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附錄 38：正式問卷評論意見382 
題號 評論意見383 

Q15 
 Effective open house type meeting - the questions below do not really relate to this type of meeting.  #20 below - not sure 

which stakeholders attended because it was an open house  #24 - team members were very accessible for one on one Q&A, 
but again - it was an open house setting, not a group discussion. (NP-24) 

Q25  I don't think so - these questions about dates and titles of meetings are very difficult after the fact.  Participants show up at 
meetings and don't really remember the date a few years ago, nor the title of the meeting. (NP-24) 

Q28  Again, not sure. (NP-24) 

Q32  I think so - like in Boyle Heights? (NP-24) 

Q35  Don't think so. (NP-24) 

Q65 

 The decisions had already been made. Little opportunity to change "vision." Not enough thought about what could go wrong. 
(FP-2) 

 I attended a special 2 meetings: United Chambers of the San Fernando Valley and Woodland Hills Neighborhood Council 
where the plan was presented. The Chambers in the Valley were never approached until UCC requested a special presentation. 
The River plan was presented as a done deal. I believe the process and the procedure were biased in favor of low income 
housing and redevelopment with the river revitalization as a smoke screen. (FP-4) 

 Although the process was open, scope limitations in the plan did not allow all viable suggestions to be incorporated. (NP-11) 
 Well organized. (NP-12) 
 Emphasis on pre selected agenda. No consideration for need of "natural surface trails." (NP-16) 
 Decisions were made in advance. The Downtown side of the river has zero parks and zero housing - just warehouses, power 

lines and train tracks.  Meaningful economic development is not being used to pay for the river.  Most of the parks are in 
Ed Reyes' District. (NP-22) 

 The process was narrowly limited in scope because of political and financial constraints.  The results are of limited value. 
The opportunity sites were chosen on a political basis. Several of the sites are not likely to see significant revitalization 
accomplishments in the next hundred years. Other more significant sites, such as the Arroyo Seco Confluence, were given 
short shrift. (NP-23) 

 An attempt to outreach broadly. (NP-24) 
 No consideration of National Historic Trails or natural surface trails for walking Y hiking, only bikepaths. (Other-4) 

                                                 
382 本附錄內容被引述於論文正文者，將以斜體字呈現之，以利讀者閱讀與瞭解；此外，被引述者編碼將採「題號＋正式問卷受訪者原始編碼」，例如 Q15_NP-24
意指原始受訪者編碼為 NP-24的這位受訪者於第 15題發表之評論意見。 
383 本欄位括號內為正式問卷受訪者之編碼，”G”＝政府部門；”FP”＝營利部門；”NP”＝非營利部門。 



 

- 355 - 

Q66 

 Chamber meetings with guest speakers from LARRMP. (G-5) 
 University of Southern California. (G-12) 
 Woodland Hills Warner Center Neighborhood Council in December of 06. (FP-4) 
 I am an elected Neighborhood Council member. (NP-3) 
 Public radio. (NP-9) 
 I was working for the William C. Velasquez Inst. conducting and leading precinct walking for stakeholder awareness of the 

meetings. (NP-10) 
 Introduced to it by an associate. (NP-12) 
 Tujunga Watershed committee. (NP-20) 
 University professor, Neighborhood Council. (NP-24) 
 Email invitation from University of Southern California's School of Policy, Planning, and Development. (NP-25) 
 Academic colleagues. (Other-3) 

Q67 

 Councilman Reyes's Support. (G-2) 
 Builders / developers are the big winners and most vocal advocate next to the LA city council. Nonprofits interested in getting 

into housing are third. (FP-4) 
 Environmental activists. (FP-7) 
 Environmentalists. (NP-12) 

Q68 
 These leading questions reflect an apparent bias in this survey. (FP-7) 
 Too much political correctness - no plan on how to pay for it. (NP-22) 
 The plan ignores vital environmental elements and has only limited commitment to true ecosystem restoration. (NP-23) 

Q69 

 That it was completed with a comprehensive conceptual plan-more than can be said for past efforts. (G-1) 
 Getting the word out to a broader audience; the main problem I see is how to sustain the interest now that the plan has been 

adopted. (G-2) 
 The public dialogue and interest it has generated. (G-3) 
 It is done. (G-4) 
 Public input. (G-5) 
 Generating support for the revitalization of the river. (G-6) 
 For my interest, it is the incorporation of some water Integrated Resources Plan policy directions such as planting of 

California friendly plants. (G-7) 
 Galvanize interest in Los Angeles to move forward with river projects. (G-8) 
 The extensive outreach and opportunity for public input. (G-9) 
 A comprehensive, integrated blueprint created via a participatory process that included community input, non-profits, other 

governmental agencies, and the integrated government/consultant design team. (G-10) 
 Raising awareness. Contributing a local match to the Army Corps' federal process, bringing resources to the river. (G-12) 
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 Achievement of a plan to follow for a revitalization of the River communities through a watershed approach and a mechanism 
to begin coordination of operation and maintenance and economic development that reflects the communities needs. (G-13) 

 Getting the vision plan/Masterplan approved by City Council. (G-14) 
 Renewed emphasis on greening this city and allowing more opportunities for recreation and healthy activities.  Even though 

it was imperfect, it was a monumental undertaking and people DID participate.  Public participation is new in LA and needs 
to become an expected neighborhood activity. (G-15) 

 The objective to soften the harsh, utilitarian, inhospitable character of the paved river. (G-16) 
 Increased the awareness of the LA River Importance. (G-17) 
 It was quite successful in wasting money and in forcing pre-conceived plans down the peoples' throats. (FP-2) 
 The LARRMP frames the overall vision and problem with specific recommendations for next steps. (FP-3) 
 I now know which areas are going to be impacted by restrictions and may be subject to eminent domain. Also the planned 

management and control of the river project may violate the LA City Charter. It was worth while to that as well. (FP-4) 
 Collaborative decision-making process.  An achievable plan with achievable goals. (FP-5) 
 Developed a framework and context for future progress, regardless of whether "the Plan" is exactly followed. (FP-6) 
 Raised public awareness of 1) the river itself, 2) environmental and social development opportunities and 3) risks and issues 

of gentrification. It also began to focus the community on governance issues that will come up. (FP-7) 
 We have Masterplan! (NP-1) 
 Collaboration. (NP-2) 
 The LARRMP is a VISION DOCUMENT.  It identifies possibilities and provides a framework for future planning efforts and 

discussions. (NP-4) 
 A very detailed assessment was conducted of the status of the LA River and which entity has jurisdiction. Good information 

was collected and shared with the interested stakeholders. This is a positive step in the right direction in making substantive 
and positive changes to the LA River. (NP-5) 

 Setting the vision and goals. (NP-6) 
 They are a part of a much larger group of community designers working to make our city more useful, functional and 

beautiful.  I had so many conflicts in my own work schedule, that I was only able to attend the first meeting-- which was 
very exciting and meaningful to me.  The quality and ability of those present at that meeting was very high! (NP-7) 

 I don't have time to answer this now. (NP-8) 
 The process itself was quite an accomplishment, as was the persistence and dedication of all those that participated. (NP-9) 
 Coordinating with different community organizations and nonprofits to reach out to the stakeholders and community 

members. (NP-10) 
 Raised awareness of the LA River as a potential amenity and a rallying point to raise funding for improvements. (NP-11) 
 Inviting the public to participate in the planning for the greening and cleaning the river to invite revitalization and 

development. (NP-12) 
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 Awareness of the resource. (NP-13) 
 Consensus among diverse stakeholders a sense of natural renewal in our city. (NP-14) 
 Raising awareness about the River and enabling dialogue among those interested. (NP-15) 
 The reclaiming of Taylor yard and Cornfields. (NP-16) 
 Raising general public awareness about the existence of the river. (NP-17) 
 It brought to prominence the LA River as a focal point for the community. (NP-18) 
 Community participation, education of the communities, community building amongst neighbors to provide input.(NP-19) 
 Recognition of the river's neglected value as a riparian wildlife corridor and water infiltration device. (NP-20) 
 That interested parties' intersts were integrated in the final recommendations. (NP-21) 
 It got people talking about the river. (NP-22) 
 The process had some educational benefits and developed some additional support for revitalization of the river. (NP-23) 
 Beginning of a true public participatory process in LA - a novelty until now. (NP-24) 
 Making a concrete "river" appear to be something that was created by nature is a step in the right direction.  It will give 

people living in the city reminders of what sorts of colors, scents, sounds, etc should naturally appeal to them.  Living in an 
environment of concrete and pollution, I've felt disconnected from nature.  That the LARRMP will attempt to mitigate the 
harsh realities of the unnatural city environment is very important and shows that the people running things in L.A. are 
willing to pour billions of dollars into a project that doesn't conspicuously display corporate power (as the skyscrapers of 
Downtown L.A. do). (NP-25) 

 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. (Other-1) 

 That the process put on the public agenda and the public consciousness a major public-sector planning effort. (Other-3) 
 Integrate natural, walking Y hiking trails. (Other-4) 
 That something positive is being done with the River. I believe that the meetings got information out to the public, but that 

there was a pre agenda set up, and a lot of the meeting was window dressing. (Other-5) 
 The LARRMP process generated wide publicity, which raised awareness about the existence of the Los Angeles River. 

Additionally, the LARRMP process motivated action and reaction from existing and emergent social networks that can affect 
positive change. (Other-6) 

Q81 

 At the beginning of the LA River (Behind Canoga Park HS, there is insufficient water to turn this into anything except a dry 
bed for 10 out of 12 months. (FP-2) 

 Any proposed diminution of acre-foot per minute capacity due to beautification or recreation use. (NP-3) 
 Also concerned about the amenities provided and access to the open space without too much gentrification as a result. (NP-5) 
 These two precede the above three:  Restoration of hydrologic function Water supply. (NP-17) 
 A San Antonio year around channel of water that can be used 365 days a year with park space and housing and retail along its 

banks making it a community everyone can use. (NP-22) 
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 A broader, integrated approach to watershed management and ecosystem restoration is needed to truly revitalize the LA River. 
LARRMP has been a weak political effort, not solidly based in scientific methods. (NP-23) 

 Need more no-bike connections. (Other-4) 

Q82 

 Grew up near the river and would like to enable others to have the experience I had. (G-6) 
 Trustee for the National Recreation and Park Association. (G-15) 
 It impacts Woodland Hills-Warner Center. (FP-2) 
 I don't want the city wasting money. (FP-4) 
 I wanted to get youth involved in the decision making process because they will be the one's living with and affected by the 

changes. (NP-10) 
 I would like to see the development of transitional urban villages along the LA River. Please see www.holigent.org (NP-12) 
 I care about the river and its impact on the ocean. (NP-13) 
 Increase in habitat for wildlife and nature education opportunities. (NP-14) 
 Rim of the Valley Trail impairment. (NP-16) 
 I work with youth that have an interest in the river. (NP-19) 
 Wildlife. (NP-20) 
 Concerned about the future of our children. (NP-24) 
 I care about the health of the Los Angeles River watershed and the communities of the watershed. (Other-6) 
 School (Other-8) 

Q83 

 213-977-2601; lburkenheim@cra.lacity.org. (G-6) 
 Deborah Weintraub  213-485-5499 (G-10) 
 213-473-5758 (G-12) 
 818 677 2602 (work) (G-15) 
 213-485-0587 (G-17) 
 Marty Lipkin  martinlipkin@yahoo.com (FP-2) 
 Sean McCarthy  23701 Gerrad Way  West Hills, CA 91307  818-389-1876  ajacsmcc@earthlink.net (FP-4) 
 ira.artz@tetratech.com (FP-6) 
 213.437.0470 ask for Dan. (FP-7) 
 Christine@GenesisKorea.com (NP-1) 
 ladesigners@juno.com; (323) 650-9600; Richard Niederberg (NP-3) 
 If the process is relatively brief. (NP-4) 
 Bob Bates,  Work: 213-627-9621 (NP-7) 
 Reach me by email:  patricia_drn@yahoo.com  323-401-3886 (NP-10) 
 Nicholas Frank; 1552 Canfield Ave Los Angeles CA 90035; Contact me through E-mail nicholasfrank@holigent.org (NP-12) 
 Garry George; 3213-933-6660; garrygeorge@laaudubon.org (NP-14) 
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 I hear a lot about bikepaths.  Where are trails for the 84% of the people who want hiking trails?  
www.parks.ca.gov/pages/1008/files/ccorpp97.pdf (NP-16) 

 winter@theriverproject.org (NP-17) 
 Kris Ohlenkamp; 2367 Old Topanga Canyon Road Topanga, CA 90290; (818) 225-8348; kris.ohlenkamp@sbcglobal.net 

(NP-18) 
 Raul Macias; 323-864-0312 (NP-19) 
 jlsedano@hotmail.com; 562-298-2342; Jose Luis Sedano (NP-21) 
 213-804-8396 (NP-22) 
 Anne Ferree; af50@sbcglobal.net (NP-24) 
 Karo Giulakian; giulakia@usc.edu; 818-303-4957 (NP-25) 
 Rourk; gestalted@earthlink.net (Other-5) 
 Siri Eggebraten; 805-807-2388; 5042 Arroyo Lane #304 Simi Valley, CA 93063 (Other-6) 

Q84 

 United Chambers of Commerce of the San Fernando Valley - 818-891-4491. Speak to Debra Schultz (FP-4) 
 No, not in English, only in Korean. (NP-1) 
 dara@remap.ucla.edu (NP-15) 
 ckroll@scc.ca.gov; mary@scwildlands.org (NP-17) 
 Robert Garcia, The City Project. (NP-19) 
 I have to ask. (Other-5) 
 I will forward your survey to others and can share the list with you through private correspondence. (Other-6) 

Q85 

 Well put together. (G-2) 
 Please share the results. (G-4) 
 Okay, but in moving this or any large project forward, you also need to be concerned about the financing.  The means of 

financing much of this is water quality.  This is a major issue, that is not addressed other than by side reference. (G-6) 
 I'm sorry I didn't attend more of the planning meetings. I hope to be more involved in the ongoing process. (G-9) 
 The questionnaire was good overall.  One concern I had is that the final questions about overall impressions were focused on 

rating the potentially negative aspects of the process, rather than mixing in positive and negative. (G-10) 
 Good questionnaire. (G-14) 
 Very comprehensive but a couple of items were worded awkwardly, e.g. double-negative. (G-15) 
 I hope you use this survey to serve the public well. Thank you. (G-16) 
 Well designed. (G-17) 
 Long. (FP-2) 
 This questionnaire has its own embedded biases. The questions asked suggest a suspicious attitude toward the relationships 

between community, stakeholders, government and consultants. In the case of the LARRMP these suspicions are unwarranted. 
(FP-3) 
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 OK. (FP-4) 
 I think the public participation questions were potentially leading and biased. (FP-5) 
 Somewhat leading questions, but comprehensive. (FP-6) 
 This survey appears to be biased and ungrateful. (FP-7) 
 None at this time. (NP-1) 
 Well done. (NP-2) 
 You have failed to consider that certain proposals are at odds with the primary purpose of channeling the river in concrete by 

the Army Corps of Engineers originally. Its’ FLOOD CONTROL, NOT to spur economic development. It is NOT about giving 
various communities their slice of the pie. It is about safety during an apocalyptic storm that could take lives and destroy 
property. (NP-3) 

 Check your grammar. A few questions were unclear. (NP-5) 
 It is good! (NP-7) 
 Thanks for working on something so important to many people. (NP-8) 
 Very well organized, easy to navigate, and well written questions. (NP-9) 
 I think that it is very well constructed around the many aspects of this project. (NP-10) 
 Thank you for your interest in improving planning processes for public works projects. (NP-11) 
 Good and thorough. (NP-12) 
 Interesting. (NP-15) 
 Where are the trails promised in the Citywide H/E Trails Master Plan? (NP-16) 
 Interesting, necessary.  Hope the information gathered produces useful data for avisting and future analysis of the master 

plan.  (NP-19) 
 My recommendations to the river committee were to establish community native plant rescue nurseries for local source of 

native plants to support native plant genetic diversity. I am involved with the Sunland/Tujunga neighborhood council and the 
Tujunga Watershed project. (NP-20) 

 Somewhat biased towards getting certain answers.  But it wouldn't be an 'academic exercise' if it wasn't.... (NP-22) 
 It is good that you are doing this study.  The LARRMP made a big show of involving the community and considering 

scientific issues, but many of the key decisions were predetermined by the narrow scope and other political factors.  I hope 
your review will lead to a more inclusive and participatory process for future Los Angeles River planning efforts. (NP-23) 

 See comments above concerning participants’ memory/record of the meetings they attended. (NP-24) 
 It was adequate. (NP-25) 
 Good, but more could deal with the river itself (Other-5) 
 Well done. Your effort is valuable and very much worthwhile. (Other-6) 

 


