
UC Irvine
UC Irvine Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
Left out in Los Angeles

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/7nq0m4s2

Author
Smith, Tyler Reese

Publication Date
2016
 
Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/7nq0m4s2
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


	

UNIVERSITY	OF	CALIFORNIA,	
IRVINE	

	
	

Left	Out	in	Los	Angeles	
	
	

THESIS	
	
	

submitted	in	partial	satisfaction	of	the	requirements	
for	the	degree	of	

	
	

MASTER	OF	URBAN	&	REGIONAL	PLANNING	
	

in	Social	Ecology	
	
	
by	
	
	

Tyler	Reese	Smith	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Thesis	Committee:	
Associate	Professor	Douglas	Houston,	Chair	

Assistant	Professor	Jae	Hong	Kim	
Associate	Professor	Walter	Nicholls	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

2016	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

©	TYLER	REESE	SMITH	2016	
	



ii	
	

	

DEDICATION	
	
	
	
This	research	is	dedicated	to	all	the	people	on	the	streets	and	those	experiencing	instability	in	
their	lives,	may	you	continue	forward	with	your	strength	and	see	the	light	at	the	end	of	the	
tunnel.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 	



iii	
	

TABLE	OF	CONTENTS	
	
LIST	OF	FIGURES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 			v	
	
LIST	OF	TABLES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		vi	
	
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	vii	
	
ABSTRACT	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 													viii	
	
INTRODUCTION	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		1	
	
1.	RESEARCH	OBJECTIVES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		3	
			1.1	BUILDING	ON	PREVIOUS	RESEARCH	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		3	
			1.2	FRAMING	RESEARCH	THROUGH	AN	URBAN	PLANNING	CONTEXT	 	 	 		7	
	
2.	LITERATURE	REVIEW	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 10	
			2.1	CONTROL	&	CATEGORIZATION	OF	SPACE	 	 	 	 	 	 10	
			2.2	SPATIAL	FEATURES	OF	ENCAMPMENTS	 	 	 	 	 	 10	
			2.3	SPATIAL	EXCLUSION	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 14	
			2.4	CRIMINALIZATION	OF	HOMELESSNESS	IN	LOS	ANGELES	 	 	 	 16	
	
3.	METHODOLOGY	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 20	
			3.1	ENHANCING	THE	TYPOLOGY	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 21	
								a.	SPACES	OF	RESOURCES	&	CONSUMPTION	 	 	 	 	 	 21	
								b.	SPACES	OF	CHARITY	&	SERVICES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 22	
								c.	SPACES	OF	MOBILITY	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 22	
								d.	SPACES	OF	RELIEF	&	REST	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 22	
								e.	SPACES	OF	EXCLUSION	&	SURVEILLANCE	 	 	 	 	 	 23	
								f.	URBAN	MORPHOLOGY		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 24	
			3.2	GIS	MAPPING	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 25	
			3.3	SITE	VISITS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 28	
			3.4	SCORING	MATRIX	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 31	
	
4.	RESULTS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 33	
			4.1	MAPPING	HOLLYWOOD	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 34	
			4.2	CHARACTERIZING	HOLLYWOOD	 	 	 	 	 	 	 40	
			4.3	STUDY	SITE	VISITS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 44	
			4.4	SCORING	THE	SITES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 52	
								a.	SPACES	OF	RESOURCES	&	CONSUMPTION	 	 	 	 	 	 52	
								b.	SPACES	OF	CHARITY	&	SERVICES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 53	
								c.	SPACES	OF	MOBILITY	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 56	
								d.	SPACES	OF	RELIEF	&	REST	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 58	
								e.	SPACES	OF	EXCLUSION	&	SURVEILLANCE	 	 	 	 	 	 59	



iv	
	

								f.	URBAN	MORPHOLOGY		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 62	
	
	
5.	FURTHER	DISCUSSSION	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 67	
	
6.	POLICY	IMPLICATIONS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 75	
	
7.	LIMITATIONS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 77	
	
8.	CLOSING	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 81	
	
9.	REFERENCES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 83	
	
APPENDIX	A:	PHOTOS		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 87	
	
APPENDIX	B:	FIELD	NOTES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 97	
	 	



v	
		

LIST	OF	FIGURES	
	
	
Figure	4.1	Median	Household	Income			 	 	 	 	 	 	 34	
Figure	4.2	Housing	Tenure	-	Renter	Occupied	Units					 	 	 	 	 35	
Figure	4.3	Housing	Tenure	-	Owner	Occupied	Units			 	 	 	 	 36	
Figure	4.4	Gross	Rent	as	Percentage	of	Income,	Paying	excess	of	30%	of	income		 	 37	
Figure	4.5	Percentage	of	households	receiving	food	stamp/SNAP	benefits			 	 38	
Figure	4.6	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count	(2015	Point-in-Time	Street	Count)		 39	
Figure	4.7	East	Hollywood	Observation	Path		 	 	 	 	 	 44	
Figure	4.8	Central	Hollywood	Observation	Path		 	 	 	 	 	 45	
Figure	4.9	Franklin	Avenue	Observation	Path		 	 	 	 	 	 46	
Figure	4.10	Laurel	Canyon	Observation	Path		 	 	 	 	 	 47	
Figure	4.11	East	Hollywood	Land	Use		 	 	 	 	 	 	 48	
Figure	4.12	Central	Hollywood	Land	Use		 	 	 	 	 	 	 49	
Figure	4.13	Franklin	Avenue	Land	Use		 	 	 	 	 	 	 50	
Figure	4.14	Laurel	Canyon	Land	Use	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 51	
	
	
	 	



vi	
	

LIST	OF	TABLES	
	
Table	3.4	 Scoring	Matrix		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 31	
Table	4.1		 Study	Site	Averages	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 40	
Table	4.2		 Spaces	of	Resources	&	Consumption		 	 	 	 	 52	
Table	4.3		 Spaces	of	Charity	&	Service	 	 	 	 	 	 	 54	
Table	4.4	 Spaces	of	Mobility	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 56	
Table	4.5		 Spaces	of	Rest	&	Relief	 	 	 	 	 	 	 58	
Table	4.6		 Spaces	of	Surveillance	&	Exclusion	 	 	 	 	 	 59	
Table	4.7	 Morphology	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 63	
Table	4.8	 Neighborhood	Totals	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 66	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 	



vii	
	

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS	
	

	

First,	 I	would	 like	to	acknowledge	and	thank	Professor	Doug	Houston	for	seeing	the	passion	 I	
have	for	the	subject	I	chose	to	pursue	in	this	research.		In	addition,	thank	you	for	taking	on	the	
commitment	 of	 becoming	my	 advisor	 during	 this	 process.	 	 Thank	 you	 for	 your	 insight,	 your	
patience,	 your	 support	 and	 lastly	 your	 criticisms,	 which	 helped	 to	 keep	 me	 aligned	 for	 this	
process.	 	 I	 also	 would	 like	 to	 extend	 a	 thank	 you	 to	 Professor	 Jae	 Hong	 Kim	 and	 Professor	
Walter	 Nicholls	 for	 both	 contributing	 your	 specialized	 backgrounds,	 which	 in	 conjunction	
helped	to	shape	my	research	in	its	final	form.	
	
I	want	to	acknowledge	Chris	Li,	my	best	friend,	who	has	helped	guide	me	through	this	stage	of	
my	 professional	 and	 academic	 development.	 	 I	 would	 also	 like	 to	 thank	 Allie	 Rattet,	 for	
spending	a	weekend	with	me	reviewing	and	critiquing	my	statement	of	purpose	and	personal	
statements	for	this	program,	which	helped	me	articulate	how	I	believe	I	would	best	contribute	
to	 the	 fields	 of	 policy	 and	 planning.	 	 I	 would	 also	 like	 to	 thank	 Will	 Guiliani,	 for	 being	 a	
supportive	figure	in	the	months	leading	up	to	this	final	product.		
	
And	to	my	family,	thank	you	for	putting	me	on	Earth,	and	dealing	with	my	over	all	these	years.		
	
Lastly,	I	would	like	to	acknowledge	the	impact	that	Del	Taco’s	‘Buck	and	Under’	had	on	my	
ability	to	eat	a	meal	during	the	many	odd	hours	of	the	night	that	I	found	myself	writing.			
.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 	



viii	
	

ABSTRACT	OF	THE	THESIS	
	

Left	Out	in	Los	Angeles	
	
By	
	

Tyler	Reese	Smith	
	

Master	of	Urban	&	Regional	Planning	
	

University	of	California,	Irvine,	2016	
	

Associate	Professor,	Douglas	Houston,	Chair	
	
	
	

	 At	 the	 end	 of	 2015,	 the	 City	 Council	 and	 Mayor	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 declared	 a	 state	 of	

emergency	on	homeless.		This	case	study	sought	to	redefine	the	way	urban	space	is	categorized	

by	 borrowing	 from	a	 framework	 to	 devise	 a	 typology	 that	 could	 be	 applied	 and	 refined	 at	 a	

micro-level.	 	 Across	 four	 different	 sub-neighborhoods	 in	 Hollywood,	 Los	 Angeles,	 the	 built	

environment	was	assessed	using	a	scoring	matrix	 to	highlight	 the	dichotomy	of	opportunities	

and	 barriers	 that	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness	 face	 on	 a	 day-to-day	 basis.	 	 The	

typology	look	provided	a	new	insight	into	the	way	urban	space	can	be	viewed	at	a	micro	level,	

and	to	do	so	it	 is	best	achieved	walking	on	foot.	 	The	findings	yielded	that	barriers	across	the	

sub-neighborhoods	varied,	with	exclusion	through	signage	and	CCTV	being	a	significant	driver	in	

Central	 Hollywood.	 While	 the	 tower	 cranes	 cast	 shadows	 over	 Hollywood,	 a	 greater	

phenomena	has	been	building	momentum,	a	second	wave	of	spatial	control	through	the	use	of	

dispersal	is	inevitable	if	services	cannot	keep	up	with	the	pace	of	development.	
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INTRODUCTION	
	

Like	 sweeping	 dirt	 underneath	 a	 rug,	 cities	 across	 the	 country	 have	 been	 employing	

strategies	 to	 alleviate	 the	 side	 effects	 of	 homelessness.	 These	 strategies	 have	 resulted	 in	

enforcing	control	over	the	way	that	individuals	may	use	urban	space.		The	lack	of	policies	that	

constructively	 addresses	 homelessness	 results	 in	 a	 perpetuating	 cycle	 in	 which	 individuals	

experiencing	 homelessness	 are	 susceptible	 to	 violating	 the	 code	 of	 conduct	 in	 the	 public	

sphere.	

Los	Angeles	has	been	literally	battling	homelessness	for	several	decades.	Skid	Row	has	

historically	 been	 an	 urban	 container	 for	 the	 chronically	 homeless.	 	 By	 the	 1980’s,	 neoliberal	

policies	 gained	 enough	 momentum	 that	 the	 economy	 shifted	 to	 a	 consumer-based	 market,	

working	 in	 favor	 of	 those	 at	 the	 top.	 	 The	 unfortunate	 reality	 of	 this	 transition	 of	 economic	

conditions	that	the	working	class	was	squeezes,	the	safety	nets	were	stripped	away,	and	there	

was	increased	poverty	and	income	inequality	(Harvey	2005).			

While	service	providers	across	the	city	and	county	are	able	to	meet	some	of	the	short-

term	needs	of	the	homeless,	fulfilling	the	long	term	needs	and	breaking	individuals	out	of	the	

cycle	of	homelessness	continues	to	be	a	task	that	Los	Angeles	has	been	unable	to	grapple.		Now	

that	Mayor	Eric	Garcetti	has	declared	a	state	of	emergency	on	homelessness	(Holland	2015,	LA	

2016),	the	outlook	for	individuals	that	have	experience	homelessness	is	much	more	promising	

than	 the	 past.	 	 Part	 of	 the	 Comprehensive	Homeless	 Strategy	 includes	 the	 introduction	 of	 a	

coordinated	 system	called	 “No	Wrong	Door”	where	 any	 “city	department	 that	 interacts	with	

homeless	 individuals	 is	 equipped	 with	 the	 means	 to	 connect	 an	 individual	 experiencing	
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homelessness	 to	 the	 supportive	 services	 they	 need	 regardless	 of	 their	 point	 of	 entry	 to	 that	

system”	 (Santana	 2016:	 33).	 	 The	 City	 has	 acknowledged	 the	 previous	 efforts	 to	 address	

homelessness	 did	 not	 take	 on	 a	 collaborative	 and	 supportive	 role	 that	 truly	 aimed	 to	 tackle	

homelessness	at	its	source.	

Unlike	 the	 domiciled	 populations,	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness	 face	 greater	

constraints	on	their	ability	to	negotiate	space,	which	places	greater	risk	on	their	ability	to	thrive	

and	 survive	out	 in	 the	public	 sphere.	 	 Literature	on	homelessness	 in	 the	 context	 of	 planning	

centers	 on	 issues	 of	 spatial	 control	 and	 exclusion,	 encampment	 patterns,	 and	 criminalization	

efforts.	

I	 believe	 this	 is	 a	 strategic	 time	 to	 research	what	 forces	 contribute	 to	 driving	 spatial	

patterns	of	homeless	individuals	to	understand	the	way	they	negotiate	the	built	environment.		

My	 thesis	 aims	 to	 provide	 a	 better	 understanding	 of	 how	 the	 built	 environment	 and	 urban	

space	 creates	opportunities	or	 constraints	 for	homelessness,	which	 is	 needed	 to	help	ensure	

that	 supportive	 policies	 being	 developed	 are	 tailored	 in	 a	 way	 that	 is	 consistent	 with	 how	

homeless	in	the	city	navigate	space.	
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1.	RESEARCH	OBJECTIVES	
	

This	chapter	introduces	the	research	objectives	as	well	as	the	framework	by	which	my	

study	was	established.		

	

1.1	BUILDING	ON	PREVIOUS	RESEARCH	
	

My	 research	 seeks	 to	 develop	 a	 framework	 for	 understanding	 how	opportunities	 and	

constraints	for	homeless	populations	vary	within	four	different	areas	in	Hollywood,	Los	Angeles,	

California.	 	 This	 framework	adapts	 concepts	previously	proposed	by	David	Snow	and	Michael	

Mulcahy	(2001)	to	understand	how	different	types	of	urban	space	shape	the	survival	strategies	

and	daily	routines	of	homeless	in	Los	Angeles.	They	categorize	urban	space	in	terms	of	prime,	

marginal	and	transitional.		Prime	space	is	considered	to	be	the	spaces	that	domiciled	individuals	

maintain	dominance	over.		Because	of	their	preferred	use	of	prime	spaces,	marginal	spaces	are	

underutilized	 and	 even	 neglected	 by	 the	 socioeconomically	 privileged	 members	 of	 society.		

Lastly,	transitional	space	covers	the	spaces	that	are	not	easily	understood	to	be	either	prime	or	

marginal,	and	often	serve	as	a	buffer	between	the	first	two	categories.			

Snow	and	Mulcahy	built	on	the	works	of	 James	Duncan’s	 ‘Men	Without	Property:	The	

Tramps	Classification	&	Use	of	Urban	Space’	(1978)	who	credits	the	categorization	of	space	in	

terms	of	prime	and	marginal	 to	 the	way	 individuals	experiencing	homelessness	 looked	at	 the	

city	as	it	related	to	their	spatial	movements.	These	perspectives	were	important	to	understand	

spatial	movements	 and	 the	way	 rights	 to	 space	 are	 secured	 or	 denied	 to	 certain	 population	

groups.			Duncan’s	analysis	highlights	a	struggle	within	socio-urban	organization	that	preserves	

power	over	space	in	the	hands	of	those	who	own	property,	leaving	those	without	property	(the	
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homeless)	 with	 no	 right	 to	 these	 spaces.	 This	 division	 of	 space	 reflects	 the	 barriers	 that	

homeless	individuals	endure	trying	to	carve	out	a	niche	for	themselves	(Duncan	1978).		

Building	on	this	conceptualization	of	space,	Geoffrey	DeVerteuil,	Matthew	Marr	&	David	

Snow	 (2009)	 employ	 Snow	 &	 Mulcahy’s	 (2001)	 framework	 of	 urban	 space	 to	 map	 out	 Los	

Angeles	County’s	prime,	transitional,	and	marginal	spaces	to	understand	homeless	resistance.		

The	 four	 place-type	 and	 resistance	 behaviors	 being	 measured	 were	 exit,	 adaptation,	

persistence	and	voice.		They	suggest	that	individuals	experiencing	homelessness	are	more	likely	

to	 exit	 and	 adapt,	 less	 likely	 to	 persist,	 and	 very	 unlikely	 to	 voice	 resistance	 in	 prime	 spaces	

since	 spaces	 like	 a	 supportive	 environment	 that	 would	 provide	 leverage	 to	 the	 individuals	

(DeVerteuil	 et.	 al	 2009).	 	 They	 determined	 that	 that	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness	

would	be	more	 likely	 to	exit	spaces	where	they	 lack	social	support	and	power,	more	 likely	 to	

adapt	in	spaces	where	they	could	more	convincingly	not	appear	homeless,	more	likely	to	persist	

in	 spaces	 where	 they	 aren’t	 being	 pushed	 out,	 and	 more	 likely	 to	 voice	 their	 resistance	 in	

spaces	where	support	systems	are	present.		Therefore	they	hypothesized	that	marginal	spaces	

would	 be	 the	 most	 accommodating	 for	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness,	 and	 prime	

spaces	the	most	hostile.		

In	order	to	distinguish	the	different	place-types	in	Los	Angeles	County,	DeVerteuil,	Marr,	

and	 Snow	 (2009)	 identify	 ten	 socioeconomic	 variables	 from	 the	 2000	US	 Census	 at	 the	 tract	

level	using	a	k-means	cluster	analysis.	 	The	variables	encompassed	housing	status,	citizenship,	

language,	race,	poverty	and	educational	attainment	(DeVerteuil	et	al	2009).		Then	these	spaces	

were	 profiled	 by	 their	 ability	 to	 sustain	 homeless	 survival	 by	 focusing	 on	 the	 locations	 of	

emergency	shelter	beds	 (DeVerteuil	et.	al	2009).	 	The	 last	 stage	of	 their	methodology	was	 to	
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rely	on	25	 life-history	 interviews	to	examine	how	embedded	the	resistance	behaviors	were	 in	

each	place	type.				

DeVerteuil,	Marr	 and	 Snow	 (2009)	 acknowledge	 that	 resistance	 behaviors	 are	micro-

geographical	 in	 nature,	 but	 because	 previous	 studies	 have	 consistently	 taken	 a	 refined	 and	

geographically	 selective	 approach,	 they	wanted	 to	 understand	 the	 phenomena	 of	 resistance	

behaviors	on	a	macro	 level.	 	The	sample	size	of	the	 interviews	prevents	the	study	from	being	

representative	of	place-type	behaviors	in	Los	Angeles	County;	rather	it	explores	the	relationship	

of	these	behaviors	understood	at	the	micro	level	in	a	broader	context	of	their	cluster	analysis.			

While	 Deverteuil,	 Marr,	 and	 Snow	 are	 clear	 with	 their	 research	 objectives	 and	

hypothesis,	this	study	would	have	been	more	representative	of	the	social	phenomena	playing	

out	through	the	use	of	observations	across	the	different	place-types	in	Los	Angeles	County.		A	

study	of	that	scale	would	require	more	funding	and	time	to	support	a	research	team	that	would	

be	able	to	accomplish	the	research	objectives.		I	mention	this	because	looking	at	these	spaces	

in	the	context	of	just	socio-demographic	and	economic	variables,	limits	the	scope	by	which	we	

can	 begin	 to	 more	 fully	 understand	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 barriers	 individuals	 experiencing	

homeless	 endure	 on	 a	 daily	 basis.	 	 Their	 study	 is	 important	 because	 it	 highlights	 how	 the	

polarization	of	socio-demographic	and	economic	forces	result	in	place-type	behaviors	that	are	

reactionary	to	spaces	that	foster	a	climate	for	homeless	survival	that	 is	more	accommodating	

on	 one	 spectrum	 and	 hostile	 on	 the	 other.	 	 DeVerteuil,	 Marr	 and	 Snow	 recommend	 that	

understanding	spatial	movements	to	understand	the	shift	in	daytime	workplace	populations.		

Steering	away	from	a	sociological	perspective,	I	am	proposing	a	study	that	explores	how	

the	elements	of	the	built	environment	present	a	dichotomy	of	opportunistic	and	exclusionary	
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spaces.	 	My	case	study	extends	on	 the	 typology	of	urban	space	 that	Snow	&	Mulcahy	 (2001)	

developed,	and	proposes	a	refined	framework.		There	are	significant	variations	in	how	the	built	

environment	and	urban	design	comprise	spaces	of	opportunity	or	constraint	for	homelessness	

at	a	sub-neighborhood	level	and	the	categorization	of	space	into	only	three	categories	(prime,	

marginal	 and	 transitional	 spaces)	 may	 be	 insufficient	 to	 assess	 the	 overlapping	 and	 often	

conflicting	 phenomena	 that	 define	 the	 urban	 experience	 for	 homeless	 individuals	 in	 Los	

Angeles.		Therefore,	my	research	proposes	a	more	refined	typology	of	urban	space	but	through	

the	lens	of	the	built	environment	which	more	sufficiently	sub-neighborhood	variations.	

Looking	at	communities	through	the	prescribed	variables	set	forth	by	DeVerteuil,	Marr	

and	 Snow	 (2009)	 illustrates	 the	 ability	 for	 spaces	 to	 be	 seen	 as	 dynamic,	 rather	 the	 built	

environment,	 its	 urban	 form,	 and	 specific	 elements	 are	 less	 dynamic.	 	 It	 is	 how	 spaces	 are	

understood	and	 interpreted	that	 individuals	negotiate	the	urban	 landscape.	 	 It	 is	 through	this	

framework	 that	 I	 will	 begin	 to	 understand	 the	 how	 physical	 space	 can	 be	 a	 prescription	 for	

opportunity	or	exclusion	for	marginalization	populations,	regardless	of	whether	it	is	intentional	

or	by	sheer	coincidence.			

My	research	is	composed	of	three	parts,	which	begins	by	deviating	from	the	three-part	

typology,	 and	 emerges	 as	 a	 more	 refined	 typology	 that	 is	 more	 suitable	 at	 the	 sub-

neighborhood	level.		This	new	framework	will	be	applied	through	the	scoring	matrix	which	will	

be	 used	 to	 assess	my	 study	 sites	 in	 the	 last	 stage	 of	my	 research.	 	 The	 second	 stage	 of	my	

research	involves	mapping	out	select	socioeconomic	variables	in	order	to	profile	Hollywood	and	

the	 selected	study	 sites.	 	 The	 selection	of	 study	 sites	 loosely	 considers	how	urban	space	was	

categorized	using	DeVerteuil,	Marr	and	Snow	(2009)	 in	 their	 studies.	 	Because	my	study	sites	
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are	 selected	 based	 on	 census	 tract	 boundaries,	 I	 will	 rely	 on	 the	mapping	 of	 socioeconomic	

variables	 from	 the	 U.S.	 Census	 American	 Community	 Survey	 in	 conjunction	 with	 clustering	

adjacent	tracts.		

The	second	stage	is	refined	by	my	third	stage	of	research,	which	includes	visiting	of	my	

study	sites,	and	scoring	them	according	to	the	typology	I	devised	in	the	first	stage	of	research	

and	 is	 executed	 through	 the	 use	 of	 a	 scoring	 matrix.	 	 Unlike	 the	 in-depth	 interviews	 that	

DeVerteuil,	Marr	and	Snow	used	to	support	their	findings,	my	observations	will	assist	me	in	my	

analysis	 to	 understand	 that	 connection	 between	 homeless	 survival	 and	 the	 physical	

environment	and	how	that	has	implications	for	the	spatial	patterns	and	social	environment	of	

the	homeless.		This	stage	of	my	research	will	be	further	detailed	in	the	methodology	section.	

The	 three	 stages	 of	 my	 research	 work	 to	 investigate	 whether	 and	 in	 what	 ways	 the	

proposed	 typology	 of	 urban	 space	 provides	 useful	 tools	 for	 classifying	 how	 the	 built	

environment	 provides	 opportunities	 or	 constraints	 for	 homeless	 at	 a	 micro-level	 within	

Hollywood,	Los	Angeles,	California.		

	

2.2	FRAMING	THE	RESEARCH	THROUGH	AN	URBAN	PLANNING	CONTEXT	
	

As	 the	 second	 stage	 of	 my	 research	 entails	 developing	 and	 mapping	 features	 of	 my	

selected	study	sites,	the	land-use	designations	and	transit	stops	provide	a	basic	framework	for	

seeing	how	the	built	environment	create	spaces	of	opportunity	by	creating	access	to	resources	

necessary	 for	 homeless	 survival.	 	 Retail	 spaces	 located	 in	 commercial	 or	 mixed-use	 zones	

present	 an	 opportunity	 for	 panhandling	 and	 dumpster	 diving	which	 are	 reliant	 on	 the	 social	

behaviors	of	domiciled	individuals.		At	the	same	time,	certain	commercial	spaces,	such	as	police	
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department	 would	 warrant	 an	 exclusionary	 climate	 because	 homeless	 individuals	 are	 more	

likely	 to	 experience	 hostility	 under	 the	 watch	 of	 dominant	 social	 actors	 such	 as	 law	

enforcement.	 	The	proximity	or	presence	of	any	service	that	benefits	 individuals	experiencing	

homeless,	provide	yet	another	instance	of	access	to	opportunity.	

Because	 my	 analysis	 requires	 observations	 of	 my	 study	 sites,	 identifying	 features	

through	mapping	will	contribute	to	my	ability	to	draw	on	my	hypothesis.		Specific	elements	of	

the	 built	 environment	 may	 present	 an	 opportunity	 for	 homeless	 individual,	 but	 that	 same	

feature	may	also	entail	a	component	that	offsets	its	ability	to	provide	opportunity	for	leisure	or	

rest	 by	 making	 it	 less	 comfortable	 for	 a	 homeless	 individual	 to	 spend	 time.	 	 For	 example,	

covered	bus	stops	can	create	a	sense	of	enclosure	that	could	be	used	for	rest,	but	at	the	same	

time,	 the	 benches	 at	 the	 bus	 stop	have	handle	 in	 between	 each	 seat	 that	 prohibit	 someone	

from	laying	down,	therefore	denying	extended	leisure.		This	is	an	example	of	exclusion	through	

design.		

Highlighting	 the	 overlapping	 dichotomy	 of	 opportunistic	 and	 exclusionary	 spaces,	 the	

retail	 spaces	 that	 would	 create	 opportunities	 for	 panhandling	 and	 dumpster	 diving	 may	 be	

heavily	 regulated	with	 signage	 and	 closed	 caption	 television	 (CCTV)	which	would	 discourage	

homeless	individuals	from	loitering	at	the	expense	of	violating	city	ordinances	and	trespassing	

on	private	property.	 	Sidewalks	that	are	at	the	minimum	width	as	regulated	by	the	city	of	Los	

Angeles,	and	the	lack	of	vegetation	on	parkways	creates	exclusionary	spaces	for	the	homeless	

as	 they	are	exposed	 to	 the	general	public	 and	also	 violating	a	 city	ordinance	by	blocking	 the	

circulation	of	pedestrian	 foot	 traffic.	 	Section	41.18	of	 the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	states	

that:	 (a)	No	person	 shall	 stand	 in	 or	 upon	 any	 street,	 sidewalk	 or	 other	 public	way	open	 for	



	 9	

pedestrian	 travel	 or	 otherwise	 occupy	 any	 portion	 thereof	 in	 such	 a	manner	 as	 to	 annoy	 or	

molest	 any	 pedestrian	 thereon	 or	 so	 as	 to	 obstruct	 or	 unreasonably	 interfere	 with	 the	 free	

passage	of	pedestrians.	Therefore	 I	believe	 the	width	of	 sidewalks,	 the	condition	 they	are	 in,	

and	the	features	of	the	adjacent	parkways	will	alter	the	feasibility	of	a	homeless	utilizing	that	

space.		

Empty	 storefronts,	 vacant	 lots,	 and	 abandoned	 buildings	 present	 an	 opportunity	 for	

take	 shelter	with	 a	 decreased	 possibility	 of	 encountering	 dominant	 social	 actors	 such	 as	 law	

enforcement,	however	if	caught,	homeless	individuals	face	the	risk	of	civil	or	criminal	penalties.		

Parks	 and	 beaches	 provide	 an	 opportunity	 to	 rest,	 however	 depending	 on	 the	 presence	 of	

vegetation	 and	 the	 possible	 enclosure	 they	 provide	 may	 increase	 the	 ability	 for	 homeless	

individuals	to	remain	under	the	radar.		Newer	construction	buildings,	with	strong	architectural	

elements	may	influence	the	level	of	policing	of	the	space,	through	private	security	or	CCTV.		The	

level	of	how	stringently	regulated	the	spaces	are,	which	promote	an	exclusionary	climate	that	

prevents	homeless	individuals	from	hanging	out	for	extended	periods	of	times.			

Central	 to	my	 research,	 I	 am	 assessing	 how	 spaces	 can	 be	 broken	 down	 beyond	 the	

framework	 established	 by	 DeVerteuil,	 Marr	 and	 Snow,	 by	 considering	 how	 an	 enhanced	

typology	 can	 further	 explain	 the	 spatial	 use	 and	 patterns	 of	 the	 homeless.	 	 The	 physical	

elements	of	these	spaces	present	a	broader	understanding	of	how	these	spaces	can	contribute	

to	opportunities	or	barriers	for	the	homeless..	
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2.	LITERATURE	REVIEW	
	
	
	 The	 background	 literature	 I	 utilize	 for	 establishing	 a	 framework	 for	my	 study	 centers	

around	four	primary	categories:	the	control	and	categorization	of	space,	the	spatial	features	of	

encampments,	spatial	exclusion,	and	specific	efforts	made	by	the	city	of	Los	Angeles,	which	all	

set	the	stage	for	the	case	study	I	will	discuss	in	the	following	chapter.	

	
2.1	CONTROL	&	CATEOGRIZATION	OF	SPACE	
	
	

A	typological	framework	of	space	can	provide	a	framework	for	understanding	of	urban	

built	 and	 social	 environmental	 impact	 homeless	 populations.	 	 Duncan	 (1983)	 describes	 the	

difficulties	 that	 homeless	 individuals	 endure	 in	 order	 to	 find	 comfort	 in	 cities	 whose	 moral	

orders	reject	them.	 	Duncan	embraces	space	through	a	typology	consisting	of	spaces	that	are	

marginal	and	prime.	 	Marginal	 spaces	encompass	 the	parts	of	 the	built	environment	 that	are	

not	considered	worth	patrolling	(Duncan	1983).		He	indicates	that	alleyways,	behind	dumpsters,	

underneath	above	grade	crossing,	and	other	spaces	typically	invisible	to	the	domiciled	eye	are	

among	the	spaces	in	which	homeless	individuals	are	likely	to	flourish.		Marginal	space	provides	

potential	 advantages	 by	 reducing	 unwanted	 contact	with	 domiciled	 individuals;	 these	 spaces	

can	 also	 provide	 resources	 for	 the	 homeless.	 	 Scavenging	 through	 waste	 and	 recycling	

receptacles	provides	resources	for	the	homeless	mirroring	the	concept	of	“living	off	the	land”.			

	 While	marginal	spaces	can	serve	as	safety	zones	for	the	homeless,	these	spaces	do	not	

foster	 long-term	 subsistence	 (Snow	 &	Mulcahy	 2001).	 	 For	 this	 reason,	 the	 disadvantage	 of	

marginal	 space	 is	 that	 it	 can	 force	homeless	 individuals	 to	move	 into	prime	spaces,	and	 their	

presence	 in	 prime	 space	 is	 regularly	 contested	 by	 dominant	 actors	 of	 the	 greater	 domiciled	
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population.	 Prime	 space	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 the	 spaces	 that	 domiciled	 individuals	 maintain	

dominance	over.		In	prime	space,	homeless	individuals	negotiate	spaces	with	an	elevated	risk	of	

being	 arrested.	 	 When	 spending	 time	 in	 prime	 spaces,	 homeless	 individuals	 can	 expect	 to	

encounter	more	opportunities	to	gain	resources	via	panhandling	or	loitering.		However,	prime	

spaces	 also	 present	 a	more	 hostile	 climate	 for	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness,	 as	 the	

activities	they	partake	in	are	at	times	in	direct	contradiction	with	the	official	designation	of	how	

these	spaces	should	used.			

Snow	&	Mulcahy	(2001)	expanded	Duncan’s	typology	of	urban	space	by	creating	a	third	

space,	 transitional	space.	 	 	These	spaces	often	serve	as	a	buffer	between	marginal	and	prime	

space	 but	 can	 also	 be	 understood	 as	 space	 that	 is	 used	 by	 both	 domiciled	 and	 homeless	

individuals	alike,	and	are	characterized	by	being	objects	of	economic	and/or	social	reclamation			

(Snow	&	Mulcahy	2001).	An	example	of	transitional	space	can	be	a	public	park	that	is	used	by	

children	for	recreational	purposes,	but	also	used	by	homeless	individuals	for	spending	time	and	

sleeping.		

Seeing	urban	space	through	a	typological	framework	highlights	the	dichotomy	that	long-

term	 subsistence	 is	 not	 easily	 afforded	 to	 homeless	 individuals,	 and	 that	 some	 spaces	 are	

deemed	more	suitable	for	individuals	experiencing	homelessness.		While	prime	spaces	provide	

the	greatest	amount	of	resources,	some	land	uses	afford	more	opportunities	for	economic	gain	

than	others,	which	will	be	discussed	in	the	next	section.	
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2.2	SPATIAL	FEATURES	OF	ENCAMPMENTS	
	
	

Literature	 on	 the	 relationship	 between	 homeless	 and	 space	 often	 draws	 from	 a	

sociological	or	anthropological	lens,	but	such	perspectives	can	be	applied	to	understanding	how	

planning	and	policy	can	foster	urban	space	that	is	more	accommodating	for	those	experiencing	

homelessness.	 Features	 of	 the	 natural	 and	 built	 environment	 can	 influence	where	 homeless	

individuals	hang	out	or	set	up	camp.	While	my	research	 is	 related	 to	physical	 features	of	 the	

urban	 landscape,	 these	 features	 are	 driving	 forces	 in	 the	 spatial	 patterns	 of	 homeless	

encampments.	 The	 examples	 in	 this	 section	 provide	 a	 framework	 for	 understanding	 factors	

considered	when	the	homeless	select	spaces	for	hanging	out	and	sleeping.	

	 A	case	study	 in	Anchorage,	Alaska,	detailed	 features	and	 land	uses	of	areas	 that	were	

typical	 for	 homeless	 encampments.	 For	 those	 residing	 on	 the	 streets,	 encampments	 were	

generally	 found	 in	 proximity	 to	 services	 that	 transient	 populations	 needed	 (Chamard	 2015).	

One	unique	feature	about	Anchorage	is	that	most	of	the	streets	and	highways	are	at-grade,	and	

the	absence	of	overpasses	and	bridges	(Chamard	2015)	means	that	homeless	individuals	cannot	

easily	find	built	environment	or	infrastructure	elements	that	provide	shelter	from	the	open	air	

and	weather.	 	 The	 following	 land	uses	 and	activity	 types	were	 considered	 for	 the	Anchorage	

study:	liquor	stores,	bars,	service	providers,	map	layers	of	land	use,	water	features,	trails,	parks	

and	bus	routes.			

Researchers	 in	 Contra	 Costa	 County,	 California	 found	 that	 the	 location	 of	 homeless	

encampments	varied	greatly	based	on	how	“new”	or	“veteran”	someone	was	to	an	area.		The	

encampments	 were	 grouped	 into	 three	 typologies,	 “newcomer	 camps”,	 	 “old-timer	 camps”,	

and	“veteran	camps”,	which	explained	how	they	are	occupied,	where	they	are	located,	and	the	
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social	structures	that	existed	among	the	residents	(Devuono-Powell	2013).	 	Newcomer	camps	

typically	 consisted	 of	 temporary	 structures	 and	 had	 an	 organized	 social	 network	 (Devuono-

Powell	2013).		Old-timer	camps	were	typically	found	under	bridges	and	overpasses,	consisting	

of	structures	that	were	at	least	semi-permanent,	and	the	individuals	in	these	camps	had	a	solid	

social	network	with	shared	values	 (Devuono-Powell	2013).	Veteran	camps	were	generally	 the	

least	accessible,	were	associated	with	more	elaborate	structures,	and	housed	 individuals	 that	

were	typically	loners	(Devuono-Powell	2013).	

In	Malign	Neglect,	authors	Wolch	&	Dear	(1992)	reveal	 important	truths	regarding	the	

state	of	homelessness	in	the	United	States.		Through	their	extensive	research,	Wolch	and	Dear	

highlight	 that	 the	geography	of	homeless	communities	 is	 shaped	by	mobility	patterns	 (1993).	

Migratory	patterns	of	homeless	individuals	can	be	voluntary	or	involuntary,	where	involuntary	

migration	can	be	due	to	flooding	or	policing	and	individuals	decide	where	and	how	they	move	

based	on	the	circumstances	they	encounter	(Devuono-Powell	2013).		

Wolch	&	Dear	(1992)	acknowledge	that	the	spatial	mismatch	between	the	geographies	

of	low-skill	jobs	and	affordable	housing	contribute	to	increased	rates	of	homelessness.		Prior	to	

the	 operation	 of	 Metro	 Rail,	 homeless	 individuals	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 felt	 that	 the	 inadequate	

transportation	 system	 made	 satisfying	 deadlines	 or	 eligibility	 requirements	 for	 benefits	 a	

difficult	 task	 (Adame	 et.	 al	 1992).	 	 Despite	 transportation	 improvements	 in	 the	 region,	

homeless	 individuals	 today	still	 experience	difficult	 fully	benefiting	 from	the	services	 that	are	

available	to	them.		With	restrictive	hours	of	service	providers,	curfews	for	shelters,	and	policies	

that	 criminalize	 certain	 activities	 and	 behaviors,	 homeless	 individuals	 have	 limited	

opportunities	to	overcome	their	barriers.		
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2.3	SPATIAL	EXCLUSION	
	

The	departure	of	high-income	earners	 to	 suburban	spaces	 toward	 the	end	of	 the	20th	

century	prompted	policymakers	 in	urban	cores	 to	consider	campaigns	 to	revive	once	bustling	

downtown	regions	and	centrally	located	districts.	 	In	efforts	to	revitalize	urban	spaces,	quality	

of	life	policing	tactics	became	increasingly	common	the	past	few	decades	(Stuart	2014).			Urban	

cores	across	the	nation	have	been	facing	revitalization	efforts	since	the	1980’s,	yet	these	efforts	

have	been	 complicated	by	 the	growth	of	homeless	 individuals	on	 the	 streets	 that	have	been	

dislocated	 by	 neoliberal	 policies	 (Stuart	 2014).	 	 	 Policing	 that	 has	 supported	 quality	 of	 life	

initiatives	have	resulted	in	the	stringent	enforcement	of	public	spaces	(Gibson	2011).		

Policymakers	 have	 relied	 on	 the	 presence	 of	 law	 enforcement	 to	 keep	 the	

“undesirables”	 contained	 in	 or	 excluded	 from	different	 spaces.	 	 Cities	 have	been	 effective	 in	

this	 by	 implementing	 quality-of-life	 ordinances,	 which	 targets	 behaviors	 exhibited	 by	 the	

homeless	 (Stuart	 2014)	 It	 has	 been	 understood	 that	 policing	 in	 areas	 like	 Skid	 Row	 in	 Los	

Angeles	were	focused	on	containing	homeless	individuals	within	marginal	spaces.		However,	a	

recent	 analysis	 of	 police	 citations	 in	 Skid	 Row	 illustrates	 differences	 in	 policing	 approaches	

(Stuart	2014).	The	concentration	of	police	citations	in	the	center	of	Skid	Row	reveal	that	current	

policing	 is	 no	 longer	 focused	 on	 the	 containment	 of	 homeless	 in	 marginal	 spaces.	 	 Rather	

citations	were	primarily	issued	for	those	resistant	to	services,	suggesting	a	rehabilitative	style	of	

policing.	 	Within	 prime	 and	marginal	 space,	 policymakers	 and	 police	 were	 able	 to	 use	 their	

powers	 to	 determine	 how	 a	 space	 is	 to	 be	 imagined,	 organized	 and	 policed	 (Stuart	 2014).		

Despite	being	“home”	to	over	17,000	homeless	individuals	(Stuart	2014),	there	are	over	30,000	
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other	 homeless	 individuals	 spread	 out	 across	 Los	 Angeles	 County	 in	 spaces,	 not	 limited	 to	

marginal	spaces,	but	also	extending	into	the	murky	waters	of	prime	space.		

Some	 communities	 have	 been	 successful	 in	 excluding	 certain	 segments	 of	 the	

population	from	its	borders	by	making	spaces	less	accommodating	to	the	homeless.		For	those	

that	 are	 not	 homeless,	 these	 tactics	 may	 not	 as	 easily	 visible.	 Communities	 have	 been	

successful	in	persuading	policymakers	to	not	bring	transit	stops	into	their	neighborhoods,	which	

are	often	grounded	in	denying	access	to	“undesirable”	people	who	ride	transit	(Schindler	2015).	

Transportation	 regulatory	 constraints	 have	 been	 found	 to	 make	 accessing	 leisure	 activities	

unsafe	 for	 transit-dependent	 blacks,	 where	 independent	 mobile	 individuals	 can	 more	 freely	

enjoy	(Austin	1997).			This	brings	to	question	whether	transit	routes	and	their	stops	are	selected	

not	 necessarily	 for	 their	 ability	 to	 maximize	 the	 circulation	 of	 people,	 rather	 strategically	

selecting	routes	and	stops	on	their	ability	to	exclude	certain	population	groups.		This	highlights	

the	 detrimental	 effects	 of	 NIMBYism	 that	 serve	 to	 keep	 the	 socioeconomically	 wealthy	

inaccessible	at	the	expense	of	inconveniencing	and	endangering	the	lower	classes.				

Elements	of	the	built	environment	have	been	successfully	used	to	exclude	behaviors	of	

certain	 individuals	 and	 prevent	 the	 homeless	 from	 staying	 for	 too	 long.	 	 The	way	 domiciled	

individuals	 experience	 the	 built	 environment	 differs	 from	 the	 way	 homeless	 individuals	

experience	or	interpret	it.		Some	elements	of	the	built	environment	have	been	constructed	in	a	

way	that	is	aesthetically	pleasing	to	the	domiciled,	but	could	be	viewed	as	unwelcoming	to	the	

homeless.		For	example,	benches	in	parks	or	at	bus	stops	that	are	divided	into	three	individual	

seats	can	serve	to	prevent	homeless	people	from	lying	down	and	taking	naps	(Schindler	2015).		

Architectural	elements	and	the	way	people	interpret	them	is	influenced	by	the	socioeconomic	
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status	of	an	individual,	where	something	like	handles	place	on	a	public	bench	may	be	more	of	

an	aesthetic	feature	for	domiciled	individuals,	whereas	this	feature	is	viewed	as	exclusionary	for	

an	 individual	 that	 is	 looking	 to	 lay	 down.	 	 Despite	 the	 insignificance	 that	 an	 architectural	

element	 may	 have	 to	 domiciled	 individuals,	 it	 can	 have	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	 survival	

strategies	of	the	homeless	(Leonard	et.	al	2008)	by	forcing	them	to	adapt	or	leave.	

	

2.4	CRIMINALIZATION	OF	HOMELESSNESS	IN	LOS	ANGELES	

Cities	have	been	battling	homelessness	for	many	decades,	but	it	is	a	battle	that	neither	

cities	nor	 the	homeless	are	winning.	 	The	approaches	 to	addressing	homelessness	have	been	

typically	reactive,	simply	to	mitigate	the	effects	of	homelessness	but	not	to	mitigate	the	factors	

that	cause	people	to	become	homeless.		The	strategies	and	tactics	used	by	cities	over	time	have	

included	 containment,	 displacement	 and	 exclusion.	 	 These	 tactics	 reflect	 the	 way	 planners,	

policymakers,	and	law	enforcement	achieve	dominance	over	the	social	construction	of	spaces	

(Tonkiss	2005).	

Skid	Row	is	notoriously	known	as	the	place	where	thousands	of	people	 in	Los	Angeles	

are	living	and	don’t	have	a	permanent	place	to	call	home,	and	Hollywood	has	been	known	to	be	

home	 to	 homeless	 youth	 in	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Vagrancy	 laws	 have	 been	 historically	 used	 by	

authorities	 in	 the	 city	 to	 punish	 those	 they	 deem	 to	 be	 undesirable,	 and	 police	 have	 the	

discretion	to	selectively	enforce	these	policies	on	those	they	view	as	undesirable	(Fischer	et	al.,	

2015).		As	an	authoritative	strategic	practice,	displacement	works	to	redirect	public	and	private	

attention	 away	 from	 the	 causes	 of	 social	 problems	 toward	 their	 effects.	 	 Displacement	may	

occur	at	 the	official	 level	by	pointing	 to	one	 set	of	 “causes”	while	distracting	attention	away	
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from	the	authentic	causes	(Wright	1997).		The	authoritative	tactics	used	by	cities	to	enforce	the	

use	 of	 space	 has	 impacts	 on	 the	 homeless	 that	 do	more	 harm	 than	 good	 for	 their	 ability	 to	

independently	 support	 themselves.	 	 The	 National	 Law	 Center	 on	 Homelessness	 &	 Poverty’s	

Report	 on	 the	 Criminalization	 of	 Homeless	 in	 US	 Cities	 illustrates	 the	 way	 cities	 across	 the	

nation	have	rapidly	increased	ordinances	and	laws	targeting	the	homeless,	which	foster	a	cycle	

of	homelessness	that	is	hard	to	break,	(NLCHP	2011).		

Within	the	past	ten	years,	cities	across	the	United	States	have	increased	the	number	of	

policies	 that	 target	 homeless	 populations.	 	 Among	 the	 current	 city	 anti-vagrancy	 laws	within	

California,	59%	of	existing	restrictions	have	been	enacted	since	1990	and	nearly	half	of	the	laws	

were	enacted	between	2000-2009	(Fischer	et	al.	2015).		Since	2010,	cities	across	California	have	

enacted	 55	 new	 anti-homeless	 laws	 and	 if	 the	 current	 trend	 continues,	 there	 will	 be	 an	

additional	 110	 new	 laws	 between	 2010	 and	 2019	 which	 target	 the	 homeless	 (Fischer	 et	 al.	

2015).			Within	the	state	of	California,	Los	Angeles	is	tied	with	Long	Beach	for	having	the	most	

anti-vagrancy	 laws,	with	 a	 total	 of	 23	 different	 laws	 in	which	 homeless	 can	 be	 targeted	 and	

punished	simply	for	being	homeless.	

As	a	provision	of	the	Safer	Cities	Initiative	(2006),	Los	Angeles	spent	$6	million	over	the	

duration	of	one	year	to	add	50	police	officers	to	be	able	to	enforce	homelessness	policies	(Blasi	

2007).		A	report	from	the	Los	Angeles	City	Administrator	stated	that	the	city	spent	$100	million	

on	homelessness,	with	an	estimation	 that	$53.6	million	 to	$87.3	million	went	 to	 Los	Angeles	

Police	Department	(LAPD)	in	one	year	to	enforce	homeless	policies	(Santana	2015).		The	LAPD	

continues	to	carry	sweeps	in	areas	 like	Skid	Row	to	confiscate	personal	property.	 	The	ad	hoc	
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approach	Los	Angeles	has	taken	has	been	wasteful	of	tax	dollars	as	it	neglects	to	improve	the	

lives	of	the	homeless	and	places	a	strain	on	the	criminal	justice	system	(Santana	2015).	

The	police	are	seizing	what	 little	homeless	people	have	simply	to	clean	up	the	streets.		

While	more	private	development	occurs,	the	 loss	of	public	space	has	resulted	in	fewer	places	

for	the	homeless	to	go.	 	One	of	the	 laws	that	directly	targets	the	homeless	prevents	 loitering	

and	 obstructing	 of	 public	 spaces	 that	 may	 interfere	 with	 pedestrian	 traffic	 (LAMC	 Section	

41.18).		Such	actions	of	the	city	imply	that	the	homeless	are	being	punished	simply	for	existing.		

Homeless	individuals	can	attempt	to	distort	the	notion	that	they	are	homeless	by	coming	across	

as	a	“housed	person”,	which	is	a	strategy	used	to	maintain	comfort	in	public	spaces.	Finding	a	

place	to	sleep	or	rest	where	one	can	appear	invisible	not	only	addresses	the	need	for	privacy,	

but	also	the	need	to	minimize	the	chances	of	being	detected	by	police	or	domiciled	individuals	

housed	people	(Valado	2006:	238).		

The	2015	report	from	the	Los	Angeles	City	Administrator	suggests	there	are	important	

implications	 for	 planning	 for	 the	 homeless	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 given	 the	 lack	 of	 coordination	

between	 agencies.	 	 The	 Comprehensive	 Homeless	 Strategy	 calls	 for	 increased	 collaboration	

between	 a	 larger	 number	 of	 the	 agencies	within	 the	 city	 and	 county	 (LA	 Jan	 2016)	 that	will	

maximize	the	impact	on	Los	Angeles’	homelessness	epidemic	and	to	develop	a	clear	policy	that	

define	metrics	for	progress	and	success	(Santana	2015).	

Control	over	space	is	not	only	a	reflection	of	power	relations	in	society	but	also	serves	to	

reinforce	the	existing	power	structure	(Lefebvre	1991).	One	of	the	key	ways	of	exercising	social	

power	is	the	act	of	defining	and	regulating	the	appropriate	use	of	space.		The	exertion	of	social	

power	 is	displayed	by	the	way	cities	control	 the	use	of	space.	 	As	people	 living	on	the	street,	
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homeless	 persons	 are	 not	 just	 neutral	 bodies,	 but	 subjugated	 and	 resisting	 bodies	 moving	

through,	sitting	in,	lying	down,	and	sleeping	in	the	social-physical	spaces	of	the	city,	a	negative	

trope	for	surrounding	housed	society	(Wright	1997:	58).		Given	that	the	homeless	are	typically	

easy	 to	 distinguish,	 they	 are	 continuously	 under	 the	 gaze	 of	 authority	 to	 ensure	 that	 their	

actions	are	not	in	violation	of	social	boundaries.	

While	 the	 darkness	 of	 the	 night	 is	 an	 opportunity	 to	 obtain	 resources	 or	 find	 a	 safer	

space	to	sleep,	 tactics	have	been	used	to	provide	a	spatial	buffer	between	the	homeless	and	

the	middle	and	upper	classes.	 	Such	buffers	can	be	created	through	design,	but	they	can	also	

include	 the	 placement	 of	 bus	 routes	 that	 I	 previously	 discussed,	 which	 can	 manipulate	 the	

spatial	 patterns	 of	 homeless	 by	 making	 access	 to	 certain	 areas	 more	 difficult.	 	 Leaving	 the	

contained	area	of	Skid	Row,	homeless	people	are	likely	to	be	accosted	by	police	(Davis	1992).		

These	spaces	are	made	defensive	by	 the	 tactics	 that	are	used	 in	commercial,	 residential,	and	

public	 places.	 	 Certain	 architectural	 elements	 can	 prohibit	 the	 use	 or	 even	 entry	 of	 certain	

spaces	by	the	homeless	including	spiked	fences,	barreled	seating	to	prevent	sleeping	in	public	

spaces,	 gated	 communities,	 and	 closed	 circuit	 cameras	 on	 street	 corners.	 	 These	 tactics	 are	

used	by	 cities	on	 the	defense,	 also	 known	as	 territories	of	 fear	 (Caldeira	2000),	 and	 fortified	

enclaves	(Caldeira	2000).	
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3.		METHODOLOGY		
	
	
	 This	section	 is	composed	of	 three	subsections,	which	will	come	together	 to	produce	a	

more	sophisticated	and	comprehensive	understanding	of	the	way	a	typology	can	be	applied	to	

urban	 space,	 and	 how	 these	 categories	 present	 a	 dichotomy	 of	 opportunities	 and	 barriers	

which	shape	the	ability	 for	 individuals	to	survive.	 	The	first	section	details	 the	features	of	 the	

built	environment	that	I	hypothesize	to	be	associated	with	the	three	categories	of	spaces	and	

how	I	define	these	areas.		The	second	section	serves	as	the	initial	stage	of	GIS	analysis,	which	is	

used	to	characterize	Hollywood	based	on	specific	socioeconomic	and	structural	variables.		The	

third	section	will	build	off	of	the	previous	sections	and	drives	the	qualitative	component	of	my	

research.	 	 Using	my	 scoring	matrix,	 I	 analyze	my	 study	 sites,	 following	 along	 a	 route	 that	 is	

predetermined.				
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3.1	ENHANCING	THE	TYPOLOGY	
	

Acknowledging	the	division	of	space	in	terms	of	prime,	marginal,	and	transitional,	which	

considers	socioeconomic	and	demographic	variables;	I	devised	my	own	typology	to	assist	me	in	

scoring	 the	 built	 environment.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 these	 categories	 is	 to	 provide	 a	 more	

sophisticated	 interpretation	 of	 urban	 space	 that	 is	 revealing	 of	 the	 inherent	 barriers	 and	

opportunities	that	are	woven	into	the	built	environment.		The	categories	I	created	are:	Space	of	

Resources	&	Consumption,	Spaces	of	Charity	&	Services,	Spaces	of	Mobility,	Spaces	of	Relief	&	

Rest,	Spaces	of	Exclusion	&	Surveillance,	and	Morphology.				

	

	 a.	SPACES	OF	RESOURCES	&	CONSUMPTION	
	
	 Looking	at	these	spaces	in	terms	of	their	ability	to	provide	resources	and	nourishment	

can	 determine	 the	 likelihood	 someone	 experiencing	 homelessness	will	 hang	 around.	 	Within	

this	category	I	 include,	grocery	and	convenient	stores,	fast	food	restaurants,	recycling	centers	

and	accessible	 trash	 receptacles.	 	Grocery	 stores,	 convenience	 stores,	 and	 fast	 foods	provide	

not	only	the	benefit	of	consuming	food,	but	also	present	the	benefit	interactions	with	strangers	

who	may	or	may	not	be	willing	to	help	out	a	person	in	need.		At	the	same	time,	the	occupants	

of	these	commercial	spaces	discard	waste	and	recycling,	and	depending	on	the	accessibility	of	

their	 waste	 receptacles,	 and	 the	 needs	 of	 a	 person	 on	 the	 street,	 are	 an	 opportunity	 to	

‘dumpster	dive’.	
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	 b.	SPACES	OF	CHARITY	&	SERVICES	
	
	 Within	 this	 category	 I	 consider	 ‘spaces	 of	 charity	 and	 service’	 to	 include	 hospitals,	

churches,	 libraries,	 and	 service	 providers	 or	 drop-ins.	 	 The	 latter	 provides	 services	 aimed	 at	

homeless	populations,	while	 the	other	three	have	the	potential	 to	be	places	where	homeless	

can	hang	out	and	take	time	to	rest.		Scoring	this	category	I	looked	to	see	how	many	churches,	

hospitals,	service	providers,	and	libraries	exist	within	a	specified	radius	of	the	study	sites.	

	
	 c.		SPACES	OF	MOBILITY	
	
	 This	category	analyzes	the	existences	of	transit	stations,	bus	stops,	and	the	presence	of	

seating	 and	 their	 design.	 It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 none	 of	 the	 study	 sites	 received	 the	

highest	score	for	bus	stops	because	that	would	have	required	bus	stops	to	be	covered	and	have	

seating	that	did	not	have	handles.	

	

	 d.	SPACES	OF	RELIEF	&	REST	

For	 spaces	 of	 relief	 and	 rest,	 I	 consider	 spaces	 that	 can	 provide	 an	 opportunity	 for	

individuals	to	conduct	basic	human	functions	such	as	sleeping	and	using	the	restroom.	 	Areas	

are	rated	for	availability	of	public	restrooms,	public	seating,	and	proximity	to	underpasses	and	

open	space.		
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	 e.	SPACES	OF	SURVEILLANCE	&	EXCLUSION	

	 This	category	encompasses	 indicators	of	surveillance	and	exclusion	within	study	areas.		

Signage	is	an	initial	barrier	that	provides	warning	or	advising	against	a	particular	activity,	often	

with	 the	 citing	 of	 a	 local	 or	 agency	 code.	 These	 signs	 are	 common	 on	 private	 property,	

particularly	 retail	 commercial	 spaces,	 and	 even	 residential	 spaces.	 	 Physical	 barriers	 include	

fences,	barriers,	and	gates,	anything	that	may	restrict	access.		Closed-circuit	television	(CCTV)	is	

the	artificial	eyes	on	the	street,	which	has	the	advantage	of	capturing	crime,	if	not	necessarily	

deterring	 it,	 but	 its	use	of	 it	 in	 the	public	 realm	 is	 an	 indicator	 that	 individual	privacy	 comes	

secondary	 to	 the	 safety	 and	 welfare	 of	 a	 community	 at	 large.	 	 Homeless	 individuals	 face	

pressures	from	the	frequent	contestation	over	their	use	of	space,	and	any	level	of	privacy	that	

they	 may	 have	 found	 in	 the	 public	 realm	 is	 immediately	 deprived	 in	 spaces	 that	 are	 under	

perpetual	natural	and	artificial	surveillance.		

	 Preferential	Parking	Districts	have	been	established	in	areas	where	the	there	is	a	need	

for	 parking	 management	 in	 parking	 impacted	 presence	 of	 vehicles	 contributes	 and	 array	 of	

issues	that	extends	beyond	the	need	for	parking	management,	“The	department	says	districts	

address	 "negative	 impacts"	 of	 non-resident	 parking	 on	 residential	 neighborhoods,	 and	

encourage	carpooling	while	reducing	noise,	traffic	hazards,	and	litter”	(Parvini	2014).		However	

because	these	districts	require	frequenting	policing	to	ensure	that	vehicles	are	in	compliance,	it	

is	a	guarantee	that	the	routine	presence	of	a	city	employee	in	these	districts	may	be	viewed	as	

a	threat	to	homeless	individuals	 in	their	use	of	space.	 	Similarly,	streets	with	metered	parking	

presents	this	issue,	which	can	be	the	dominant	actor’s	interpretation	of	how	a	space	should	be	
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used,	which	will	 be	 in	 contradiction	 to	 how	 they	 are	 seeing	 a	 homeless	 individual	 using	 the	

space.	

	 	

	 f.	URBAN	MORPHOLOGY		

	 This	 section	 is	 a	 rating	 of	 the	 urban	 form	 and	 the	 elements	 that	 are	 specific	 to	what	

makes	these	neighborhoods	unique	physically.	 	Street	network	systems	are	of	significance	for	

their	ability	to	provide	an	easy	and	direct	connection	between	one	point	to	another,	a	gridiron	

system	ensures	the	greatest	efficiency	of	pedestrian	and	vehicular	flow	with	several	points	of	

entry	 and	 exit.	 	 	 Whereas,	 other	 networks,	 such	 as	 Topographically	 Defined	 Curvilinear	 is	

suitable	 for	 residential	 areas	 that	will	 not	have	 to	 carry	a	high	volume	of	 traffic.	 	Aside	 from	

sidewalks	 providing	 a	 space	 for	 pedestrians	 to	 travel,	 the	 use	 of	 sidewalks	 for	 homeless	 as	

places	of	rest	or	sleep	can	be	easily	contested	by	business	owners	or	law	enforcement	who	can	

exercise	 their	 discretionary	 powers	 to	 remove	 homeless	 from	 the	 sidewalk	 and	 provide	 a	

penalty	accordingly.		

	 The	 distribution	 of	 land-uses	 can	 determine	 the	 prevalence	 of	 specific	 resistance	

patterns	 of	 homeless,	 where	 residential	 areas,	 especially	 those	 of	 higher	 owner-occupied	

tenure,	are	more	likely	to	contest	the	presence	of	homeless	individuals.		Proximity	to	non-retail	

commercial,	 manufacturing,	 and	 industrial	 uses	 present	 can	 be	 more	 appealing	 for	 the	

homeless,	as	they	are	less	likely	to	be	under	the	watchful	eye	of	a	‘Nosey	NIMBY’.		The	inclusion	

of	alleys	in	this	assessment	is	an	acknowledgement	of	their	ability	to	be	place	where	homeless	

can	go	more	unnoticed,	but	also	potentially	gaining	access	to	recycling	or	trash	receptacles.		
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	 Looking	at	building	setbacks	and	whether	or	not	they	are	enclosed	with	a	wall,	fence,	or	

barrier,	 is	 a	 form	 of	 exclusion,	 of	 course	 not	 specific	 to	 homeless	 individuals,	 but	 likely	 as	 a	

means	to	protect	private	property.		Recessed	entryways,	specifically	in	commercial	spaces,	can	

provide	a	level	of	enclosure	for	homelessness	individuals,	in	finding	a	place	to	rest	or	sleep.			

A	steeper	gradient	makes	the	urban	experience	more	tiring	when	it	is	done	on	foot	or	by	

bicycle,	 thereby	 making	 spaces	 on	 steep	 hills	 exclusionary	 by	 nature.	 	 Lastly	 the	 level	 of	

enclosure	provided	by	trees	and	vegetation	presents	yet	another	opportunity	for	homeless	to	

go	unnoticed	or	simply	take	shelter	from	the	sunlight.	

	

3.2	GIS	MAPPING	
	

The	purpose	of	this	stage	of	analysis	is	to	characterize	Hollywood	and	establish	distinct	

study	 sites	 for	 my	 field	 observations.	 	 I	 selected	 Hollywood	 for	 the	 general	 vicinity,	 for	 my	

research	and	selected	sub-neighborhoods	or	clusters	of	census	 tracts	 for	my	specific	areas	of	

focus.		Outside	of	the	urban	core,	Hollywood	has	long	been	a	prominent	location	for	individuals	

experiencing	homelessness,	particularly	homeless	youth.		

In	order	 to	get	more	variation	and	enhance	my	data,	 I	 chose	not	 to	define	Hollywood	

explicitly	through	the	lens	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan;	rather	I	looked	to	the	Los	Angeles	

Times	 for	 their	 publication	 on	 neighborhood	 divisions.	 	 East	 Hollywood’s	 southern	 border	

extends	 south	 to	 Beverly	 Boulevard.	 	 While	 I	 believe	 this	 area	 is	 more	 a	 buffer	 between	

Koreatown	and	Hollywood,	 I	chose	to	 include	the	tracts	 in	this	area	for	one	of	my	study	sites	

because	of	the	richer	variation	in	socioeconomic	data.	
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From	 the	American	Community	 Survey	 (2014	Estimates)	 I	 pulled	data	 to	highlight	 the	

disparities	 in	 the	 socioeconomic	 climate	 in	Hollywood.	 	Median	household	 income,	 tenure	of	

occupied	units,	gross	 rent	as	percentage	of	 income,	and	households	who	have	received	Food	

Stamps/SNAP	benefits	in	the	last	12	months	are	among	the	socioeconomic	variables	that	I	used	

for	characterizing	these	spaces.			

After	 I	mapped	these	 features,	 I	 then	selected	cluster	of	census	 tracts	 for	establishing	

my	 study	 sites,	 which	were	 selected	 for	 being	 a	mixture	 socioeconomic	 extremes	 to	 loosely	

adhere	 to	 the	 variables	 that	DeVerteuil,	Marr,	 and	 Snow	used	 for	mapping	 their	 spaces.	 	 To	

further	 characterize	my	 sub-neighborhood	 study	 sites,	 I	 used	parcel	 level	 land	use	data	 from	

Southern	California	Association	of	Governments	 (2012)	 and	 transit	 station	and	bus	 stop	data	

from	the	Los	Angeles	County	Metropolitan	Transportation	Authority	(2015).	

Land	 use	 classifications	 can	 determine	 where	 homeless	 individuals	 spend	 their	 time	

based	 since	 certain	 land	 use	 uses	 may	 present	 more	 benefits	 to	 homeless	 individuals.		

Homeless	are	more	likely	to	hang	out	in	commercial,	institutional	spaces	rather	than	residential	

or	vacant	land	uses	(Chamard	2015).			Residents	living	in	single-family	residential	land	uses	are	

more	likely	to	exercise	guardianship	of	their	property	and	adjacent	properties	(Chamard	2015),	

which	 can	 which	 can	 create	 a	 more	 hostile	 climate	 for	 homeless	 individuals.	 	 	 Proximity	 to	

commercial	spaces	allows	opportunities	for	homeless	to	retrieve	recycling	and	materials	from	

receptacles	 that	 may	 come	 in	 handy	 for	 making	 money	 and	 assisting	 with	 building	 shelter		

(Devuono-Powell	36).	 	 Since	commercial	 spaces	attract	people,	homeless	 individuals	may	use	

these	 spaces	 as	 an	 opportunity	 to	 panhandle.	 	 Proximity	 to	 amenities	may	be	preferred	 and	
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make	areas	more	desirable,	however	if	they	are	not	located	within	my	study	areas,	individuals	

can	still	access	them	through	transit.			

	 Having	a	public	transportation	system	with	conveniently	located	stopping	points	as	well	

as	a	timetable	that	encourages	ridership	is	another	means	by	which	homeless	can	determine	an	

area	is	viable	for	support.		The	existence	of	Metro	Stations,	bus	stops,	and	their	design	will	be	

assessed	to	determine	their	ability	to	connect	opportunities	to	the	homeless,	but	also	serve	as	

a	 deterrent	 for	 long	 term	 leisure.	 Covered	 bus	 stops	 may	 provide	 cover	 from	 unpleasant	

weather	conditions,	as	well	as	limit	the	visibility	of	a	homeless	individual.		

I	used	census	tract	data	from	the	2015	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count	to	create	a	

dot	 density	 map	 from	 the	 point-in-time	 count	 to	 understand	 the	 spatial	 distribution	 of	

homeless	 individuals.	 	 The	 Los	 Angeles	 Homeless	 Services	 Authority	 used	 2000	 census	 tract	

boundaries	for	their	PIT	count,	so	the	map	I	use	reflects	the	tract	boundaries	from	2000.		While	

census	tract	boundaries	aren’t	subject	to	change	each	census,	there	were	several	instances	of	

shifts	 in	 boundaries	 and	 additions	 of	 tracts	 between	 the	 2000	 and	 2010	 Census.	 	 For	 this	

reason,	 the	 spatial	 distribution	 of	 homeless	 is	 not	 as	 easily	 understood	 because	 the	 sub-

neighborhoods	I	selected	were	affected	by	these	boundaries	changes.			

It	 is	 important	 to	 mention	 that	 the	 data	 collected	 from	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Homeless	

Services	 Authority,	 is	 not	 representative	 of	 the	 homeless	 in	 Los	 Angeles,	 rather	 the	 data	

provided	is	from	the	street	based	count,	which	happens	to	be	a	point-in-time	(PIT)	count.		PIT	

counts	are	mandated	by	the	US	Department	of	Housing	and	Development	for	every	Continuum	

of	Care	across	the	nation.			
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3.3	SITE	VISITS	
	

Once	I	developed	a	foundation	for	my	research	and	began	to	get	an	understanding	the	

socioeconomic-structural	environment	of	the	defined	study	areas,	I	pre-selected	the	routes	for	

my	 observations.	 	 I	 printed	 out	 aerial	 and	 street	 maps	 from	 Google	 of	 my	 study	 sites	 and	

printed	out	my	scoring	matrix	to	assist	me	on	my	journey.		I	relied	on	a	notepad,	journal,	and	

my	 mobile	 phone	 for	 documenting	 my	 observations.	 My	 phone	 proved	 to	 be	 beneficial,	

because	while	I	did	use	it	to	capture	photos	to	provide	examples	from	my	assessments,	it	was	

particularly	 convenient	 for	 its	 ability	 to	 geo-tag	photos.	 	Geotagging	 is	 the	process	of	 adding	

geographical	identification	metadata	to	various	media	(Techopedia).	

	 The	 framework	 for	my	analysis	 is	modeled	off	of	British	Columbia	Recreation	&	Parks	

Associations	(BCRPA)	neighborhood	assessment.	 	BCRPA’s	scoring	matrix	that	grades	the	built	

environment	and	active	transportation	in	neighborhoods	and	the	total	score	would	determine	

what	 the	needs	of	 the	neighborhood	were.	 	 For	my	assessment,	 graded	 features	of	 the	built	

environment,	which	can	assist	in	determining	how	exclusionary	spaces	can	be	for	the	homeless.		

In	order	to	complete	the	assessment	I	organized	my	own	matrix	which	I	devised	based	into	six	

different	 categories	 which	 will	 allow	 for	 cross-over	 comparison	 between	 each	 sub-

neighborhood.	 	The	categories	I	created	are	Spaces	of	Resources	and	Consumption,	Spaces	of	

Charity	 and	 Service,	 Spaces	 of	 Mobility,	 Spaces	 of	 Relief	 &	 Rest,	 Spaces	 of	 Surveillance	 &	

Exclusion,	 and	 Urban	Morphology.	 	 My	 experience	 at	 LAHSA	 alongside	my	 literature	 review	

provided	me	with	a	new	perspective	of	the	way	urban	space	can	be	interpreted.		The	selection	

of	these	categories	emerged	as	I	attempted	to	focus	on	what	I	felt	to	be	the	driving	forces	that	

shape	the	spatial	patterns	of	the	homeless.	
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Table	 3.1	 refers	 to	 the	 scoring	matrix	 that	 I	 use	 for	my	 assessments,	 which	 the	 first	

column	details	the	specific	subcategory	that	is	being	scored,	which	is	based	on	the	features	of	

elements	that	I	observed	during	my	field	assessments.		Because	I	am	unable	to	cover	every	road	

within	my	sub-neighborhoods,	I	have	also	factored	in	the	proximity	of	my	selected	study	sites	in	

relation	to	their	proximity	to	specific	spaces	in	the	built	environment.		The	proximity	measures	

the	distance	 from	 the	observation	 route	 taken,	 rather	 than	 the	 census	 tract	 boundaries	 that	

these	observations	took	place.			

While	I	selected	my	sites	based	on	a	number	of	variables,	my	observation	route	for	the	

most	part	is	predetermined,	but	I	do	leave	room	for	going	on	less	major	roads	for	purposes	of	

variability.	 	 The	 scoring	 rubric	 is	 scaled	 from	 1	 to	 3,	 with	 1	 being	 the	most	 exclusionary	 or	

hostile	 environment,	 2	 being	 the	median,	 and	 a	 rating	 of	 ‘3’	 presenting	 the	 least	 amount	 of	

exclusion.		Spaces	that	are	scored	at	a	‘3’	have	access	to,	or	are	proximate	to	elements	that	are	

more	of	an	opportunity,	in	that	homeless	individuals	in	these	spaces	aren’t	necessarily	subject	

to	as	negative	or	hostile	as	an	experience	in	spaces	that	are	scored	a	‘1’.	

Because	 not	 all	 sub-neighborhoods	 have	 some	 of	 these	 elements	 that	 are	 scored,	 I	

chose	to	not	count	the	lack	of	points	against	that	neighborhood.	In	the	situation	that	an	area	

doesn’t	 have	a	Metro	 Station,	 it	would	be	 irrelevant	 to	 score	 that	 study	 site	 for	 seating	 at	 a	

transit	station	that	is	not	present	in	the	vicinity.		Since	each	category	does	not	have	the	same	

number	 of	 subcategories,	 I	 standardize	 the	 scores	 so	 that	 they	 are	 all	 weighted	 to	 be	 a	

maximum	 of	 5	 points	 each.	 	 This	 allows	 me	 to	 draw	 equal	 comparisons	 across	 areas	 and	

different	categories.		
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The	four	areas	that	I	conducted	my	site	visits	are	referred	to	as	East	Hollywood,	Central	

Hollywood,	Franklin	Avenue	and	Laurel	Canyon.		The	census	tracts	I	covered	in	East	Hollywood	

are	 192510,	 192520,	 192610,	 192620,	 192700,	 191420,	 191610,	 and	 191620.	 	 For	 Central	

Hollywood	I	covered	tracts	190700,	190801,	190802.		For	the	area	surrounding	Franklin	Avenue	

I	covered	tracts	189300,	189500,	190301,	190401,	190402.		And	for	Laurel	Canyon	the	tracts	I	

covered	are	194102	and	194200	
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3.4	SCORING	MATRIX	
	
Below	is	the	scoring	matrix	that	is	used	to	assess	the	four	different	study	sites.			
	
	
Table	3.4	
	 1	Point	 2	Points	 3	Points	
Spaces	of	Resources	&	
Consumption	(5)	 	 	 	

Grocery	&	Convenience	
Store	

There	is	less	than	1	
store	in	a	½	mile	
radius	

There	are	2-3	stores	in	a	½	mile	
radius	

There	are	4+	in	a	half	mile	
radius	

Fast	Food	(within	1/4	mile)	 Less	than	2	 Less	than	5	 More	than	5	
Recycling	Center	(within	1	
mile)	 No	recycling	center	

There	is	at	least	one	recycling	
center	

There	is	more	than	one	
recycling	center	

Accessible	trash	receptacles	
(Enclosed,	locked,	
inaccessible)	

Trash	is	not	
accessible,	and	is	
locked	up	 There	is	accessible	trash	

There	is	accessible	trash	
and	recycling	

Spaces	of	Charity	&	Service	
(5)	 	 	 	
Hospital	 Greater	than	2	miles	 Between	1-2	miles	 Less	than	1	mile	
Library	 None	within	1	mile	 One	Within	1	mile	 One	within	1/2	mile	

Church	
Less	than	2	within	
1/2	mile	 More	than	2	within	1/2	mile	

More	than	4	within	1/2	
mile	

Drop-in/Service	Provider	
None	present	within	
0.5	mile	

There	is	at	least	one	within	0.5	
mile	

There	are	at	least	2	in	the	
within	0.5	mile	

Spaces	of	Mobility	(5)	 	 	 	

Bus	Stops	
Bus	stops	without	
seating	

Covered	bus	stop	with	seating	OR	
bus	stop	with	bench	without	
handles	

Unrestricted	bus	stop	
seating	AND	covered	

Transit	Station**	
Metro	Station	
greater	than	.5	mile	 Metro	Station	within	.5	miles	

Metro	Station	with	.25	
miles	

Seating	on	the	platform	

Less	than	3,	with	
exclusionary	
features	

At	least	4,	but	with	exclusionary	
features	 No	exclusionary	features		

Seating	at	street	level		 No	seating	 Exclusionary	Design	 Non-Exclusionary	Design	
Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	(5)	 	 	 	

Public	Restrooms	 Only	quasi	private	 One	public	restroom	
More	than	one	public	
restroom	

Parks	and	amenities	
Less	than	1	acre	
within	1/2	mile	 More	than	1	acre	within	1/2	mile	

More	than	3	acre	of	open	
space	within	0.5	mile	

Bridges/Underpass/Overpas
s	

None	within	1/2	
mile	 Between	0.25-0.5	miles	away	 Within	.25	miles	
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Public	Seating	(not	bus	
stops)	 None	

Yes	but	with	exclusionary	design	
features	

Yes	without	exclusionary	
design	features	

Spaces	of	Surveillance	&	
Exclusion	(5)	 	 	 	

Visible	CCTV/Signage	
Streets/Businesses/
Residential	 Businesses/minimal	residential	 Business	only	

Signage	
Specific	to	multiple	
offenses	 Specific	to	trespassing	 None	

Metered	
Parking/Preferential	Parking	

Preferential	
Parking/High	turn-
over	meters	

Metered	Parking,	preferential	
parking	nearby	

No	preferential	parking,	no	
metered	

Fences/Gates/Barriers	
Barbwire/Spiked	
Fences	 Some	fencing	or	barrier	 Minimal	fencing	

Morphology	(5)	 	 	 	

Street	Network	
Topographically	
Defined	Curvilinear	 Mixture	of	Grid/Fragmented	 Grid	

Sidewalks	 No	Sidewalks	
Majority	of	Sidewalks	under	8	feet	
wide	

Majority	of	Sidewalks	over	
8	feet	wide	

Distribution	of	land	uses	 Heavily	residential	 Commercial	on	edges,	Residential		

Mixture	of	uses,	but	also	
have	
industrial/manufacturing	

Alleys*	 No	alleys	
More	than	2	block	radius	from	
commercial	corridor	

Present	within	2	block	
radius	of	the	corridor(s)	

Alley	Coverage	
Less	5%	of	area	has	
alleys	 Between	5-20%	 Over	20%	

Setbacks	
Majority	of	setbacks	
are	enclosed	

Mixture	of	enclosed/non-enclosed	
setbacks	

Setbacks	not	primarily	
enclosed	

Recessed	Entry	ways	

Retractable	gates,	
enclosure	of	entry	
ways	

Mixture	of	enclosed/non-enclosed	
entryways	 Unrestricted	entry	

Elevation	 Slope	 Minimal	change	in	elevation	 Moderately	flat	

Enclosure	(Vegetation)	
Lack	of	trees/more	
barren	

Minimal	tree	coverage	and	
landscaping	

Substantial	tree	
coverage/vegetation	

*	Denotes	if	answer	is	not	applicable,	skip	to	next	question	
**	Denotes	if	answer	is	not	applicable,	skip	next	two	questions	
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4.	RESULTS	
	

	 This	section	will	be	broken	up	into	two	parts	to	detail	the	results	from	the	second	and	

third	 stages	 of	my	 analysis,	 GIS	mapping	 and	 site	 visits.	 	 The	 first	 section	 involves	 GIS	maps	

related	to	the	variables	that	I	collected	from	the	American	Community	Survey	2014	Estimates.		

The	 first	 map,	 Figure	 4.1	 illustrates	 the	 Median	 Household	 Income	 across	 Hollywood.	 	 The	

second	 map,	 Figure	 4.2	 and	 4.3	 illustrate	 housing	 tenure	 for	 housing	 units	 occupied	 by	

homeowners	and	renters.		Figure	4.4	depicts	the	Gross	Rent	as	Percentage	of	Income	exceeding	

30%.		And	Figure	4.5	maps	out	the	percentage	of	households	that	received	Food	Stamp/SNAP	

benefits	 in	the	previous	12	months.	 I	have	outlined	the	census	tracts	that	 included	within	my	

study	sites.			

	 In	 the	 second	section	 I	explain	why	each	study	site	was	assigned	a	particular	 score.	 	 I	

provide	photos	that	I	took	during	my	site	visits	to	supplement	the	tables	that	help	to	illustrate	

the	data.	 	 In	consideration	for	keeping	tables	and	maps	 less	clustered,	 I	have	frequently	used	

abbreviations	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 study	 site	 names.	 	 I	 have	 abbreviated	 the	 study	 areas	 in	

consideration	 for	 keeping	 the	 maps	 less	 cluttered.	 	 “EH”	 refers	 to	 East	 Hollywood,	 “CH”	 is	

Central	Hollywood,	“FA”	is	Franklin	Avenue	and	“LC”	is	Laurel	Canyon.	
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4.1	MAPPING	HOLLYWOOD	
	

	
Figure	4.1	Median	Household	Income		

U.S.	Census	American	Community	Survey	(2014	Estimates)	
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Figure	4.2	Housing	Tenure,	Percentage	of	Renter-Occupied	Units	
(American	Community	Survey	2014)	
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Figure	4.3	Housing	Tenure,	Percentage	of	Owner-Occupied	Units	
(American	Community	Survey	2014	Estimates)	



	 37	

	

Figure	4.4	Percentage	of	households	paying	more	than	30%	income	on	rent	
(American	Community	Survey	2014	Estimates)	
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Figure	4.5	Percentage	of	Households	Receiving	Food	Stamp/SNAP	Benefits	in	Previous	12	Months		
(American	Community	Survey	2014	Estimates)	
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Figure	4.6	2015	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count	(Point-in-Time	Street	Count)	
Dot	Density	Map	
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4.2	CHARACTERIZING	HOLLYWOOD	
	
	 The	U.S.	Census	American	Community	Survey	produces	one-year	estimates	 to	capture	

socioeconomic	and	demographic	shifts	that	take	place	across	this	country.		Following	up	from	

the	 previous	 section,	 I	 will	 provide	 the	 averages	 from	 the	 socioeconomic	 variables	 for	 the	

census	 tracts	 in	 each	 individual	 study	 site	 in	 order	 to	 distinguish	 their	 differences.	 Table	 4.1	

outlines	the	tenure	of	occupied	housing	units,	the	median	household	income,	the	gross	rent	as	

percentage	of	income,	and	receipt	of	food	stamp/SNAP	benefits	in	the	previous	12	months.			

	 East	Hollywood	is	a	densely	populated	area	with	an	average	of	90.43%	of	housing	units	

being	occupied	by	 renters.	 	 The	median	household	 income	 in	East	Hollywood	 is	$33,347	and	

over	61.82%	of	those	who	rent	exceed	paying	more	than	30%	toward	housing.	 	An	estimated	

14.78%	 of	 households	 received	 Food	 Stamp/SNAP	 benefits	 in	 the	 previous	 12	months.	 	 This	

area	 is	overall	heavily	 residential,	with	 commercial	 land	uses	on	 the	main	arterials	 such	as	N	

Western	Avenue,	N	Vermont	Avenue,	Melrose	Ave,	and	Beverly	Boulevard.		

	 	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Table	4.1	
Study	Site	Averages	

 

Owner	
Occupied	
Units	

Renter	
Occupied	
Units	

Median	
Household	
Income	

GRAPI	
30%+	

Food	
Stamp/SNAP	
Benefits	

East	Hollywood	 9.57%	 90.43%	 $33,347.40	 61.82%	 14.78%	
Central	

Hollywood	 8.58%	 91.42%	 $26,152.00	 59.65%	 6.11%	

Franklin	Avenue	 20.66%	 79.34%	 $61,651.40	 55.56%	 3.68%	
Laurel	Canyon	 70.86%	 29.14%	 $123,602.00	 34.72%	 0.00%	

(American	Community	Survey	2014	Estimates)	
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	 The	tracts	in	Central	Hollywood	also	reflect	a	similar	pattern,	with	an	average	of	91.42%	

of	 housings	 units	 being	 occupied	 by	 renters,	 and	 among	 those	 renters	 over	 59.65%	of	 them	

exceed	paying	more	 than	30%	of	 their	 income	 toward	housing	 costs.	 The	median	household	

income	in	Central	Hollywood	is	$26,155.		An	estimated	6.11%	of	residents	in	this	area	received	

Food	Stamp/SNAP	benefits	in	the	previous	12	months.	This	area	is	heavily	commercial	with	on	

Hollywood	Boulevard,	Sunset	Boulevard	&	Vine	Street.	

	 The	tracts	included	in	Franklin	Avenue	have	an	average	of	79.34%	of	occupied	housing	

units	filled	by	renters.		Of	those	who	rent,	roughly	55.56%	of	are	burned	by	paying	over	30%	of	

their	income	in	housing	costs.	Only	3.68%	of	households	received	Food	Stamp/SNAP	benefits	in	

the	previous	12	months.	And	the	median	household	income	is	$61,651.	

	 Lastly	 Laurel	 Canyon	 reflects	 and	 inverse	 of	 the	 first	 two	 study	 sites.	 	 Among	 the	

occupied	 housing	 units	 in	 this	 area,	 homeowners	 occupy	 an	 estimated	 70.86%	 of	 the	 units.		

Among	those	who	do	rent,	roughly	a	third	of	renters,	34.72%	are	burdened	by	paying	over	30%	

of	their	 income	in	rent.	 	There	were	no	reported	households	who	received	Food	Stamp/SNAP	

benefits	 in	 this	 area.	 	 This	 area	 is	 heavily	 single-family	 residential,	 and	 unique	 to	 the	 other	

areas,	there	is	an	abundance	of	vacant	land.	

	 The	dot	density	map	in	Figure	4.6	illustrates	the	population	of	individuals	experiencing	

homeless	during	the	2015	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count.	The	data	was	collected	 from	

the	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Services	Authority,	and	while	this	data	is	from	2015,	the	census	tracts	

they	used	 for	 the	 count	 still	 reflected	 the	2000	 tract	boundaries.	 	While	 I	 cannot	 completely	

correlate	the	data	with	some	of	my	study	sites,	I	am	able	to	make	generalizations	based	on	the	

current	 and	 previous	 boundaries.	 	 The	 blue	 dots	 reflect	 the	 number	 of	 total	 individuals	 that	
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were	counted	during	the	PIT	count,	the	yellow	dots	illustrate	the	make-shift	shelters	and	tents,	

while	the	red	dots	are	representative	of	the	total	vehicles	count.		

	 	Each	 dot	 on	 the	 map	 represents	 roughly	 2.196	 total	 per	 variable.	 	 Because	 precise	

locations	of	homeless	individuals	were	not	collected	during	the	PIT	count,	the	dot	density	map	

is	an	appropriate	measure	for	spatially	visualizing	the	distribution	within	the	tract	boundaries.		

As	you	can	see	there	is	a	density	of	individuals	and	vehicles	in	the	tracts	just	west	of	U.S.	Route	

101.	 	 These	 tracts	 are	 190700	 and	 190800	 based	 on	 the	 2000	 census	 boundaries.	 	 However	

tract	190800	has	since	split	into	190801	and	190802.		

	 Mapping	the	variables	 from	the	American	Community	Survey	and	LAHSA	provided	me	

with	insights	to	the	socioeconomic	climate	of	Hollywood.		Laurel	Canyon	has	among	the	highest	

rates	 of	 homeownership,	 highest	 overall	median	 household	 income,	 and	 an	 absence	 of	 food	

stamp/SNAP	benefit	receipts.		While	I	didn’t	go	to	the	extent	that	Devertueill,	Marr	&	Snow	did	

in	applying	a	numerous	amount	of	variables,	the	variables	I	did	select	are	good	indicators	that	

Laurel	 Canyon	 could	 be	 a	 neighborhood	 where	 individuals	 experiencing	 homeless	 would	 be	

more	 likely	 to	 find	 their	use	of	 space	contested.	However,	until	 I	 evaluate	 this	neighborhood	

with	my	scoring	matrix,	I	cannot	make	such	claims.		

	 Central	Hollywood	and	East	Hollywood	socioeconomic	variables	illustrate	the	burden	of	

housing	 costs	 in	 respect	 to	 incomes.	 	 In	 East	Hollywood,	 roughly	 1	 in	 7	 households	 received	

food	stamp	benefits	 in	the	(ACS	2014).	 	 I	classify	these	areas	as	being	marginal	spaces	for	the	

greater	level	of	dependency	for	services	and	lower	incomes.		The	census	tracts	for	my	Franklin	

Avenue	site	consist	of	tracts	at	the	base	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	around	Beachwood	&	Bronson	

Canyons,	and	 tracts	 just	 south	of	Franklin	Avenue.	 	The	 tracts	north	of	Franklin	Avenue	have	
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higher	incomes,	and	higher	rates	of	homeownership	than	the	tracts	south	of	Franklin	Avenue.		

The	 outlier	 in	 this	 study	 area	 is	 Tract	 189300,	 which	 has	 the	 highest	 income	 incomes	 and	

highest	 rate	 of	 homeownership	 in	 occupied	 units,	 and	 a	 low	 level	 of	 dependency	 on	 food	

benefits.	

	 Looking	 at	 the	 land	 use	 data	 for	 my	 study	 sites	 highlight	 the	 trends	 of	 income	 and	

housing	 type.	 	 Tract	 189300	 and	 the	 two	 tracts	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon	 have	 a	 high	 level	 of	

homeownership	and	income.	However	the	tracts	directly	south	of	this	tract	illustrate	the	shift	in	

socioeconomic	 features,	 and	 Franklin	 Avenue	 is	 a	 sharp	 divide	 in	 between	 the	 two	 worlds.		

Figure	4.8	through	Figure	4.11	depict	the	routes	I	took	to	conduct	my	field	visits.	 	Figure	4.12	

through	Figure	15	portray	the	land	use	data,	transit	stops	and	route	take	for	my	site	visits.		
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4.3	STUDY	SITE	VISITS	

	
Figure	4.7	East	Hollywood	Observation	Path	
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Figure	4.8	Central	Hollywood	Observation	Path	
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Figure	4.9	Franklin	Avenue	Observation	Path	
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Figure	4.10	Laurel	Canyon	Observation	Path	
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Figure	4.11	East	Hollywood	Land	Use	
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Figure	4.12	Central	Hollywood	Land	Use	
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Figure	4.13	Franklin	Avenue	Land	Use	
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Figure	4.14	Laurel	Canyon	Land	Use	
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4.4	SCORING	THE	SITES	
	

a.	SPACES	OF	RESOURCES	&	CONSUMPTION	

East	 Hollywood	 receives	 a	 ‘3’	 for	 all	 four	 subcategories	 in	 “Spaces	 of	 Resources	 &	

Consumption”.	 	 This	 area	 is	 void	 of	 big-box	 supermarkets,	 but	 individual	 grocery	 stores	 and	

convenient	 stores	 are	 prominent	 in	 this	 region.		

The	 Korean	 and	 Thai	 supermarkets	 cater	 to	 the	

local	 population,	 and	 are	 found	 on	 Melrose,	

North	 Western	 Avenue,	 and	 Beverly	 Boulevard.		

The	 majority	 of	 the	 fast	 food	 in	 this	 area	 is	

located	on	North	Vermont	Avenue.	 	Within	one-

quarter	mile	of	this	study	site,	there	are	3	recycling	centers	that	participation	in	the	California	

Beverage	Container	Recycling	Program.	 	Due	to	 the	money	that	can	be	collected	through	the	

recycling	program,	 there	 is	 an	 incentive	 to	dig	 through	 rubbish	 to	 find	 recyclable	material	 to	

exchange	nearby	at	one	of	the	recycling	centers.	 	Despite	the	abundance	of	trash	receptacles	

and	access	to	recycling	centers,	there	were	a	few	instances	of	trash	and	recycling	being	locked	

up	or	even	enclosed	within	a	locked	and	gated	area.		Refer	to	(Figure	A.1)	in	Appendix	A	to	see	

the	dumpster	at	the	Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	Red	Line	Station,	that	is	locked	up	within	a	chain-

link	fenced	area.	

	 Central	Hollywood,	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	scored	similarly,	however	this	area	is	not	in	

proximity	to	any	recycling	center,	and	therefore	received	the	lowest	score.	 	There	are	several	

fast	 food	 restaurants	 located	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	on	 the	nearby	 streets.	 	 There	 are	

number	 of	 convenient	 stores,	 however	 since	 they	 are	 not	 always	 a	 guarantee	 for	 fruits	 and	

Table	4.2	
Spaces	of	Resources	
&	Consumption	

EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	
Grocery	&	

Convenience	Store	 3	 3	 3	 1	

Fast	Food	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Recycling	Center	 3	 1	 1	 1	

Trash	Receptacles	 3	 3	 2	 3	

Score	 5.0	 4.17	 3.33	 2.5	
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vegetables,	there	are	at	least	a	few	supermarkets	in	this	area.		Overall	the	trash	bins	in	this	area	

were	accessible,	however	a	few	of	the	bins	closer	to	the	Hollywood	&	Vine	Station	had	locks	on	

them,	limiting	complete	access	only	to	those	authorized	to	do	so.		Among	the	few	alleys	I	was	

able	to	access,	the	one	on	Cahuenga	and	Hollywood	had	a	dumpster	which	was	locked	(Figure	

A.2).		This	area	receives	a	4.167	for	this	‘Spaces	of	Resources	&	Consumption’.	

	 Franklin	 Avenue	 also	 lacks	 a	 recycling	 center,	 but	 also	 there	 were	 an	 overall	 lack	 of	

accessible	recycling	bins.		There	are	however,	several	trash	bins	lining	Franklin.		Gelson’s	is	the	

main	supermarket	in	this	area,	so	while	there	is	an	opportunity	for	food	in	this	area,	it	comes	

with	an	inflated	price	tag	compared	to	other	local	supermarkets.		Gelson’s	trash	and	recycling	

had	been	 locked	up,	however	the	smaller	commercial	spaces	 in	 the	vicinity	had	smaller	 trash	

bins	accessible.		There	are	a	handful	of	convenient	stores	along	Franklin,	and	the	only	two	fast-

food	restaurants	are	located	at	the	corner	of	Highland	and	Franklin.		This	area	receives	a	3.33	

for	lack	of	options,	and	the	placement	of	these	locations	in	surface	parking	lots.		Laurel	Canyon	

receives	a	“2.5”	in	this	category	for	its	absence	of	a	recycling	center,	fast	food	restaurants,	and	

its	one	convenient	store	&	café,	the	“Laurel	Canyon	Country	Store”.			

	

	 b.	SPACES	OF	CHARITY	&	SERVICE	
	
	 East	Hollywood	receives	another	score	of	‘5’,	receiving	top	scores	in	each	subcategory.		

Hollywood	Presbyterian	and	Children’s	Hospital	Los	Angeles	are	located	within	0.5	mile	of	the	

Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	Metro	Station,	and	right	next	to	the	Vermont	&	Sunset	Metro	Station.		

The	 Cahuenga	 Branch	 library	 located	 at	 4591	 Santa	 Monica	 Blvd,	 and	 the	 Wilshire	 Library	

located	at	149	St	Andrews	Pl	are	both	part	of	the	Los	Angeles	Public	Library	system	and	within	



	 54	

½	 mile	 of	 study	 site.	 	 While	 there	 are	 several	 churches	 in	 East	 Hollywood,	 many	 of	 Figure	

4.2nclosed	by	tall	fences	and	were	uninviting.		For	example,	the	Oriental	Mission,	located	at	424	

N	Western	Avenue,	can	only	be	accessed	through	the	parking	lot.		The	gate	in	the	alley	is	open	

during	 the	 day,	 however	 the	 gate	 on	 the	Western	 adjacent	 site	 of	 the	 lot	 is	 closed,	which	 I	

believe	 could	 be	 a	 deterrent	 from	 certain	 people,	 since	 that	 gate	 it	 located	 right	 next	 to	 a	

seated	bus	stop.		The	roof	on	that	same	side	of	the	building	hangs	over	by	approximately	6	feet,	

which,	depending	on	the	time	of	day	provides	some	relief	from	direct	sunlight.	

	 In	 Hollywood,	 the	 Frances	 Howard	

Goldwyn	 Hollywood	 Regional	 Library,	 located	 at	

1623	Ivar	Ave,	and	the	Will	&	Ariel	Durant	Branch	

Library,	located	at	7140	Sunset	Blvd,	are	located	in	

the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Central	 Hollywood	 Study	 site.		

Just	off	 the	path	of	 the	Hollywood	Walk	of	Fame,	

the	 Frances	 Howard	 Goldwyn	Hollywood	 Regional	 Library	 is	 tucked	 just	 less	 than	 1,200	 feet	

from	the	entrance	of	the	Hollywood	&	Vine	Metro	Station.		There	are	signs	prohibiting	loitering	

(Figure	 A.39),	 citing	 LAMC	 63.93(h).	 The	 steps	 and	 ramp	 leading	 up	 to	 the	 entrance	 of	 the	

library	are	within	the	metal	fence	that	is	stands	where	the	property	line	meets	the	sidewalk.		By	

night,	the	retractable	gate	closes,	barring	use	of	the	library	steps	and	ramp	as	a	place	to	sit	or	

rest	(Figure	A.40).	Among	the	service	providers	located	in	this	area,	the	LA	LGBT	Center	and	My	

Friend’s	Place	have	drop	in	center	services	available	for	transitional	age	homeless	youth.		I	give	

Central	Hollywood	a	‘4.17’	

Table	4.3	
Spaces	of	Charity	
&	Service	

EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	

Hospital	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Library	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Church	 3	 3	 3	 1	

Service	Provider	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Score	 5.0	 5.0	 3.75	 1.67	
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	 The	 Frances	 Howard	 Goldwyn	 Hollywood	 Regional	 Library	 and	 the	 Los	 Feliz	 Library	

(located	at	1874	Hillhurst)	are	within	one	mile	of	the	study	site	on	Franklin	Avenue.		There	are	

several	 churches	 in	 the	 proximity	 of	 Franklin	 Avenue	 Corridor,	 however	 the	 larger	 churches	

seemed	 to	 be	 fenced	 in	 with	 access	 being	 permitted	 through	 entering	 the	 parking	 lot.	 The	

hospitals	in	East	Hollywood	are	located	just	½	mile	off	of	Franklin	Avenue.		My	Friend’s	Place,	a	

youth	 drop-in	 center	 is	 within	 ¼	mile	 of	 the	 Franklin	 Avenue	 Corridor.	 	 Overall	 the	 Franklin	

Avenue	Corridor	receives	a	‘4.17’.	

	 Laurel	 Canyon	 receives	 a	 score	 of	 ‘1.67’’	 for	 the	 spaces	 of	 charity	 and	 service	 due	 its	

isolation	from	churches,	libraries,	hospitals	and	lack	of	homeless	services	providers.		For	Laurel	

Canyon	 I	weigh	 the	 score	by	only	3	of	 the	 subcategories,	because	 its	 lack	of	overall	 services,	

makes	some	of	the	subcategories	not	relevant	or	applicable	to	the	study	site.	



	 56	

	 c.	SPACES	OF	MOBILITY	
	

	 The	study	site	in	East	Hollywood	has	three	Metro	stations,	Vermont	&	Beverly,	Vermont	

&	 Santa	Monica,	 Vermont	 &	 Sunset,	 within	 one-mile	 radius.	 	 The	 Vermont	 &	 Santa	Monica	

Station	 has	 10	 benches	 on	 site	 at	 street	 level	 that	 are	 designed	 with	 exclusionary	 features	

(Figure	 4.16).	 	 At	 street	 level,	 there	 are	 10	 different	 benches	 that	 contain	 a	 design	 feature,	

which	 prohibits	 lying	 down.	 	 The	 Vermont	 &	

Beverly	 Station	 does	 have	 benches	 on	 the	

platform	 level,	 however	 there	 is	 no	 seating	 at	

street	 level	 for	 this	 station.	 	 East	 Hollywood	

receives	a	‘4.17’	for	mobility.		

	 In	 Central	 Hollywood	 the	 Hollywood	 &	 Vine	 and	 the	 Hollywood	 &	 Highland	 Metro	

Stations	 both	 provide	 access	 to	 the	 Red	 Line.	 	 There	 is	 no	 seating	 outside	 the	 Hollywood	&	

Highland	 Station,	 however	 there	 are	 benches	 at	 the	 platform	 level.	 	 The	 Hollywood	 &	 Vine	

Station	has	benches	at	the	platform	level	but	none	at	grade	level.	However	there	are	seats	on	

the	 sidewalk	 near	 bus	 stops,	 which	will	 be	 discussed	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 Hollywood	&	 Vine	

Station	is	located	on	site	with	the	W	Hotel	Hollywood.		There	is	a	quick	transition	between	what	

is	public	space	and	what	is	private	space,	refer	to	Figure	4.17	to	see	the	sign	in	the	foreground	

informing	patrons	of	the	space	that	they	are	actually	on	private	property.	 	 In	the	background	

you	 can	 see	 the	 elevators	 to	 get	 the	 lower	 level	 of	 the	 rail	 station.	 	 There	 are	 planters	with	

narrow	 ledges,	 which	 also	 have	 spikes	 on	 them	 to	 prevent	 sitting	 down	 (Figure	 A.5	 &	 A.7).		

Refer	 to	 Figure	 A.38	 which	 depicts	 a	 ledge	 that	 has	 a	 horizontal	metal	 bar.	 	 Looking	 at	 the	

Table	4.4	
Spaces	of	Mobility	

EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	

Bus	Stops	 2	 2	 2	 1	

Transit	Station	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Seating	Below	grade	 3	 3	 2	 -	

Seating	Above	grade	 2	 1	 2	 -	

Score	 4.17	 3.75	 3.33	 1.67	
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escalator	 in	 the	 background,	 it	 is	 obvious	 that	 this	 bar	 is	 not	 for	 the	 convenience	 of	 those	

walking	by,	rather	it	is	to	prevent	anyone	from	using	the	space	for	purposes	of	seating.	

	 Franklin	 Avenue	 is	 served	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 County	 Department	 of	 Transportation’s	

DASH	system.		For	the	bus	stops	that	do	have	seating,	they	are	all	designed	with	a	handle	in	the	

middle.	 	 	 Figures	 A.4	 &	 A.6	 reflect	 that	 standard	 of	 bus	 stop	 seating	 across	 the	 study	 sites.	

Franklin	Avenue	is	approximately	¼	mile	North	of	Hollywood	Boulevard,	making	this	area	still	in	

close	 proximity	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 &	 Vine	 and	 the	 Hollywood	 &	 Western	 Station.	 	 Franklin	

Avenue	Corridor	receives	a	‘4.58’	for	this	category.	

	 While	Laurel	Canyon	is	served	by	Metro	Route	#218,	the	bus	stops	are	spaced	out	over	a	

half	mile	apart,	and	the	majority	of	the	stops	do	not	have	any	seating.		It	is	for	its	lack	of	seating	

at	transit	stops	that	this	area	receives	a	’2.5’.		It	isn’t	until	Mulholland	Drive	that	there	is	a	bus	

stop	with	seating.		The	bus	stop	at	Mulholland	and	Laurel	Canyon	Road	is	just	over	½	mile	from	

the	Fryman	Canyon	Park,	which	aligns	with	the	next	section,	‘spaces	of	relief	&	rest’.		
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	 d.	SPACES	OF	RELIEF	&	REST	
	

	East	Hollywood	receives	a	score	of	‘3.75’	for	this	section.		East	Hollywood	has	a	public	

restroom	 at	 the	 Vermont	 &	 Santa	Monica	 Station,	 and	 also	 at	 the	 Lemon	 Grove	 Recreation	

Center,	which	is	tucked	along	US	101.		This	park	also	has	multiple	drinking	fountains.		There	are	

3	underpasses	in	East	Hollywood.		However	these	underpasses	have	restricted	access	because	

they	 are	 enclosed	 by	 fences.	 	 Despite	 these	 fences,	 they	 have	 been	 vandalized,	 which	 I	 will	

discuss	 in	the	next	section.	 	 	Overall	this	area	lacks	public	seating,	however	there	was	seating	

that	would	be	considered	quasi-public	since	it	was	on	

private	 property	 in	 on	 the	 face	 of	 a	 health	 clinic.	

(Figure	A.35).		

Central	 Hollywood	 receives	 a	 ‘3.33’	 for	 this	

category.	 	 While	 there	 are	 plenty	 of	 seats	 lining	

Hollywood	Boulevard,	they	are	primarily	closer	to	the	

Hollywood	&	Vine	Station.		I	did	come	across	two	benches	that	lacked	any	exclusionary	design	

features,	 and	 they	were	 both	 being	 occupied	 at	 the	 time.	 Refer	 to	 Figure	 A.8,	 which	 shows	

someone	taking	advantage	of	the	six	feet	of	non-exclusionary	seating	for	a	nap.		Walking	closer	

to	 Hollywood	 &	 Highland	 Station,	 there	 are	 fewer	 benches	 and	 eventually	 no	 seating.		

Hollywood	&	Vine	Station	used	to	have	a	public	restroom	but	was	removed.		This	area	also	lacks	

an	abundance	of	dedicate	open	space	acreage.	 	Figure	4.23	and	Figure	4.24	depict	 ledges	on	

private	property	that	were	being	used	as	seating	by	individuals.		

Franklin	Avenue	receives	a	‘3.33’	for	this	section.		It	is	in	close	proximity	to	Griffith	Park,	

where	 there	 are	 public	 restrooms,	 however	 this	 area	 in	 general	 lacks	 public	 restrooms.	 	 In	

Table	4.5	
Spaces	of	Relief	&	
Rest	 EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	

Public	Restrooms	 2	 1	 1	 1	

Parks/Open	Space	 3	 2	 3	 3	

Bridges/Overpass	 3	 3	 3	 1	

Public	Seating	 1	 2	 1	 1	

Score	 3.75	 3.33	 3.33	 2.5	



	 59	

addition,	any	public	seating	if	for	the	purpose	of	bus	stops.		There	are	Figure	4.21	depicts	a	tent	

encampment	 partially	 blocking	 the	 pedestrian	 right-of-way	 beneath	 the	 U.S.	 Route	 101	

overpass	on	Franklin	Avenue.	 Lastly	 Laurel	Canyon	 lacks	public	 seating,	public	 restrooms	and	

underpasses,	however	it	is	in	close	proximity	to	open	space	in	Fryman	Canyon	Park,	which	can	

be	accessed	by	Mulholland	Drive,	however	there	are	no	sidewalks.		

	
e.	SPACES	OF	SURVEILLANCE	&	EXCLUSION	
	
	 Laurel	 Canyon	 receives	 a	 ‘3.33’,	 which	 is	 the	 highest	 for	 exclusion	 and	 surveillance,	

which	is	the	least	exclusionary	out	of	the	four	neighborhoods.		There	is	not	preferential	parking,	

and	no	metered	parking.	 	Because	this	 is	a	heavily	residential	area,	that	 is	higher	 income,	the	

majority	of	the	houses	at	the	southern	end	of	the	neighborhood	are	enclosed	with	signs	posted	

for	security	systems	as	well	as	providing	notice	

that	 there	 is	 CCTV	 on	 the	 premises.	 Mount	

Olympus	 Drive	 is	 one	 of	 the	 first	 streets	 that	

break	off	from	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	which	

also	has	signs	warning	of	CCTV	.	

	 Franklin	 Avenue	 receives	 a	 ‘2.5’	 for	

surveillance	and	exclusion.	 	CCTV	is	on	a	majority	of	the	commercial	spaces	in	this	area,	and	I	

noticed	signage	for	 it	on	some	of	the	multi-family	residential	properties.	 	On	Ivar	there	was	a	

sign	 that	 read	 “Neighborhood	Watch	 Program	 in	 Force,	We	 report	 all	 suspicious	 person	 and	

activities	 to	 police”	 (Figure	 A.24).	 	 This	 particular	 sign	 isn’t	 unique	 by	 any	 means	 but	 its	

placement	 just	 off	 of	 Franklin	 Avenue	 is	 an	 indicator	 of	 the	 transition	 from	 commercial	

Hollywood	 to	 single	 family	 residential	 housing	 at	 the	 base	 of	 the	 Hollywood	Hills.	 There	 are	

Table	4.6	
Spaces	of	Surveillance	
&	Exclusion	

EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	

Visible	CCTV	 2	 1	 2	 1	

Signage	 1	 1	 2	 2	

Parking	 1	 1	 1	 3	
Fences/Gates	 1	 1	 2	 2	

Score	 2.08	 1.67	 2.92	 3.33	
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timed	 parking	 restrictions	 on	 Franklin	 Avenue,	 but	 no	 parking	 meters.	 	 The	 U.S.	 Route	 101	

underpass	area	is	blocked	off	(Figure	A.23)	

	 Central	 Hollywood	 receives	 a	 ‘1.67’	 for	 this	 category,	 which	 also	 happens	 to	 be	 the	

lowest	score	out	of	all	categories.	 	CCTV	was	not	only	present	on	the	premises	of	commercial	

spaces,	but	Hollywood	Boulevard	&	Sunset	Boulevard	have	a	sign	which	read	“LAPD	to	protect	

and	 serve,	 Video	 monitoring	 in	 progress	 for	 your	 safety”	 (Figure	 A.17).	 	 Outside	 the	 Gwen	

Library	there	is	a	sign	that	reads	“No	loitering”.		The	sign	at	the	library	is	more	of	a	measure	to	

deter	loitering,	which	can	easily	be	applied	to	homeless	individuals	who	are	just	“hanging	out”.		

Whereas	the	police	sign,	is	a	statement	to	remind	people	that	the	spaces	people	believe	to	be	

public	are	being	monitored	by	local	law	enforcement.			

	 I	see	this	as	a	mechanism	to	deter	crime,	and	have	documentation	in	the	event	that	it	is	

required.	 	 Most	 of	 the	 commercial	 spaces	 and	 parking	 lots	 were	 fenced	 in.	 	 While	 doing	 a	

second	run	of	observations	in	this	area,	I	was	at	De	Longpre	Park	where	I	was	observing	a	lamp-

post	 that	 had	 CCTV	 and	 signs	 that	 prohibited	 loitering,	 camping	 and	 lodging.	 	 A	 local	

homeowner	informed	me	that	the	cameras	were	recently	installed	by	the	city	and	were	actually	

fake.	

	 East	Hollywood	receives	a	score	of	‘2.08’	because	while	there	is	an	abundance	of	CCTV	

on	 commercial	 and	 residential	 spaces,	 I	 did	 not	 see	 any	 that	 cameras	 that	 were	 posted	 on	

behalf	of	the	city.	 	The	first	thing	I	noticed	about	this	area	is	the	prevalence	of	fences	around	

properties,	such	as	parking	lots,	retail,	residential	lots	and	churches.		A	huge	portion	of	this	area	

that	falls	within	the	preferential	parking	district,	and	there	is	restricted	parking	along	N	Western	

Ave,	N	Vermont	Ave,	Melrose	Ave	and	Beverly	Boulevard.			
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	 Each	of	the	underpasses	in	my	study	sites,	Franklin	&	East	Hollywood	had	fencing	which	

restricted	 access	 to	 getting	 close	 to	 the	 freeway	 (Figures	 A.12,	 A.13	 &	 A.14).	 There	 were	

instances	 in	which	 the	 space	 beneath	 the	 underpass	was	 occupied	 by	 private	 property.	 	 For	

example,	the	underpass	located	on	N	Heliotrope	Drive	had	a	U-Haul	Neighborhood	Dealership	

(Figure	A.20)	in	its	place.		Because	US	State	Route	101	falls	under	the	operation	of	the	California	

Department	of	Transportation	(CALTRANS),	the	design	or	elements	associated	with	the	design	

of	underpasses,	is	within	their	control.		According	to	the	Highway	Design	Manual,		

“fences	constructed	by	the	department	serve	the	purposes	of	either	establishing	
control	 of	 access,	 providing	 visual	 demarcation	 or	 re-establishing	 private	
property	 lines.	Where	the	purpose	of	 the	 fence	 is	access	control,	 installation	 is	
intended	 to	 establish	 that	 access	 is	 restricted;	 such	 fencing	 is	 not	 intended	 to	
serve	 as	 a	 complete	physical	 barrier.	 The	 adjacent	 private	property	 owner	will	
assume	 responsibility	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 any	 fencing	 or	 other	 facilities	
necessary	to	contain	their	personal	property”	(June	2013)	
	

	 	The	 legible	 signs	 (Figure	 A.13)	 under	 the	 bridge	 read	 “Warning,	 State	 Property,	 No	

Trespassing:	No	Camping,	 Loitering	 or	 Littering	 for	 any	 purpose	 is	 strictly	 forbidden	 violators	

will	 be	 prosecuted.”	 The	 sign	 cited	 laws	 from	 the	 §21461.5	 (VC)	 and	 §23112(b)VC	 from	 the	

California	 Vehicle	 Code,	 as	 well	 as	 §602(i)(PC),	 §602(k)PC,	 §555PC,	 and	 §647(j)PC	 	 from	 the	

California	Penal	Code	(Figure	4.26	on	page	73).	

	 The	first	of	these	laws	is	related	to	simply	disobeying	any	sign	maintained	to	carry	out	

provisions	of	the	code	§21461.5	(VC)	and	is	subject	to	a	$194	penalty.		An	individual	is	subject	

to	a	$100-$1000	 fine	 if	 found	“place,	deposit,	or	dump,	or	 cause	 to	be	placed,	deposited,	or	

dumped,	any	rocks,	refuse,	garbage,	or	dirt	in	or	upon	any	highway,	including	any	portion	of	the	

right-of-way	thereof	“	(§	231112(b)	VC).			
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	 §602(i)PC	prohibits	trespassing	through	the	act	of	intentional	destroying	a	fence	or	gate	

and	defacing	and	signage	associated	with	the	fence,	and	is	subject	to	up	to	six	months	jail	time	

or	a	$1000	fine.		§602(k)PC	prohibits	entering	on	any	lands	whether	enclosed	or	not	enclosed	

by	a	fence	“for	the	purpose	of	injuring	any	property	or	property	rights	or	with	the	intention	of	

interfering	with,	 obstructing,	 or	 inuring	 any	 lawful	 business	 or	 occupation	 carried	 on	 by	 the	

owner	of	the	land,	the	owner’s	agent	or	the	person	in	lawful	possession”		

Lastly	§555	of	the	California	Penal	Code	prohibits	entering	or	remaining	on	any	posted	

property	without	 the	written	 permission	 of	whoever	 is	 in	 legal	 control	 or	 possession	 of	 said	

land.	 	 Violating	 this	 statute	 can	 result	 in	 up	 to	 6	 months	 in	 jail	 or	 $1,000	 in	 fine.	 	 Lastly.		

§647(j)PC	 	 relates	 to	 criminal	 invasion	of	 privacy.	 	Out	 of	 the	 above	 statutes	 listed,	 I	 believe	

each	 of	 them	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 §647(j)PC	 can	 be	 used	 discretionarily	 against	 homeless	

individuals.	 	 The	 statutes	 leave	 room	 for	 use	 of	 discretionary	 power,	 wherever	 deemed	

appropriate.	

	

f.	URBAN	MORPHOLOGY	 	

	 East	Hollywood	for	the	most	part	can	be	characterized	as	a	gridiron	system,	however	US	

Route	101	slices	through	this	area,	contributing	to	a	few	dead-ends,	cul-de-sacs,	curved	roads	

and	underpasses.		For	this	reason	I	classify	the	street	network	as	a	fragmented	grid	system.		The	

sidewalks	 in	 East	 Hollywood	 varied,	with	 residential	 sidewalks	 around	 5	 feet	wide,	 including	

sections	of	Melrose	Avenue.		The	wider	sidewalks	are	found	on	N	Vermont	Avenue	and	Beverly	

Boulevard	where	sidewalks	are	an	average	of	10	feet	wide.		In	addition	to	the	various	sidewalk	

widths,	 there	 are	 a	 few	 pedestrian	 paths	 that	 run	 along	 U.S.	 Route	 101	 (Figure	 A.34).	 This	
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neighborhood	has	commercial	uses	along	its	main	corridors,	with	more	fast-food	services	along	

Vermont	and	restaurants	on	Beverly	Boulevard.		

	 The	 interior	 roads	 in	 this	 neighborhood	 are	 lined	with	 a	mixture	 of	 single	 family	 and	

multi-family	residential.		This	area	is	among	one	of	the	designated	Preferential	Parking	Districts	

in	Los	Angeles,	therefore	the	abundance	of	individuals	in	housing,	and	the	frequent	monitoring	

of	parking	by	city	officials	creates	a	climate	of	continuous	‘eyes	on	the	street’,	and	the	presence	

of	homeless	in	these	residential	spaces	is	likely	

to	 be	 contested.	 	 There	 is	 light	manufacturing	

land	 uses	 located	 in	 the	 southeast	 corner	 of	

this	neighborhood,	bounded	by	N	Vermont	Ave	

&	 Virgil.	 	 Tucked	 away	 in	 this	 area,	 I	 came	

across	 several	 homeless	 encampments,	

consisting	 of	 around	 20	 individuals.	 	 This	

manufacturing	 area	 is	 adjacent	 to	US	 101	 and	

does	not	attract	a	 lot	of	 vehicle	 traffic,	making	 this	a	 space	where	 the	presence	of	homeless	

individuals	is	likely	to	go	uncontested.		

	 An	overwhelming	majority	of	property	setbacks	 in	East	Hollywood	are	enclosed	within	

fences.	 	 The	 Braille	 Institute	 located	 at	 741	 N	 Vermont	 Ave,	 has	 a	 small	 section	 of	 its	

landscaping	that	is	not	fenced	off,	which	during	my	site	visits,	I	saw	a	man	using	this	space	for	

relaxation	 and	 staying	 under	 the	 shade	 provided	 by	 the	 shadow	 of	 the	 building	 and	 nearby	

trees.		Figure	A.26	shows	the	setback	of	that	property	which	is	approximately	20	feet	fenced	in.	

Table	4.7	
Morphology	

EH	 CH	 FA	 LC	
Street	Network	 2	 2	 2	 1	

Sidewalks	 3	 3	 2	 1	

Distribution	of	land	uses	 3	 2	 2	 1	

Alleys	 3	 3	 1	 1	

Alley	Coverage	 2	 1	 -	 -	

Setbacks	 1	 1	 1	 1	

Recessed	Entry	ways	 1	 1	 1	 -	

Elevation	 3	 3	 3	 1	

Enclosure	(Vegetation)	 1	 1	 2	 3	
Score	 3.52	 3.15	 2.92	 2.14	
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Figure	A.32	 shows	one	of	 the	other	 few	 instances	 in	which	a	 setback	wasn’t	enclosed.	 	 	 This	

property	happens	to	contain	a	parking	structure.			

	 My	 site	 visits	 in	 East	 Hollywood	 took	 place	 during	 two	 separate	 times	 of	 day,	 which	

allowed	me	to	see	 the	 level	of	 security	 that	commercial	 spaces	place	on	their	buildings.	 	The	

majority	 of	 storefronts	 and	 recessed	 entryways	 along	 Beverly	 Boulevard	 and	N	Western	Ave	

have	retractable	security	gates,	which	I	believe	are	in	place	to	protect	private	property.		In	the	

case	of	recessed	entryways	(Figures	A.29	&	A.30),	the	extra	security	feature	is	contributing	to	

the	exclusion	of	homeless	individuals	finding	spaces	to	rest.		On	the	night	of	my	observations,	

there	 was	 one	 particular	 recessed	 entryway	 that	 was	 not	 secured	 behind	 a	 fence,	 and	 as	 I	

walked	by	 I	noticed	a	makeshift	cardboard	shelter,	and	a	man	was	coming	 in	my	direction	to	

return	 to	his	 ‘home’	 for	 the	night.	 	 There	were	a	 few	vacant	 lots	 that	 I	 came	across,	one	on	

Melrose	 and	 the	 other	 on	 Vermont.	 Each	 of	 these	 lots	 had	 parking	 lots	 that	 were	 partially	

enclosed	with	 a	 short	wall	 (Figure	 A.29).	 	 These	 spaces	 could	 provide	 opportunity	 to	 set	 up	

camp	since	I	give	East	Hollywood	a	score	of	‘3.52’	for	the	category	of	Morphology,	which	is	the	

highest	out	of	all	the	study	sites.			

	 Central	Hollywood	also	has	a	fragmented	grid	system,	and	has	a	variation	of	sidewalks.	

Stretches	of	this	area,	particularly	Hollywood	Boulevard,	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Vine	Street	are	

20	 feet	 wide,	 while	 some	 of	 the	 intersecting	 streets	 that	 don’t	 facilitate	 the	 same	 level	 of	

pedestrian	and	vehicle	traffic	have	significantly	smaller	sidewalks,	as	narrow	as	5	feet.		I	noticed	

more	encampments	on	Vine	Street,	south	of	Sunset	and	north	of	Santa	Monica,	which	I	credit	

to	the	wide	sidewalks	running	along	several	non-retail	commercial	spaces.			
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	 While	 there	 are	 a	 few	 alleys	 in	 this	 area,	 the	 ones	 I	 observed	 on	my	 site	 visit	 were	

blocked	off	and	in	use	by	an	adjacent	tenant.	 	One	of	the	alleys	(Figure	A.36)	located	off	of	N	

6Boulevard	connects	to	a	large	surface	parking	lot.		On	multiple	occasions	I	have	seen	homeless	

individuals	 and	 other	 street	 people,	 hang	 out	 back	 there.	 	 I	 was	 amazed	 at	 the	 number	 of	

storefronts	 that	were	either	vacant,	or	 closed	up.	 	The	majority	of	 storefronts	of	 commercial	

spaces,	and	facades	with	recessed	entries	were	also	closed	off	(Figure	A.31).		I	assigned	a	score	

of	‘3.33’	for	Central	Hollywood	in	the	category	of	Morphology.	

	 Franklin	Avenue	receives	a	‘2.92’	for	Morphology.	The	sidewalks	along	Franklin	Avenue	

are	on	average	8-10	feet	wide,	whereas	the	sidewalks	in	the	residential	areas	are	approximately	

6	feet	wide.			Overall	this	area	is	relatively	flat,	however	if	going	southward	on	Gower	or	Argyle,	

there	will	be	a	slight	decline	in,	and	if	going	north	on	Beachwood	or	Bronson,	there	will	be	an	

increase	 in	 elevation.	 	 Franklin	 Avenue	 consists	 of	 primarily	 commercial	 uses,	 and	 the	

intersecting	streets	are	residential,	with	more	single	family	the	farther	north,	and	farther	east	

(toward	Los	Feliz)	along	the	street.			

	 In	Laurel	Canyon,	 there	 is	a	median	 (Figure	A.37)	 that	 is	 roughly	30	 feet	wide	dividing	

the	adjacent	Laurel	Canyon	Road	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard.		The	median	is	covered	in	trees	

and	vegetation,	creating	a	natural	barrier	between	the	houses	on	Laurel	Canyon	Road,	and	the	

vehicle	 traffic	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard.	 	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Road	 has	 sidewalks,	 which	 end	

where	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	Country	 Store	 is	 located.	 	 There	 are	 no	 sidewalks	 for	 another	 1.40	

miles	until	the	intersection	of	Mulholland	&	Laurel	Canyon.		This	neighborhood	is	heavily	single	

family	residential,	and	is	set	on	a	topographically	defined	curvilinear	network,	which	to	put	into	

simple	terms	is	a	street	network	that	has	been	defined	and	constrained	by	the	land,	which	in		
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this	 instance,	 is	 a	 neighborhood	within	 a	 canyon.	 	 Laurel	 Canyon	 receives	 a	 ‘2.14’	 for	Urban	

Morphology	

	

	
	
	
	
	 	

Table	4.8	
Neighborhood	Totals	 East	Hollywood	 Central	Hollywood	 Franklin	Avenue	 Laurel	Canyon	
Spaces	of	Resources	&	Consumption	(5)	 5.00	 4.17	 3.33	 2.50	
Spaces	of	Charity	&	Service	(5)	 5.00	 5.00	 3.75	 1.67	
Spaces	of	Mobility	(5)	 4.17	 3.75	 3.33	 1.67	
Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	(5)	 3.75	 3.33	 3.33	 2.50	
Spaces	of	Surveillance	&	Exclusion	(5)	 2.08	 1.67	 2.50	 3.33	
Morphology	(5)	 3.52	 3.15	 2.92	 2.14	
	 	 	 	 	

Cumulative	Points	 23.52	 21.06	 19.17	 14.23	
%	out	of	total	score	(30)	 0.78	 0.70	 0.64	 0.47	

Final	Score	 3.92	 3.51	 3.19	 2.30	
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5.	FURTHER	DISCUSSION	
	
	
	 This	 section	 will	 revisit	 the	 results	 from	 the	 previous	 chapter	 and	 introduce	 how	 it	

relates	to	not	only	the	literature,	but	also	directs	the	conversation	into	an	analysis	that	provides	

a	deeper	understanding	of	the	realities	facing	individuals	on	the	streets.		

	 Thinking	 back	 to	 the	 origins	 of	 urban	 space	 in	 the	 context	 of	 prime,	 transitional	 and	

marginal	space,	the	 introduction	of	transitional	space	takes	aim	at	the	notion	that	a	two	part	

division	of	the	urban	space	is	not	substantial	for	interpreting	or	understanding	the	experience	

of	homeless	individuals	through	a	social	context.	 	What	my	categorization	offers	is	a	less	rigid	

perspective	 of	 urban	 space	 and	 its	 application	 at	 the	 sub-neighborhood	 level	 elevates	 the	

variation	 of	 transitions	 between	 urban	 spaces.	 	 While	 my	 assessments	 factor	 in	 physical	

elements	such	as	proximity	to	services,	food,	transit	and	the	built	environment,	they	can	point	

to	what	expect	social	climate	may	be	based	on	these	elements.			

	 The	 Point-in-Time	 counts	 that	 are	 conducted	 on	 an	 annual	 basis	 involve	 tallying	 the	

individuals.		These	counts	account	for	just	one	component	of	the	general	homeless	count	that	is	

required	 by	 the	 Department	 of	 Housing	&	Urban	 Development.	 	 Because	 it	 is	 often	 hard	 to	

locate	 individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness,	 the	 methodology	 behind	 these	 counts	 is	 an	

evolving	process.		The	2016	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count	is	the	most	methodologically	

complex	to	date,	yet	has	contributed	to	capturing	a	broader	understanding	to	the	complexity	of	

who	 ends	 up	 on	 the	 street,	 and	why.	 	 For	 this	 reason	 seeing	 shifts	 in	 subpopulation	 groups	

maybe	 more	 easily	 determined	 due	 to	 an	 increased	 provision	 of	 services,	 whereas	 shifts	 in	

population	geographically	could	be	attributed	to	proximity	of	services.			
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	 Similarly,	my	categorization	of	space	looks	beyond	a	beyond	a	binary	turned	three-part	

framework	 to	 take	 into	consideration	 the	opportunities	and	exclusions	defined	by	 the	spatial	

distribution	of	resources,	how	accessible	these	resources	and	opportunities	are,	the	 influence	

of	 spatial	 control	 through	 signage	 and	 physical	 elements,	 and	 the	 overall	 structure	 of	

neighborhoods.		Variation	in	the	neighborhoods	is	correlated	to	subcategory	specifics.		The	U.S.	

Census	American	Community	Survey	Estimates,	land	use	data,	and	transit	data	at	census	tract	

level	allowed	for	a	characterization	of	the	study	sites	in	Hollywood.		Seeing	this	data	in	relation	

to	 the	 distribution	 of	 homeless	 individuals.	 Individuals	 experiencing	 homelessness	 aren’t	

bounded	by	census	 tract	boundaries,	but	 the	physical	and	social	elements	may	be	deterrents	

for	their	use	of	space.	

The	overall	low	score	for	Laurel	Canyon	can	be	explained	as	an	expected	outcome.		The	

geography	of	this	study	side	served	to	be	a	limitation	due	to	an	inability	to	get	around	without	a	

vehicle,	making	many	of	 the	 streets	 inaccessible	due	 to	 the	dangers	of	walking	on	a	winding	

road	with	no	sidewalks.			This	study	site	carried	more	natural	beauty	as	the	vegetation	and	trees	

contributes	 to	 an	 organic	 enclosure	 that	 really	 benefits	 the	 local	 residents.	 	 	 Resources	 and	

opportunities	 in	 this	 area	 are	 scarce,	with	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Country	 Store,	 located	 at	 2108	

Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	 being	 the	 only	 store	 that	 sells	 products	 you	 would	 find	 at	 a	

convenient	store.		While	not	a	literal	enclave,	the	physical	and	socioeconomic	characteristics	of	

this	site,	make	it	more	out	of	the	way,	and	out	of	reach	for	outsiders.	The	natural	environment	

here	is	truly	a	driving	force	in	the	exclusion	that	takes	the	form	of	few	bus	stops	and	a	less	than	

satisfactory	pedestrian	infrastructure.			
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As	mentioned	in	the	methodology	and	results	section,	Franklin	Avenue	was	selected	for	

its	existence	for	what	I	determined	to	be	a	buffer	between	the	dense	and	commercialized	parts	

of	Hollywood,	 and	 the	more	 residential	 and	quiet	 residences	 that	 sit	 beneath	 the	Hollywood	

Sign	and	Griffith	Park.		Because	of	its	proximity	to	the	more	Central	and	East	Hollywood,	access	

to	transit	and	resources	is	rather	easy,	but	the	specific	places	in	this	area	that	may	contribute	to	

access	to	resources	and	consumption	are	limited	in	number.			

The	 economic	 shift	 is	 apparent	when	 comparing	 the	 tracts	 south	 of	 Franklin	 Avenue,	

with	those	that	are	just	north	of	the	main	arterial.		The	economic	divide,	follows	the	geographic	

divide	 of	 tract	 boundaries	 and	 increases	 in	 elevation.	 	 Access	 on	 foot,	 bicycles	 and	 public	

transportation	 is	 much	 easier	 south	 of	 Franklin	 Avenue.	 	 Opportunities	 for	 resources	 and	

consumption	are	centered	heavily	around	the	Franklin	Avenue	arterial,	although	farther	north	

in	Beachwood	Canyon,	 the	Beachwood	Market	 sits	at	 the	 intersection	of	N	Beachwood	Drive	

and	Belden	Drive.	This	area	 is	served	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	DASH	

Bus	system,	with	routes	running	along	Franklin	Avenue	and	N.	Beachwood	Drive.		The	greatest	

opportunity	out	of	this	study	site	is	the	proximity	to	more	transit	options	in	Central	Hollywood,	

as	well	as	youth	service	providers	and	overall	more	spaces	for	resources	and	consumption.		

East	Hollywood	exemplifies	the	overlap	of	barriers	and	opportunities	that	 I	considered	

for	 my	 research.	 	 It	 received	 the	 highest	 score	 in	 all	 of	 the	 categories	 except	 for	 the	 one	

category	 that	explicitly	creates	barriers	 for	 the	homeless	 ‘Spaces	of	Surveillance	&	Exclusion’.		

Tying	 into	 the	Morphology	category,	 this	area	has	an	excessive	amount	of	 fences,	gates,	and	

enclosed	entryways.		Unlike	the	other	study	areas,	there	was	a	high	prevalence	of	barbed	wire	
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fences	 in	 East	Hollywood.	 	 This	 site	 lacks	 any	 sense	of	 invitation	with	 the	 amount	 of	 fences,	

which	brings	to	question	‘who’	are	‘they’	trying	to	keep	out?			

East	 Hollywood	 has	 a	 greater	 population	 density	 and	 the	 prevalence	 of	 fast	 food	

restaurants	 and	 niche	 supermarkets	 are	 indicators	 of	 the	 quantity	 and	 demographics	 of	 the	

populations	 they	serve.	The	concentration	of	 recycling	centers	 in	 this	area	and	 its	absence	 in	

other	 areas	 of	 Hollywood	 illustrates	 the	 spatial	 disparities	 of	 efforts	 to	 encourage	 and	

incentivize	 sustainable	 practices.	 	 For	 those	 that	 collect	 recycling,	 the	 beverage	 container	

program	is	a	guarantee	for	money,	so	East	Hollywood	exceeds	for	the	opportunities	presented	

in	this	category.		

Opportunity	is	also	afforded	due	to	the	mixture	of	land	uses	and	their	placement	on	less	

travelled	roads.		Just	east	of	the	Vermont	&	Beverly	Station,	there	are	three	streets	that	are	less	

than	 500	 feet	 in	 length	 before	 they	 intersect	with	 a	 segment	 of	Oakwood	Avenue	 that	 runs	

parallel	 to	 US	 101.	 	 During	 my	 site	 visits,	 I	 suspected	 this	 area	 would	 be	 more	 suitable	 for	

homeless	individuals,	as	it	is	proximate	to	transit,	but	also	the	fact	that	north	side	of	Oakwood	

contains	no	private	property.		The	industrial	and	commercial	spaces	that	line	this	small	cluster	

of	streets	made	this	the	least	exclusionary	enclave	in	my	East	Hollywood	study	site.			

Among	 the	 encampments	 I	 witnessed	 under	 bridges,	 only	 four	 of	 the	 5	 bridges	 that	

were	observed	had	encampments	underneath	them.		 In	the	southeastern	edge	of	Hollywood,	

the	underpass	on	N	Virgil	Avenue	had	several	encampments	on	both	sides.		Tents	were	on	the	

sidewalk,	as	well	as	within	the	fenced	area	that	is	considered	“off-limits”.		The	physical	location,	

and	 the	 social	 structure	 of	 these	 encampments	 align	 with	 the	 “old-timer”	 (Devuono-Powell	

2013)	typology	of	encampments,	which	consist	of	solid	social	networks,	located	under	bridges	
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and	 overpasses.	 	 With	 the	 knowledge	 I	 previously	 knew	 about	 the	 spatial	 features	 of	

encampments	 I	anticipated	where	 I	expected	to	 find	encampments.	 	The	many	roads	that	do	

not	pass	under	or	over	U.S.	Route	101	either	terminate	or	are	curved	to	intersect	with	the	other	

streets	of	the	grid.		Because	of	this	I	determined	that	I	would	likely	see	encampments	along	the	

roads	that	ran	along	U.S.	Route	101.		

	Typically	these	roads	had	private	residential	property	on	one	side,	a	barrier	or	wall	on	

the	other	side,	separating	the	highway	from	the	streets.		With	no	one	claiming	ownership	over	

the	spaces	on	 the	side	of	 the	street	 that	 share	a	boundary	with	 the	highway,	 I	assessed	 that	

these	spaces	could	be	an	opportunity	for	homeless	to	occupy	with	limited	resistance.		So	it	did	

not	 surprise	me	when	 I	encountered	encampments	on	 these	streets,	as	 referenced	by	Figure	

A.27.			

Considering	the	tract	level	data	for	the	2015	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count,	SCAG	

land	 use	 data,	 and	 the	 economic	 data	 from	 the	 2014	 American	 Community	 Survey,	 the	

selection	of	where	I	would	conduct	my	observations	in	Central	Hollywood	was	heavily	centered	

on	the	two	Metro	stations.		Upon	making	observations	in	Central	Hollywood,	I	revisited	one	of	

my	central	research	questions,	which	considered	the	surveillance	or	spatial	control	that	would	

present	itself	in	newly	constructed	spaces.	After	two	visits	to	Central	Hollywood	I	still	felt	that	

there	was	something	I	had	been	missed	during	my	observations.		In	my	third,	but	very	brief	20	

minute	visit	to	Central	Hollywood,	I	came	across	the	following	sign	on	Ivar	Avenue	(Figure	A.38),	

which	read	“Warning	This	 is	a	Business	District:	No	Loitering,	No	Public	Drinking,	No	Indecent	

Exposure.”	I	immediately	took	to	the	Internet	to	see	if	I	could	find	other	records	of	this	sign.		I	

became	suspicious	because	the	sign	looked	relatively	new;	I	was	convinced	that	it	hadn’t	been	
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up	there	that	long.		I	had	no	luck	on	my	searches.		I	began	to	think	about	the	signs,	and	then	the	

surveillance	 signs,	 and	 then	 the	 tower	 cranes.	 The	 blurring	 of	 private	 and	 public	 space	 at	

Hollywood	&	Vine	Station,	or	rather,	the	dominance	of	privately	regulated	space	was	apparent	

at	 street	 level	of	 this	 station,	because	of	 the	warning	signs,	but	also	 the	security	guards	who	

patrolled	this	particular	area	of	the	Hollywood	Business	Improvement	District.		

The	cranes	that	tower	over	Selma	and	Vine,	are	illustrative	of	the	future	growth	that	is	

projected	to	take	place,	but	also	the	increased	dominance	over	space.		This	area	is	comprised	of	

the	Hollywood	Entertainment	Business	 Improvement	District,	and	the	Sunset	&	Vine	Business	

Improvement	District.	 	Business	 Improvement	Districts	consist	of	 	“are	geographically	defined	

area	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 in	 which	 services,	 activities	 and	 programs	 are	 paid	 for	

through	a	 special	 assessment	which	 is	 charged	 to	 all	members	within	 the	district	 in	order	 to	

equitably	distribute	 the	benefits	 received	and	 the	 costs	 incurred	 to	provide	 the	agreed-upon	

services,	activities	and	programs”	(City	of	Los	Angeles	Business	Improvement	District).	

According	to	the	Hollywood	Property	Owners	Alliance	there	were	1,700	dwelling	units	

within	 the	Hollywood	Entertainment	BID	and	the	Sunset	&	Vine	BID	 in	 the	year	2000	 (HPOA-

Hollywood	 Infographics).	 	 In	2010	there	were	3,700	dwelling	units,	by	2015	there	were	5,100	

units	and	by	2020	they	project	 there	will	be	8,600	housing	units,	an	 increase	of	69%	housing	

units	between	the	five	years	to	keep	up	with	the	projected	68.9%	population	increase	(HPOA-

Hollywood	 Infographics).	 	 	 As	 of	 2014	 there	 was	 700,000	 square	 feet	 of	 office	 space	 under	

construction	 to	add	 to	 the	existing	2	million	 square	 feet	of	office	 space.	 	By	2020,	 the	HPOA	

projects	that	there	will	be	an	additional	According	to	the	Hollywood	Property	Owner’s	Alliance,	

in	 2014	 there	 was	 2	 million	 square	 feet	 of	 office	 space,	 with	 700,000	 square	 feet	 under	
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construction,	 and	 project	 an	 estimated	 1.2	 million	 additional	 square	 feet	 of	 office	 space	 by	

2020	(HPOA	Hollywood	Infographics).			

Among	 the	 four	 study	 sites,	 Central	 Hollywood	 is	 in	 the	 midst	 of	 a	 transformation,	

booming	with	new	development.		While	the	tower	cranes	cast	shadows	over	Hollywood,	these	

shadows	are	symbolic	of	the	greater	phenomena	that	has	been	building	momentum	over	the	

past	 twenty	 years.	 	 The	 state-sponsored	 redevelopment	 efforts	 of	 the	 1990’s	 and	 2000’s	

contributed	 to	 the	 revitalization	 of	 Hollywood	 (DeVerteuil	 2010)	 where	 the	 Hollywood	 &	

Highland	 &	 Hollywood	 &	 Vine	Metro	 Stations	 are	 located.	 	 	 The	 private	 property	 signs	 and	

security	 officers	 that	 patrol	 street	 level	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 &	 Vine	 Station	 is	 a	 sign	 of	 spatial	

control	being	outsourced	to	private	forces,	where	the	collision	of	spaces	of	 ‘pleasure’	(Wright	

1997),	 intersect	 with	 the	 realities	 of	 street	 life.	 These	 observations	 direct	 my	 interests	 in	

investigating	whether	policies	 related	 to	street	 life,	 including	 issues	 relating	 to	homelessness,	

serve	to	benefit	the	 local	BID	rather	than	aligning	 individuals	experiencing	homelessness	with	

appropriate	services	and	needs.		I	raise	concern	about	the	efforts	raised	so	far	as	the	previously	

state-sponsored	redevelopment	efforts,	and	the	current	projects	which	promise	high	returns	on	

tax	 revenue,	 despite	 increasing	 housing	 units,	 will	 continue	 to	 drive	 up	 rents	 as	 this	 area	

becomes	 more	 desirable,	 and	 the	 more	 proactive	 BID	 security	 officers,	 contribute	 to	 an	

unwelcoming	environment	for	marginalized	individuals	in	the	district	(DeVerteuil	2010).			

My	observations	in	Central	Hollywood	also	included	De	Longpre	Park	and	the	Hollywood	

Recreation	 Center.	 	 De	 Longpre	 Park	 is	 more	 of	 a	 neighborhood	 park,	 which	 features	 a	

children’s	 playground,	whereas	 the	 Hollywood	 Recreation	 Center	 features	 a	 playground,	 but	

also	 a	 community	 pool,	 auditorium,	 basketball	 courts	 and	 community	 room	 (LA	 Parks).	 	 A	
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shared	element	of	these	public	spaces	is	that	they	are	both	fenced,	and	locked	at	night,	which	is	

in	 pursuance	 to	 LAMC	 63.44.B.14,	 “No	 person	 shall	 enter,	 remain,	 stay	 or	 loiter	 in	 any	 park	

between	the	hours	of	10:30	p.m.	and	5:00	a.m.	of	the	following	day”.		

While	the	ordinance	was	first	amended	in	1988,	it	was	most	recently	amended	in	2012	

to	establish	uniform	standards	against	 sleeping	 in	parks,	 	 “Unregulated	camping	or	 lodging	 is	

contrary	 to	 the	 public	 interest	 because	 it	 causes	 visual	 clutter	 and	 blight	 in	 City	 parks	 and	

unregulated	 camping	 or	 lodging	 in	 City	 parks	 creates	 unnecessary	 and	 excessive	 safety	

concerns,	which	is	detrimental	to	public	health,	welfare	and	safety.	Unregulated	camping	also	

harms	 nearby	 residents,	 and	 diminishes	 the	 public's	 enjoyment	 and	 use	 of	 all	 City	 parks	 for	

recreational	purposes.”		I	do	not	dispute	the	logic	behind	the	ordinance,	however	the	absence	

of	substantial	policy	or	strategy	to	offset	the	lost	opportunities	for	rest,	translates	in	to	spatial	

order	not	rooted	in	morality	when	there	are	thousands	of	individuals	sleeping	on	the	streets	on	

any	given	night.			

I	did	have	an	interaction	with	one	of	the	homeowners	while	making	observations	in	De	

Longpre	Park.	 	His	 tone	during	our	brief	conversation	and	his	 friend’s	use	of	 the	word	“bum”	

shows	 where	 a	 overlap	 can	 occur	 where	 feelings	 of	 hostility	 and	 concern	 over	 ones	

neighborhood	intersects	with	a	characterization	of	a	subpopulation	grounded	in	prejudice.		The	

increasing	prevalence	of	secured	recessed	entryways	and	surface	parking	 lots	that	are	behind	

fences	 in	 East	Hollywood	 can	be	associated	more	with	a	means	 to	protect	 those	within,	 and	

keep	undesirables	left	out.			
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6.	POLICY	IMPLICATIONS	
	
	

Future	 policies	 should	 bring	 in	 all	 stakeholders	 to	 address	 the	 state	 of	 emergency	 on	

homelessness	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Getting	 limited	 input	 to	 address	 the	 needs	 of	

homeless	 without	 consideration	 for	 the	 bigger	 picture	 would	 have	 implications.	 	 Similarly,	

policies	 narrowly	 reflect	 interests	 of	 businesses	 would	 not	 be	 well	 suited	 for	 the	 long-term	

goals	 of	 ending	 homelessness.	 	 A	 combination	 of	 homeless	 individuals,	 community	 level	

organizations,	neighborhood	councils,	and	city	councils	 representatives	and	their	constituents	

should	 be	 involved	 since	 they	 all	 have	 a	 vested	 interested	 in	 discussing	 policies	 relating	 to	

homelessness.	 	Having	 these	different	 social	 forces	 involved	 in	 the	process	 can	 contribute	 to	

addressing	 this	 problem	 at	 a	micro	 level,	 which	 can	 coincide	with	 addressing	 problems	 at	 a	

macro	level.		

Instead	of	penalizing	 individuals	 for	sleeping	 in	parks,	 the	non-used	public	spaces	 that	

are	 currently	 locked	 up	 at	 night,	 can	 become	 a	 tactical	 solution	 for	 designating	 night-time	

encampments	that	are	regulated	to	ensure	safety,	preservation	of	the	space	for	its	primary	use,	

and	 the	 provision	 of	 “pop-up”	 facilities	 that	 allow	 individuals	 to	 conduct	 their	 very	 personal	

needs	 in	 a	 truly	private	 area.	 	 This	proposal	 is	 strategic	 attempt	 at	bridging	 long	 term	needs	

with	short-term	solutions.		It	would	require	coordination	with	other	agencies	in	the	city	as	well	

as	 public-private	 partnerships.	 	 This	 proposal	 could	 be	 realistic,	 but	 it	 can	 also	 be	 said	 to	 be	

idealistic,	because	the	residents	of	the	area	would	likely	voice	their	opposition	to	encouraging	

transient	populations	in	their	neighborhoods	at	night.	To	ensure	the	efficiency	of	this	program,	

it	would	require	a	level	of	control	over	this	space,	that	it	would	be	a	protected	“neutral-zone”	
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with	limits	on	entering	and	exiting	the	designated	space,	the	provision	of	storage	bins,	and	pop-

up	showers,	toilets,	and	on-site	basic	health	services.		Another	drawback	to	such	a	policy	is	that	

it	could	encourage	individuals	from	outside	areas	to	come	to	these	spaces	of	neutrality.		

In	the	Comprehensive	Homeless	Strategy,	the	city	has	proposed	a	myriad	of	short-term	

strategies	and	long-term	policies	to	put	a	dent	in	the	homeless	crisis.		In	order	to	meet	future	

housing	 demand,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 balance	 zoning	 density	 profiles	 and	 to	 be	 attractive	 for	

federal	 funding	 purposes,	 affordable	 housing	 must	 be	 placed	 throughout	 the	 city	 (Santana	

2016:17).	 	 This	 strategic	move	not	 only	 better	 positions	 Los	Angeles	 for	 federal	 support,	 but	

also	can	contribute	to	a	better	jobs	to	housing	ratio	throughout	neighborhoods.			

A	unanimous	vote	from	the	9th	District	Circuit	Court	of	Appeals	voided	out	the	ban	that	

prohibited	 living	 in	 vehicles	 (Dolan	&	Holland	 2014).	 	 The	 Comprehensive	Homeless	 Strategy	

proposes	that	new	storage	and	service	centers	could	be	used	to	improve	to	improve	the	quality	

of	 life	for	those	remaining	on	the	streets,	and	that	these	spaces	would	have	hygiene	services,	

storage	 facilities,	 access	 to	 case	 management,	 and	 access	 to	 parking	 lots	 for	 ‘Safe	 Parking’	

during	 specified	 hours	 (Santana	 2016:94).	 	 	 During	 the	 2016	 Greater	 Los	 Angeles	 Homeless	

Count,	there	was	a	20%	increase	in	the	number	of	vehicles,	tents	and	encampments	being	used	

by	the	homeless	throughout	the	entire	Continuum	of	Care	in	Los	Angeles	County	compared	to	

the	2016	count	(2016	Homeless	Count	Results).		Compared	to	2013,	there	was	a	123%	increase	

in	the	use	of	tents,	vehicles	and	encampments	for	sleeping.		
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7.	LIMITATIONS	
	

The	framework	does	take	aim	at	seeing	the	woven	opportunities	and	restrictions	of	the	

urban	 landscape.	 	Providing	 scores	with	no	explanation	 leaves	 room	 for	misguided	claims,	 so	

the	use	of	 specific	 locations	or	detailed	notes	 can	mitigate	discrepancies.	However	providing	

explicit	metrics	for	what	Is	being	assessed,	whether	it	is	being	scored	on	accessibility,	quantity,	

or	 proximity,	 an	 lastly	 defining	 the	 limits	 of	 the	 study	 area	 can	 result	 in	 the	most	 accurate	

assessment	of	the	barriers	and	opportunities.		In	the	process	of	planning	out	my	site	visits,	and	

after	 an	 initial	 site	 visit	 in	my	areas,	 I	 realized	 that	my	 scoring	matrix	 could	easily	 come	 into	

question,	so	I	refined	it	and	relied	on	notes	to	assess	built	environment.		

While	the	selection	of	my	sites	was	grounded	 in	the	framework	of	DeVeruteil,	Marr	&	

Snow	(2009),	this	research	was	motivated	by	an	assumption	that	the	categorization	of	prime,	

marginal	and	transitional	space	was	too	simplistic	for	applying	at	the	sub-neighborhood	level.		

Executing	a	more	refined	typology	like	the	one	I	created	represented	a	more	appropriate	scale	

to	 capture	 the	 nuances	 of	 these	 spaces.	 	 My	 classifications	 introduce	 more	 important	 and	

detailed	factors	useful	for	interpreting	the	contradictory	forces	of	the	built	environment,	which	

can	be	seen	throughout	the	sub-neighborhood	dynamics.		

The	way	I	scored	my	sites,	however,	may	oversimplify	the	contradictory	nature	of	these	

spaces.	 	The	scoring	matrix	as	 it	exists	 implies	that	East	Hollywood	would	 in	fact	be	the	most	

suitable	place	for	an	individual	experiencing	homelessness,	when	in	fact	it	is	not	flooding	with	

opportunities.	 	 This	 limitation	 could	be	addressed	 in	a	 future	 study	by	devising	a	matrix	 that	

provides	a	more	nuanced	scoring	the	built	environment	that	can	more	readily	communicate	the	
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contradictions	of	areas	which	attract	many	homeless	individuals	because	it	provides	resources	

which	but	 also	 are	 the	 location	of	more	exclusionary	 features.	 	 Carefully	 revising	 the	 scoring	

matrix	 that	 accounts	 for	 such	 structures	 in	 a	 study	 site	might	 provide	 a	 clearer	 indication	 of	

these	opposing	forces.	

Given	 the	constrained	 timeframe	 for	which	 this	 study	was	conducted,	 I	was	 limited	 in	

my	capacity	to	increase	overall	coverage	of	my	study	sites.		It	was	my	hope	to	use	data	from	the	

2016	Greater	Los	Angeles	Homeless	Count	to	show	the	shift	in	spatial	distribution	of	homeless	

for	the	point-in-time	street	count,	however	the	tract	level	data	is	still	being	verified.			

	 I	believe	the	greatest	limitation	of	my	study	is	the	subjective	nature	of	my	methodology.		

A	preferred	method,	which	can	be	used	in	future	studies,	could	involve	qualitative	triangulation	

that	would	include	interviews	to	determine	what	spaces,	streets,	or	neighborhoods	provided	a	

greater	sense	of	opportunity,	and	those	that	hindered	on	said	opportunity.	If	someone	from	a	

different	academic	background	were	to	employ	a	similar	study,	there	is	a	likelihood	in	a	subtle	

shift	of	criteria	to	assess,	but	there	is	also	the	potential	that	their	background	may	contribute	to	

a	dramatic	shift	in	the	way	they	would	execute	such	a	study.	

	 To	 elevate	 this	 research	 with	 maintaining	 a	 focus	 on	 physical	 elements	 of	 the	 built	

environment,	 another	 study	 could	 look	 into	 where	 modifications	 to	 existing	 structures	 took	

place,	or	construction	and	completion	date	of	project.	If	one	wanted	to	pursue	a	study	that	was	

centered	 around	 spatial	 control	 tactics,	 they	 could	 look	 into	 data	 relating	 to	 jail	 admissions,	

crime	trends,	records	relating	to	enforcement	of	space,	in	order	to	gauge	the	priorities	of	local	

cities	and	public	safety.		Interviews	and	focus	groups	can	complement	any	of	these	studies	and	

would	serve	to	enhance	the	findings.		Speaking	to	anyone	that	has	or	is	currently	experiencing	
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homelessness	would	 be	 useful	 in	 seeing	 if	 the	 personal	 experiences	 align	with	 the	 proposed	

framework.		
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8.	CLOSING	
	
	
	 This	 research	 has	 introduced	 an	 alternative	 typology	 of	 urban	 space	 in	 order	 to	

understand	 the	 spatial	 experiences	 of	 homeless	 individuals.	 	 Because	 urban	 planning	 is	

interdisciplinary,	this	framework	could	be	modified	in	order	to	be	relevant	to	different	schools	

of	thinking	and	useful	in	the	arenas	of	political	science,	anthropology,	and	sociology.		The	way	I	

approach	my	research	was	unique	 in	 respects	 to	my	decision	to	make	attempts	 to	see	urban	

space	that	those	on	the	street	do,	by	taking	the	same	steps,	and	taking	transit	to	get	my	study	

sites.		Seeing	the	city	at	different	scales	has	contributed	to	my	ability	to	see	Hollywood	from	a	

bigger	 picture.	 	 I	 believe	 my	 experience	 could	 be	 borrowed	 and	 deemed	 very	 insightful	 for	

planner	to	be	able	to	piece	together	various	issues	at	the	different	spatial	spectrums,	beginning	

at	a	micro	level	and	shifting	to	a	macro	level.		

	 An	important	takeaway	from	my	assessment	is	that	despite	attempts	to	impose	controls	

on	the	use	of	spaces,	the	persistence	of	homeless	and	street	people	to	assert	their	use	of	space,	

and	their	acknowledgement	and	decision	to	“illegally”	using	spaces	for	encampments,	and	the	

overwhelming	number	of	individuals	sleeping	on	sidewalks	should	be	sign	for	policymakers	and	

planners	across	this	nation	that	the	era	of	reactionary	policies	is	coming	to	a	close.		As	of	this	

year,	 the	 city	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 has	 positioned	 itself	 to	 not	 only	 change	 course	 in	 the	 way	

homelessness	 is	 addressed,	 but	 also	 a	 shift	 in	 the	 narrative,	 which	 both	 of	 these	 combined	

efforts	can	be	set	a	foundation	for	other	cities	to	follow	Los	Angeles’	coordinated	lead.	 	 	“For	

the	 first	 time,	 Los	 Angeles	 is	 creating	 a	 sustainable	 strategy	 to	 help	 our	 most	 vulnerable	

residents	and	affirm	our	 identity	as	a	city	of	opportunity”	those	words	come	from	Mayor	Eric	
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Garcetti,	and	if	those	words	hold	true,	then	individuals	who	have	felt	the	impacts	of	a	system	

that	hasn’t	worked	for	them	will	start	to	see	an	increase	in	access	to	the	very	basic	needs	that	

many	of	us	take	for	granted.		While	the	provision	of	stable	housing	is	important,	the	need	for	

establishing	a	sense	of	place	is	greater.			

	 Issuing	 a	 state	 of	 emergency	 on	 homelessness	 is	 an	 effort	 that	 the	 city	 council	 and	

Mayor	 of	 Los	Angeles	 should	 be	 applauded	 for.	 	 They	 took	 a	 stand	 to	 acknowledge	 that	 the	

most	marginalized	segment	of	 society	needs	 to	have	 their	calls	 for	help	answered,	and	 these	

calls	 are	 being	 satisfied	 by	 a	 more	 prioritized	 and	 coordinated	 effort	 to	 help	 alleviate	 the	

hardships	they	face	on	a	daily	basis.	 	Understanding	the	difficulties	of	balancing	priorities	and	

budgeting	for	cities	can	impede	on	the	decision-making	process	answering	to	the	needs	of	all,	

but	 it	 is	 without	 a	 doubt	 to	 mend	 the	 social	 fabric.	 It	 is	 my	 hope,	 that	 for	 the	 future	 of	

Angelenos,	those	that	find	themselves	unstably	housed,	or	even	one	unfortunate	circumstance	

away	 from	homelessness,	 that	 the	policies	put	 forth	begin	 to	have	a	positive	 impact	on	 their	

lives.			

	 I	 chose	 to	 write	 a	 thesis	 for	 the	 challenge	 and	 experience	 to	 open	 more	 doors	 of	

opportunity	 for	 myself.	 	 The	 opportunity	 I	 saw	 in	 writing	 this	 is	 not	 to	 say	 that	 I	 made	 a	

contribution	 to	 research	on	homelessness,	 rather	 the	decision	was	made	 to	use	what	 I	 have	

learned	through	my	experiences	in	this	process,	alongside	my	studies	to	become	a	voice	for	the	

voiceless.	As	someone	who	witnesses	the	hardships	of	those	on	the	street,	and	being	frustrated	

for	my	 inability	 to	 spare	more	 than	what	 is	 in	my	 pocket,	 I	 am	moved	 by	 the	 strength	 and	

determination	of	those	experiencing	homelessness.	 	The	knowledge	gained	through	 literature	

in	 conjunction	 with	 the	 experience	 and	 insights	 that	 were	 gained	 from	 this	 research	 have	
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motivated	me	 to	 become	 a	 problem	 solver,	 and	 begin	 to	 inform	 others	 about	 the	 systemic	

barriers	 that	 contribute	 to	 the	 cycle	 of	 homelessness,	 so	 that	 we	 can	 begin	 to	 further	

strengthen	existing	coalitions	 to	address	 issues	 relating	 to	homelessness.	 	This	 is	not	 the	end	

goal,	because	the	end	goal	 is	 to	build	on	what	we	know,	and	what	we	can	 learn	 from	others	

who	have	been	on	the	streets	in	order	to	eradicate	homelessness	altogether.		

Having	a	roof	over	your	head	doesn’t	mean	that	you	have	a	place	to	call	“home”,	and	by	

not	 having	 a	 place	 to	 call	 “home”	doesn’t	mean	 that	 your	 urban	 experience	 should	 be	 filled	

with	 more	 negative	 experiences.	 	 Having	 neighborhoods	 and	 spaces	 that	 foster	 a	 sense	 of	

belonging	and	a	sense	of	place	can	be	enriching	for	the	overall	urban	experience,	and	enables	

individuals	to	see	the	value	they	contribute	to	the	beautiful	chaos	that	is	the	city	of	Los	Angeles.			
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APPENDIX	A	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

Figure	A.1	Dumpster,	Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	
Station		

Figure	A.2	Dumpster,	Central	Hollywood		

Figure	A.4	Covered	bus	stop	on	Franklin	Avenue	

Figure	A.3	Exclusionary	bench	design,	Vermont	
&	Santa	Monica	Station	
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Figure	A.6	Bus	stop	seating	along	Franklin	
Avenue	

Figure	A.5	Hollywood	&	Vine	Station	planters	

Figure	A.7	Close-up	of	square	pegs	
Figure	A.8	Man	sleeping	on	bench	
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Figure	A.9	Lemon	Grove	Recreation	Center	in	
East	Hollywood	

Figure	A.11,		Cart	Beneath	Escalator	at	
Hollywood/Highland	

Figure	A.10	Tent	Encampment	beneath	U.S.	
Route	101,	along	Franklin	Avenue	

Figure	A.13	Damaged	fence	with	Warning	
sign	

Figure	A.12	U.S.	Route	101	Overpass	in	East	
Hollywood	
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Figure	A.15	WorkSource	location	with	CCTV	

Figure	A.18	No	Trespassing,	Loitering,	
Soliciting,	Hollywood	&	Vine	Station		

Figure	A.14	Manipulated	fence,	East	Hollywood	

Figure	A.17	CCTV	Police	Surveillance	on	
Hollywood	Boulevard	

Figure	A.16	Barbed	wire	fencing,	U.S	Route	101	
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Figure	A.19	Spiked	gate	blocking	access	from	
between	commercial	spaces	

Figure	A.20,	Private	Property		
fenced	off	beneath	U.S.	Route	101	

Figure	A.21	No	Camping	or	Lodging,	De	
Longpre	Park	

Figure	A.22	CCTV	overlooking	alley,	East	
Hollywood	
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Figure	A.23,	Locked	Fence	near	U.S.	Route	101	on	
Ivar	&	Franklin	
	

	
	

	
	

Figure	A.24	Neighborhood	Watch	Program	in	
Force	

Figure	A.26	Narrow	wedge	of	space	
between	setback	and	covered	bus	stop	

	

Figure	A.25	Vacant	land	enclosed	by	fence	

Figure	A.27	Tarp	encampment	along	
residential	sidewalk	
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Figure	A.28	Partially	Enclosed	Parking	lot	on	
vacant	property	in	East	Hollywood	

	

Figure	A.31	Storefronts	closed	off	on	Hollywood	
Boulevard	

	

Figure	A.30	Enclosed	recessed	entry	

	

Figure	A.29	Enclosed	recessed	entry	
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Figure	A.35	Narrow	ledge	at	clinic	in	East	
Hollywood	

	
Figure	A.34	Narrows	path	wedged	between	U.S.	
Route	101	and	parking	lot	

Figure	A.32	Parking	Structure	and	setback	
Figure	A.33	Narrow	ledge	that	was	being	used	
for	seating	
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Figure	A.36	Alley	in	Central	Hollywood		

Figure	A.37	Laurel	Canyon	median	

Figure	A.38	Exclusionary	and	not	practical	
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Figure.	A.39	‘Business	Watch	District’	

Figure	A.39	No	Loitering	sign	posted	at	Frances	
Howard	Goldwyn	Hollywood	Regional	Library	

Figure	A.40	Retractable	gate	at	Howard	Goldwyn	
Hollywood	Regional	Library		
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APPENDIX	B:	FIELD	NOTES	
	

Neighborhood	 East	Hollywood		

Streets		 N	Western,	N	Virgil,	N	Vermont,	Melrose	&	
Beverly	

Date/Time	 04/22	4pm-5pm	&	04/25	7pm-9pm	

Spaces	of	Resource	and	Consumption	 		

Grocery	&	Convenience	Store	 Smaller	and	local	grocery	stores	

Fast	Food	 Multiple	fast	foods	restaurants	located	on	
Vermont	Ave	

Recycling	Center	 4	within	.25	of	study	site	

Accessible	trash	receptacles	 Multiple	public	trash	bins	(majority	were	
overflowing).	Private	businesses	had	a	
mixture	of	locked	and	unlocked.	Primarily	
locked	trash	

Service	Provider	 PATH	

Spaces	of	Mobility	 		

Transit	Stations	 1.				Beverly	&	Vermont	(Red	Line)	
2.				Santa	Monica	&	Vermont	(Red	Line)	

Design	 1.				Seating	below	grade	no	seating	above	
grade.	
2.				Seating	below	grade,	but	seating	above	
grade	was	divided	to	prevent	lying	down	

Bus	stops	 10,	14,	37,	48,	207,	204	

Seating	 Bus	stops	nearest	intersections	of	main	
arterials	had	seating,	and	very	few	had	
covered	bus	stops	

Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	 		

Public	Restrooms	 None	

Parks	and	amenities	 Lemon	Grove	Recreation	Center	
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-Drinking	Fountain,	seating,	public	restrooms	
Madison	West	Park	
None	

Bridges/Overpass	 Temple/Silver	Lake	Boulevard	
Hollywood	Freeway/Hoover	
Hollywood	Freeway/Virgil	
Hollywood	Freeway/Vermont	
Hollywood	Freeway/Heliotrope	
Hollywood	Freeway/Melrose	
Hollywood	Freeway/Normandie	
N	Kinsley	Drive	pathway	

Hospital	 Nearest	is	located	on	Sunset/Vermont	

Church	 One	particular	church	was	enclosed	with	
fencing,	and	a	locked	gate	

Public	Seating	 None	

Spaces	of	Exclusion	 		

Fences/Gates	 Majority	of	residential	uses	are	fenced	in.	
Commercial	uses	with	parking	lots	were	
enclosed	by	walls/fences.	Storefront	facades	
had	retractable	covering	or	fences	to	prevent	
“anti-social	behavior”	

Specific	Elements	 No	specific	design	elements	targeted	at	the	
homeless	

Spaces	of	Surveillance	 		

CCTV	 Visible	CCTV	outside	of	commercial	uses	

Signage	 Signs	were	specific	to	trespassing,	or	served	
as	a	reminder	that	there	was	CCTV	on	
premises	

Metered	Parking,	Preferential	Parking	District	 -Preferential	Parking	Santa	Monica	&	Western	
to	Melrose	&	Santa	Monica	to	Melrose	&	
Ardmore	
-Beverly	to	Rosewood,	bounded	by	Hobart	&	
Berendo	

Spaces	of	Activity	 		

Community	Activities	 Vendors	on	Beverly,	and	at	Station,	Also	
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Morphology	 		

Street	Network	 Grid	

Sidewalks	 Widest:	Vermont	&	Beverly	
	Narrow:	parts	of	Melrose	&	Normandie	

Distribution	of	land	uses	 Commercial	on	edges,	residential	in	the	
middle,	mixture	of	single	and	multi-family	

Setbacks	 Minimal	or	non-existent	setbacks	on	

Existing	Encampments	 Wedged	between	101	and	low-traffic,	low-
density	industrial/commercial	lots.	

Additional	Notes	 Majority	of	underpasses	that	are	fenced	off	
had	‘Warning/Trespassing’	signs	defaced,	and	
the	fences	were	manipulated	(ripped/bent)	
which	provided	access	for	

	
	

Neighborhood	 Franklin	Avenue	

Date/Time	 Friday	04/22	7pm-9pm	

Spaces	of	Resource	and	Consumption	 		

Grocery	&	Convenience	Store	 Gelsons	
Rite	Aid	

Fast	Food	 Western	end	of	Corridor	has	
Subway/Starbucks	

Recycling	Center	 None	

Accessible	trash	receptacles	 Multiple	public	trash	bins	(majority	were	
overflowing).	Private	businesses	had	a	
mixture	of	accessible	and	locked	

Service	Provider	 Within	0.25	mile	

Spaces	of	Mobility	 		

Transit	Stations	 None,	nearest	is	Hollywood	(Vine	Or	
Highland)	

Design	 N/A	
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Bus	stops	 Dash	Hollywood,	Beachwood	Canyon	(156	&	
222	located	on	Highland	&	Cahuenga)	

Seating	 Seating	at	most	with	trash	

Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	 		

Public	Restrooms	 None	

Parks	and	amenities	 Nearest	parks	are	Griffith	off	of	Vermont/Los	
Feliz	and	Highland	Camrose	off	of	
Highland/Camrose	

Bridges/Overpass	 Hollywood	Freeway/Franklin	
Hollywood	Freeway/Ivar	
Hollywood	Freeway/Argyle	
Hollywood	Freeway/Gower	

Hospital	 None	

Church	 Franklin/Highland	
Franklin	

Public	Seating	 None	

Spaces	of	Exclusion	 		

Fences/Gates	 Majority	of	residential	

Specific	Elements	 No	specific	design	elements	targeted	at	the	
homeless	

Spaces	of	Surveillance	 		

CCTV	 Visible	CCTV	outside	of	commercial	uses	

Signage	 Signs	were	specific	to	trespassing,	or	served	
as	a	reminder	that	there	was	CCTV	on	
premises	

Metered	Parking,	Preferential	Parking	District	 Preferential	Parking	N	&	S	of	Franklin,	
bounded	by	Cahuenga	&	Highland,	Franklin	&	
Canyon	

Spaces	of	Activity	 		

Community	Activities	 None	at	the	time	

Morphology	 		
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Street	Network	 	Mix	

Sidewalks	 Average	of	6-8	feet	on	Franklin,	wider	West	
of	the	101,	very	narrow	between	Tamarind	&	
Bronson	(where	there	is	food/coffee)		

Distribution	of	land	uses	 Commercial	on	edges,	north	of	Franklin	
consisted	of	residential,	with	multi-family	and	
gradually	becoming	lower	density	

Corridors/Nodes	 Franklin	between	Tamarind/Bronson	
Franklin/Argyle	

Setbacks	 If	setback	was	present	on	residential	use,	lots	
were	enclosed	with	fence.	

Existing	Encampments	 	One	under	bridge	

Additional	Notes	 		

	

	Neighborhood	 Central	Hollywood,	roughly	bounded	by	
Highland	&	Vine,	south	the	Santa	Monica	

Date/Time	 Friday	04/22	5pm-7pm,	04/29	

Spaces	of	Resource	and	Consumption	 		

Grocery	&	Convenience	Store	 Convenience	Stores	

Fast	Food	 Multiple	

Recycling	Center	 None	

Accessible	trash	receptacles	 Multiple	public	trash	bins	(majority	were	
overflowing).	Private	businesses	had	a	
mixture	of	

Service	Provider	 None	

Spaces	of	Mobility	 		

Transit	Stations	 None,	nearest	is	Hollywood	(Vine	Or	
Highland)	

Transit	Station	Design	 N/A	

Bus	stops	 Dash	Hollywood,	Beachwood	Canyon	(156	&	
222	located	on	Highland	&	Cahuenga)	
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Seating	 Seating	at	most	with	trash	

Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	 		

Public	Restrooms	 None	

Parks	and	amenities	 Nearest	parks	are	Griffith	off	of	Vermont/Los	
Feliz	and	Highland	Camrose	off	of	
Highland/Camrose	

Bridges/Overpass	 Hollywood	Freeway/Franklin	
Hollywood	Freeway/Ivar	
Hollywood	Freeway/Argyle	
Hollywood	Freeway/Gower	

Hospital	 None	

Church	 6+	within	.25	of	corridor	

Public	Seating	 None	

Spaces	of	Exclusion	 		

Fences/Gates	 Majority	of	residential	

Specific	Elements	 No	specific	design	elements	targeted	at	the	
homeless	

Spaces	of	Surveillance	 		

CCTV	 Visible	CCTV	outside	of	commercial	uses	

Signage	 Signs	were	specific	to	trespassing,	or	served	
as	a	reminder	that	there	was	CCTV	on	
premises	

Metered	Parking,	Preferential	Parking	District	 Metered	Parking	and	Preferential	Parking	

Spaces	of	Activity	 		

Community	Activities	 None	at	the	time	

Morphology	 		

Street	Network	 Grid	

Sidewalks	 Narrow	on	Melrose	

Distribution	of	land	uses	 Commercial	on	edges,	residential	in	the	
middle,	mixture	of	single	and	multi-family	
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Setbacks	 Minimal	Setbacks	

Existing	Encampments	 		

Additional	Notes	 		

	
			

Neighborhood	 Laurel	Canyon	

Date/Time	 Saturday	04/23	12pm-1pm	

Spaces	of	Resource	and	Consumption	 		

Grocery	&	Convenience	Store	 Laurel	Canyon	Country	Store,	

Fast	Food	 None	

Recycling	Center	 None	

Accessible	trash	receptacles	 Several	bins	at	residential,	and	recycling	
behind	the	Country	store/restaurant	

Service	Provider	 None	

Spaces	of	Mobility	 		

Transit	Stations	 None,	nearest	is	Hollywood	(Vine	Or	
Highland)	

Transit	Station	Design	 N/A	

Bus	stops	 218	Bus	Stops	

Seating	 none	

Spaces	of	Relief	&	Rest	 		

Public	Restrooms	 None	

Parks	and	amenities	 Laurel	Canyon	Park,	(less	than	.25	mile	from	
bus	stop)	
Fryman	Canyon	Park	

Bridges/Overpass	 Hollywood	Freeway/Franklin	
Hollywood	Freeway/Ivar	
Hollywood	Freeway/Argyle	
Hollywood	Freeway/Gower	
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Hospital	 None	

Church	 N/A	

Public	Seating	 None	

Spaces	of	Exclusion	 		

Fences/Gates	 Heavily	residential	spaces,	large	fences/walls	

Specific	Elements	 No	specific	design	elements	targeted	at	the	
homeless	

Spaces	of	Surveillance	 		

CCTV	 Yes,	several	residential	had	signs	warning.	
1800-2000	block	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	
had	several	CCTV	signs	

Signage	 Residential	Uses	

Metered	Parking,	Preferential	Parking	District	 Parking	on	residential	

Spaces	of	Activity	 		

Community	Activities	 None	at	the	time	

Morphology	 		

Street	Network	 	

Sidewalks	 Sidewalk	between	2435	Laurel	Canyon	
Boulevard,	
Very	narrow	sidewalks	near	Hollywood/Laurel	
Canyon	

Distribution	of	land	uses	 Heavily	Residential,		

Corridors/Nodes	 		

Setbacks	 Minimal	Setbacks	

Existing	Encampments	 	None	

Additional	Notes	 	Strip	of	green	space	between	Laurel	Canyon	
Boulevard	&	Laurel	Canyon	Road	
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Site:	East	Hollywood,	N	Vermont	Avenue,	N	Western	Avenue	
	
	
Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	Station:	
At	the	station	platform,	there	are	6	trash	bins,	4	visible	CCTV	cameras	and	3	flat	benches.	
Just	outside	the	turnstiles	there	is	one	trash	bin,	and	4	electrical	sockets	
At	street	grade	is	the	main	portal	to	the	station	which	faces	North	the	north	
There	are	10	benches	for	seating,	however	these	benches	contain	a	small	block	in	the	middle	
which	act	as	a	partition	to	create	two	separate	seats.	
The	dimensions	of	the	seats	are	Seat:	33”	Long	x	24”	Wide”,	Partition	block:	18”	Long	x	5”	Wide	
x	4”	High,	33”	Long	x	24”	Wide	
5	Accessible	trash	bins.	
There	is	one	public	toilet	
One	dumpster	that	is	enclosed	within	a	Chain	Link	fenced	and	secured	with	a	lock.	
There	two	bus	stops	at	this	intersection	and	multiple	benches.	
Dimensions	of	benches,	the	widest	seat	is:	20”	Long,	42”	Wide	x	28”	High	
The	most	narrow	seating	is	20”	Long	x	18”	Wide	x	28”	High	
The	Second	portal	entrance	for	the	Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	Station	is	located	on	the	next	
block	to	the	South,	at	North	Vermont	&	Willow	Brook	Avenue	
There	is	currently	construction	for	Los	Angeles	City	College,	which	is	enclosed	by	a	chain	link	
fence.		Between	the	fence	and	the	structure	of	the	Vermont	&	Santa	Monica	Station	portal	is	a	
30”	wide	gap,	that	extends	the	entirely	length	of	the	wall	which	is	roughly	44’	long	and	3’	high.	
There	is	a	vacant	lot	next	to	this	portal	that	partially	enclosed	by	3	feet	walls.	
On	Melrose	&	Vermont	there	is	a	covered	bus	stop,	for	route	10	&	48.	
Other	station	portal	structure	feature	30”	walls	and	on	the	west	side	of	the	portal	,	there	is	30”	
inches	between	the	wall	and	a	chain	fence,	spanning	44	feet	
One	housing	complex	with	8	units	on	one	side,	has	11	different	signs	prohibiting	trespassing	
Papa	Johns		and	Laundry	facility	on	N	Vermont	have	an	open	stoop	
8	storefronts	in	between	Monroe	and	next	block	on	Vermont	have	gates	that	fence	off	their	
doorway	
Lemon	Grove	Recreation	Center:	2	drinking	fountains,	public	restrooms,	accessible	trash	
Hollywood	&	Western	Station:	1	trash	bin	at	street	grade.		On	train,	man	selling	white	socks	
	
Franklin	Avenue	
	
Cahuenga/Franklin:	2	benches	
Franklin	@	Beachwood,	Bus	stop	seats	with	handle,	however	the	trash	can	is	across	the	street	
on	its	own.	
Trash	is	located	on	the	Eastern	side	of	Franklin	&	Beachwood	
101	Underpass	at	Franklin/Vine,	fence	cut	open,	and	encampment	located	in	there	
	
Hollywood	Boulevard	(Bound	by	Vine	&	Western)	
	
Hollywood/Vine	Station	
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Seating	is	126	inches	x	46	wide	
Trash:	5	
Socket:	2	
Bench:	5	
	
At	grade:	
Trash:	5,	sockets	2,	bus	stop	seating	2	benches	no	bar.	One	was	occupied	by	someone	laying	
down.	
	
Vine	–	Argyle:	
Northside:	4	
Southside:	3	
	
Vine	–	Ivar:	
Southside	
Trash:	3	
Bench:	3	
	
Northside:	
T:	2	
Bench:	5	
	
	
Storefront	between	Schrader	and	wilcox	
There	were	11	storefronts	with	gates	
12	total	
3	vacant	
	
No	seating	between	Cahugena/Cherokee	
Southside	
	
Next	to	1651	N	Cahuenga	Blvd,	Los	Angeles,	CA	90028,	there	is	an	“alley”	between	two	
buildings	that	leads	to	a	private	parking	lot,	where	the	other	end	of	the	alley	opens	up	in	the	
middle	of	the	block	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	between	Cahuenga	&	Wilcox	
	
No	seating	whatsoever	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	
	
Hollywood/Highland	Station	
	
Laurel	Canyon	
	
Absence	of	sidewalks	for	the	majority	of	the	stretch.	
5	foot	sidewalks	on	Laurel	Canyon	Road	
Mount	Olympus	Neighborhood	-	with	signage	
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Lots	of	private	security/signage	on	residential	
Serves	as	a	connection	between	the	Los	Angeles	Basin	and	the	San	Fernando	Valley	
Bus	stops	spaced	out	significantly.	
Laurel	Canyon	Country	Store	
While	not	part	of	the	community		
	
East	Hollywood	
	
Melrose’s	sidewalks	are	more	narrow,	
Beverly	Boulevard	had	more	open	businesses	and	wide	sidewalks.	
At	8pm,	the	storefronts	on	N	Western	Ave	between	Beverly	and	Melrose	were	primarily	closed	
	
Kenmore/Melrose,	dead-end	cul-de-sac	adjacent	to	101	
	
Alley	at	4825	melrose	
Mini	market	on	Melrose	
	
Marvins	market	on	Melrose	
	
4151-4155	no	gate	
4161	no	gate	
ard-normandie	slanted	sidewalk	
	
warning	side	tagged	under	101	
	
642-646	western	
	
7-Eleven	(Beverly)	dumpster	is	locked	
Pitstop	Oil	Change	on	Nnew	Hampshire	
Had	accessible	dumpster	
	
Maplewood	
Fenced	
Ardmore/Beverly	ledge	but	
Western	Clinton	trash	Melrose	
Next	to	635	
Clinton/western	alley	
	
9am-2pm	1	hour	parking	
	
6-9	no	parking,	2-7	no	parking	
	
Oriental	Mission	Church,	gated,	
However	roof	overhangs,	which	depending	on	the	time	of	year/time	of	day	provides	shade.	
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Bus	stop	with	trash	and	two	benches	here	
Buddhist	Temple	
Korea	Sah	Buddhist	Temple	
500	N	Western	Ave,	Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
	
Alley	behind	western	of	Commercial	space	could	potentially	be	a	low	traffic	area,	
Fences	are	barbedwire,	or	spiked	
	
Alley	way	tucked	between	30	N	Western	
	
No	smoking,	no	alcohol,	no	vendors,	no	public	sitting,	no	public	restrooms.	Backroom:	No	
storage,	no	phone	charging,	no	use	of	trash	cans	(only	used	by	owner/staff	
	
WORKSOURCE	
Security	notice,	this	property	is	protected	by	video	surveillance,	NO	LOITERING	
	
Hollywood	Boulevard	&	N	Cherokee	
LAPD	Sign:	Video	Monitoring	in	Progress	for	your	safety	
	
WARNING	THESE	PREMISES	MONITORED	BY	CLOSE	CIRCUIT	TV	
	
ARGYLE:	
NEIGHBORHOOD	WATCH	PROGRAM	FORCE,	We	report	all	suspicious	persons	and	activities	to	
the	police	
	




