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附錄 30：前測問卷評論意見 
 
題號 評論意見

375 

Q1 

 The discussion was awkward and marginalized.  It was addressed but did not comprise a critical element/consideration in the 
LARRMP. (NP-4) 

 While mostly Latino minority groups attended the meetings, other minority groups' interests were also represented whether or 
not they attended the meetings. (FP-1) 

 Several community group representatives attended meetings.  A coalition of advocacy organizations representing the Latino 
community participated and also held outreach meetings. (NP-2) 

 The minority group interests were not specific solicited.  Those who represented minority groups were able to express their 
concerns. (NP-1) 

 The outreach and attendance at the meetings was extensive, probably one of the best that I have seen for a community project. 
( G-5) 

 There were 20 public community outreach meetings during the planning process, welcoming public input from minority groups. 
(G-3) 

 The focus was on greening the river. (NP-6) 
 As much as there was participation by these groups. Meetings were held in areas close to where minority groups live. (FP-2) 

Q2 

 Even though 5 sites were chosen, additional sites were researched and developed, and all areas can benefit from the 
demonstration of the original 5 sites. (FP-1) 

 The opportunity sites were based upon the number of objectives that could be accomplished at that particular site.  For 
example, Taylor Yard is THE place identified where concrete can be removed from the River.  Other locations address River 
access over railroad lines, water quality improvement, recreational use of the River, retail and housing development, access to 
public transportation and so on. (NP-2) 

 I was able to participate in the discussion at the Community Advisory Committee level and thought it was given thorough 
information and enough time for Committee members to give input. (NP-1) 

 The opportunity sites are distributed equitably in 5 areas of Los Angeles, along the L.A. River, from the northern start of the 
River to the southerly portion of the City. (G-3) 
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 5 opportunity sites are representative of the geographic and social diversity of the areas adjacent to the river. (FP-2) 

Q3 

 The goals meandered and the final product was too politicized for a truly transparent process to exist. (NP-4) 
 Anytime, the information was available....and the process was publicly visible. (FP-1) 
 Meeting notices were posted and distributed in the community for those who are interested in the project. (NP-1) 
 The entire planning process records were available on the website (www.lariver.org) and the public was invited to the 

community meetings, as well as the Ad Hoc River Committee meetings.  There were also Advisory, Stakeholder and Peer 
Review Committees. (G-3) 

Q4 

 Due to the ultimate political nature of the document, the public's desire for concrete steps and targets were left unaddressed. 
The team made enormous strides from where we were pre-LARRMP but a lot was left undone. (NP-4) 

 Not every idea can be reflected.  Ideas are sometimes preclusive. The team chose to satisfy the greatest number of ideas 
possible. (FP-1) 

 Some sections of the plan used the exact language that had been expressed by stakeholders in meetings I attended. (NP-2) 
 It was not possible to include everyone's ideas. (NP-1) 
 The team was very active in listening to the comments and finding ways to include ideas into the discussion, if not into the final 

recommendations. ( G-5) 
 Outreach meeting comments were recorded and incorporated into the plan. (G-3) 
 I have attended many meetings, each time requesting that aside from the paved bike paths proposed, that there be a dirt surfaced 

trail for hikers, runners and equestrians.  I have been assured again and again that there would be, yet in the final plan there is 
NO TRAILS planned with a dirt surface. (NP-5) 

Q5 

 These were explained at every public meeting following the choice of the OA's. And in the Revitalization Master Plan report. 
(FP-1) 

 What is important to note is that 239 projects were identified in the plan from small to large.  The original 20 sites that were 
identified are also included in the Plan. (NP-2) 

 For me, it was explained quite clearly at the Advisory Committee level. (NP-1) 
 All of the areas long the entire River was incorporated in to the plan, with 5 main opportunity sites.  The process of identifying 

potential Opportunity Areas was grounded in careful examination of neighborhoods along the River.  This was explained to 
participants. (G-3) 

Q6  The team members were involved with the entire process. (G-3) 
 LARRMP went to many of the neighborhoods affected, but it is often difficult to get interest from the community. Many of the 
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meetings were populated by people already interested in river issues. (FP-2) 

Q7 

 Budget was not an issue for the stakeholders in this process. (G-1) 
 The budget to develop the LARRMP was managed by the Bureau of Engineering.  Budgets for opportunity sites are estimated 

and will change as the plans progress from a vision to something tangible.  This will require community participation to 
determine what is wanted and needed in each area -- especially with regard to the 5 opportunity sites. (NP-2) 

 As many stakeholders were not able to attend all the meetings and not necessary to have enough time to review documents 
posted on website, it is hard to estimate stakeholders' influence. (NP-1) 

 There were specialized meetings with different stakeholders; different neighborhoods.  Outreach efforts were extensive and 
targeted. ( G-5) 

 The planning process was transparent and all of the stakeholders had the opportunity for input. (G-3) 
 Long time participants had the greatest amount of involvement. Many people along the river are still unaware of the city's plans. 

(FP-2) 
 No, equestrians have been ignored. (NP-5) 

Q8 
 If they wanted representation and showed up or commented, they were represented. (FP-1) 
 The planning process was transparent and all of the stakeholders had the opportunity for input. (G-3) 
 No equestrians have been ignored. (NP-5) 

Q9 
 Comments were made to the team by the public that these meetings had the greatest attendance for "non-construction" events 

they have seen. (FP-1) 
 They were very well-attended...some of them more than others, depending on local community interest. (G-3) 

Q10 
 Judging from comments on both green values, recreational values, and development values, a wide representation took place. 

(FP-1) 
 Yes, with the input of many stakeholders and community. (G-3) 

Q11 

 The LARRMP team listened intently, but at times did not act on many important and feasible issues as a result of direction 
elsewhere. (NP-4) 

 Every public meeting consisted of an interactive exercise, with comment cards and questions taking place. (FP-1) 
 After presentations were made there was ample time to speak with LARRMP team members, to comment in writing or to write 

ideas on post-it notes and to place those ideas on a map illustrating where these concepts could be applied. (NP-2) 
 Communications emanated from the planners to the stakeholders, but the stakeholders were also given opportunity to respond 

back with ideas, comments and concerns. ( G-5) 
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 Do not consider this answer...question not clear. (G-3) 
 LARRMP did ask for involvement from citizens, but it is a very complex issue, which makes it difficult to get insightful/useful 

input from the larger population. The most useful input was from long-time advocates. (FP-2) 
 We were told that we were in the plan, but we are not.  We were well represented in the plans by the Lehrer Design firm, but 

when this new firm took over, all the plans changed and we were no longer included. (NP-5) 

Q12 
 Comments were recorded verbally, with written questionnaires and on plans/drawings. (G-3) 
 Equestrians have attended most of the meetings. I personally have attended these meeting over a two or three year period from 

the beginning of the planning stages. (NP-5) 

Q13 

 The initial preconceived ideas would have truly produced a binding and definitive future for the LA River.  The ultimate 
document made enormous strides, but fell short of that goal set out by many river communities. (NP-4) 

 I know this was not true.  NOBODY had a preconception before beginning this process.  That's why it was so exciting. (FP-1) 
 There were several mandates given to the LARRMP -- access to the River, concrete removal, water quality, and so on.  These 

items were to be addressed in the final Plan. (NP-2) 
 Some began with specific ideas, but i saw the ideas change and the representatives completely embrace concepts that were far 

removed from where they began. ( G-5) 
 Public input was very helpful in giving insight from a local and community perspective. (G-3) 
 This is to be expected, as most people are unfamiliar with the potential for change along the river. Most groups have a very 

narrow interest. It is up to the planning team to offer a larger vision for the river. (FP-2) 
 I am not a member of a public government agency. (NP-5) 

Q14 

 Criteria were discussed extensively, and are found in the MP report. (FP-1) 
 All of the information gathered during the process was discussed at the above meetings, analyzed, reviewed further by 

stakeholders and committees, developed and presented again for input during the entire process. (G-3) 
 Selection had to be determined by feasibility of sites (based on economic and political issues.) (FP-2) 
 I was never involved in any final discussions of the areas chosen.  They were presented to us as a done deal. (NP-5) 

Q15 
 By definition. (FP-1) 
 There was an in-depth participatory process. (G-3) 
 There was a lot of opportunity for public participation, both in large and small meetings. (NP-5) 

Q16  My participation in the project began in June 2006. (G-2) 
 Also attended specific community meetings arranged for neighborhoods that did not attend the general community workshops. 
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( G-5) 
 Attended multiple events, but don't recall when and where.  I had to choose "did not attend" because there was no box for do 

not recall. (G-4) 
 I can't remember all the places I attended meetings.  I am a member of the board of the Parks, Rivers and Open Space 

Committee and LARRMP made at least two or more presentations to us as well.  Each time acknowledging the need for dirt 
surface H/E trails. (NP-5) 

Q17  In response to questions. (FP-1) 
 Seems obvious that this would have to be done. (NP-5) 

Q18  Stated it was part of the decision surrounding the neighborhood councils and community plans. (FP-1) 
 There was much concern at Atwater Village and other areas on this subject. (NP-5) 

Q19  See previous question on this topic. (FP-1) 

Q20 
 Again, not germane to the workshop's purpose. (G-1) 
 Prior to being awarded the contract, 3 teams made a public presentation with regard to their planning process and vision for the 

document.  Based upon their submissions, the Tetra Tech, Inc. was chosen. (NP-2) 

Q21  It was sufficient for the meeting purpose. (G-1) 
 The duties were obvious from the introduction of the purpose and objectives of the Master Plan. (FP-1) 

Q22 

 The stakeholders attending the initial meetings helped set the priorities of the Revi Master Plan by their voting on priority 
objectives. (FP-1) 

 Possibilities for projects were presented as the LARRMP is a vision document -- a blueprint for what could be.  To implement 
specific projects will require community input and participation. (NP-2) 

 People were very vocal in their input. (NP-5) 

Q23 

 The team thought it was critical to conveying information from the stakeholders. (FP-1) 
 My 12 year old son was able to talk with team members and to give his suggestions of what he would like to see happen in our 

Canoga Park neighborhood.  Comments and ideas were definitely noted. (NP-2) 
 It was confusing, and somewhat useless, sticking dots on maps and writing ideas on huge pieces of paper.  You didn't feel like 

things were getting communicated. (NP-5) 
Q24 N/A 
Q25  This is an ongoing problem. (NP-5) 
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Q26 N/A 

Q27 

 I attended community, River stakeholder and advisory committee meetings. (NP-2) 
 These were far more insightful and influential to the planning process than the larger public meetings. Not because the city 

planning team was not receptive to both, but because people in the advisory committee are far better informed about the issues. 
(FP-2) 

 I attended several of these meetings.  I thought I was communicating well our needs. When the new design firm was selected, 
everything started over from the beginning apparently and input was lost. (NP-5) 

Q28 N/A 
Q29 N/A 
Q30 N/A 
Q31 N/A 
Q32 N/A 
Q33 N/A 

Q34 
 City Departments and community ( G-5) 
 More informed audience makes for more useful dialogue. (FP-2) 
 Lots of people, lots of input, confusing. (NP-5) 

Q35 N/A 
Q36 N/A 

Q37  Or community issues. (NP-2) 
 Not sure. (G-3) 

Q38 N/A 
Q39 N/A 
Q40  I don't ever remember it being discussed. (NP-5) 

Q41  The amount of outreach, research and development that was accomplished during this process, clearly reflected the amount of 
work that the $3 million included.  Wish it could have included the environmental as well, but the incorporation of community 
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input and outreach clearly outweighed that additional requirement. ( G-5) 
 Many of the conclusions were obvious from the beginning. (G-4) 
 Hard to say since our requests were ignored. (NP-5) 

Q42  To provide a vision for what WILL BE in the future. (NP-2) 
 There are problems and the ultimate outcome/effect is uncertain.  I support the idea of the river upgrade. (NP-5) 

Q43  I am curious to see how these structures are set up; what their mission statements are, who they employ, etc. (NP-2) 

Q44  There were more than three selection criteria for establishing the 5 opportunity sites. (NP-2) 
 The five opportunity areas were generally quite obvious from the beginning.  The selection criteria seemed to be crafted around 

achieving the desired response. (G-4) 
 Seems O.K. for a beginning. (NP-5) 

Q45  I wanted even more! (G-2) 

Q46  I wanted even more! (G-2) 
 Would not mind expanding and creating more green space and green linkages along the river, between the opportunity sites. 

( G-5) 
 We all know where the greatest need for parks exist.  Acquiring the properties and building the parks will be the big challenge. 

(G-4) 
Q47  I support the Plan because it will improve the environment of the River and this will have long-term positive impacts on the 

quality of life of Los Angeles residents--including their health, well-being, and economic prosperity. (G-2) 
 I support the plan for more than the economic benefits of the proposed development. (FP-1) 
 Impossible to tell how it will affect certain user groups and property owners. (NP-5) 

Q48 N/A 
Q49  Question is extreme. "Regardless of how much it costs" could mean anything. It should be implemented for sure, but costs must 

be studies carefully. (FP-2) 
Q50  Who do you mean by the LA River team and does NRDC have a representative on it? (NP-4) 

 They are conceptual, not definitive. (G-2) 
 The "LA River Team" should be considered as an extended team of the consultants, Bureau of Engineering, City Council, the 

Mayor's Office, and relevant stakeholders.  We all were instrumental in determining the proposed projects. (FP-1) 
 Somebody's gotta do it . . .(G-4) 
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 More work needs to be done on the choosing of projects. (NP-5) 
Q51  This is a leading question...and no definitive funding strategies are obligated in it. (G-2) 

 Funding resources listed were merely a start.  Costs associated with projects will depend upon the scope of the work and so on. 
(NP-2) 

 Funding resources are still being identified, so question is not correct. (FP-2) 
Q52  The LARRMP can be leveraged to move the City in the right direction. (G-4) 

 It is approved. (G-3) 
 City Council needs to be mindful of each representative base/citizens. (NP-5) 

Q53  The authors did their best to address the articulated public comments.  However, the minimal representation from the 
community speaks volumes -- most people still don't care. (G-4) 

 We were ignored. (NP-5) 
Q54  Depending, obviously, on how "public interest" is defined. (NP-4) 

 This is too absolute. (G-2) 
 The public interest in participating in dialogues to express opinions and to share their perspectives. (NP-2) 
 Yes, but it's important to understand that 1) the communities' demographics change over time and 2) the overwhelming number 

of community members do not see the big picture. (G-4) 
 The public will be using it. (NP-5) 

Q55  It must be a consideration, but should not be the overarching principle.  Too much socialism also drives away the capitalism 
the fuels the economic engine that supports the redistribution of resources. (G-4) 

Q56  If you want public support, transparency is key. (NP-5) 

Q57  Should be protected and advance. (NP-4) 

Q58 N/A 
Q59  The question is unclear. (NP-4) 

 This is a difficult issue.  Of course, the underprivileged will always seek redistribution of wealth and the wealthy will be 
generally opposed.  In addition, popular decisions are often shortsighted and do not consider long-term benefits to future 
generations. (G-4) 

 It is the role of public agencies to work on behalf of people affected, but decisions of this complexity can not be left up to people 
who are only partially informed about the issues. (FP-2) 
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Q60  Only if legitimate. (NP-4) 
 Negative consequences must always be considered, but should not necessarily control. (G-4) 
 As it impacts each neighborhood (NP-5) 

Q61  Or be directly related to public service provision that results in meeting the public's needs (e.g., training and education). (G-2) 
 All projects cannot solve all needs in the City. (NP-2) 
 There are many public needs.  Who is to decide which public needs are more important than the others? (NP-1) 
 The debate will center around what is an "important" public need. (G-4) 

Q62  Yes, but it's important to remember that many of the disenfranchised will remain disenfranchised and not participate. (G-4) 

Q63 N/A 
Q64  Information from stakeholders could be given to planners via different format.  The LA River project team has provided other 

opportunities for stakeholders to make comments. (NP-1) 
Q65  It is quite difficult for local residents to participate in all stages of the planning. Local community organizations and/or Neighbor 

Council needs to take more active roles in gathering inputs from local residents. For example, to host more informal community 
meetings that is convenient for residents to attend. (NP-1) 

 Participate?  Absolutely.  Control?  Absolutely not. (G-4) 
 Should be considered yes, but can not be the only issues addressed. (FP-2) 

Q66  Again, everyone's "wants" will seldom be solved via every project. (NP-2) 
 Provided that the public fully understand the project and what they really want. (NP-1) 
 To be successful, there should be community support.  However, shortsighted interests should not prevail. (G-4) 

Q67  With the understanding that those who seek to profit from the plan have a self-interest different from an interested member of 
the community. (NP-4) 

 But a plan cannot represent the interests of every stakeholder or it will lack a coherent vision. (G-2) 
 Up to a point. Design by committee can just lead to mediocre plans. A certain amount of unanimous decisions are required for 

bold plans. (FP-2) 
 Dirt trails for Hikers, runners and equestrian, a large user group, have been left out.  This affects support for the plan. (NP-5) 

Q68  It should actually be more than two-way communication…(G-2) 
 Our concern in being left out of this plan is that there is a larger plan called Rim of the Valley Trail that would connect up with 

the river plan making for a fuller and more complex experience. (NP-5) 
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Q69  However, sometimes public messages need to be translated and tailored for different audiences, such as for those who care about 
the aesthetic impacts of a project and are not interested in the technical aspects...or those who care about the environmental 
aspects and are not concerned about economic impacts...(G-2) 

 As clearly as possible. (NP-1) 
 Sometimes too much information can lead to real estate speculation, etc., that can destroy the proposed project. (G-4) 

Q70  Depends on the meetings. (G-1) 
 To get honest dialogue, some of the meetings work better if they are closed. (FP-2) 
 There are occasions when large groups are unwieldy.  Smaller executive groups can meet first to iron out ideas, THEN present 

it to the public. (NP-5) 
Q71  Depends on the participants. (G-1) 

Q72  It is quite challenging to get a cross-section attendance in any given meetings. (NP-1) 
 It's not always possible, especially for projects with far-reaching impacts. (G-4) 

Q73  Consensus decision-making may not always be the goal...(G-2) 
 Consensus is rarely achieved in all projects. (NP-2) 
 It's not always possible to achieve consensus.  However, there needs to be a collective will to achieve a project's ends or else 

the project will stall. (G-4) 
 100% consensus is not possible. (FP-2) 
 Sometime consensus isn't possible. (NP-5) 

Q74  Collaborative within the parameters set out by certain individuals. (NP-4) 
 The City elected officials and their staff have been working hard in making sure that the process provides opportunities for 

public inputs. For example, Michael Fong from Councilman Ed Reyes's office attended most of the meetings and has spent 
many hours to encourage community participation. (NP-1) 

 Many of the decisions seemed to be prearranged. (G-4) 
Q75  The vision for the LA River through image and description. (NP-4) 

 That is raised awareness in the LA River and pulled together stakeholders that have been previously splintered into factions into 
one conversation that can now move forward...resulting in collaborative implementation of projects throughout the River 
corridor within the City. (G-2) 

 That it was completed with a comprehensive conceptual plan-more than can be said for past efforts. (G-1) 
 Represents first steps towards a new River paradigm, and proposes initial demonstration projects to help show the public what is 
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possible, in the short-term, so that the longer-term projects may be appropriately appreciated. (FP-1) 
 The LARRMP is a VISION DOCUMENT.  It identifies possibilities and provides a framework for future planning efforts and 

discussions. (NP-2) 
 The project team was able to incorporate most of the comments from the participants who attended many of the meetings. 

(NP-1) 
 Defining stages of action that includes both nodes as well as the entire river; creating a vision for the City of what can be done; 

the planning process created a shared vision with the stakeholders. ( G-5) 
 It's done.  It may not be perfect, but it's a giant step in the right direction. (G-4) 
 The collaboration of ideas from the public, stakeholders and government that will result in benefits for the City. (G-3) 
 Moving a near impossible idea into an approved master plan with wide participation and approval of experts and the public. 

(NP-6) 
 I don't have time to answer this now. (NP-7) 
 Input to better inform decisions. Plan must be bold and not be only about satisfying those vocalizing ideas. Must be about 

greater good for future of LA. (FP-2) 
 We have Master plan! (NP-3) 
 You have caught the imagination of the Los Angeles Public. (NP-5) 

Q76  Please include tgrabiel@nrdc.org on any official lists for notification of LA River-related activities. (NP-4) 
 I was the project manager. (G-2) 
 I'm part of the LA River team. (FP-1) 
 Working on the LARRMP in the City. (G-3) 
 Friend (NP-7) 

Q77  All of these...(G-2) 
 All. (FP-1) 
 Work done by River stakeholder groups influenced the formation of the City's Ad Hoc River Committee.  The Ad Hoc 

Committee, especially Ed Reyes, certainly championed the LARRMP process and the Bureau of Engineering has certainly 
transformed into an important advocate for River Revitalization.  In addition, community groups, nonprofits, and such are 
essential to move things forward.  This is definitely a team effort that will require numerous participants to implement. (NP-2) 

 A push from a few key individuals, backed up by some serious funding . . .(G-4) 
 All of the above. (G-3) 
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 All of the above. (NP-5) 
Q78  These options are biased and leading and I don't appreciate the implications you are making. (G-2) 

 Outreach efforts such as neighborhood canvassing would have helped with community participation. (NP-2) 
 Hard to balance desires of City officials; private stakeholders; County and Corps. ( G-5) 
 They aren't taking into account the contaminants in the river that need to be addressed before they plan to let people use this 

river.  It seems that money comes before health - again. (NP-7) 
Q79 N/A 
Q80 N/A 
Q81 N/A 
Q82 N/A 
Q83  I am a consulting engineer. (FP-1) 

Q84  Local government worker: environmental supervisor (G-2) 
 Non-profit organization director (NP-2) 
 Landscape Architect (G-3) 

Q85  Decline to state. (G-1) 

Q86  Live on the Westside of LA (NP-6) 

Q87  I do work near Chinatown-Cornfields area and downtown Industrial area. (NP-1) 
 Work in the Cornfields/Chinatown area ( G-5) 

Q88 N/A 
Q89 N/A 
Q90  Gentrification(G-2) 

 These are all important.  One cannot choose. (FP-1) 
 Maintenance (NP-6) 

Q91  It can improve the City's natural environment and can result in health benefits for residents, biodiversity, and a decreased 
dependence on external water resources. (G-2) 

 Grew up near river and explored as a child ( G-5) 
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 Our city is strongly tied to the health of the river. (G-4) 
 research (FP-2) 

Q92 N/A 
Q93 byung@cra.lacity.org; ehuang@cra.lacity.org; Antonio Villar  200 N Spring St, 3rd Floor  Los Angeles, CA  90012 (G-4) 

Q94 N/A 
 
 
 
 


