyeman, Julian, Robert D. Bullard, and Bob Evans. "Just

sustainabilities.Development imn unequal world. Earthscan, Lond¢2003).

Agyeman, Julian. "Black people in a white landscape: social and environmental
justice."Built Environment (1978 (1990): 232236.

Agyeman, Julian, Robert D. Bullard, and Bob Evans. "Exploring the nexus:
Bringing together sustainability, environmental justice and equydce and
polity 6, no. 1 (2002): 7B0.

Agyeman, Julianintroducing just sustainabilities: Policy, planning, and practice
Zed Books Ltd., 2013.

Banerjee, Tridib. "The future of publgpace: Beyond invented streets and
reinvented placesJournal of the American Planning Associati®n no. 1
(2001): 924.

Bohl, Charles C., and Dean SchwanR&ce making: developing town centers,

main streets, and urban villagedrban Land Inst2002.

Brown SC, Mason CA, Perrino T, et al. Built environment and physical
functioning in Hispanic elders, the
Health Perspectives. 2008; 116 (10): 1-3307.

83



Carr, StepherRublic spaceCambridge UniversitPress, 1992.

Cerin, Ester, and Eva Leslie. "How so@oconomic status contributes to
participation in leisurdime physical activity.'Social science & medicirg6, no.
12 (2008): 259€6009.

Cityof Memphis2 0 1 5, “ Ci t jnnoeafion Repoitp hi s

City of Norfolk 2015, “City of Norfolk Des

Davidson, William B., and Patrick R. Cotter. "The relationship between sense of
community and subjective wdbleing: A first look."Journal of community
psychologyl9, no. 3 (1991): 24@53.

Faga, Barbaraesigning Public Consensus: The Civic Theatre of Community
Participation for Architects, Landscape Architects, Planners and Urban

DesignersNew Jersey: John Wiley &ons, 2006.

Fleming, Ronald Le€lhe art of placemakindnterpreting community through

public art and urban desigri.ondon: Merrell, 2007.

Florida, RichardCities and the creative clasRoutledge, 2005.

Francis, Jacinta, Billie Gile€orti, Lisa Wood, and Matthew Knuiman. "Creating
sense of community: Thele of public space.Journal of Environmental

Psychologyd2, no. 4 (2012): 464009.

Friedman, Thomas LThe world is flat: A brief history of the twerfiyst century
Macmillan, 2005.

84



Frumkin, Howard. "Healthy places: exploring the evidenéenericanjournal of
public health93, no. 9 (2003): 1451456.

Gehl, JanLife between buildings: using public spat#and Press, 2011.
Gemzoe, Lars. “12 Quality Criteria for

Accessed online
at: http://www.slideshare.net/JeugdAntwerpen/ppt00009951813

Habermas, Jurgeiihe structural transformation of the public sphere: An inquiry

into a category of bourgeois socieMIT press, 1991.

Habermas, Jurgen. "The transformation of the public sphbraais. JJ Shapiro.
Boston: Beacon Pre¢4989).

“I'nnovate Memphis,” Accessed June 2015,

Jacobs, Jandhe death and life of great American citigitage, 1961.

Kurniawati, Wakhidah. "Public space for marginal peogRedcediaSocial and
Behavioral Science36 (2012): 476484.

Landry, Charles and Phil Woodhe Intercultural CityLondon: Earthscan,
2008..

Leyden, Kevin M. "Social capital antd built environment: the importance of
walkable neighborhoodsAmerican journal of public healt®3, no. 9 (2003):
15461551.

85

h t


http://www.slideshare.net/JeugdAntwerpen/ppt0000006-9921813

Li F, Harmer PA, Cardinal BJ, et al., Built environment, adiposity, and physical
activity in adults aged 505. AmericanJournal of Preventative Medicin2008;
35 (1): 3846.

Lloyd, Kathleen, and Christopher Auld. "Leisure, public space and quality of life
in the urban environmentUrban Policy and Researil, no. 4 (2003): 33856.

McMillan, David W., and David M. Chas. "Sense of community: A definition
and theory.'Journal of community psycholo@y, no. 1 (1986): @3.

McMillan, David W., and David M. Chavis. "Sense of community: A definition

and theory.'Journal of community psycholo@y, no. 1 (1986): 3.

“Mi dt own Action Plan,” Accessed April 2016
https://www.talgov.com/Uploads/Public/Documents/planning/pdf/compln/placem

aking/midtownactionplan.pdf

Norfolk Better Block Report,” Accessed May
http://www.teambetterblock.com/NorfolkRepor_Finalwebspseaall. pdf

“NPP brochure,” Accessed May 2016,
http://austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Public_Works/Neighborhood_Partne
ring_Program/update 12016.pdf

OECD.org, Accessed May 201&1p://www.oecd.org/insights/37966934.pdf

People StreetVebsite, Accessed April 201Bitp://peoplest.lacity.org/

“People Street Kit of Parts,” Accessed Apr
http://peoplest.lacity.org/app_material/PeopleSt_ParkletKOP.pdf

86


http://www.oecd.org/insights/37966934.pdf
http://peoplest.lacity.org/
http://peoplest.lacity.org/app_material/PeopleSt_ParkletKOP.pdf

“People Street Parklet Application Manual,

http://peopleslacity.org/app_material/PeopleSt_ParkletAppManual.pdf

“People Street Plaza Application Manual,

http://peoplest.lacity.org/app material/PeopleStz&pManual.pdf

“People Street Studies,” Accessed online A

http://peoplest.lacity.org/studies/

PPSor 01 6. “ Wheama kiisn gP.1”a Acc e swvevdbpsdegpt ember 2

“Places in the Making Report Accessed May

https://dusp.mit.edu/sites/dusp.mit.edu/files/attachments/project{mgplaces

in-the-making.pdf

Public Spacéttps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_space

Putnam, Robert D. "Bowling alone: Amea's declining social capitalJburnal
of democracy, no. 1 (1995): 658.

Putnam, Robert D. "The strange disappearance of civic AmeHoacy: A
Journal of Public Policy and Ideds2, no. 1 (1996): 3.

Radywyl, Natalia, and Che Biggs. "Reclaimiing commons for urban
transformation.'Journal of Cleaner Productiof0 (2013): 159170.

Reynolds, Arlene, Tracey H. Smith, and Patty J. Hale. "A systematic review of

built environment and healthFamily & community healtB3, no. 1 (2010): 68
78.

87


http://peoplest.lacity.org/app_material/PeopleSt_ParkletAppManual.pdf
http://peoplest.lacity.org/app_material/PeopleSt_PlazaAppManual.pdf
http://peoplest.lacity.org/studies/
http://www.pps.org/
https://dusp.mit.edu/sites/dusp.mit.edu/files/attachments/project/mit-dusp-places-in-the-making.pdf
https://dusp.mit.edu/sites/dusp.mit.edu/files/attachments/project/mit-dusp-places-in-the-making.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_space

Relph, EdwardPlace and placelessnesgol. 1. Pion, 1976.

Schneekloth, Lynda H and Robert G. Shiblelgcemaking; The art and practice
of building communitiedNew York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc, 1995.

Seamon, David, and Jacob Sowers. "Place andlptstess (1976): Edward
relph."Key texts in human geograp{8008): 4552.

Sense of Community Partners. (2004). Exploring sense of community: An

annotated bibliography. Calgary: Sense of Community Partners.

Shibley, Robert G. "The complete New Urbaniand the partial practices of
placemaking.'Utopian Studie®, no. 1 (1998): 8Q02.

Smith, Graham, Christopher Gidlow, Rachel Davey, and Charles Foster. "What is
my walking neighbourhood? A pilot study of English adults' definitions of their
local walking neighbourhoodsIhternational journal of behavioral nutrition and
physical activity7, no. 1 (2010): 1.

Semenza, Jan C. "The intersection of urban planning, art, and public health: the
Sunnyside PiazzaAmerican Journal of Public Healt®3, no. 92003): 1439
1441.

Talen, Emily. "Measuring the public realm: A preliminary assessment of the link
between public space and sense of communltu'tnal of Architectural and
Planning Researc(000): 344360.

Torras, Mariano, and James K. Boyce. "Incomeguality, and pollution: a
reassessment of the environmental Kuznets cuBealogical economic&5, no.
2 (1998): 147160.

88



Tuan, YiFu. "Space and place: humanistic perspectivePhitosophy in

geographypp. 387427. Springer Netherlands, 1979.

Walljasper, JayAll that we shareNueva York, New Press, 2010.

Wachter, Kenneth W., and Miron L. Straf, efike future of metanalysis
Russell Sage Foundation, 1990.

Whyte, William HollingsworthThe social life of small urban spacd®80.
Wood,Lisa, Lawrence D. Frank, and Billie Gik&€3orti. "Sense of community and
its relationship with walking and neighborhood desi@utial science &

mediciner0, no. 9 (2010): 1381390.

Yin, Robert K.Case study research: Design and meth&#ge publicatias,
2013.

Young, Nella.Civic engagement processes in commuipétyed arts: A meta
analysis of 23 case3SUFTS UNIVERSITY, 2009.

Zavestoski, Stephen, and Julian Agyeman. "COMPLETE STREHAS."
Incomplete Street4;14.London and New York: Routledg2014.

89



Appendix |

Interview Questions

Project and General Outcomes

1 Who was the catalyst for starting this program and when did it start?

T What was the goal or intended outcome of the project? Why did it start?
What problem was it trying to solve?

T What has been the City’ s role in the
step back?

T  Were any methods put into place to evaluate the succdss pfdject and
track progress against the intended outcome?

T How much has the city spent or budgetted to this initiative?

1 What was the biggest challenge?

T The biggest victory?

1 Is there other work happening that is leveraging the work that was done?

1  Whatdo you think was the main outcome of this project so far?

o Ifit helps, Break down to short and long term outcomes.

1 Has the project changed the way the city approaches either urban design,
planning, or community engagement?

T What would you say to other ciievho are wanting to do this work, what
lessons did you learn?

1 Was engagement a major goal of the project from the beginning, or was it
something that evolved over time?

1 Are there any existing report or anyone else | should speak with?

Community Engagenent Process
T Did you do any outreach or engagement in this process?
1 If yes, what kind of outreach was done, and who were you hoping to
engage”?
If no, why not?
At what point in the process were community members involved?
What methods of outreach or engagatneere used?
Do you have an estimate to how many people were involved?
Do you have any quantitative information on who was involved?
If not, could you explain generally what the extent of engagement was?
For instance, which groups were involved?
Was itrepresentative of the population?
Were there any particular groups that were engaged and others missing?
Would you call the outreach and engagement successful, and is there
anything that could have been improved or done differently?
1 How did this experiereecompare with other engagement that the City has
done for other initiatives or public processes?
T Who benefited most from this initiative?
T What did you learn doing this project and what would you repeat, or do
differently?

=4 =4 =4 -4 4 -8 -4 -4 -4 -4
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Appendix Il

Case Study #1: Norfolk Better Block

Location: Norfolk, Virginia

Partners: City of Norfolk, Better Block, local business associations and
neighborhood associations

Project Start Date: April 2013

Website: http://teambettdlock.com/norfolk/

Interviewee: Ron Williams,Deputy City Manager, City of Norfolk

Case Study #2: Memfix, Memphis TN

Location: Memphis, Tennessee

Main Partners: Li vabl e Memphi s, Mayor’'s I nnovation
Memphis, local organizations abdsiness associations

Project Start Date: January 2012

Website: http://memfix.org/

Interviewee: T o mmy Pacel |l o, Project Manager, Mayor

Team

Case Study #3: Neighborhood Partnering Program, Austin, TX

Location: Austin, Texas

Main Partners: City of Austin, community residents

Project Start Date: May 2012

Website: https://austintexas.gov/neighborhoodpartnering

Interviewee: Justin Golbabai, Neighborhood Partnering Program Manager, City

of Austin Public Works Department
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CaseStudy #4: People Street, Los Angeles, CA

Location: Los Angeles, California

Main Partners: L A D O TAttise Transportation DivisionCity of Los Angeles
Departments of Public Works and City Planning, the Office of Mayor Eric
Garcetti, and the Los Angeles @uay Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro).

Project Start Date: May 2012

Website: http://peoplest.lacity.org/

Interviewee: Valerie WatsonSupervising Transportation PlannActive
Transportation Division of thBepartment of Transportation

CaseStudy #5: Tallahassee Placemaking Districts

Location: Tallahassee, Florida

Main Partners: Ci ty Pl anning Department, | ocal
associations

Project Start Date: 2009

Website: https://talgov.com/planning/plannirgpmplinplacemaking.aspx

Interviewee: Brian Wiebler,Principal Planner, Urban Design Team, Tallahassee
Leon County Planning Department
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