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STUDY OVERVIEW

Much of the time, the criminal justice and linked social issues @kist within the nexus of
public space, private enterprise, and government oversight, are difficult to manage alone. As
exemplified here and in many other instances, key stakeholders will join to form a network,
where questions can be asked and answaerteere help can be lent and accepted. In research of
networks or organizations, these groups are often the subject of study, as well as the
environments within which they operate. This is the case Withservice learning projeeind

report

What and Where is Freeway ParkPLocat ed bet ween 6th and 9
Park is bounded on the north by Union and on the south by Spring Street. To the east is First
Hill, to the west the parloverlooks Seattle's financial center. Freeway Park provides a space
where residents, shoppers, downtown office workers, hotel visitors and the whole array of people
from all backgrounds who make up the downtown population may come together to enjoy the
sod a l el ements of a city park. o

For a little background, in late 201Br. Collins was contacted by members of the
Freeway Park Security Team (FPSWhich is a group made up of volunteers who arpart
responsible for managing security concerns in thenymhausinesses, residences, physical
structures t hat A theatimeofthifireporp this dradshbdeo meadtmg for
more than a year andad already beefocused on making incremental changes that could
i mprove the p ofsafetycirdtise parientberpaf theoRPST were interested in
partnering with a group of studentho might help them by gathering data and information
surrounding many disparate issues that are currently observable at the park. The research group
was compsed of studentattending one of two sections of a criminal justitaduate course on
research and theory in criminal justice organizatioglsl at Seattle Universityfter attending a
meeting with the FPST group, there were six main focus areas famdeshce classes began, six
groups (three in each of the two sections) were assigned to each particular focus area. Each group
wasresponsible for completing thedwn section of thisechnical report as well garticipate ina
presentation of the findgs back to th&PST, which took place March %,62016 on the Seattle
University Campus

The main questions that served as guides to forming each focus areaMketeare the
current issues within Freeway Park? What are the reasons, if any, that dge ipgo or keep
people out of freeway park? Can these issues be mitigated or solved by adopting different
policies? Do other cities have proven besicticegpolicies that can be adopted? As stated
above, there were six groups formed around six focessaiThe focus areas were (appearing in
order presented within the report below):

I.  Full literature review: What are other cities doing? How can Freeway Park be a model for
other city parks? An outline of best practices.

[I.  An understanding of those individis who use the park now: Who are they? What are
their needs? Community outreach?


http://www.seattle.gov/parks/park_detail.asp?ID=312

lll.  Collaborative capacity of the freeway park group and partners: Identificatiomedind
resources, additional partners, community stakeholders, service gaps and overlaps

IV.  Public Perception Survey: done to understand the issues/problems and identify "tipping
points” that when resolved, might bring people who actively avoid the park, back in.

V.  Crime prevention through environmental design: are there any areas in thbgiaake
issues? Priorites®oul d a chil drends play area in t
Empl oyeebds Child Care Center be of wvalue
analysis of crime data.

VI.  Communications Analysis: Practicing cross comroations between Private Security
Officers, Park Rangers, SPD, Federal Protective Service and Metro Transit Police. Legal
and/or jurisdiction issues? Prioritization?

Each of these focus areas is presented sequentially below. Additionally, there were two
survey instruments that were adopted and/or developed and tested within this stosky. Th
instruments can be found in the appendixthis report.Findings and recommendations are
contained at the end of each of the six main sections. It is very impartamitet some significant
limitations to this study. First, this study took place over a 10 week graduate course; the student
researchers and authors had many other academic, work, and-raatiéd obligations.
Moreover, this study was not a part of a &rgormalized and funded research project.
Therefore, the researchers were limited in what they could do in relation to human subjects,
resources, and time. Second, the survey and other data collection efforts were completed through
convenience samplinghé surveys were offered onlirmad in Englishonly, and the true data
collection window forsurvey and general interview research was only about three weeks. As a
consequence of the sampling technique and condensed time period, the findings presented below
are very limited in terms of generalizability.

With these important issues in mind, it is also important to note that this work was a
result of great effort on the part of the students, profets®f-PSTand those people contacted
to offer suggestiamand informationlt is the sincere hope of the authors that this information be
used as a foundation to build further research efforts upon, to help expand the general use of the
park for all community memberisr egar dl ess of A s tva perceptions ot o i
Freeway Park, and ultimately, to uplift our community.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

Freeway Park is a 5:&cre space underneatb lintersects the Washington State Convention
Center along with s entratbusiiess HidtrictdThe Culbufal L&dsaapd | e 0 s
Foundation, 2015). Employing modernist and brutalist architecture, Freeway Park consists of
linear concrete slabs and mixed green space and terraced waterfalls, the park creates an
environment of invisibity where corners and small tunnelse cut into the landscape and make

it easy for parigoersto disappear. Likewise, the flddyered landscape as well as the prevalence

of benches does allow temporary respite for homeless patrons. However, withpkttieaod

visible space, the design of Freeway Park has facilitated both violent andolent criminal

activity in past years, making the park a haven but also something of a gauntlet for vulnerable
populations (Jaywork, 2015; Porter, 201Bhe noise crated by the traffic above the park and

the waterfalls within the park cover the noise created by criminal activity, including victims
crying out for help.Additionally, the proximity to metro bus lines makes access ideal for all
populations,and provides gualized access for those with little other means of transportation
(Porter, 2016).

In an effort to address thmany dark corners and covered arathighroughout Freeway
Park as well as the homeless population seeking refuge within the confines prkhevhile
simultaneously seeking to increase community utilization of the park, resbaschbeen
conducted on the necessity @ublic restrooms,the value of collaborative community
partnerships,techniques ofcrime reduction through natural landscapirgnd addressing
homelessness in public spac&ke following literature review, though not exhaustipeyvides
a step in the right direction in terms of understanding the different areas of concern for Freeway
Park as well providing insight as to besagiices utilized throughout the nation to combat
similar situationsThe following information will serve as a valuable guide in determining which
steps are necessary for reinvigorating Freeway Park and establishing a permanent solution to the
issues thaare currently ailing it.

PUBLIC RESTROOMS

One of the challenges faced by Freeway Park Stakeholders and the city of Seattle in general is
the lack of public restrooms. Even when there are public restrooms available, some restrooms are
in such a state afisrepair and uncleanliness that patrons refuse to use them (PSU, 2013). Some
park restrooms are locked permanently or do not exist, while others are only open seasonally
during spring and summer months (Howard & Moore, 2016). Many public restrooms sed clo
during the winter in order to decrease costs and to prevent pipes from freezing (Kerns, 2015).

In January 2002, a woman who was blind and deaf was murdered in a Freeway Park
restroom (Mudede, 2002). A security camera was present but was only activege the panic
button was pressed. Unfortunately, the panic button was not pressed in time for any usable
footage to be recorded of the murder or the suspect. As a result, the murderer was able to flee the
scene without being identified. The design of thark creates enough seclusion and privacy for
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criminal activity to occur, especially within the unmonitored restrooms. As a result of the murder
and other criminal activity, the public restrooms were closed (Mudede, 2002).

Despite the need for more lgic restrooms in general, especially those which are
accessible yeaiound, a recurring debate in Seattle and similar cities has blocked the addition of
facilities due to the potential effect an increase of public restrooms will have on attracting
homeles individuals and criminal activity (Garrick, 2014; Howard & Moore, 2016). Patrons and
merchants are concerned that there will be an influx of homeless people, drug use, and
prostitution in the retroom facilities with an increase in their availability (#d & Moore,

2016; Murakami, 2007)Parents are concerned with letting their children use public restrooms
when illegal activity such as drug use, prostitution, and sexual rendezvous is taking place
(Murakami, 2007). Before exploring the potential solusido the issue of homelessness and
criminal activity with the addition of public restrooms, it is important to consider the issues
surrounding the lack of public restrooms in Seattle and cities of similar makeup in regards to the
homeless.

Public Restrooms in Seattle& Similar Cities

Seattl ebdbs homeless population is | arge consid
public restrooms for the homeless. In Seattle, there are only two restrooms available which are
accessible to the public 2¥urs a day, 7 days a week. They are located about a mile from each
other, one in Pioneer Square and the other at the Union Gospel Mission (Howard & Moore,
2016). The homeless population in Seattle, as of Janu&ty2@86, was counted at 10,047
individuds, with 3,772 living on the streets at night (homelessinfo.org). This results in the access
of only one 24hour restroom per 5,026 homeless people in Seattle in general, and-lboer 24
restroom per 1,886 homeless individuals at night. Despite only hawm@4-houraccessible

public restrooms to be shared by over 10,000 homeless individuals in Seattle, one must consider
how much of an impact restrooms realistically have on attracting homeless people, when there
are so few public restrooms in Seattle égip with.

Portland State University (PSU) students (2013) brought to attention the issue that
anyone who used the city, including pedestrians, residents, visitors of the parks, children,
pregnant women, and thedderly, were negatively impacted throutjte deprivation of public
restrooms, in addition to the homeless population. Therefore, an increase in available public
restrooms could benefit homeless individuals as well as the entireBgityroviding more
restroom and hygiene facilities, homelessgieavould have places to go to clean up and relieve
themselves, rather than doing so in public establishment restrooms, such as libraries or
restaurants, where they may misuse the facilities by taking sponge baths or washing their clothes
(Drew, 2013). Addional public restrooms essentially benefit everyone in society.

Whil e there are numerous fApublico restroom
for homeless individuals as they are often located in businesses and establishments where
homelessndividuals are either not welcome, or where restrooms are often only designated for
paying customers or patrons (Howard & Moore, 2016). Homeless people are forced to relieve
themselves in public, often times on sidewalks or against buildings, as themetaabvays
discrete places for them to go (Portland State University (PSU), 2013). Seattle and similar cities,



such as San Diego, Portland, and San Francisco, have criminalized the act of urinating or
defecating in public (Howard & Moore, 2016). Punishmiemtthese behaviors ranges from a

fine to being charged with a misdemeanor and facing time in jail. However, these cities also
suffer from a significant lack of public restrooms and facilities for practicing hygiene to meet the
needs of homeless individsa Seattle ranks as the worst in provision of public restrooms in
relation to its homeless population. There are 5,023 homeless individuals-ipeur2destroom

in the city of Seattle, as compared to 2,914 homeless individuals geu24estroom in San
Diego, 543 homeless individuals perRdur restroom in Portland, and 302 homeless individuals
per 24hour restroom in San Francisco (Howard & Moore, 2016). Each of these cities takes a
different approach to public restrooms, which will each be discussed.

Seattle didnot al ways only have two restr

well. Automated toilets are useful in that they si#fan after each use, disinfecting the toilet and
floor. However, they are costly at approximately $300,000 per. @@attle purchased five
automated toilets, however, they were eventually sold, as they were too costly to maintain and
were attracting too much illegal activity (Maag, 2008). These toilets have been successfully used
elsewhere in the country and worldwjdeit those cities allow advertising to be placed on the
toilets in order to pay for the maintenance. Seattle has strict laws against advertising, which
required the city to fund the maintenance of the toilets. The locations of the automated toilets
were n areas where there was high traffic of transients and drug users. The toilets would break
down and were unable to clean themselves, as too much trash would be left on the floors.
Prostitution and drug activity would occur within the restrooms as well. Gurelen of
maintaining the toilets fell on taxpayers, approximately $1 million per toilet per year. They were
requiring too much maintenance for Seattle to afford to cover, as well as attracting too much
illegal activity, and it resulted in the sale of seaoilets (Maag, 2008).

I n Portl and, residents take advantage of
are approximately the size of a parking space, made of steel and are resistant to graffiti (The
Loo). The tops of the Portland Loos are lowee or shuddered, enabling the public to monitor
the activities within the restroom in order to observe and intervene when criminal activity occurs.
In Portland, the Portland Loos are cleaned twice a day. As of 2012, there were six available in
the city d Portland. Portland Loos cost approximately $15,000 per year to maintain, and about
$25,000 to construct (PSU, 2013). It is recommended that they would be best if placed in areas
with high traffic in order to deter criminal activity (The Loo). Seattlerentty utilizes two of
these Portland Loos, although they are not accessible 24/7 (Howard & Moore, 2016).

San Francisco piloted the Pit Stop Program, operated by the San Francisco Department of
Public Works, and provides both automated toilets and pertalits, which are removed each
night for cleaning and replaced in the morning (San Francisco Department of Public Works Pit
Stop). San Francisco utilizes the technology of automated toilets. Although they are costly to
maintain, the city of San Franceses not responsible for the costs of maintenance, as advertising
displayed on the outside of the toilets produces enough revenue to cover the costs (San Francisco
Department of Public Works Public Toiletd)ttendants maintain cleanliness of the portable
toilets while simultaneously monitoring them for unauthorized usage and conduct. The
removable toilets also include sinks, containers for used needle disposal, as well as provide for
dog waste disposal (San Francisco Department of Public Works Pit Stop).
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San Diego aims to install more public restrooms but has met with resistance from
business owners who worry that more restrooms will attract more vagrants and criminal activity
(Garrick, 2014). San Diego is aware of its need for more restrooms, and has tieeprocess
of bringing in more Portland Loos. Arguments for the increased number of public restrooms
include the attraction of more tourists whose comfort is elevated with the provision of greater
access to restrooms. As tourist populations increade,e ci t yd6s revenue cou
Increasing public restrooms would also decrease the need for homeless individuals to utilize the
streets and outside environment to relieve themselves. The costs of cleaning the streets due to
defecation and urinatio would be reduced. Arguments against the installation of additional
public restrooms include the possibility of homeless individuals using them and conducting
inappropriate or illegal activities within them. There is also a fear of elevated levels of
proditution and drug use in public restrooms. However, the Portland Loos could deter criminal
behavior, as their louvered tops allow the public to see inside of the toilets (Garrick, 2014).

Suggestionsk Best Practices

Howard and Moore (2016) presentexVaral recommendations for public restroom and hygiene
facility establishments in their brief, some of which include: (1) providing more public
restrooms; (2) working with homeless populations to collect their feedback and opinions on
which of their needsust be met and how to meet those needs; (3) implementing actions taken
by other cities to provide public restrooms and increase access; and, (4) increasing the
availability of facilities already in use.

Visitors could be attracted to Freeway Park bgvpling public restrooms for them to
use. However, criminal activity is likely to occur based on the environmental design of the park.
To prevent criminal activity and attraction of homeless individuals, Freeway Park should
consider utilizing the Portlanidoos, which allow monitoring of activities within the restroom, or
the portable restrooms, which could be removed at night (San Francisco Department of Public
Works Pit Stop). Freeway Park should also take into consideration the use of cameras, which
actively record whenever there is movement. Even if the camera does not deter crime, it could
aid in the identification of criminal suspects.

In order to increase the number of accessible public restrooms in Seattle, and potentially
Freeway Park, awarenessish be raised on the issue of the insufficient supply of public facilities
and the benefits to be reaped from adding facilities to the city. A map of current facility locations
as well as potential placements for future facilities should be presentedcasdible online for
people to view and to provide their input as far as placement and suggestions. To assume that
everyone is a drug user and will abuse the restrooms deprives countless visitors and patrons of
the ability to access public restrooms (P3013). Finally, Seattle should also consider adjusting
its municipal codes regarding advertising in order to allow for public restrooms to pay for
themselves through advertising, reducing the financial burden, which would otherwise be placed
on the city.

11



COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIPS& SUCCESS

A city is essentially the sum total of all b$ citizens. When citizens get involved in the larger
community as a whole, the potential for gressstruly knows no end. Any given project within

a community is séngthened by use of collaborative partnership relationships within the
community at large. Seattle is home to a number of tourist hotspots, including the Space Needle

and Pikeds Place Market, but It i's almsdo home
around the city that act as a home for tourists, locals, and the less fortunate, alike. Freeway Park
is an example of one of Seattleds beautiful |<

through the effort o€onstructinghis beautiful parkgeneral prosocial use has declined in recent
years

In order to help address the issues that affect Freeway Relsection of research is
focused orstrategies that may return the parkatthriving entity within the city of Seattle. The
idea of a ollaborative partnership extends far beyond the realm of simply partnering with the
local community. Collaborative partnerships can exist absolutely anywhere where the initiative is
taken. Tk following text provides basic informatidior building collaboative partnerships
using examples froraities throughout the nation that have utilized collaborative partnerships for
strengthening schools, parks, and communities. Lattly,sectionoutlinesbest practices and
providessuggestions specific to the ciby Seattle irhow tobuild up Freeway Park to become a
mustsee location within Seattle.

Building Collaborative Partnerships

What exactly is a collaborative partnership and why is it useful? Moreover, how can we bring
about interest from outside partiesorder to actudy build a collaborative partnership? Simply

put, a collaborative partnership is the joining together of individuals to form a group that will
work together in pooling common interest, assets, and skills in order to promote goals and
outcomes that will benefit the entire group (Pagel, 2012). This basic concept sounds simple
enough but what many people do not realize is that organization$atdiaborate, people do
(Pagel, 2012). To break it down more simply it means that though it gbaimmsrganizations
would function in collaboration with one another, it is not the actual organization that is working
on anything, it is the individuals within the organization that are seeking to build something
greater than themselvesol@borations wthin organizations and communities are particularly
necessary when organizations share a common purpose, a common goal, and specifically a
common problem (Gray, Mayan, & Lo, 20@Rinehart, Laszlo, & Briscoe, 201

With a basic understanding of whatiteans to have a collaborative partnership, it is then
imperative to understand what pieces go into building a successful collaborative partnership with
any given individual or groups of individuals. Before examining what factors attribute to
building a sucessful collaborative partnership, it must be understood wbes notaid in
collaborative partnershipsGratton and Erickson (2007) conducted research at fifteen
multinational companies in an effort to understand how the employees came together as a grou
Gratton and Erickson (2007) were undeteams he as
that are large, virtual, diverse, and composed of highly educated specialists are increasingly
crucial with challenging projects, those same four charactsristake it hard for teams to get
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anything doneo (p. 2) . This is very important
the more individuals involved in any given group, the better off that group will be. However, the
research simply does nstipport this idea. In fact, the research by Gratton and Erickson (2007)
suggests that the greater number of individuals, specifically experts in a given area, the more
likely the team was to disintegrate into a nonproductive climate. While there areissines
associated with the building of a collaborative partnership, this is the clearest, more negatively
influential aspect that often finds its way into a collaborative partnership. Armed with the
knowledge of the potential pitfalls that come along witte building of collaborative
partnerships, it is then important to consider what goes into making a valuable and a functional
collaborative partnership.

Gratton and Erickson (2007) contend that there are eight major factors that lead to the
success ofa given collaborative effort. The first effort necessary for the building of a
collaborative partnership comes in the form investing in relationship practices. This means that
the executives, the managers, and the bosses of an organization must simphagenco
collaborative behavior with investments in the company itself. This can come in the form of
monetary investments in spaces that would provide access for groups of collaborators to meet, as
well as in the form of fostering communication with the oigation as it exists (Gratton &
Erickson, 2007). It is well known that work place structures play a vital role in establishing the
feel of the space. When walls, both literal and figurative, are built around individual employees,
it takes away from the va¢ of the group as a whole. This moves on to the second key in
developing collaborative partnerships; that is modeling the behavior from the top down (Gratton
& Erickson, 2007). When the leaders of an organization demonstrate a willingness and openness
to collaborative with one another as well as with the employees, an atmosphere of collaboration
is built among all levels of the company (Gratton & Erickson, 2007). This second step is key in
building on to the third step that is essentially building a cailtir gifting knowledge. This
means that mentoring and coaching, on an informal basis and formal basis, should be utilized to
increase relationships within an organization (Gratton & Erickson, 2007). Human resources
departments are vital for step four insaring that the organization is providing the training
necessary to both complete the job at hand and open the lines of communication in seeking
future training (Gratton & Erickson, 2007).

After making it this far in the collaborative process, the coltatve atmosphere is
essentially constructed and need only to be maintained. This comes in the form of steps five
through eight. Step five is focused on supporting a strong sense of community within the
organization to facilitate the members reachingtowne another for help and advice (Gratton &
Erickson, 2007). Step six values the process of assigning team roles to specific individuals that
are best suited for the teambébs goals (Gratton
abilities of theindividual as well as considering both taskd relationshiporiented individuals
(Gratton & Erickson, 2007). Step seven exists solely for maintaining the assigned roles and
groups, as they currently exist. This comes in the form of building on hergdagenships;
strangers within an organization are unlikely to reach out to one another once put into a
hierarchical situation (Gratton & Erickson, 2007). Lastly, it is important to understand the
specific roles assigned as well as the tasks at:Har@bperation increases when the roles of
individual team members are sharply defined yet the team is given latitude on how to achieve the
t a s @ratton(& Erickson, 2007. 8). Though Gratton and Erickson (2007) focus the bulk of
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their research on building eollaborative partnership within one organization, it is extremely
important to note that each step of this process can be applied teorgdeizational
collaborative efforts.

A collaborative partnership is the joining together of individuals to fgnoup that will
work together in pooling common interest, assets, and skills in order to promote goals and
outcomes that will benefit the entire group. Collaborative partnerships exist as a way promoting
specific ideas, maintaining previous works, anchagay to combat mutual problemsthin an
organization or societyArmed with this knowledge, the necessary steps for developing and
maintaining collaborative partnerships have been explained as a way to understand what must be
done to secure the most ledigial outcome for all parties involved with the collaboration of
resources. Examples of collaborative partnerships can be seen in every facet of social
interactions; this includes collaborative efforts to build healthier communities, to overcome
social poblems, and improve public spaces.

Collaborative Initia tives in Similar Cities
Schools, Food Justice, and Collaboration

Efforts to build healthier communities and overcome social issues are present all over the United
States. There is so much valueean to the development of collaborative relationships that there

is ample evidence to portray the benefits of engaging with the community at large. Glow and
Sperhac (2003), conducted a project in which they sought to bring together a Chicago based
school system with a University teaching hospital as well as a-faged organization. In
Chicago there are Academic Preparation Centers (APC) that exist for the purposes of educating
children ages 136 that have not completed the traditional schooling comyressociated with

the United States (Glow & Sperhac, 2 0-0sB ) . T h e
students, as they are minority students, the majority of which (92%) come froindome
families (Glow & Sperhac, 2003). In order to attend dPDAthe students must abide by the
lllinois Department of Public Health Services, which requires that they receive immunizations by
October 15 of each new school year (Glow & Sperhac, 2003). Theamopliance with Illinois

state law was about 72% from 20RQ02, this means that 72% of the 1,300 enrolled students
could no longer partake in continuing their education (Glow & Sperhac, 2003). Obviously work
needed to be done to allow students to pursue their education.

The collaborative partnership facilitatéy Glow and Sperha2003) resulted in over
90% of students receiving their immunizations by the 2002 schoal Heay accomplished this
by providing incentives for the faithased organization by way of expandiitg legitimacy
within the community it Beady served by funding this effort as well as by providing access to
patients for the medical professionals at the teaching hospital to work with (Glow & Sperhac,
2003). Similar efforts to this study have been found in other locations of Chicago, videich |
Seattle is a bustling city. This study iggaod example of how a collaborative partnership can
yield successln another example of collaboration is t@hicago Fod System Collaborative
(CESC) which isa group comprised of partners from four diffara@cademic institutions and
three communitybased organizations which comprise a total of eight institutions being
represented within one collaboration (SuaBatcazar, Hellwig, Kouba, Redmond, Martinez,
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Block, Kohrman, & Peterman, 2006). The CFSC existsrder to address issues relating to the
absence of healthy foods and nutrition within working class Affisarerican neighborhoods.

By collaborating in one group, the members from very different disciplines are able to share
data, conduct research toget, and gain perspective from the lens of a diffefietd than their

own in order to fight for food justice SuarBalcazar et al., 2006).

The efforts of the research by Glow and Sperhac (2003) yielded benefits for all those
involved. The authors doote that specific issues arose within the collaborative effort yet overall
they found working together in this threey collaborative partnership proved overwhelmingly
beneficial for all parties involved and resulted in children being able to pursuetiedutat
would have otherwise been denied to them. By providing incentives to each of the participating
parties, the collaboration was able to generate enough interest to produce results almost
immediately. This same methodology can be used in the bpeadrsm of enhancing Freeway
Park. Partnerships within the community of Seattle can and should be developed in a similar
fashion

Community Parks, Libraries, Homelessn&s$rivate Collaborations

Another example in the effotb improve public spacesas a projecfunded through an $11

million dollar collaborationwhich took placen Philadelphia (Building more successful cities,

2015). Initiatives like this exist by way of community partnerships amongst individuals. In this

case, the efforts are beirigcused on reinventing local parks, hiking trails, libraries, and a
conservatory (Building more successful cities, 2015). Further examples are present in Portland,
Oregon where the Portland Parks and Recreation Department has set forth a policy regarding
coll aborative partnershi ps sticbeastof Popland Patks & al | vy
Recreation (PP&R) depends on the support, assistance, advocacy and enthusiasm of the public as
stewards of their par ks Tha RPattladr Raks an@d Reacreation sy s t ¢
department has seen much success in the building and maintaining of public spaces by way of
partnerships within the communities they serv
than simply survive, are those that havewactllies caring for and encouraging thefni€¢nds

and Allied Partners Policy Statement, 20f0]). The city of Portland i$iome to beautiful city

parks communityfacilities, and other public spaces. Given the nature of the differing public
spaces thatPortland is home to, the city has taken the initiativer¢oognize value of
collaborative partnershipss&ey in keepingall public spaces in prime conditiofor the

i c o mmo n we a(Frierrd®andAlliedd@Partners Policy Statement, 2010)

Unique chdkenges are presented when addressing Freeway Park. The issue of
homelessness in America is one that is often disregarded as these individuals are, for an
unknown reason, seen as less than worthy of compassion. The homeless population within
Seattle utilize Freeway Park as a wotlhe shelter due to the unique architectural designs as
well as the poor lighting all throughout this park. Collaborative partnerships can and should
come into play when addressing issues of homelessness in city parks. In ato efdrice the
number of homeless individigatalling a park their home, efforts must be made to collaborate
with a local homeless shelter as well as by way of advocating for state funded programs to
provide permanent housing for the men and women currsuoffgring in the cold. In the last
twenty years, the culture of America has changed as such that financing for public spending has
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diminished as the need for public funding has increased. The health care system in America has
changed rapidly and has re®d in health care needs simply not being met (Snyder & Weyer,
2002). Programs exist now that focus on the collaborative efforts of nurses and other
practitioners with those of a homeless shelter in order to foster an environment where the health
needs ofthose suffering can be addressed in a consistent manner (Snyder & Weyer, 2002).
Freeway Park in conjunction with a Seattle teaching hospital could potentially develop a similar
collaborative partnership with a homeless shelter, and even food bank inrthending areas,

in order to address the medical needs of those calling Freeway Park their home. Addressing the
root causes of issues is the only way to advocate for change, simply moving the homeless
population, cleaning up trash, and installing fencinigamly lead to more issues in the future.

Collaborative partnerships have provided more examples than can fit within the confines
of thisreport There are numerous collaborative partnership success stories all across the nation
in regards to improvig nutrition within cities, increasing economic development, addressing
medical needs in local parks, maintaining land for conservation, reducing pollution, expanding
outdoor recreation, and even reducing tobacco use in public locations (Parks Build Healthy
Communities, 2015; Tuxill, Mitchell, & Brown, 2004; Arni & Khairil, 2013y taking these
collaborationsas examples, organizations can adapt them to best suit the needs of the
communities they are serving.

Suggestionsk Best Practices

This reporthasprovided an overview of what it means to have a collaborative partnership, how
to construct a valuable partnership, and has given ample examples of collaborative partnership
success. Though previously stated within thmeport it is important to considerthe
recommendations and their specific implementation within Freeway Park. When building
collaborative partnerships, this research recommends that efforts be made to collect data
regarding initiatives that would be supported by the downtown communidyga. IThis comes

in the form of evaluating the organizations intere$tse examples provided in this research
should be given careful inspection for the potential use and implementation fgrdigeams

with the Freeway Park AssociatiorSpecial attentio should be given to the policies
implemented within the Portland aress the city of Portland is similar in nature, style, and
location, to the city of Seattle.

Another area of recommendation for Freeway Pigrkko form an environment of
collaboration \ith the individuals already working within Freeway Paskganization The
primaryorganizationthat isthe Freeway Parldssociaton itself, should considehe suggestions
from the research bratton & Erickson (2007) as a way to ensure that the menabetrse
organization have firghand knowledge of the collaborative procdsforts should be made to
follow the recommended steps aforementioned inrépsrtas a way to facilitate eollaborative
environment within all the organizations involved witre@way Park that will better facilitate
positive change From the positive change within the Freeway Park Association, further steps
can be taken toward progressing Freeway Park by advancing towards collaborative partnerships
within the community.
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Finally, recommendations for Freeway Park, though at this junction prove to be broad
scale, come in the form of building relationships with hospitals, universities, homeless shelters,
food banks, and the like all around the Seattle area. There are more progtamsKing
County than can even be mentioned within one research paper and yse#mseto be lack of
communication amongst i nterested parties. Th
subjective and likely provokes thoughts around what thatdcactually mean. To be more
specific, meetings should be set up with various institutions to express interest in establishing a
collaborative partnership. Furthermore, information about the needs of Freeway Park, as well as
the potential benefits of pakring, should be provided to any and all interested parties.

When a city comes together to achieve a common goal, the citizens begin to realize the
value associated with participating in their community. The beauty of collaborating is that it has
a snavball-like effect in that once it gains momentum many other interested parties are likely to
express interest.

REDUCING CRIME IN PUBLIC PARKS USING NATURAL LANDSCAPING

Often criminal justice professionaend to look at crime from the viewpoint of wkhye person

is committing the crime. What are they in need of or what motivates them to commit the acts that
they do?Professionalsieglect to look at other factors that may play into the criminal preference,
such as the location that they are committing ¢rimes at. In looking at the location, we can
identify specific factors that play into the commission of the crime. Does the location provide
cover allowing for covert activity to be committed? What are the chances that the perpetrator is
being watchedat the time of the crime? By factoring these variables in, we can determine
specific actions that can be taken to improve a landscape and decrease criminal activity in that
area. The following considers urban greenery as a deterrent of crime, lookiagefiedts on

mental state, community cohesion, and perceptions of crime and disorder. Explanations as to
proper implementation on a general level and in Freeway Park of Seattle, Washington are also
addressed.

Mental Fatigue & Aggression

Urban city living and modern lifestyle has led to a very taxing mental state for many adults.
Information processing is occurring constantly throughout the day via traffic, work, technology,
and other complex decisions. All of these can take a toll on our mental fusaiing mental
fatigue, which in turn limits our abilities to make decisions and control personal behavior.
Mental fatigue is often characterized by three symptoms: inattentiveness, irritability, and
impulsivity, which in turn can lead to aggressive ornsatial behaviors. Attention restoration
theory states that we choose to direct our attention toward activities we would not particularly be
interested in without some sort of outside incentive. This, in turn, creates attention fatigue, which
leads to mematl fatigue. Attention restoration provides for this fatigue to be recovered, and it
done so at times where we are not mentally challenged and engage in something that is
fascinating to ugHarting, Evans, Jamner, Davis, & Garling, 2003; Kaplan, 19®hiltiple

studies have concluded that in an urban setting, natural environments such as those found in
parks and greenways have helped aid in the psychological well deimgse who routinely visit
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them (Harting, Evans, Jamner, Davis, & Garling, 2003; Kaplaf95). Natural sceneries
effortlessly occupy our attention, without the need of a focused attention, producing a curative
effect and a reduction in stre@dirich, Simons, Losito, Miles, & Zelson, 1991).

In an urban setting, naturally landscaped parkscansideredan important tool for the
health of the cityds public. It i's al so poss
sudden aggression or rage could also be reduced due to the favorable effects of a natural setting
on mental wellbeingKuo & Sullivan, 2001).For those that are not so inclined to commit
crimes, parks are still important, and so safety must be maintained while still providing the
natural flora that urban landscapes often lack. If people enter a park with a sense loéyeane t
then no longer recovering from mental fatigue, but focusing on what types of crimes are
occurring around them and if they are at risk of being victimized. Providing a safe and green
environment for the public should be the main focus when disgussjorovement being made
to public spaces.

Community Cohesion& Defensible Space

One way to improve safety and reduce crime in public spaces such as parks is to encourage
social ties to the location. Multiple studies have shown that those who perpeinae are less

likely to engage areas that where their actions may be observed and/or have greater actual or
perceived surveillance, especially if the likelihood on intervention is Kiggnnett, 1989;
Bennett & Wright, 1984; Cromwell, Olsen, & Avary991; Macdonald & Gifford, 1989; Merry

1981; Rhodes & Conley, 1981The creation of strong social ties in a public setting is a
challenge in itself in a large urban city. Frequent park users must form effective social groups,
build a consensus on valuedarorms, monitor behavior of other park users and intervene in the
event of delinquent behaviqGreenbaum, 1982; Warren, 1981; Dubow & Emmons, 1981;
Taylor, 1988).By doing so, informal surveillance is formed, which is a key factor in the
development ofaial ties and in turn strengthens the community and lowers crimg Tatgsr,

1988).

Over ti me, soci al groups tend to identify
Think of your local bar or restaurant where a person (or maybe even yourdrimmng) has a
place that they sit every time they visit the locale. The same can be done in a park. One strategy
to encourage this type of visitation is to create a defensible space. A defensible space is a
technique in architecture that uses the physspalce and vegetation to influence patterns of
movement and contact with patrons of a lo¢dlewman, 1972)By naturally influencing social
behavior, frequent users will create bonds, and the creation of social ties to a location will
naturally begin. Other programs may be implemented to help speed up the social bonding
process, such as a community gardening program or an-ageajpk project, which allow park
goers a sense of ownership in the park, thus creating a territory in which the park goer will
bewmme invested and wish to protect. At the same time, social messages are sent to potential
criminals that the area is well maintained and under the oversight of ar(ldgesauer, 1995).
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Perceptions of Crime& Disorder

Criminal justice professionalsften measure safety and crime on what is happening, and not on
what is perceived to be happening. Subjective assessment is as important consideration when
working on creating a positive public space. Whether or not a place is actually safe, perceptions
of crime and disorder can impact behavior of prospective-gagks and cause them to not enter
areas that they associate with crime and individual (&thweitzer, Kim, & Mackin, 1999;
Wekerie & Whitzman, 1996; Koskela & Pain, 200@ne crime that can dstically diminish

positive perceptions is vandalism.

Vandalism and graffiti are minor crimes that can have a great impact on the perception of
a location. The broken windows theory argues that property that is left disorderly is more prone
to crime beause criminals see the area as being unmaintained and defiaéhliety & Coles,
1996; Sousa & Kelling, 2006If. the perception from criminals that crimes in the area will not be
challenged, they will more likely commit offenses in this area, deterrigptilic from using
the area(Schroeder & Anderson, 1984Research has suggested there existslationship
between lack of natural landscaping and vandaflsoo & Sullivan, 2001) Research completed
in a California community revealethat 90 percent ofoccurrences of graffiti or related
vandalism occurred in areas without natural landsca(8tagnen, 1993).

A study in Lowell, Massachusetts found similar results when comparing urban greening
to other types of community policin(Braga & Bond, 2008)Us ng a fAhot spot o
technique, researchers tested different respoa
time in controlled neighborhoods. Both standard and innovative practices were used, including
changes to the physical environmenaieas where call volume was high. These changes, which
were often related to urban greening, were more effective than misdemeanor arrests and
improving contact with social services. Often this included cleaning up vacant lots, which was
completed by orgamations designed to promote urban greening.

Positive Use of Greenery

The benefits of a naturally landscaped park have been identified and very well supported by
empirical evidence, but it is important to discuss how to use natural landscaping ptoperly
ensure park patron safety. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) is a
guideline used by law enforcement and urban planning offimathe design process of public
spaces(Crowe & Zahm, 1994)CPTED outlines proper environmental desas not only a
deterrent of crime, but also to reduce public fears of possible crime. They do this not by focusing
on the offender, as many criminologists have, but on the physical location and how it may
influence the behaviors of its patro@effery, 191).

In its original publication, CPTED did not consider natural elements, such as trees and
shrubbery, to create defensible space, but saw elements such as sidewalks andaporches
boundary markers for creating territori@effery, 1971)Studies havelown that vegetation that
is well maintained can also act as a boundary marker to discourage crimingClaatsihury,

1994; Brown & Bentley, 1993; Brown & Altman, 1983ot only can these defensible spaces
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create barriers to crime, but they can alsodpaople together in areas that would otherwise not
attract their attention, which in turn would deter crime.

Many studies regarding the use of vegetation in public spaces focus on their use in
landscaping in public housing. Extensive research notestheposi ti ve ef fects
of safety(Kuo, Bacaicoa, & Sullivan, 1998Residents also note less fear of crime when looking
at photographs and drawings of residential spaces that have more natural ve@dtesamn
1982; Brower, Dockett, & Tdor, 1983).A study conducted in Portland, Oregon examined the
effects of trees on both streets and residential(@tsovan & Prestemon, 201AResearchers
considered crime in three aggregates (all crime, violent crime, and property crime) as well as
looking specifically into burglary and vandalism. The study found that trees in the public right
of-way (such as on a city street or by a sidewalk) were associatied general reduction in
crime (Donovan & Prestemon, 2012).

When choosing the style of ldscaping, it is important to consider the safety of not only
patrons, but also of responding emergency personnel. Vegetation can be visually obstructive if
not planned correctly, which will decrease the safety of officers responding to reports of crime,
ard may have a deterrent effect on patrons of the public space, who may have concerns of safety
(Kaplan & Talbot, 1988)Most commonly associated with crime are densely wooded areas with
a dense understory. Two college campus studies found fear correldhidrees, shrubbery, and
walls that limit visibility and escape opportuniti€Bisher & Nasar, 1995; Nasar, fisher, &
Grannis, 1993)Similar results were reported in a study of 17 urban parks and recreation locales,
which also reported feeling more safe open areas of wefthaintained gras¢Schroeder &
Anderson, 1984)0Other studies reported similar findings, stating that public preference leans
towards more open green space, as opposed to enclosed green spaces which limit visibility and
the ability tohave an escape route; the greater the view distance, the more patrons felt safe
(Maas, et al., 2009; Braga & Bond, 2008; Fisher & Nasar, 1992).

When landscaping given areacanopy treg can be gowerful natural tooks vsual
preference in public spas increase with tree density, with the most densely planted settings
being of highest preferengelull & Harvey, 1989; Smardon, 1988; Kuo, Bacaicoa, & Sullivan,
1998). Canopy trees allow for this natural density without creating an understory that can
fadlitate criminal activity. This, along with a wethaintained understory, such as a manicured
grass, can allow for visibility on the ground and disallow concealment of criminal activities.

Suggestions Best Practices

Upon visiting Freeway Park, a qoe of areaswere immediately noticeable iwhich the
possibility of criminal activity was very conceivable. One of the na®as of conceris the

area on hollow squares thate artfully stacked to create a sort of functioning architecture.
Patrons wersitting on different levels of it and climbing on it, but it was very easy to see how a
criminal could use the area for crime due to its limited visibility. From a natural perspective,
there is very little vegetation that should bedusethis area. #orts to deter people from hiding

in these areas as well as committing crimes in these areas should focus on the use of lighting.
Often, people associate daylight with safety, and therefore associate fear of public spaces with
nighttime, or darkness. By illminating the hollow areas of the architecture, you are also
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illuminating the surrounding areas, as well as creating a visual centerpiece for the park that is
best viewed in the dark. Not only will this help illuminate the area and engage prospective park
goers, but it will also allow for identification of persons that may be attempting to hide within the
squares, due to the creating of their shadow on the architecture by the lights.

Another improvement that could be made to the park is the removal efstowy,
especially around walkways that are less open. By creating a grassy area, there will be less visual
obstruction and a greater sense of safety to those using theTamashould not be interpreted
as gutting the area of vegetation. Often, tlsaseen as the response to safety concerns, but
vegetation can be kept, managed, and maintained without safety being compromised. Neatness is
also paramount in a public area. When an area is maintained and well kept, a sense of pride is
shown and people Wikchoose to socialize in the area, which is also a deterrent of criminal
activity. The less trash, vandalism, and graffiti that is present on a daily basis, the more people
will be inclined to frequent an area, especially an inviting green space. Maicéenan be
accomplished through volunteer programs, such as an-ag@vk program, or a community
service initiative.

Overall, Freeway Park is on the right track to creating a great social atmosphere for its
patrons through urban greening. Small charogesd be made to help motivate the public to use
the space more often without fear of crime. These include the reduction of understory vegetation,
increased lighting in hidden areas, maintenance of architecture and landscaping and the use of
canopy treeso create an inviting, natural environmemdost initiatives can be completed with
minimal or no cost, thanks to the use of volunteer work. Other investments focus on the safety of
both the public and law enforcement officials, and therefore should lre ese@ positive
investment.

HOMELESSNESS IN FREEWAY PARK

Most research regarding homelessness in parks tells many stories about unsuccessful or
aggressive city initiatives as opposed to detailing what works with respect to homeless people
who occupy pblic spaces. The literature reviewed here was extracted from academic case
studies, masterods theses, policy and | egal re
shed light on this subject. An officer from the Seattle Police Department asasvekveral

student representatives from the Homeless Rights Advocacy Project at the Seattle University
School of Law were consulted in gathering information on the legal angerfavcement
perspectives upon homeless use of parks as well as the ptigatizbpublic space. While most

of these works point towards the failings of past policies, there is much to be done from an
organizational standpoint that can benefit homeless-gaeks. This section is included in this

literature review to provide ideaas to how vulnerable populations interact with the park space

from a broader organizational and selggal standpoint. Furthermore, its inclusion is not meant

to describe best practices to O6deal 6 widt h a t
their partners can do to affect change on behalf of those who use Freeway Park and want to see
improvements in the lives of both the homeless and the housed who inhabit the space. In order to
build suggestions for best practices, the issues inherentSe at t | eés social, pol
landscape will first be discussed.
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How Is The Park Used?

City parks have the potential to confer a variety of benefits to their users (Crewe, 2001; Dooling,
2009; Spier, 1994). For homeless users, city parksigeoshelter unencumbered by social
restrictions and allow users to interact with other diverse communities and individuals (Hodgetts
et al., 2008; Spier, 1994). Examining public libraries in New Zealand, Hodgetts et al. (2008)
gualitatively explored howdmeless men interacted with and benefitted from using the libraries.
This study followed in response to local media reports that brought attention to the plight of
housed patrons who claimed that they felt unsafe in the libraries as a result of honwgéss pe
using the library as well (Hodgetts et al., 2008). Having interviewed patrons of the library and in
conducting textual analyses on these media reports, researchers found that engagement and
inclusion in public spaces provided a sense of civic belgngm homeless library users
(Hodgetts et al., 2008). This research is important to the current context because parks, as a
public places, are a microcosm of <citizensd c

Likewise, parks remain positive gaes for activities such as peaceful demonstrations,
picnics and small familyriendly festivals for visitors (Porter, 2016). Nonetheless, Freeway Park
in particular has struggled with keeping criminal activity out of its bounds (Porter, 2016). Such
activity has, in recent years, been partially to blame for foot commuters bypassing the park
altogether and also for creating a lingering perception that the park is unsafe (personal
communication, February 22, 2016). Speaking with a Seattle Police offices @xeriences
with the park, he said that often, return customers who are using the park are chronically
homeless, most of them youth (under the age of 30) (personal communication, February 22,
2016) . While this refl ect selessnpepulationdreeeveay Rarkd i n g
appears to host a wide variety of people at different times of day; and for the chronically
homeless, oftentimes, how they interact with the park is contingent upon the challenges specific
to the space (Mendel, 2011; Spie®94).

Unique Challenges

Architectural anomalies aside, as a public space owned and maintained by the City of Seattle,
Freeway Park is subject to use by people of all backgrounds. However, increasingly, such public
places have become the subject of pavaiterests (Glyman, 2016). Business owners and
concerned citizens are beginning to act as the arbiters of public space, oftentimes rendering them
uninhabitable by homeless populations (Glyman, 2016). The role of the public and of city
officials in managigr publ i ¢c space is <critical when <con
homeless (Mitchel & Heynen, 2009). Demonstrative of this point, a study of Linear Park spaces

in Boston by Crewe (2001) found that the perceived benefits of park spaces were limited by
perceptions of park safety (among housed users) because such perceptions were largely tied to
the physical design of the park space. This makes the case for necessary structural changes to the
park in order to mitigate the effects of any perceived dargettse park. However, while this
research may provide city planners with a roadmap to best park design practices, it does so at the
exclusion of homeless narratives and also ignores their unique relationship to city parks (Mendel,
2011). As Seattle conties to gentrify and undergo a rapid period of expansion without
provisions of affordable housing, the ways in which homeless navigate public and private space
will be drastically affected (Mendel, 2011). Within the scope of organizations and social
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services, this necessarily means that some provisions such as food and housing will continue to
be sought outside the realm of socially and legatlgeptable modes (Mendel, 2011; Mitchel &
Heynen, 2009).

The Privatization of Public Space& the Criminalization of Homelessness

As previously mentioned and according to those exploring modern civility statutes, homeless
people occupy spaces in which they are no longer allowed to subsist (DeVerteuil, Mays & von
Mahs, 2009; Dooling, 2009; Glyman, 2016; Mitchell &yhen, 2009; Wilson, 2012). The
proliferation of ordinances discouraging-aiidlie behavior, the financial growth of business
improvement districts (BIDs), privatized security and increased surveillance have threatened the
freedom of use typically assated with occupation of the public realm (Mitchell & Heynen,
20009, Jaywor k, 2015, Mendel , 2011) . Whil e thi
channels, research that delves into privatization of public space reminds us that homelessness is
gengated from a complex nexus and in turn, generates responses by city agencies and partners
that are benevolent, punitive and sometimes ambivalent all at once (Glyman, 2016). DeVerteulil

et al . (2009) implore that nArapheirytathnomdnol
space and the banishment of homeless people from the city, we need instead to recognize the
increasingly complex, sometimes incoherent, geographies of homelessness evident in the
contemporary cityo ( ppcanadadxhtigal discblrse orehonmelessnmessd st
by reminding policy makers of the context in which failed and successful approaches to
homelessness have grown. This review will now illustrate the spectrum of responses to
homelessness as a social issue and ptteto fit Seattle within that spectrum.

In reviewing the literature on the social construction of homelessness, it is apparent that
the rhetoric behind homelessness has been largely punitive, leading researchers to overlook the
merits of successful paly implementation, and thus leading to biased research endeavors
(DeVerteuil et al., 2009). Quite simply, it is important to recognize the strides made by cities and
homeless people as a group in creating mutually beneficial progress (Baum, 2009; Diedterteui
al., 2009). Case studies of the United States indicate that perhaps nowhere is punitive rhetoric

and the spirit of ANot in my Backyardo (NI MBY
Phoeni x, Arizona. Tempeo6s litattg was abteso pasearsimand i t vy,
|l ie ordinance to fAclean upod their central bu

members of the same business community in tandem with city representatives in Tempe then
lodged a semsuccessful effort agnst a local emergency housing community for recovering
drug addicts located along a major thoroughfare of the city (Brinegar, 2000). Over time and after
prosecution of the shelter on zoning charges, the staff were forcedltoaate the space for a
different client base and were no longer permitted to serve clients in need of emergency housing.
In Phoenix, citybased shelters have, through selective zoning ordinances, been relegated to the
most impoverished and transitional areas of the city (Brine2@03). While this may be
convenient for access, it renders the homeless population in those areas invisilileateslthiat
population within ageography of maladaptive coping (especially for those with substance
addictions) (Brinegar, 2003; other).
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Sit & Lie Laws

Since 1993, Seattle has become the example for several other cities (especially in California, but
nati onwi de as well) in their implementation ¢
Cooter, Meanor & Soli, 2012). The ordinancshered in by city attorney Mark Sidran, was a
landmark for the city and was even upheld in the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals despite political
backlash (Knight, 2010). This ordinance mandated that from 7am to 9pm, those who are
sleeping, lying or otherwisstting on sidewalks within city limits are provided a verbal warning

from police before being issued a $50 citation (Knight, 2010). Research from Seattle
Universityés Homel ess Rights Advocacy Project
in pointing out that sit and lie laws effectively criminalize t@nductendemic to homelessness

while simultaneously maintaining legal legitimacy by not explictdygeting this population

(Glyman, 2016; Mendel, 2011; Selbin et al., 2012).

This paradox wa also exposed in a recent court c&l| v. The City of Bois€2013),
where several homeless plaintiffs sought appeal for arrest and citation for camping on city
streets. While few if any formal empirical literature assessing the efficacy of sit alavéie
exists, a mastero6s thesis by Liu (20Zks2u)ly i s on
approach to assess the success of sit and lie ordinances in San Francisco, a city whose own
policy was informed by that implemented in Seattle (Kni@t10; Liu, 2012). The author
reflects on a disparity in the counts of verbal and other concrete metrics against which the
success of sit and lie can be evaluated and ultimately found that a subset of homeless people in
San Francisco, while disagreeing lwthe content of the laws themselves, did not actively fight
against their enforcement in their daily activities (Liu, 2012). In essence, the laws themselves
work to displace, but are not seen by city partners or the homeless as a viable strategy worth
maintaining (Liu, 2012).

Similar battles for the public realm have been waged against behaviors such as eating and
sharing food in public (Mitchell & Heynen, 2009). In her study of the growth of the Food Not
Bombs movement in Ontario, Canada, Wilson (2012hts that the commodification of food
sources has effectively privatized the product and process of food gathering and consumption.
Food Not Bombs has been established on a national level and hosts several hundred chapters in
North America, providing doried, recycled and unused food stuffs to people from all
backgrounds across public spaces (Wilson, 2012). While the food itself is not necessarily
gourmet or organic, it provides basic sustenance among homeless people who may otherwise be
without food for bng periods of time or seeking food in dumpsters (Glyman, 2016; Wilson,
2012). Additionally, and using capitalism as a proxy for privatization policies, we can begin to
understand how the very basic needpaipleare becoming subject to privatization arwhtrol.
While Wilsonbds (2012) research is not specifi
another fitting example of disenfranchisement within the sphere of basic necessity.

Private Security & Sanitization of Space
Seattle, much like & Francisco, remains a prominent hub for the tech industry and has recently

undergone a period of unchecked development that has priced many out of the downtown areas.
In addition to steep gentrification and an increase in tourism in Seattle, Busingesdment

24



Districts (Bl Ds) have begun to hire fiambassad
the street in areas such as Pioneer Square or First Avenue to move along (Glyman, 2016). In San
Francisco, Googl ebs Dbi oighohpavate deauntyeandaekctigodaryt h e p
geography (Cutler, 2015). In the months to come, Seattle will come on board with a similar
devel opment ; Amazon will erect itsd own rendi
area (Cook, 2013). While these spa are meant to develop regions of the city for the better,
Dooling (2009) makes the case, in reviewing ecological gentrification, that the integration of
elements such as greenspace can still ignore the conceptualizations of home by the homeless.
This isespecially true when these spaces are designated in policy and devoid of any inclusion of
homeless people as inhabitants who may be present here (Cohen; Dooling, 2009)

Suggestions Best Practices

Seattle in particular is home to a burgeoning centwtrict with powerful Business
Improvement Districts (Glyman, 2016). While not historically allies of the homeless in Seattle,
these communities could prove to be helpful in aiding their homeless neighbors. Funds raised for
BIDs inside the city and surrading public parks and encampments could create a valuable
stake in the Seattle community, funding services and housing initiatives where the city might not.
In the Silicon Valley, a recent study assessing the efficacy of a hefirsingpproach concluded

that not only is providing housing a caffective measure for cities, but that it is viable long

term solution. AStarting in 2011, the Housing
with the local government and nonprofit groups took in 496 diess individuals in need.
Al together, 75 percent of participants remain

in Seattle could also take cues from Salt Lake City, where large donations from the Ladder Day
Saints community and local ngomofits there have helped to sustain permanent housing and on

site counseling for the formerly homeless (Fagan, 2014). As an ambitious alternative to many
other citiesd approaches, the housing provide
city digtinct from former homeless enclaves and the housing units themselves are livable (Fagan,
2014).

City government and, by extension, law enforcement can also take ownership for punitive
policies such as sit and lie ordinances and those that sanctiorulthe gonsumption and
di stribution of food. Seattleds City Council
Salt Lake by taking a more resolute, even aggressive position on addressing homelessness with
housing rather than providing empty rtwét and temporary solutions (Fagan, 2014; Glyman,
2016). While tent cities certainly function as such temporary solutions in Seattle, these will only
be useful if measures to move the chronically homeless into permanent housing can be acted
upon with conhuity by city officials, local business owners, and volunteers who work together
(Baum, 2009). Additionally, by increasing the visibility of community police officers doing
outreach to homeless populations Seattle Police Department, while they have Gomteol
over the laws they enforce, can still act in the best interest of the homeless populations they serve
(personal communication, February 22, 2016). Officers who patrol the Freeway Park area could
remove themselves from their patrol cars so asakeninroads with park users and construct an
image that is more hospitable to both the homeless and the housed of Freeway Park.
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Furthermore, policy makers, police agencies, and even security ambassadors should seek
more effective order maintenance thatnhore cooperative and distinct from broken windows
approaches (Hinkle & Weisburd, 2008). Such approaches to policing have been criticized in
recent decades, and ultimately laws based upon order maintenance often serve to reinforce the
basis for sit and étype policies that indirectly criminalize the behavior of the homeless and
increase fear of crime (Hinkle & Weisburd, 2008). Another group worth mentioning when
considering overhpunitive enforcement is homeless rights advocates, both affiliated and non
affiliated. These groups should remain mindful of the forums and with whom they engage so as
to make the most legitimate and effective statements to those who can affect change (Minnery,
2007).

Barnarddés (as <cited in Shafmrofzitheot il &ap a
which members of an organization or organizations are trusted to work together comes to
importance when considering collaborative partnerships on issues related to homelessness
(Rutherford, 2011). Differing interests have te et aside when considering the purpose and
ultimate purpose of public space as a public forum for people living small or large parts of their
Il i ves. The disorder and perceived | ack of i c
those who work annd Freeway Park are symptomatic of a larger problem (Selbin et al., 2012).

Only a single facet of this problem can be addressed at the park level by park rangers, police,
concerned citizens and city officials. Nevertheless and as Barnard (2013) maketheleaus

placed upon those in authority (i.e. who manage city policy) have a responsibility to elevate
other members with a vested interest in the Avelhg of homeless populations (Shafritz et al.,
2013). Part of what this means is a mobilizationxa$teng resources to bring various interests to

bear on this issue. Research from Baum (2009) that qualitatively assesses the success of the 10
year plan to end homelessness in the city of Portland indicates that the leverage of existing city
resources, ahby bringing the interests of different homeless populations (namely families) into
policy-making were among the most successful measures in creating mutually agreeable
solutions.

Seattle has yet to catch wup tosafprevidusr api d
homeless ordinances. As a city with the fourth largest homeless population of any other in the
United States, city officials and advocates have a responsibility to address this issue in a
responsible and sustainable manner (Jaywork, 2016YhEdiomeless of Freeway Park, while a
public park may not be ideally suited for people to live on a permanent basis, such spaces are
where the homeless seek respite from stressful daily lives. As such, housing as well as equal
access to services should made priorities such that this population is not made vulnerable to
violent crime, nor should their existence in public space be ignored.

DISCUSSION& RECOMMENDATIONS

An increase in pblic restrooms,the building of collaborative community partnersisip
implementingcrime reduction through natural landscaping, and addressing homelessness in
public spaces are the key aspects in pushing for Freewaydagkcast in a more positive light
While this reportdoes not provide an exhaustive list of potdrdieas for improvement within
Freeway Parkthe authorsfeel that these areas weparticularly salient for the city of Seattle
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Freeway Park is one of many beautifully constructed locations well worth visiting in downtown
Seattle, Washington and in arfcef to increase tourism, expand the reach oftbeefits of the

park, bring the community together, decrease crime, and address issues of homelessness there are
a number of recommendatignehich if implemented properlywill aid in Freeway Park
transitoning from simply a park in Seattle, to the tgebd, familyfriendly, center of downtown
Seattlewhile simultaneously aid in accessing permarsattitionsfor the homeless population

that is currently subjected to calling Freeway Park their home.

Public Restrooms Recommendations

In addressing the issue of public restrooms this research has pudeettal recommendations

for public restroom and hygiene facility establishments. First and foremost would be an increase
in available public restrooms, sewed by working with the homeless populations to collect
their feedback and opinions on which of their needs must be met and how to meet those needs.
The third recommendation comes in the form of implementing actions taken by other cities to
provide publicrestrooms and increase access to them as well as increasing access to the currently
availability of facilities. Community awareness must be raised on the issue of the insufficient
supply of public facilities and the benefits to be reaped from addingtiescito the city.
Additionally, a map of current facility locations as well as potential placements for future
facilities should accessible online for community input. Lastly, Seattle should adjust its
municipal codes regarding advertising in order tovalfor advertising on public restrooms in

order to cover the cost of said restrooms.

Collaborative Community Partnership Recommendations

Recommendations in regards to collaborative partnerships exist in many forms. First and
foremost,this research recomends that efforts be made to collect data regarding initiatives that
would be supported by the downtown community at large. This comes in the form of evaluating
the organizations interests. Simply put, Freeway Park would benefit from stronger coNaborati
partnership with the larger Seattle area businesses, universities, angrafinorganizations.

The data collected in the survey process would yield the necessary information for the Freeway
Park Association to be able to seek out the intereste@génat would make valuable partners.

Additional area of recommendations for Freeway Park colyeway of forming an
environment of collaboration within therganizations and théndividuals already working
within Freeway ParkBuilding collaborative pdnerships begmwith the primary organization
of concernconstructing a concept they wish to engagbefore moving ontdo buildinginter-
organizationalrelationships angbartnerships. Finallymeetings should be set up with various
institutions businasses, and organizatiomsand around the downtown area of Sedtilexpress
interest in establishing a collaborative partnership. Furthermore, information about the needs of
Freeway Park, as well as the potential benefits of partnering, should be dravidey and all
interested parties.
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Crime Reductionthrough Natural Landscaping Recommendations

In order to push for less crime and disorder within Freeway Park there are a number of
landscaping and lighting changes needédtese include the redueti of understory vegetation,
increased lighting in hidden areas, maintenance of architecture and landscaping and the use of
canopy trees to create an inviting, natural environment. There is a strong relationship between
natural landscaping and crime pretren, especially when looking at urban greenspaces. Natural
landscaping is safe for the public when correctly structured. The use of canopy trees and
manicured grass allow for greenspace, which still allowing for unobstructed views. In doing so,
common spees are created, which strengthen ties of the community at large and increases
informal surveillance. Crime is then deterred and a healthy common area is created.

Homelessness in Public Spaces Recommendations

Communities in the downtown Seattle arealdand should prove to be helpful in aiding their
homeless neighborsFFundraising for business improvement districts inside the city and
surrounding public parks and encampments could create a valuable stake in the Seattle
community, funding services, arftbusing initiatives where the city might fall shoRurther
recommendations come in the foom @fi t y Counci | a n dtakinghaemorda y or 0 ¢
aggressive position on addeing homelessness with housing, as many other cities in the nation
have donerather than empty rhetoric and temporary solutidasrthermore, ¥ increasing the
visibility of community police officers doing outreach to homeless populatfmSeattle Police
Departmentcan still act in the best interest of the homeless populatiogsstrgewhile still
maintaining order maintenandeast, but not least, the value of collaborative partnerships should
not be overlooked as this is a valuable tool for seeking out and establishing a permanent solution
within the community that benefits ayene.
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GROUPS WHO USETHE PARK & THEIR NEEDS

INTRODUCTION

This section deals primarilwith identifying the groups that use Freeway Pafldditionally
groupswere identifiedthat would use the park, but do not have sufficient needs met in order to
be able to use the park. This was doneriter to determine the overall makeup of the types of
individuals who currently use Freeway Park, whyythecess the park, and in what ways they
access the park.

Implementation of urban parks has beenimportant staple for citieslrbanization has
largely created a culture of disconnedthwnature in certain setting€ity parks help to repair
this detachment between the publamd the ecological environmeifihere is growing
recognition that exposure to parks has social, psychological, physicatpgnitive benefits to
citizens.These multifaceted benefits to humans, display the importancvisfghparks in urban
settings.Thefollowing text presents generaformation onwho uses the park, what theurrent
needs are in regards to the park, dnen recommendingmplementing changes in order to
satisfy these needs (Lin, Fuller, Bush, Gaston & Shanahan, 2014).

Overview

The objectivewithin this sectionwas to identify the specific groups that access Freeway Park
and address if their needs wéng adgquately met by the park systeithough likely not an
exhaustive list, te groups we identified that use the park: aesidents, seniors, tourists,
children, permit holding event coordinators, park rangers, law enforcement/security, dog owners
lunchtime goers, and buskerBhese groups were identified by contacting our given list of
Freeway Park Security Team members in order to generate list of groups who use the park.
Groups identified through this process were further investigated thraugmenity contacts

that wererepresentative of those groupée following sections breakdown the needs of each
respective group and gaps in services.

GROUPS WHO USE FREEWAY PARK
Residents

Residents are considered in this report to be those living siderial facilities, such as
apartments, in the slmunding area of Freeway Paflhe major needs identified for this group in
regards to park use were exercise, pet friendliness, family friendliness, safety, and cleanliness.

Residents are noticed to dneent the park in order to partake in physical agtigitd to
access downtown aredsw levels of physical activity, suctsavalking, are the most common.
A large portion of residents own dogs and access Freew&yirParder to walk their dogg.he
park is considered to serve this purpose for residents, but could always be impritivesth
addition of a dog parkreeway Park was not attributed to being highly farfriendly. Aspects
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that disinclined parents from bringing their children to the parlkuded lack of a playground
and safety concerns from presence of homeless and drug using individuals.

The major concerns mentioned involved perceptions of safety, with homeless and drug
userpopulations being the higheBtresence of these populations inplaek was attributed to not
only some residents not feeling comfortable accessing the park, but deterring potential residents
from pursuing leasing in the arda. conjunction with safety needs, cleanliness within the park
could be improved with an increas trash and needle disposal.

Points of Contact:
Elektra Condominiums
206-6245600
elektrafrontdesk@hotmail.com

Cielo
206-209-0307
Chea.morgan@berkshirecommunity.com

Lowell Emerson
206-682-1667
Lowell@metmgmt.net

Seniors

Seniors were defined as elderly users of the park that gesrerally over the age of 65hey
someti mes overl| apped with the group referred
retired residential facilities surrounding the park.sTgroup was given its own section because

of differing needs that were identifie@ihe major needs identified for this group in regards to

park use were accessibility, exercise, safety, maintenance upkeep, and visual appeal.

Accessibility was identifieds a positive of Freeway Parany residents will engage in
walks around the park and the high amounts of hard surface walkweay®rzducive for this
purpose.lt was also mentioned that the seniors prefer visually appealing gcevigke they
stroll thepark.This was seen to be a need that Freeway Park was able to meet by their success in
planting greenery around the groundé&sual appearances could be improved, however, with
increased attention paid to cleaning graffiti.

The major concerns identifiefbr seniors were also safety, but more Ilagntoward
maintenance upkeepThey included increased visibility and lighting at night and staff
maintaining repairs around the parkice as cracks in the sidewaldomeless and drug user
populations were not peeived as a high concern because most seniors would not be walking
around at night.

Points of Contact:

Horizon House
206-624-3700
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Exeter House
206-6221300
eferrante @exeterhouse.org

Tourists

Tourists wee identified as visitors to the Seattle area and hotels were considered to be an
adequate point of contact due toithateractions with touristsHotels will often temporarily
house tourists, especially at peak tourisason times in warmer weath8ihe major needs
identified for this group in regards to park use were exercise, pet friendliness, and participation
in unique activities or events.

Hotels in the area that are pet friendly tend to recomnfreeeway Park to their guests.
As far as guests whaesired higher level exercise (running), they are typically referred to other
parks seen to possess better quality scenery and running paths, such as Myrtle Edwards Park.

The most prominent need of the average tourist involves participation in locas,event
sights, and activite that are unique to the areRistributing advertisements in hotels of
functions occurring within the park is crucial in order to increase involvement froffooals.

Points of Contact
Hilton Seattle
206-624-0500
Concierge.seddé@gmail.com
Crowne Plaza
206-464-1980
tkeiser@cphotelseattle.com

Children

This group was defined as children who attend Green Tree Early Childhood Center. The
Center has children between the ages of 8 weeks and 6 years old. The Center, divided into five
ageappropriate classrooms, is located at 1200 6th Avenue, adjacent to Freeway Park.

The children use the park yeaund, weather permitting. The kids are always under
adult supervision when utilizing the park. In addition, the Center has instituteduaity
protocol that must be followed anytime a classroom wishes to use the park. This includes a
Asecurity sweepoO of the park areas adjacent
conducted by the Federal Protective Service (FPS), but oftenitimetne by General Services
Admini strationbés (GSA) contract security offi
to all federal employees/contractors and their dependents who utilize the Park Place Building. A
GSA guard remains outside withe classroom during any playtime. The children bring various
toys from the daycare outside to the park, they do some exploring, and they play games that
involve physical activity.
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Based on the conversation withaelemgnkeaycar e
The Director did not have any outright complaints. They were labeled more as safety/security
concerns. Thus, the security sweep. Other concerns voiced included children coming upon drug
paraphernalia, witnessing people involved in unsawmtg, and other general safety concerns
related to the layout/structure/architecture of the park itself. Lastly, the daycare did not have any
Ahorror storieso related to using the park.

Point of contact
Cathy Prygrocki, Director
Green Tree Early Childloal Center
Phone # (206) 558212

Law Enforcement (Park Rangers)

This group was defined as uniform personnel tasked with the overall security/safety and
upkeep/maintenance of FWP. These personnel would not be recreational/leisurely users of the
park. Mostwould utilize the park as part of their job tasking.

A request for this information from Seattle Parks & Rec was not fulfilled. Future research
would benefit from this information.

Point of contact
Seattle Parks & Rec, Security
Phone #: 206847088
Email: park.rangers@seattle.gov

Law Enforcement (SPD)

This group was defined as the Seattle Police Department (SPD). While not a true user (recreation

or leisure) of the park, SPD is tasked with respondingatts dor service at Freeway Park.
Simply put, they fAworkod there on a very frequ
a stakeholder linked to FWP.

Officers do not use the park during work breaks. Policing is not conducive to such a
scenario. ldwever, SPD did have this to say when asked about FWP:

fi P r EWP:has a relatively low volume of police calls comparethany other downtown parks.

FWP is well supported by the commtniand immediate stakeholder&WP is well

maintained/supported by Rarstaff and the Park Range@ons:FWP is a CPTED nightmare and

very difficult to patrol fo the standard patrol officeAnd, like many parts of the City, low level

infraction and crimes are undexported which give the illusiorhat there are no isssighere.

FWP has an undeserved reputation of being fAunsafe. o

I n my opinion, the CPTED issues have been addresse,
space andeneral layout of the parkinderreporting is a common issue citywide, and we continue

to put efforts toward public edutian to encouraging reportind.he reputation issue is primarily

why SU has become involved. 0
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Point(s) of contact
Officer Sam Cook
Seattle Police Department
Phone #: (206) 388056
Email: samuel.cook@seattle.gov

Law Enforcement (FPS)

This group was defined as the Federal Protective Service (FPS). While not a true user (recreation

or leisure) of the park, FPS is tasked with responding to calls for service at the Park Place
Building & Freeway Par kre onSa verp fregquenp hasis, It mai leey i w
better to view FPS as more of a stakeholder linked to FWP. FPS works in conjunction with the
GSA contract guards present at Park Place.

The request for this information from FPS was not fulfilled. Future researcld Wwenefit from
this information.

Point(s) of contact
Federal Protective Services, EPA 10 Building
Phone #: 20@220-6635

Security (WSCC Security Director)

This group was defined as uniform personnel tasked with the overall security/safety of buildings
adjacent to FWP. Some of these personnel would be recreational/leisurely users of the park,
however most would utilize the park as part of their job tasking.

AFrom a security perspective there are |little posi
are no homeless, it is a pristine location. Unfortunately, there are few times that you can enter the

park and not be bombarded with the homeless staring as you walk by, asking for money or see

needles lying on the ground. The homeless use the waterefdatbathe in. Someone put up a

chalk board for people walking through the park to leave messages or draw pictures, the homeless

saw it and began writing foul language, drawing various body parts and people in various sexual

acts. We have an elevator tlmit patrons of our garage can use with the card and the homeless

urinate and defecate and smear it on the card reader and elevator doors. There was a bathroom in

the park that was taken over by the homeless and destroyed on a daily basis and fingdlwshut

when a murder was committed inside.

It appears to me whatever anyone tries to do better in the park it is destroyed by the homeless who
live in the park. | do not think that without 24 hour police presence it will ever change. It is a
neverending aray of homeless and the little that the park rangers can/will do is soon negated by
the homeless. | applaud your effort but when you live/work around the park you see it on a daily
basis. o

Point of contact
Donald Lane, Security Manager
Washington Stat€onvention Center
Phone #: 206945027
Email: donald.lane@wscc.com
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Security (Stakeholder Security)

This group was defined as uniform personnel tasked with the overall security/safety of building
tenants adjacent to FWP. Some of these personnel woulecteational/leisurely users of the
park. Most would utilize the park as part of their job tasking.

ARegarding the questions on the negatives and pos
comments as the Directof 8ecurity for the propertieShe WAHd di ngs Security Team do
work in the park. ltds actually not part of our pro
Buildings (One Union Square, Two Wm Square and Park Plac&s well Park Place having a

federal day care on the park lewdhich borders our property and all of their usages whether it is

recreational or just passing tlugh going to work or leavin@ur biggest job is being proactive on

reporting anything we might see as well as reporting to the proper authorities anytmcde

tenants or visitors report to us and follow up with them. | hope this helps yfam as our roll

with the Park.As a neighbor of the Park of course being concerned about the security for our

people we are members of the Freeway Park Security Téam

Point of contact
Barry Schrudder, Security Director
Park Place (Washington Holdings)
Phone #: 206847088
Email: bschrudder@waholdings.com

Security (Virginia Mason)

This group was defined as uniform personnel tasked with the overall securityfsfabeiiding

tenants adjacent to FWP. Some of these personnel would be recreational/leisurely users of the
park. Most would utilize the park as part of their job tasking. This group is a bit unique because

t he stakehol der so C u s t-uniloemeds $tadf | utilizenthesparkam a we | |
recreational or leisurely manner.

All subcategories within this group utilize the park in either a recreational or leisurely
manner. Virginia Mason employs approximately 20 uniformed unarmed security guards in the
Fir st Hi | | communi ty. The Security Director di
some fieyesoreso This particular stakeholder n
the number one deterrent to maximizing the use of the park.

There wa discussion of a particular parking garagd® @ Seneca?) within FWP
footprint. The talking points were centered around a lack of security, emphasizing the absence of
security technology. He claimed straight enforcement action was not working. There was
discussion and he advocated for a multipronged approach. He advocated for police, social
services, and park rangers to work digeside in order to deter and prevent illicit activities from
transpiring on FWP grounds. This included physical modificatippggades to the area if
deemed necessary. As a side note, he indicated he would not have his family walk through the
park unaccompanied.

Point of contact
Landon Le Blanc, Director
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Virginia Mason (Security & Logistics)
Phone #: 206.341.1498
Email: landoneblanc@virginiamason.org

Washington State Convention Center Goers

This group was defined as employees or convention event goers that utilize the park in any way
that is related to their involvement with the Washington State Convention Center.

The Wasington State Convention Center (WSCC) does encourage the use of Freeway
Park by event goers and employees within the building use Freeway Park. It was brought to our
attention that often individuals or groups that stay in hotels to the south of the WasiState
Convention Center are encouraged to, and often do, use Freeway Park as a walking path to the
WSCC. Additionally, employees often use the park as a walking path to and from work. In this
context we can see that using the park as a walking pethrently preferable to circumventing
the park to reach the WSCC. The WSCC point of contact did not cite any specific instances
where the WSCC holds events in the park or uses the park as a location for meetings, they did
say that the WSCC does encouragmiyees and visitors to the Center to utilize Freeway Park.

Point of Contact:
Washington State Convention Center
(206) 6945000

Official Permit Based Event Coordinators

This group is defined as any organization or individual that goes through thial gficmit
process to hold sanctioned events at the park.

It was brought to our attention that a single individual in parks was the point of contact
for all individuals looking to set up a permit to hold an event in Freeway Park. Therefore, a need
currenty identified is communication with the specific Park Ranger assigned to handle Freeway
Park permits. In future research, further information on the permitting process and the reasons
why groups choose to use Freeway Park would be useful.

Point of Contact
Seattle Downtown Parks Dept
206-6847710

Homeless / Campers / Narcotics Distribution or Use

Drug Users / Homeless group is defined for this project as including any individual who uses the
park for use or sale of controlled substances, or an indiwcdh@is using the park for shelter.

Needs identified in this group that are satisfied by conditions in Freeway Park include the

leniency of camping on city property (compared to camping on private property) and the
seclusion offered by the structures loé tpark. This is an issue that perhaps developed from the
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concept of Freeway Parkods structur al de-sign b
privateo meeting spaces for individuals to us
spacemay be (Bonjukian, 2016).

Point of Contact:
SPD Community Police Team (West Precinct)
(206) 6848996

GROUPS THAT COULD USE FREEWAY PARK
Food Trucks

Food trucks are a group that includes any food vendor that operates out of a mobile truck. Needs
for this group include access to the park, or adjacent street spaces. Additionally, a restroom
within the allotted distance to the food truck must be made available for the employees in
accordance with the AUse of Resntamamea.md documen

Access into the parkoés | ower plaza is not
to make space available on the streets surrounding the park. If arrangements were made to allow
for parking either on the street or in the park proper, foadks could activate the area.
Additionally, Freeway Park does not currently have an available restroom to satisfy the needs of

the AUse of Restroomo agreement . I f this need
owners and operators making resims available or if the city rebuilt the restroom facility that is
currently closed, fAiUse of Restroomo agreement

Future Point of Contact:
SeattleFoodTruck.com
seattlefoodtruck@agmail.com

Restaurateurs

Restaurateurar e a group t hat i ncludes individuals
restaurants.

Needs for this group in relation to Freeway Park are of a wide variety and more complex
than the needs of the Food Truck group. Bileoning to allow the park to be commercialized,
signing a lease agreement drawn up between the private restaurateur and the city to utilize city
property, and adding utilities to the park to facilitate the running of the restaurant.

However, if these rexls were met, the park space could be activated by the addition of a
restaurant space in the area of the park that currently houses the closed bathroom.

Future Points of Contact:

Monica Hollar, Area Coordinator, Seattle Restaurant Alliance
(206) 8510971
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monicah@warestaurant.org

Cathy Fox, Area Coordinator, Seattle Restaurant Alliance
(206) 2771586
cathyf@warestaurant.org

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
MacArthur Park

As a point of reference, we reviewed a study done on MacArthur Park in Los Angeles and
compared t s 6 swthttheaomeiabFneeway ParlacArthur Park was known to struggle

with openair drug marketbh et ween t he 1 9I8 DeSpsnseatm tthis i4s9e9 hed s .
Alvarado Corridor Initiative was coined in order to combat crand disorder withirthe park.

Public perceptions of the park tended to be negative regardihgphgsical and social aspects.
Physical elements that were attributed to deterioration within MacArthur Park were graffiti,
cleanliness, and poonaintenance repair$n addition b these conditions, social deterioration

was perceived by the public due to the presence of drug users and homeless populations. Initial
attempts by law enforcement to address problems with campers and drug usersfieeteée
Increased patrols and sggs conducted had little long term impact oansient or criminal
activity. The park status would subsequently revert back to a disorderly manner and enforcement
efforts were shown to be obsolete (Sousa & Kelling, 2010).

The Alvarado Corridor Initiative targeted decreasing lower level offences by
implementing a multitude ofrpjects to occur concurrentlifhese projects included, increased
permanently park stationed officers; specialized units tasked to addresses counterfeit
identification trade and und®sver narcotic operations; installation of CCTV; more signage of
rules; focused maintenance efforts on litter and graffiti; putting in double the amount of lighting
fixtures; regular forestry trimming to decrease hiding places, and improved inclusion of
community programming and eventgrollowing the initiative, community stakeholders
perceived many o fprobldme to have keéns solyeRersistingocorserns
involved improving the parks previously negative reputatinen with noticeably deeased
crime, additional efforts needed to be implemented in order to combat the overarching stigma
against the park (Sousa & Kelling, 2010).

Although MacArthur Park differs from Freeway Park in size and features, their initiative
to decrease criminal ardeviant behavior was perceived as successful and should be considered
by other urban parks to address mnng perceived safety needss cited by MacArthur Park,
attention of public perception and stigma should be taken seriously and addressed ino order t
gain favor and continued use from citizens (Sousa & Kelling, 2010).

Klyde-Warren Park
An exampl e of a mod e r-WarrenrPark was opehedpna201R with a bidh e K |

community effort to have the park turn into a value to the community,fboihdividuals who
reside or work in the community and for people visiting the park. The park is designed as an
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open and visible space, with access available along each side of the park with signature entrances
on opposing corners. Klye/arren park is 2 acres large, making it a comparable sized park to
Freeway Park. However, as Klydéarren park is flat and rectangular in shape and Freeway
Park is neither of those things, the comparison to be made in terms of size may be limited
(Taylor, 2013).

KlydeWar ren Par kdés design and management i mp
a few community and private sources. The idea for the park started in 2002, with real estate
agent John Zogg. In 2004, John Zogg had formed the Woodall Rodgers Parks Fouhdation t
gathered about half of the $110 million required for the project, with roughly the other half
coming from public sources. As the project mo
Bierderman Redevelopment Ventures was involved in program desigctivate the park, as
well as the structure of the organization to be put in place to manage the park, including park
revenue and and governance recommendations.(Taylor, 2013).

As it stands now, the park has a dedicated team that oversees the rekatpdrk, as
well as the twin restaurants, Savor Gastropub and Relish, that take up the center of the park.
Additionally, there is street space allocated for a large number of food trucks to provide their
services to individuals accessing the park. Theglel has shown to provide a stable and active
base of activity in the park in order to continue to have individuals access the park regularly,
with means by which the park can generate revenue in order {susédin maintenance and
improvement projectéTaylor, 2013).

Moving Forward

It is recommended that Freeway Patakeholders and decision makemddress the issues
currently at play by adopting strategies presented in the restoration project in the MacArthur Park
in Los Angeles, CA and the revengenerating model presented in the Kiwarren Park

design in Dallas, TX. With a large and more concerted city effort to first address the cleanliness
needs in the park, the door can be opened to then establish a formal management organization
with funding available to engage the community, and visitors to the space, more aggressively and
consistently with activities and events in the park. That foangdnization can also themork

with the food truck and restaurateur communities to establish ghesence irthe park and
adjacent areas. Freeway Park can move into a model that establishes attractions that draw
individuals nto the park while also proviag the means by which to better maintain and enhance

the park continuing into the future.
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MEASURING THE COLLABORATIVE CAPACITY OF THE FPST

INTRODUCTION

Jim Ellis Freeway Park was established in 1976 with the vision that it would become a green,
urban oasis, a place where residents, shoppers, and workers could take refuge ffash th

paced streets of downtown Seattle. It was hoped that the city park would not only be a retreat for
individuals, but would also promote a sense of community by giving local businesses and city
neighbors the opportunity to interact in social eventd activities. Unfortunately, for many

Seattle residents, this is not the image that comes to mind when asked about Freeway Park. The
park has become synonymous with criminal activity, homelessness, and drug use as a result of
highly publicized accounts of i ol ence and gener al negl ect of
reality, or perhaps the perception, that the park is unsafe has decreased legitimate use of the
space, even during the daytime.

In an attempt to revitalize the park and its reputation, concesoeununity members
have joined local businesses and state employees to form the Freeway Park Security Team
(FPST). The group meets to strategize about ways to address security concerns and encourage
|l egitimate activity in tdHie Waekh fhaediwitm
probl emso FreewayaPpaktnerehpebsenol hgporatiywv
to enable productive utilization of limited resources through interagency cooperation and
coordination. Building social suppostrengthens shoterm and longerm problem solving,
which can help identify areas amenable to solutions in order to coordinate efforts to increase

park safety, perceptions of safety, and park
level of @operation, communication, and collaboration leads to increased levels of effectiveness
and efficiency at the system |l evel o (Collins,

The FPST is passionate about and driven in their work, but recognize that, even though
some progress has dée made, they need help identifying the factors preventing them from
accomplishing the reall changes t hat t hey h a
collaborative capacity is crucial to this process angravided by this report. Aftesituating
collaborative capacity within the larger literature, the report moves to a discussion of the survey
administered to the FPST in order to anal yz
coll aborative capacity. Bas ed constructs ltcamprisilmga moé s
collaborative capacity, recommendations are then provided.

COLLABORATIVE CAPACITY

Within the literature on public and private governing structures, scholars and practitioners
increasingly recognize the potential of networks dvaditional stovepiped problem solving as

a means of addressing fAwicked problems, 0 sha
goals. The inadequacy of traditional probisoiving systems has highlighted the need for
interagency collaboration andiibding of better collaborative problesolving capacity (Weber

& Khademian, 2008b). The dynamics associated with wicked problems illustrate why networks
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are much better suited to their management. First, wicked problems are unstructured, meaning
causes aheffects are very difficult to establish. Shrouded in complexity and uncertainty, wicked
problems provoke conflict as little consensus on definitions or solutions exist. Second, wicked
probl ems are crosscutting, meamnherg prhelyl eamseo Nl
across multiple policy domains and levels of government (Weber & Khademian, 2008b: 336).

And last, wicked problems are relentless; they cannot be solved once and for all (Weber &
Khademian, 2008b).

As potential solutions to widd problems necessitate resources beyond that of any
individual, group, or agency, the complexity
interdependencyi into reliance on others whose collaboration is essential rablgm
ma n a g e Meeber, oLovrich & Gaffney, 2007: 197). The concepts aktworks and
collaborative capacityare thus inherent to any analysis of wicked problems (Collins, 2011).

Net works may be defined as fAstructures of i n
( O6 T o o l: 45). Diski&¥9ng the benefits of networks, Collins (2011) notes their flexibility,
resourcefulness, and capacity for learning and disseminating information, as well as their
collective ability to accomplish complex tasks.

While networks may emerge in a mplicity of contexts, in order for networks to be
successful or effective, sustained sharid longterm problerasolving ability, or collaborative
capacity, mat be present (Collins, 201ollaborative capacity refers to the process of building
and mantaining social support (Collins, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008b; Weber, Lovrich, &
Gaffney, 2007). As a type of network building
of services across agencies and the incorporation of new informationrketwto inter and
intraor gani zati onal operationso (Collins, 2011:
agreed that there are three basic ingredients to building collaborative capacity: (1) shared
problemrelevant knowledge and informatiawithin the network; (2) integration of knowledge
into practice within the network; and (3) for the sharing and integration of knowledge to occur,
trusting relationships between network members must be developed and sustained over time
(Collins, 2011; Webr & Khademian, 2008b). Institutionalization of these supportive processes
allow collaborative capacity to exist, enabling the probsatving ability, both longand shor
term, of inter and intraorganizational partners associated with the collaboraiargnership
(Collins, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008b).

Building and maintaining collaborative capacity is critical to ensuring-teng problem
solving success (Weber, Lovrich, Gaffney, 2007). The engagement of convbaség groups,
businesses, localgencies, and residents in the collaborative partnership that is the Freeway Park
Security Team is not about inviting partners to work towards -@@erminednitiative: fiRather
it is about urging collaboration to take on a process that engages allensembdentifying
common issues, shared problems, and consensual goals and mobilizes resources and prioritizes
problems, and implements strategies which reflect synergies of creative ttaodgtoordinated
c ommo n (kifcdlng 200804).

Strong leadrship, open mindsets, flexibility, availability, and constructive feedback are

all qualities that the inteland intraorganizational partners should strive for. These qualities can
help facilitate cohesive bonding, which will result in stronger and mm@@ningful partnerships.
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Furthermore, empirical research finds that higher levels of cooperation, communication, and
collaboration are more effective and efficient in addressing complex problems (Collins, 2011,
Brown, Harris, & Russel, 2010; Lincoln, 2008/eber, Lovrich, & Gaffney, 2007).

In addition to building rapport amongst community partnidison (2014) highlightgive
key principles that outline the importance and the purpose of collaborative capacity. This first
reason is selhwareness. Collabating with others challeg you to express and defigeur
own strengths and weakness®¢hen an organizatiors familiar with its ownstrengtls and
weaknessest wi | | know when to ask for hel p. The se¢
problem solvinghappens when you combine resources in talent, experience, finances and
inffrast ruct ur e, 0 6] WsingresourcesZc@nicate market increases amkrgize
the connection with the community. The third reason is creative abrasion. This meagsct
positive any negative aspects by using themmamplementhe current situation. This leads to
the fourth reason, taking a long viesn organization needs to take a long look at what may not
have worked with a certain partner. Addregsthe failues may help to transform the
partnership into a successhe fifth reason why collaboratiois importantis that it fosters
| ear nach gme yduefirm collaborates with others you optimize the capacity of your
associates to extend beyond their comtarte, grow, and in turn, stretch theundaries of the
organizatioo ( Ni xon6). 2014, p.

These five elements of collaborative capaecitg relevant to thEPST. There islways
room for growth, improvement, and expansion, but to achieve those goad| thke a
collective effort. Solving thevicked problemsfaced byFreeway Park is not an overnight task
nor an issue one organization can solve alone. The park rangers, police, federal protective
services, community residents, and business owners dyroetiaborate to make the park safe
for activity. A public space, such as Freeway Park can be a positive focal point of a
neighborhood with the help of partnerships. Collectively, organizations can map out central
problems and together groupsncexecuteplans and solutiondncluding other businesses and
organizations allows for a variety of ideas and resourhat ¢an benefit the park ands it
occupants.

METHODOLOGY
Survey Conceptst Results

To analyze the strengths and weaknesses surroundinglidieocative capacity of the FPST, a

survey (see Appendix A for complete survey) was sent out via email P& members

(N=19). The survey that was utilized was first developed by Lincoln (2008) in an examination of
multi-agency collaborative processts address domestic violence in Spokane, Washington.

Also examining collaborative capacity building, Collins (2011) used the same survey and
framework to identify successful coll aboratiwv
on Substance Abuse dention and Treatment (ICSA). For the purposes of investigating the
quality and nature of collaborative interactions among FPST members, this research uses
Collinsdé (2011) adapted survey instrument.
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The FPST is comprised of members from federal, staie,|@cal agencies, as well as
members from the community at large, totaling 19 individuals. All 19 were confirmed as
participants and so the survey was sent out electronically to the entire team (N=19). The survey
was sent out in migrebruary, with 3 foll-up/reminder emails sent out. A total dfstirveys
were completed, resulting in a 37% response rate.

Question Item Sets

Using the framework provided by Lincoln (2008) and Collins (2011), the survey is comprised of

ten sections that ask questions abthé various characteristics of the FPST collaborative
partnership. Each of these sections agse$sh e under !l ying | atent co
coll aboration its unique advantageo (Lincol n,
measuring benefitsSgction VIII) and drawbacks (Section 1X), which used a nominal (yes/no)

scale, allowed Likertype scale responses. Following is a discussion of these ten latent
constructs, their measuremerangd descriptives for each item.

Section Ii Synergy:The first set of questions (Q1Q6) asked respondents to reflect upon the
synergy of the FPST, or the perceived gains attributed to the collaborative efforts of FPST

me mber s . Prefaced wi t h t he statement: AThr o
respondentsotrate how well the item was achieved.

Table 1 Set 1 - Synergy Items Descriptives
Survey ltems N Mean SD

***Through working together, how well were these team members able to...

Identify new and creative ways to solve problems? 9 2.78 0.833
Include the views and priorities of the people affected by the FPST's work? 9 2.67 0.707
Develop goals that are widely understood and supported among the team? 9 2.78 1.093
Identify how different services and programs in the community relate to the 9 311 0.782
problems the FPST is trying to address? ' o '

Implement strategies that are most likely to work? 9 3.44 0.726

Reported on a-point Likerttype scale ranging frorh=Extremely welko 5=Not well at
all, lower means indicate a more positive perception of FPST synergy. With regards to being
able to identify new and creatiweays to solve problems, include views and priorities of those
affected by the FPST6s wor k, and devel op wide
measured between the Avery wello (2) and fAmod
able toidentify relevant community services and program and implement workable strategies,
the average measured between fAimoderately well

Section IIT Formal and informal FPST leadershigihe second set of questions (Q115)
askedrespondents to assess the effectiveness of FPST leaderdteg areas of partnership,
such as communication, conflict resolution, and motivation.

! Nine individuals started the survey, but only 7 complébedentire survey.
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Table 1.2 Set 2 - Leadership Item Descriptives

Survey Items N Mean SD
Helping the FPST be creative and look at things differently. 8 2.50 1.195
Taking responsibility for the FPST. 8 2.25 1.035
Inspiring or motivating members involved in the FPST. 8 3.13 1.356
Communicating the vision of the FPST. 8 2.63 0916
Creating an environment where differences of opinion can be voiced. 8 2.00 0.756
Resolving conflict among team members. 6 233 1.033
Combining the perspectives, resources, and skills of team members. 8 2.50 0.926
Clearly defining the roles and expectations of team members. 8 275 1.389

Reported on a -point Likerttype scale ranging fromd=Excellentto 5=Poor, lower
means indicate a morpositive perception of FPST leadership. FPST leadership was rated
strongest in its ability to create environments open to differences of opinion, with this item

measuring at Avery goodo (2). FPST | eayder shi |
combine perspectives, resources, and skills of all team members, communicate the vision of
FPST, and clearly define roles and expectatio

(3). The ability to inspire and motivate members eggblve confictme asur ed bet ween
(3) and Aafairo (4).

Section IlIi Efficiency in the use of FPST resourcéke third set of questions (Q1&19) asks
respondents to consider how well the FPST utilizes their pooled resources. The first question
aimed to asses®lective use of financial resources while the second question inquired about the
partner-lsihmgpgdsesmur ces, defined as fAskill s, e
influence, etc.0 (Collins, 2011th&87f)eambhe t ihin

Table 1.3 Set 3 - Efficient Use of Resources Item Descriptives

Survey ltems N Mean SD
***Please choose the statement that best describes how the FPST...
Uses the team's financial resources. 8 3.50 1.414
Uses the team's in-kind resources (e.g. skills, expertise, information, data, 8 7 88 1246
connections, influence, space, equipment, goods).
Uses the team's time. 8 2.88 1.246

Reported on a -point Likerttype scale ranging from=Excellentto 5=Poor, lower
means indicate a more efficient use of FPST resouttese o f t hkiand reseuaceséasd i n
ti me measured between fiveroffingnoia tesource2hoween d A g
measured between figoodo (3) and dAafairo (4).

Section Vi FPST administration and managememhe fourth set of questions (Q20Q24)

aimed to assess FPST management 6s ability t
included organizing meetings and projects, coordinating communication among team members,
preparing informative materials, and minimizing barriers to participation.
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Table 1.4 Set 4 Administration & Management Item Descriptives

Survey Items N Mean SD
Coordinating communication among FPST team members. 8 2.25 1.165
Organizing team activities, including meetings and projects. 8 2.38 1.188
Preparing materials that inform the team and help them make timely - 229 1113
decisions. )
Minimizing the barriers to participation in the FPST's meetings and q 263 1302
activities 3 i

Reported on a -point Likerttype scale ranging from=Excellentto 5=Poor, lower
means idicate a more positive perception of FPST administration and management practices.
Al | items measured between fivery goodo (2) an

Section M FPST use of nefinancial resourcesThe fifth set of questions (Q25Q31) aimed to
assess the dege to which the FPST has access to thefmamcial resources that are needed for
an organization to function effectively. Examples included skills and expertise, data and

information, connections, legitimacy and credibility, and influence and abilityritmy people
together

Table 1.5 Set 5 - Non-Financial Resources Item Descriptives

Survey ltems N Mean SD

Skills and expertise 8 2.50 0.535
Data and information 8 3.13 1.126
Connections to target populations. 7 3.29 0.488
Connections to political decision-makers, government agencies, other - 314 0.900
organizations and/or groups. 5% 2

Legitimacy and credibility. 8 2.75 0.886
Influence and ability to bring people together for meetings and activities. 8 2.50 1.309

Reported on a-point Likerttype scale ranging froh=All of what it need$o 5=None of
what it needslower means indicate the perception that FPST has the needed access to non
financial resources. Skills and expertise, influeacel ability to bring people together, and

|l egitimacy and credibility measured between 0
needso (3). D at eonnextioms toi polfticalr decisiemakens, government

agencies, other groups/organipat, and target populations measured betiiesnro me of what
needso (3) and fAal most none of what it needsbo

Section VI Use of FPST financial and other capital resourceéle sixth set of questions (Q32
- Q35) aimed to assess the degree to whiehRRST has the financial resources it needs to
function effectively. Examples included money, space, and equipment.

Reported on a-point Likerttype scale ranging frorh=All of what it need$o 5=None of

what it needslower means indicate the perceptithat FPST has the needed access to financial
resourcesAccess to space mefavhaned tb eiteevadessro A M@gstand

50



Table 1.6 Set 6 - Financial Resources Item Descriptives

Survey Items N Mean SD
Money. 7 3.86 1.069
Space. 4 1.75 0.957
Equipment, goods, and services. -4 2.50 0.577
needso (3). Access to money, measured bet ween
what It n exuihg closef t the lattare Access to equipment, goods, and services
measured between fimost of what it needsifi (2)

Section VIIi FPST decisiormaking processedhe seventh set of questions (Q3039) asked
responders to reflect upon the FPST decisioraking process. Questions asked respondents to
indicate their level of satisfaction with how decisions are made within the FPST and with their
perceived role in the decisianaking process.

Table 1.7 Set 7 - Decision Making Item Descriptives

Survey Items N Mean SD
***How often...
Are you comfortable with the way decisions are made within the FPST? 7 2.29 0.488
Do you support the decisions made by the FPST? 7 2.14 0.378
Do you feel that you have been left out of the decision-making process? 7 3.57 1.272

Reported on a-point Likert-type scale ranging froh=All of the timeto 5=None of the
time, lower means indicate a more positive perception of deemiking within FPST. How
often respondents are comfortable with the way decisions are made and how often they support

Table 1.8 Set 8 - Benefits of FPST Participation Item Descriptives

Survey Items N / Yo

Enhanced ability to address important issues. 7 5 71.4
Increased uitlization of my expertise or services. 7 6 85.7
Acquisition of useful knowledge about services, programs, or people in the .

community. 5 714
Enhanced ability to affect public policy. 7 1 14.3
Development of valuable relationships. 7 5 71.4
Enhanced ability to meet the needs of my community, 7 4 57.1
Ability to have a greater impact than I could have on my own. 7 7 100
Acquisition of additional financial support. 7 | 14.3

decisionsmasured between AmMmost of the timeo (2) a
regarding how often respondents feel left out of the decisiaking process is reversed, with

hi gher means indicating positive peoneoéthet i ons.
timeo (4) and finone of the timeo (5).

Section VIIIT Benefits of participation in the FPSThe eighth set of questions (Q4@48)
aimed to tap into benefits associated with participation in the FPST. Examples included
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utilization of skills aad expertise, development of valuable relationships, and enhanced ability to
meet the needs of the community.

Nominally coded, withO=no and 1=yes the table reports the frequencie ¢f
respondents who reported the following benefits. 71.4% of resptmdeported the benefits of
enhanced ability to address important issues, acquisition of useful knowledge, and development
of valuable relationships. 85.7% of respondents reported increased utilization of their own
expertise or services. 57.1% of respanidereported an enhanced ability to meet community
needs and 100% reported the ability to have a greater impact. However, only 14.3% of
respondents reported an enhanced ability to affect public policy or acquire additional financial
support.

Section IXi Drawbacks of participation in the FPSThe ninth set of questions (Q49Q56)

aimed to tap into drawbacks associated with participation in the FPST. Examples included
insufficient influence, frustration or aggravation, and insufficient credit. Respandené also
asked to compare the benefits of participating in the FPST to any experienced drawbacks.

Table 1.9 Set 9 - Drawbacks of FPST Participation Item Descriptives

Survey Items N I Yo
Serious diversion of time and resources away from other priorities or obligations. 7 1 14.3
Insufficient influence in team activities. 7 0 0
Viewed negatively due to my association with other team members or the team . 0 0
itself.
Frustration or aggravation. 7 3 429
Insufficient credit given to me for contributing to the accomplishments of the 7 0 0
team.
Conflict between my job and the FPST's work. 7 0 0

Nominally coded, withO=no and 1l=yes the table reports the frequencie§ ¢f
respondents who reported the following drawbacks. Only two drawbagbartidipation were
reported: diversion of time and resources away from other priorities or obligations (14.3%) and
frustration or aggravation (42.9%).

An additional stan@lone question tapped into whether the benefits of participation
outweighed the @wbacks. This question was reported on a Likgye scale, ranging from
1=Benefits greatly exceed drawbacks to 5=Drawbacks greatly exceed benefits. With a mean
score of 1.86, this i greattyexcecds awbadchsowédn @abe
exceedd r awbackso (2). Further more, 42. 9% of resp
the FPSTgreatly exceedethe drawbacks.
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Table 1.10 - Benefits vs. Drawback Item Descriptives

Survey Item N Mean SD
How do the benefits of participating in the FPST compare to the
drawbacks?

7 1.86 900

Section Xi Satisfaction with FPST participatioffinally, the tenth set of questions (Q5Q63)

asked respondentabout their overall satisfaction with their participation in the FPST. Examples
included satisfaction with how well team members worked together, satisfaction with own role,
and satisfaction with FPSTO6s plans for i mplem

Reported on a-point Likerttype scale ranging froh=Completely satisfietb 5=Not at
all satisfied lower means indicate a more overall satisfaction. With regards to individual role,
influence, and the way FPST meacdibtneneasuredor Kk t oge

Table 1.11 Set 10 - Overall Satisfaction Item Descriptives

Survey Items Mean SD
How satisfied are you with the way FPST members work together? 2:57 1.272

N
7
How satisfied are you with your influence in the FPST? 7 2.71 1.113
7
7
7

How satisfied are you with your role in the FPST? 2.71 1.113
How satisfied are you with the FPST's plans for achieving its goals? 3.29 1.380
How satisfied are you with the way the FPST is implementing its plans? 3.14 1.215

bet ween fimostly satisfiedo (2) and Asomewhat
achieving goals and implementation of those plans, respondent satisfaction measured between
Asomewhat satisfiedo).(3) and da | ittle satisf

Along with scaled responses to the questions within each of the previous sections,
respondents were encouraged to provide written comments on their perceptions of the FPST.
Such comments provide valuable insight into the interpersonal relationgkis tve team and
how such relationships play into dynamics between the partner organizations (Collins, 2011).

WRITTEN RESPONSES IN SURVEY
Key Themes

Respondents had the option to provide written comments at the end of every section, as well as
geneal concluding comments at the very end of the survey. Respondents who provided written
comments did so in the space provided at the end of SectidByhergy (n=4), Section i
Leadership (n=2), Section IIi Efficiency in Use of Resources (n=3), Sectidd T
Administration and Management (n=1), Sectiofi Won-financial Resources (n=2), Section VI

T Financial Resources (n=2), Section VIDecision Making (n=1), Section IX Drawbacks of
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Participation (n=3), Section X Overall Satisfaction (n=1), and #te very end of the survey
(n=3).

Comments were not reprinted verbatim in order to maintain confidentiality of
respondents due to the small sample size. Consequently, only broad themes are presented within
this report. The following section summarizes thain themes that were culled from the
comments offered up in the survey. Three main summary categories capture the set of themes
that were repeated throughout the written comments. These summary categories include
ineffectivenesdack of political buyin, andpositive responses

Summary Categories

Comments related to the ineffectiveness of the FPST partnership were often framed in terms of
making slow progress and were raised in several contexts. First, respondents believed that the
FPST lacked a clely defined role within the larger context of policy and change making.
Respondents indicated confusion as to whether the FPST was responsible for actually planning
and implementing changes within Freeway Park or if its role was more in an advocacyycapacit
Lacking this distinction, respondents were unsure whether being an unfunded team was
problematic or not. Second, respondents believed the FPST was lacking in clear delineation and
definition of member roles and responsibilities within the partnershighoit establishing and
assigning specific roles and responsibilities, respondents felt that the full capacities of each
partner were not being harnessed as best they could be. Consequently, respondents felt this
translated to the FPST taking a more passipproach rather than taking a lead role in lobbying

for and effecting change.

The lack of clearly defined roles and responsibilities, of both the FPST and partners, tied
into the third way in which ineffectiveness was discussed: lack of-sdrant prolblem solving.
While the team has established lelegm goals of improving park safety, perceptions of safety,
and park use, respondents noted the FPST is lacking in specific planning to break down these
lofty goals into smaller steps and tasks that may dieeged within designated timeframes.
Without shoriterm goals, respondents felt as if the FPST was stuck in place. Another significant
theme that arose within the category of ineffectiveness was poor meeting attendance.
Respondents noted that lack of paci pati on i n meetings meant no
table, thus impeding the collaboration process, effegreblem solving, and slowing down
progress.

Comments related to political bury were framed in terms of the difficulties in obtaining
the needed levels of cooperation from highps in partnering city agencies such as the Seattle
Par ks Depart ment Superintendent, t he Mayor és
Respondent s felt t he FPST | ackedandtsméarly,i nt er e
respondents noted having the participation of assistant chiefs from the Seattle Police Department
in previous years, but that that task has since been delegated to a single officer.

Although inefficacy was discussed at length, respondeidtshighlight many positive
aspects of the FPST. While respondents felt the FPST was not making as much headway is it
could, respondents did cite the fact that all partners have the necessary knowledge and expertise
to move the team in the right directidRespondents also noted the importance of current FPST
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| eadership and highlighted the teamds dedicat
with opening up possibilities for success. One such FPST success was breaking down the silos of
information that had previously existed between institutions around Freeway Park.

Overall, comments regarding FPST inefficiency outnumbered the comments centered around
FPST strengths. Perceptions about the lack of efficacy stem from issues regarding undefined
roles and responsibilities of partners, as well as the team as a whole, lack -térshqntoblem
solving, and poor attendance of team meetings. In consideration of these issues, key
recommendations follow.

DISCUSSION& RECOMMENDATIONS

The FPST surveyata analysis was conducted in order to address the effectiveness of the FPST
network and assess the ability of the team to form and sustain collaborative capacity. Overall, the
findings indicate that the FPST largely measures somewhere between verymatiexately or

slightly well on the majority of items within the ten sections measuring the latent constructs that

igi ve coll aboration its uni qRaspondemsviralinatedtgactbe ( Li n
formal and informal leadership along witldrainistrative and management activities were
effective. Respondents also felt the FPST uses its resoeifeetively and were comfortable

with the decisiormaking process. While judess than half of responden{42.9%) reported

frustration and aggravatn as drawbacks to participation, respondents felt that, all things
considered, FPST participation benefits outweighed the drawbacks. Hooxed) satisfaction

with individual rol e, influence, and the way
satc f i edo and Asomewhat satisfied, o while sat.
measured between Asomewhat satisfiedo and i a

with the comments delineating lack of clarity in defining partos and responsibilities, short
term problem solving, and poor meeting attendance as issues impacting FPST efficacy.

Looking to the items that measured on the lower end of thewelhyto-slightly-well
scale can offer insight into areas where improsets might be made. With regards to synergy,
the ability to i mplement successful strategi e
well .0 These ratings fit with comments relat
goals and feelingshait the team was making no progress meeting to meeting. The ability to
identify services and programs relevant to the problems Freeway Park faces received the same
measure, also fitting with comments highlighting a lack of knowledge about local support
avdlable. With regardstonehi nanci al resources, the survey i
of what it needso and fdAal most none of what [
connections to political decisiemakers, government agencies, and wotlggoups and
organizations, and connections to target populations, fittings with comments indicating
challenges with politicalbuy n. The survey also indicated tha
wha't It needso and Aal mos dstonnwneg. Althdughvwhe &RST 1 t n e
does not have any financial resources, these ratings indicate the perception that it is in need of
some type of budget. Just less than half of respondents (42.9%) reported frustration and
aggravation as drawbacks to parti¢cipa. Furthermore, overall satisfaction with individual role,
influence, and the way members work togethel
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Aisomewhat satisfied, o0 while satisfaction wit
bet ween fAdo0omdwleato sad fa | ittle satisfied.o
comments delineating lack of clearly defined roles, stewrh problem solving, and poor

meeting attendance as issumpacting FPST efficiency.

Recommendations
(1) Clearly define the role of the FPST and FPST members

It is recommended that the FPST first define the role or overall mission of the partnership in
order to establish team objectives. This will allow the team to identify what resources are needed
to accomplish thosebjectives; if resources are lacking the team needs to decide whether to (a)
create a plan defining how the needed resources will be acquired, or (b) adjust their objectives to
realistically reflect the resources they have. Next, the roles/responsuliteach team member
should be specified, taking into account their unique skills and expertise, so partners know what
is expected of them and of each other. A better understanding of team roles can help give
partners a sense of direction and feel mogagead in the project.

(2) Improvement in meeting structure and attendance

Team members need to commit &itending FPST meetings. Building and sustaining
collaborative capacity requires the development of trust, knowledge/data sharing, and the ability
to integrate that shared knowledge into practice, all of which cannot be accomplished if the team
meetings are poorly attended. Every member brings a unique perspective and valuable ideas to
the table, and all are needed to properly address the comples iksting Freeway Park.
Leadership should make a concerted effort to plan meetings at times that maximize attendance,
but it is truly up to the members to hold themselves accountable to meeting participation.

In addition to better attendance, it would beneficial if the meetings were more
structured. A designated team member should b
di spersing them to al/l FPST members. A fimast e
well, ideally in such a way thatlanembers can easily access or refer to them if needed. The
team should consider publishing information from the meetings online, perhaps via the Freeway
Park Association website, which would be a way for both members and the public to retrieve
information. If a team member is unable to attend a meeting, they need to commit to reviewing
the Aimeeting minutesod so the group as a whol e
have a set agenda, helping to make sure time is spent productively and meksigrito track
objectives. The conclusion of each meeting should specify FPST goals, and each member should
leave with a clear understanding of their assigned tasks in meeting those goals.

(3) Shortterm goal implementation
Once longterm goals are afined, it is essential for the team to implement more gkari
goals. Longterm goals, while essential to motivating and giving a team its purpose, can be

overwhelming if tackled head on. Team members need-&haont victories, no matter how
small, to naintain enthusiasm and keep their collaborative capacity at the level necessary to
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reach their longerm goals. The feelings of legitimacy and productivity as a result of
accomplishing shotterm goals will go a long way toward letting FPST partners kit their
efforts and dedication are not being wasted.

Overall, FPST partners should continue to develop -inteand intraagency
communication, knowledge sharing, and problem solving. As the written comments indicated, all
members have the requisite exjise and skills needed to propel the team in the right direction;
however, this study finds a need for the FPST to identify ways in which it can better harness
each partnerdéds potenti al. Further mor e, t he FI
support, whether financial, intellectual, or both, to form and maintain a network structure that
can handle the evaluati on tmeeef Gisen ihd perceptiens bfe a mo s
inefficacy, and the fact that the response rate to this suvasyonly 37%, FPST partners also
Aneed t o reengage a nsolving pffort with cah renéwlede senger afb | e m
responsibilityo (Collins, 2011: 129).
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FREEWAY PARK PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

INTRODUCTION

The Jim Ellis Freeway Park was designedoaserve asn architecturdy robust urban parfor

the purpose © providing green space to the residents and visitors of the First Hill and
Downt own. Since the parkds creation grand ofy
Afgembé providing an escape from the hekdl e an
decadethe park has experienced an increase in crime and unsavory activities which has resulted

in poor public perception and a decrease in park usage. The Jim Ellis Freeway Park Association
(JEFPA) recognized the decline in usage and have tal@actiye measures to reinvigorate

public interest.

One of the many initiatives led by the JEFPA was a public perception survey. The 2014
public perception survey provided JEFPA with many recommendations to shift public perception
such as anncreased smirity patrols presence, enhanced lighting, trimming back overgrown
vegetation, and more organized events. The JEFPA has worked diligently to incorporate the
feedback from the 2014 public perception survey and as a result are seeing a gradual shift in
pubdic perception.

The 2016 Public Perception created by the Seattle University MACJ graduate students
will survey as a way for the JEFPA to gauge the level of effect their efforts have had over the last
two years and provide future recommendation for pamprovementsThe goal of thepresent
survey is toprovide JEFPA members wipecific problem areas and develop recommendations
that will furtherencourageseatteitesto visit this hidden urban genThe survey was emailed to
1,157 emails provided by titegeeway Park AssociationThe survey link collected data from 16
February through 9 March 2016. A reminder email was sent to all 1,157 email recipients on 6
March to encourage more participation. Upon completion of data colle@dindividuals
respomed to the survey, for addercent response ratef the 282 respondents, 250 respondents
fully completed the survey from start to finishhe following is a summary of the responses
gathered from the pilot test of the Freeway Park Public PerceptionySurve

SURVEY RESULTS
The information presented below will provide a graphical representation of the survey responses
as well as drief analysis of the trendé. complete report of all comments collected during this

survey will be attached as an addendum.

Table 21 Are you familiar with Freeway Park?

1 Yes 263 98%
2 No 6 2%
Total 269 100%
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The first question on the survey measures simply whether individuals are familiar with Freeway
Park. The vast majority of respomde indicated that they were, with only two percent indicating

no familiarity. It is worth noting that a skip pattern was programmed into the survey that
redirected all respondent who indicated no familiarity with Freeway Park to the question 14, the
startof section Illi demographic information.

Table 2.2 How often do you visit Freeway Park?

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
HNever

Other

When asked how often respondents visited Freeway Park, we received varying results,
with nearly tweothirds indicating weekly or monthly visits, and the remagnthird indicating
some other amount not | isted. While some of
available listed options, a little less than half indicate that they have visited the park less than on
a monthly basis at a rate closer to & fiimes a year. It is also worth noting that many of the
respondents felt that there was a distinction between visiting the park and walking through the
park, which may imply that the public is willing to use the park as-wdyybut is unlikely to
investleisure time within the parkThis distinction is useful in that it provides Freeway Park
Association Members the ability to develop activities geared towards those passing by as they
are much more likely to be responsive to new park programs than sgravigehave no current
affiliation with the park. Additionally, several respondents indicated that they visit the park in
higher frequency during the summer season.

Table 2.3 Do you or have you ever donated time or money to Freeway Park?

# . JAnswer | . |Regonse % |
Yes - please

1 describe your [ 43 17%
donation

2 No ] 208 83%
Total 251 100%

In regards to whether individuals had made any donations concerning time or money to
Freeway Park, only7lpercent specified whether they had made a dondtdowever, a majority
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of respondents indicated that they had never made any donations. Typically, the donations took
the form of small cash amounts, volunteering at special events, or as memberships with either the
Freeway Park Association or as a residera loical housing corporation.

Table 2.4 If you had a telephone number, other than 911, would you use it to report nen
emergency issues in Freeway Park?

_
Yes 184 73%
2 No 68 27%
Total 252 100%

A majority of the surey respondents indicated that if there was a telephone number,
other than 911 which could be used to report-emergency situations, they would use it. Only
27 percent of respondents indicated-wmwillingness to use this numbérrhis may be a very

low-cost way to enhance the publicds | evel of pe

offered by the Department of Homeland Security.

Table 2.5 Have you visited Freeway Park's Facebook page or website? Please select all that

apply.
_—-

Facebook 11%
Freeway Park

2 Association 25%
Website
Neither | 182 73%

4 Other, pleasel 8 3%

specify

When asked whether respondents had visited either the Freeway Park Facebook page or
website, a large majority indicatédlat they had not visited either sit@nly twenty-five percent
stated that they had visited the Freeway Park Association website, and 11 percent indicated
visiting the Facebook pagBased on the more than increasing role of social media in-eagry
life, it is troublesome that 73% of the respondent sample have never used any of the media sites
dedicated to Freeway Park. This limited usage maybe a result of a lack of knowledge of the
Faceboopage or websitebds existence.

61



Table 2.6 If you have visited the Freeway Park Association Website, did you find it
helpful?

The next question was a follow up section asking respondents to rate how helpful they found the
Freeway Park Association website. While the vast majority again specified that they had never
usal the website, a little less than tildrds of those who had visited the site reported that the
website did contain a few flaws, but was generally helpful. The remaining responses were split
fairly evenly between the opinions that the website was vepfuigbut was generally unhelpful

or not helpful at all

Table 2.7 Please indicate the level of agreement/disagreement with the following
statements

H Strongly agree H Agree B Somewhat agree E Neither agree nor disagree H Somewhat disagree
[ Disagree @ Strongly disagree

Safety is a problem at Freeway Park

Drug use is a problem at Freeway Park
Homelessness is a problem at
Freeway Park

Inadequate lighting is a problem at
Freeway Park

Cleanliness is a problem at Freeway
Park

Unleashed dogs are a problem at
Freeway Park |}

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

The next set of questions asked respondents to indicate, on aleeslehikerttype
scale, the levebf agreement or disagreement they had for many of the concpieétems
facing Freeway Parlkn regards to whether safety is a problem at Freeway Parkihodeof
individuals indicated that they somewhat agreed. Twenty percent agreed with the dtatethen
15 percent strongly agreed. When asked if drug use is a problem, the highest percentage strongly
agreed with the statement. The next two highest responses were somewhat agreed and agreed.
Homelessness rated similarly to drug use, with the highesemiage strongly agreeing that it is
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a problem, and the next highest percentage somewhat agreeing. When asked if inadequate
lighting was a problem, the majority of responses indicated that they agreed or somewhat agreed.
The next highest response was f@ither agree nor disagree. On the topic of cleanliness, the
highest percentages were for neither agree nor disagree and somewhat agree, with the next
highest in the somewhat disagree category. The final question in this section asked whether
unleashed dagare a problem at Freeway Park. The largest percentage indicated that respondents
disagreed with this statement, with the next largest indi¢h&sdneither agree nor disagree.

Table 2.8 Please indicate your level of agreement/disagreement with the Hmohing
statements.

B Strongly agree M Agree Somewhat Agree B Neither Agree nor Disagree B Somewhat Disagree

E Disagree 3 Strongly Disagree

Seattle Park Rangers make the
park safe

Seattle Park Rangers reduce
crime in the park

Seattle Park Rangers reduce
homelessness in the park

Seattle Park Rangers reduce
drug use in the park

Seattle Park Rangers reduce
unleashed dogs in the park

| | ' 1 ' L
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Question eight again asks respondents to rate the level of agreement they had with

statement s, this time related to the Seattl e
problems facing Freeway Park. In all categories tighdst percentages, between 37 and 52
percent, neither agreed nor disagreed with Se

crime, reduce homelessness, reduce drug use, or reduce unleashed dogs in Freeway Park. The
next highest percentage fall categories was somewhat agree, with agreement the third highest
percentage for all categories except drug use, which had its third highest percentage in t
somewhat disagree responSmany of the comments indicated that there was a lack of uniformed
presence in the park or that the respondents had noa ek ranger in freeway PaRuestion

nine asked respondents to list changes that would increase their likelihood of visiting Freeway
Park. 184 of the respondents provided feedback and those ensvié be included in the
addendum.There were many varied responses, but the most frequent changes related to
increased lighting within the park, especially in the evenings, and an increased security presence
of both Seattle police and Seattle park rasg®©ther suggestions included increasing park
activities, adding vendors and areas with tables and seating, and adding playground equipment
for children. The biggest concerns raised in this section involved reducing the homeless, drug,
and loitering poputions, as well as altering the design of the park to reduce the number of blind
corners and obstructed views. These issues seem to create a general sense of uneasiness.
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Table 2.10 Safety Questions

H Strongly Agree B Agree E Somewhat Agree l Neither Agree nor Disagree B Somewhat Disagree
Disagree @ Strongly Disagree

Freeway Park is safe during the day -
Freeway Park is safe during the night -
Children are safe in Freeway Park -

The elderly are safe in Freeway Park -
I would feel safe walking through the park _
alone in the day

I would feel safe walking through the park B
alone at night §

' T 1 T 1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The next section asked respondents to rate thest & agreement with statements on a
Likert-type scale in regards to general safety. When asked whether Freeway Park is safe during
the day, nearly 44 percent of respondents agreed with the statement, with the next highest
percentage strongly agreeing ahé third highest somewhat agreeing. Conversely, when asked
if Freeway Park is safe at night, the highest percentage of respondents, at close to 28 percent,
somewhat disagreed with the statement. The next highest percintiageeddisagrement with
the park being safe at nighThe highest percentage response, when asked if children and the
elderly are safe in the park, was both somewhat agree, withighest response indicated
agreemeniThe majority of individuals agreed that they would feel safiékiwg through the park
alone in the day, with the next highest percentage following closely in the strongly agreeing
category. However, when asked if they would feel safe walking through the park alone at night,
the highest percentage of respondents ineitthat they strongly disagreed.

Question eleven asks respondents to identify their individual safety concerns with
Freeway Park184 of the respondents provided feedback and those answers will be included in
the addendunmMany of the comments are simile those in the previous question on changes to
the park itself, but the majority indicate that the park is too dark at night, and that the general
presence of the homeless, drug users, mentally ill, and loitering groups tends to make individuals
feel ursafe. The layout of the park is often described as having many blind corners and nooks
where these individuals cannot be seen until they are in plain sight or already approaching an
individual. Lastly, many respondents indicated a lack of park rangersecarity to include
cameras or simply the ability to see past clestdareas, makes them feel unprotected while
walking through the park.
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Table 2.12 If a mural was installed in Freeway Park, what type of art would you like to
see?

Seattle City Scape
Pacific Northwest Theme

First Nation Art

Seattle Sports Teams (Seahawks,
Sounders, Mariners)

Rotating Local Artist

Other, please explain

60 80 100

The next question ihe survey asked respondents what type of artwork they would
prefer if a mural was installed under the Breezeway area of the park. At 39 percent, a mural
painted by rotating local artists was preferred. The next two highest percent choices, at 22
percentand 18 percent respectively, was for a Pacific Northwest theme and then a First Nation
art mural . 15 percent of respondents also inc
they thought no mural preferable, or suggesting that some of the ojpiiliceted above should
not be chosen. A large majority of the respondents made specific comments that they do not
support a sports related mural.

The following six questions were in regards to respondent demographicsivifty
percent of the surveyedpulation indicated that they lived in the First Hill or Downtown area
and 57 percent work in those areas. The ages of respondents for this survey ranged from 18
yearsold to 92yearsold. The median and average age was 50.

Table 216 What is your gendeP

Male
Female -
Transgender -

Other

I T T T T T T T 1
0 20 40 60 30 100 120 140 160
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With regard to gender, 56 percent of the surveyed population was female, 43 percent
were male, and one percent indicated fother. o

Table 2.17 To which racial/ethnic group do you mostidentify?

250 -,
200 -
150 -
100 -

50 -

Eighty-six percent of respondents identified as Caizg eight percent identified as
Asian, seven percent as Africémerican, and five percent as Latino or Hispanic. Twelve
percent identified in the fAothero category.

Table 2.18 What is your employment status?

In regards to employment status, the mgjof respondents, at 41 percent, indicated that
they were fulltime, nongovernmental employees. Twergix percent were retired, 11 percent
were sefemployed, ten percent were government employees, and eight percent were employed
parttimeorwerestdent s. Three percent identified as fo
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Table 2.19 Would you recommend Freeway Park to your friends and/or family?

The final question of the survey simply asked respondents to indicate whether or not they
would recommend Freeway Park to their frigrahd/or family Of the respondent population, 88
percent of the surveyed population indicated that they would, with the remaining 22 percent
reporting that they would not. The majority of the reasons for not wanting to recommend the

park were relatedtoasf et y concer ns. Some respondents st a
park, 06 such as others in the Seattle area, an

as a short stop for those who work or live close by. Many of the respondantepbrted a
willingness to recommend the park indicated that their reasoning was based on the beauty of the
park, its location in the middle of Seattle, the unique architecture, and its usefulness as a route to
reach different parts of the city. Many pesdents did note that such recommendations were
limited to daytime hours and sumrrléde weather.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The survey group recommends an increased usage publicizing ofthe Freeway Park
Association Facebook page and a redevelopment of thentuRreeway Park Association
website.A social media technician may be useful in generating public awareness of the park,
promoting park events, eauraging park usage, and serve as a way to keep a finger on the pulse
of public perceptionThe media toolsnay also help increase the amount of time and money
donations the park association receives.

With regards to the Park Rangers ability to protect the pubéce was very limited
support for the Park Rangers having any deterrent effect on crime in Fr@anayhis may
have something to do with the current operational hours of the Park Rangers. The Park Rangers
meet the grounds crew at 6 a.m. to assist with removal of the homeless population artielepart
park for the day at 2 p.nThis schedule largelgrohibits the Park Rangers from interacting with
the lunch time or the end of day traffic. The Park Rangers may need to adjust their hours to gain
better public perception of their ability to ensure safety and prevent crime.
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The majority of respondenigho indicated daily usage of Freeway Park indicated that
this usage was primarily as a-pgssto their place of employmeiithere is no specific attraction
drawing citizens to Freeway Park. The JEFPA should seriously invest time into developing a
park atraction. The question regarding the installation of a mural under the breezeway may be a
low cost project to draw more public awareness. The majority of the respondents indicated
support for a rotating local artistthe rotating art piecenay draw interst to the parkOther
options include remodeling the currently inoperable latrine into some sort of café to entice lunch
time crowds. If funding is unavailable to facilitate the repurposing of the defunct latrines, other
options may include allowing loc&bod-trucks to operate by the seatinga near the federal
building. Additionally, many of the respondents indicated safety concerns regarding the
inoperable waterfall which creates blind spots and offers unsavory characters a hiditg spot
conduct illigt activities. As the waterfall no longer has water flowing, it may be useful to
repurpose this space the interest of public safetyDone suggest usage of the waterfall is to
convert it to an aviary for local birds. The introduction of the aviary whkedly provide more
motivation for people to visit and reinvigorate public perception.

Further, the individual safety concerns indicated by the respondents was very insightful.
Many of the issues reported in the 2014 JEFPA Survey remain issues todag suefannotated
lack of lighting, view inhibiting landscaping, andckaof authoritative personnelt is worth
noting that while the JEFPA has worked diligently to increase lighting within the park the
current lights prome insufficient illumination. The flood lights installed by the Seattle
Convention Center in their sector of Freeway Park are of far superior quality and provide much
more illumination. The continued focus on these matters in conjunction with working with the
Seattle City Council to fuiner push for the development of public policy to treat the homeless
epidemic.

CONCLUSIONS

The results from this initial release of the Freeway Park Perception Sanevegeful in identify

focal points for fixing key issues facing Freeway Park, bdtmay be useful to release to the
general public of Seattle pending a few enhancements of the current survey format. The primary
problem areas indicated in this survey revolve around the presence of the homeless, drug users,
and loiterers that cause parisitors to feel unsafe. Additionally, poor lighting and the general
layout of the parkthe multiple blind spots and corners that make visibility diffiewdte safety
concerns as well. The survey also indicates that the majority of respondents del ribe fe
Seattle park rangers have much of an effect one way or another on the safety, and that a stronger
security presence in the park would increase feelings of safety. Despite these concerns, the
majority of the surveyed population indicated that theyldtill recommend visiting Freeway

Park to friends and family.

Ultimately, the results of the survey indicate that while a majority of respondents would
recommend visiting Freeway Park, there are still significant safety and security concerns
surroundig the use of the park. Through the collected data, it is recommended that the Freeway
Park Security Team take the fAnext stepso in
listed throughout this report. While the Freeway Park Public Perceptiomysis still in its
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infancy, consistent updates and changes are recommended to better ensure the accuracy and
timeliness of survey datdhe Jim Ellis Freeway Park is an undiscovered gem hidden in the
alcoves of the Emerald City, much as a miner mustistmgly dig to discover buried gems so to

must the Jim Ellis Freeway Park Association dig to reinvigorate public perception and restore the
sparkle the park once had.

69



CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

INTRODUCTION

Freeway Park is one of twelve urban area parks in downtown Seattle. The mission statement for
Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR) is to pro
l ear n, contempl ate and kuirled poommibnhiet ysd eavrad dfs
(http://www.seattle.goy

In 1976, the firm of Lawrence Halprin & Associates completed work on Freeway Park
with Angela Danadjieva as its principal desigriearly documents regarding the design process
indicate the intent of the park was to capture the dynamism of the site created by the freeway.
That dynamism was matched to elements within the park, and then opposed by more introverted
and static spaces (Kgh, 2005). In addition, the park was designed as a transitional space,
providing a pedestrian throughway connecting the First Hill neighborhood to the downtown area
(Hirsch, 2005).

The site for Freeway Park is essentially a long thin strip that exteB@8 fieet overall.
Between the park and"@venue, there is a change in grade of 50 feet. There is a total change in
grade of 90 feet between the highest and lowest points of the park (Tate, 2011). According to
Hirsch (2005), a 1976 park brochure indisateere were ten entrances to the park north of
Seneca and three entrances to the southern portion of the park. Currently, there are eleven
entrances with four of those are ADA accessible. However, not all of these entrances and exits
are marked. With a nmmiad of entrances and an elongated shape, the park has been described as a
Asprawling mazeo (Mudede, 2002).

Canyon Fountain is located at the main plaza, adjacent to Park Place. It is the central
waterfall designed by Danadjieva and is arguably the fpoaht of the park. Danadjieva
designed the fountain to replicate a natural canyon and it includes a series of steep concrete walls
and sharply angled, narrow staircases. The sound of thousands of gallons of recirculated water
per minute thundering into tlmanyon was intended to drown out the roar of freeway traffic from
below (Tate, 2011).

Many of the structural elements of Freeway Park are part of the original design. This
includes not only the concrete walls, fountains and garden beds, but also¢hesbhand trash
containers, which were worked into the concrete forms (Hirsch, 2005). In 2006, there were
proceedings to nominate Freeway Park as a Historic Landmark. However, the nomination was
unable to move forward due to objections raised by the Washin§tate Department of
Transportation (WSDOT). According to the Historic Landmark Preservation Board, WSDOT
objected to the nomination because the park was within the air rights of the interstate. The
nomination for landmark designation was therefore npx@cessed by the Board.

Based on information provided by Center City Parks at SPR, despite the lack of landmark

designation, a strong contingency of designers and architects still exist who believe the park has
national significance and who want to e the original design of the park. Because of this,
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proposals to make any significant physical changes to the original design have historically been
met with fierce resistance. Therefore, according to SPR, any proposed changes to the physical
structureof the park would need to go through several layers of approval.

Between 2004 and 2005, the Project for Public Spaces, Inc. (PPS) worked with SPR, the
Freeway Park Neighborhood Association (FPNA) and other groups from the community in order
to develop vaous strategies that could activate Freeway Park. In January 2005, PPS developed
an activation plan entitled AA New Vision for
that could provide a range of activities to draw members of the diverse Dowmadwrst Hill
communities together in the park.

According to SPROs w2l budgeeincludedh & regvestyfar an' s 2 (
additional $400,000 for final design and construction for improvements to Freeway Park. In
addition, the City Council appved the Mayor's proposed $2.5 million budget for the park for
the 20072008 biennium. According to Mike Evans, the founder of FPNA, improvements made
by Mayor Nichols included not only the designation a large amount of funding to the park, but
alsoamoreli rect route of communication with the c
for much needed changes and improvements to the park.

The PPS activation plan included not only capital improvements like pedestrian lighting
and signage, but also the dey@hent of a landscape improvement plan. Beginning in 2007, lain
M. Robertson, Associate Professor of Landscape Architecture at the University of Washington,
began restoration work to replant Freeway Park. Robertson worked with SPR to assess the
landscaperad the current needs of the park.

During the design process, Robertson consulted with Halprin to develop an understanding
of the original intent of the landscape design of the park. On May 15, 2008, Robertson presented
the Landscape Renovation Plan to esign Commission and it was unanimously approved,
which ensured a long term maintenance plan for the park. The work on the renovation was
completed in July 2010.

Although much dedication and attention has been paid to restoring and maintaining
Freeway Rrk as a vibrant public space, there is still much more that needs to be done.
Unfortunately, according to SPR, there is currently no funding designated for capital
improvements in Freeway Park.

One of the persistent issues facing the park is that dedpt original intent to create
gui et areas for reflection, the parkés design
the problematic outcomes that can occur when certain principles are not adopted (Feins, et al.,
1997). Namely, the use of ovaplping concrete partitions to create more intimate spaces within
the park has paradoxically led instead to a feeling of danger and a lack of public safety. Hiding
spots and blind spots are created where park users cannot see around corners. In addition, it
very difficult to discern the numerous exits that are hidden in the concrete’Ralls.users

2 Attempts were made to contact Danadjieva in order to determine to what extent, if any, CPTED principles were
considered during the design of the park. As of the date of this report, no response has been received.
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have described the space as a fidystopian desi
hindrance to their perception of safety.

Because of wateronservation efforts, the fountains in Freeway Park are turned off for a
significant portion of the yearTherefore, during the late fall and winter months, the steep
concrete structure for the waterfall becomes perilous: it is accessible to indiwdch@lare
trying to hide, or to use/sell drugs.

As a result, Freeway Park has suffered a diminished reputation. Currently, many park
users describe safety, drug use and homelessness as major problems for the park. With the City
of Seat t | e 0 sepidemic, rae well ashtler staie rof emergency declared against
homelessness (seattletimes.com), these problems have only intensified. Freeway Park thereby
serves as a microcosm of the larger issues facing the city.

PRINCIPLES OF CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

CPTED involves principles of changing the environment to reduce the opportunity for crime

(Despard, 2012; Feins, et al.,, 1997; Marzbali, et al. 2012; Parnaby, 2006; Reynald, 2011).
CPTED is based on a set of design and usage concaptseribe applied, can lead to a reduction

in the opportunity for criminal behavior to occur. They can also contribute to a reduction in the

fear of crime. These concepts are briefly defined as follows:

1. Territoriality and Accesause of physical featuseo convey control of the environment

and to promote pride in the environment. Access to the space contributes to the use of
areas for their intended purposes and the flow of people through the area. Access control
is a concept directed primarily at demseng criminal accessibility, especially in areas
where a person with criminal intent would not easily be seen by others.

2. Surveillance and Natural Guardianshthe location and use of physical features in
order to maximize visibility. Surveillance @tes a risk of detection for potential criminal
activity and a perception of safety for others. Natural guardianship is generally achieved
by the use of appropriate lighting, low or gbeough fencing or landscaping, and the
removal of areas that offer moealment.

3. Maintenance and Activitiesallows for the continued use of areas for their intended
purposes and maintains the effectiveness of measures employed for territoriality and
surveillance. Activity support involves both passive and active efforisromote the
presence of responsible users in a given area, thus increasing the community value of the
area.Crime is more prevalent in areas that are not maintained; as a resalbithng
persons do not feel safe and do not want to frequent thase are

Criminologists correlate crime patterns with the physical layout of where crimes usually
occur. Factors in the environment can either increase or decrease opportunities for crime

3SPRhasa departmewide policy that fountains can only be in operation between Memorial Day and Labor Day.
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(Marzbali, et al., 2012). The principles of CPTED suggest that it isildgesto not only reduce
crime but also to mitigate the fear of crime through the proper design and use of the built
environment (Parnaby, 2006).

TERRITORIALITY & ACCESS

Freeway Park is a very beautiful park and brings a bit of nature into the cqonogdtethat we

call Seattle. The park itself is widespread with multiple entrances, including a north section and a
main section that is separated by a main street. There are multiple users of the park including the
elderly, children, drug users, and themeless. It has gained a reputation of being a dangerous
and seedy park. The issues at Freeway Park are very complex as the park is very spread out and
located in the middle of downtownThis section will point out some of the issues currently
present aFreeway Park.

Signs are posted throughout the park stating the rules and hours of the park. These signs
are meant to deter illegal behavior, as well as establish rules and codes of conduct for those using
the park so that everyone can enjoy the par& Bafe environment. However, these rules and
codes of conduct donot stop the Atrespassers
paraphernalia (needles, caps, etc.) can be found throughout the park, even though Seattle Park
Rangers and maintenancee ews try to c¢clean up as many as th
park itself is meant to be welcoming of all people from all socioeconomic backgrounds and
finding used drug paraphernalia pose an issue when trying to welcome everyone to use the park.
While at the same time, not alienate the public majority when they witness either the homeless or
illegal drug activities being conducted in the park.
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Part of the park is located over the freeway. It is located right across the street from the
main pak. Even though it is separated, it is still considered part of the park. Since it is not clearly
labeled to the general public that this is still Freeway Park, it provides a quieter area for those
that frequent it. Though there are no publicly known segithat have occurred from this spot, it
is easily accessible and easy for people to jump off. There are no fences to block the area. There
is a lot of trash and human waste and feces in this area. Since it is covered and slightly hidden
from the view of he streets and public, this area is often used as a great hiding place for people
to conduct illegal activity. As Freeway Park becomes more inviting to children and families, this
area of the park also poses a big safety issue as well due to its cunditions.

Even when there are fences to blockani area, it does nothing to stop people. It is easy
to get around or through them. The third picture above is a gated off portion located directly
behind the bathrooms (which are permanently locked)offiner from the Federal Protective
Service (FPS) stated during the walk through that this area is popular for the homeless to sleep in
because it is protected with a locked gate. It provided the homeless a form of protection from
other homeless peopledthose wishing to cause them harm. It is also used by drug users since
it provides them protection and security as well when they are passed out during or after their
high. They are able to climb around the gate to get to the secured area. The fermreatleant
to keep those wanting to conduct illegal activities out are also providing protection to those same
group of people.

The layout and design of the park creates a beautiful design that can be interpreted in
many different ways by those visig the park to enjoy its beauty. However, this design also
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creates a lot of hiding places. Places to sleep and places to get away from the police. The ample
hiding places means places for privacy to use drugs, have sex, conduct illegal and lewd acts.
Thoudh there are lamp posts throughout the park, there is no illumination of these crevices and
corners. It creates dark hidden corners and areas throughout the park. These dark spots also
create a feeling of danger and fear for the general public when wamtlemaugh the park after
daylight. An officer from FPS stated that even though the park has gotten a little bit better during
the daytime, they do not recommend walking through the park after the sun goes down. The
officer stated it is still very dangeroasd even a stab vest would not help. In his experience,
many times the drug users or homeless tend to use needles or homemade weapons (shanks) as
their chosen form of weapon. Due to lack of law enforcement presence (compared to the
daytime) and other ises as stated in this paper, the officer considers Freeway Park to be very
dangerous after the sun goes down.

According to the FPS officer, this area above the bridge is one of the more dangerous
spots in the park, as there is a lot of activity that acouthis area.

|

The area underneath 8th Avenue is also used as a storage area by SPR. It has been broken
into several times before. It is also used as shelter during bad weather and winter time as a place
to sleep and find refuge.
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As stated earliethe structure and design of the park, makes for good hiding places and a
giant trash bin. The orange objects in the pictures are used needles and caps thrown from drug
users. It truly distances itself from the original beauty of the park when visitordiwailgh and
see trash and needleHaving to constantly clearp trash and pick up needles takes away from
the valuable time and regular duties of park rangers and law enforcement personnel. The needles
pose a safety risk and health hazards for thesplp cleaning it up or even young children if
they pick it up or play with it. Having a locked used needle deposit box at the park could help,
but might bring other issues as well. It could help reduce the amount of needigsguatound
the park.Also anyone desperate enough caalldaysbreak into it to obtain the used needles. A
locked used needle deposit box in a public park could gils® the wrong impression to the
general public.

This is one of the many fdAwaterfallsodo in tbh
bath pool for the homeless. During the winter time when the waters are shut off, the ledges and
shelves of the empti wat er f al |l s0 become a great shelter

rain. As you can see in the third picture, there is a person resting there while smoking and
keeping warm.
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There are multiple entrances/exits into and out of the park. Theseegichow some of
the entrances/exits in and out of the park. According to an FPS officer, it is very common for
someone in the park to act as a Al ookouto for
spotted, this individual will call out for theest of those conducting illegal activities to be aware
of the cops coming into the area. This allows those individuals to either make their escape and/or
get rid of evidence of illegal activity. This makes it difficult for law enforcement to be effective
in managing criminal activity in the park.

There are currently several security and safety devices at Freeway Park. There is a
security camera located above the Convention Center garage entrance and bathrooms area. These
bathrooms are permanently ksd due to a murder of a young female, whose body was found
stabbed multiple times in the female bathroom on January 18, 2002. The security camera
however does not work; it is mainly there to give people a sense of security. As an FPS officer
pointed outthe drug users and homeless know that it is broken so it does nothing to deter them
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either. There are also several emergency call buttons located at various locations throughout the
park; although we could not confirm whether or not they are operatiotfakgtoint. Some of
them are not easily noticeable walking through the park.

To help deter homeless individuals from sleeping on the benches and to help reduce the
number of individuals sleeping in Freeway Park, blocks have been put on some @fi¢chesh
These blocks are supposed to help keep people from sleeping on them by making it difficult to
lie down or stretch out. However these deterrent devices are not located on all of the benches.
Most of the benches located by the Convention Center daoave blocks on them, so people can
still stretch out and lay on them. An FPS officer stated that people also use the memorial as a
spot to sleep as well. In the fifth picture, individuals who wish to sleep in the park will also use
the concrete slab degsi of the park to lay down. Those are easier to find than the wooden and
metal benches.
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Currently, Freeway Park does not have a <c¢h
childcare centers in the area, including a Federal child care center, whiehmain reason that
FPS helps patrol the area. Above is a picture of the Park Place Building located next to Freeway
Park and the Federal child care center that is located inside the building. The Downtown Seattle
Association (DSA) recently advocatedfo a chi | drends playground to
A playground in Freeway Park could similarly help draw in more families and attract more
visitors to the park.

According to a survey conducted by DSA in 2010, there are 858 children under the age of
five living in the downtown area. According to the same survey, the population of downtown
Seattle has grown by 72 percent from 1972 to 2010. The downtown area will continue to grow,
with more families and young children moving into the area. In theirgsadp DSA stated as
their objective and benefits for the playground as the following:

1. Retain downtown residents with children by improving amenities.

2. Increase amenities for visitors and shoppers coming to downtown with children.
3. Attract more families to lie in downtown.

4. Encourage people to visit the park.

The thought of having a playground at Freeway Park is a very attractive one. Below are
pictures of areas that could possibly hold a 40 x 40 play area. The only area that could possibly
hold a playground ithout removing or changing the current structures are located by the
Convention Center and the lawn area in front of Park Place building.

The children at the Federal child care center currently use the open area in front of the
Convention Center to pjain. Before the children go outside though, the care center staff
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typically calls FPS about 20 to 30 minutes before the outing, asking them to do a sweep of the
park to ensure it is safe. Having a playground for children would help attract families and
children, but it could also attract more criminal activities. Often with public playgrounds,
teenagers and adults tend to be drawn to symbols of their childhood and try to relive them by
playing in the playground. Usually due to their size or lack of contleese individuals end up
treating it roughly and breaking the equipment or cause other delinquent activitiesgssuch
graffiti and destruction of the equipment. The possible cost and maintenance of the playground
will have to be added to the already strdiparks budget. A play area will also provide more
shelter areas and hiding areas for the current criminal and homeless population. The lack of
space to build a playground without changing the current layout and design also poses an issue.
Even though thd=PS provides a security and safety sweep for the Federal child care center,
neither the FPS or Seattle Police will be able to do that every time the general public and their
children come to play. Whil e the iimdyalde tof a
control, reduce and prevent the current crime activity and population would help make the
playground become a positive addition to Freeway Park than another possible negativity physical
hindrance.

SURVEILLANCE & NATURAL GUARDIANSHIP

Surveillarce is a critical component of ensuring safety at Freeway Park. Environments in which
there is a high degree of visual control can increase the likelihood of criminal acts being
observed and reported. In addition, potential offenders may be deterredfagtitat there is a

high risk of their actions being witnessed. The extent to which activities in the park can be
observed by other people may help to prevent or reduce crime. There is a great need for both
formal and informal surveillance. Formal surlagilce may include electronic monitoring and
organized security patrols. Informal surveillance may be improved by increased lighting and
legitimate activity.

Additional efforts towards implementing methods of formal surveillance would be highly
beneficial. This directly provides a deterrent threat to potential offenders. At Freeway, this can
be managed through the deployment of personnel whose primary responsibility is security (e.g.
security guards) or through the introduction of monitoring technologyh sgccameras to
enhance or replace the presence of security personnel (Welsh, Mudge, & Farrington, 2010).

Upon interviewing the Resident Services Director at Horizon House and also a member
of the Freeway Park Safety Committee, we learned that the yaadiéd to have officers
regularly patrol Pigott Corridor. However, after unwanted activity on their own property became
more frequent, the staff realigned their efforts and discontinued patrolling the park. Horizon
House also has implemented cameras ftetgabut they do not cover many areas of the park.
The ®curity management team at f&ashington State Convention Center also provided some
insight on their formal surveillance tactics. They noted that they do own the camera at the
elevator connecting tthe garage inside the park, but it only covers the elevator doors and not
other areas of the park. The camera at the elevator was needed because of the number of people
trying to get into the garage. The most common crimes committed in the garage theftsar
drug use, and vandalism. The Convention Center does not employ staff to patrol park areas.
Similarly, security management at a neighboring apartment complex called Park Place, explained

80



that much of the activity that takes place in the park idhdirom all floors and discourages
people from using the park. A Federal Day Care is also in the building, and this further frightens
individuals from wanting to take children through the park as well. Freeway Park would highly
benefit from the hire of dull-time security officer to conduct patrols and provide formal
surveillance.

Natural surveillance serves the same purposes as formal surveillance, but does so by
building upon the surveillance already present in people going about their everydassusin
These methods may include the improvement of street lighting and installation of defensible
space. The latter may involve designing changes to the built environment to maximize the
natural surveillance of open spaces (Welsh et al., 2010). Both theoklddouse and the
Washington State Convention Center have not implemented additional safety measures, such as
increased lighting, to boundaries where their territories and the park may intertwine. There are
concerns, however, regarding the issue of resipdity. For instance, should neighboring
buildings be responsible for taking safety precautions in their areas near the park? Or should this
be the responsibility of the park? With improving security, neighbors should equally contribute
for public safety Improved lighting would be a viable and feasible option for providing natural
surveillance to Freeway Park. Upon meeting with a Park Ranger for SPR, a major concern was
the replacement of light bulbs in light posts throughout the park. These were nptrdy@aced
quickly enough, and by not doing so provided potential dangers to visitors who may be passing
through the park. The Crew Quarters was a particular area that required increased lighting.

Defensible space methods have, for the most part, Ioeglemented at Freeway Park,
but additional improvements can be made. First, connections between adjacent buildings and the
park can be improved both physically and visually. This would help to improve natural
surveillance by removing barriers to supervwisaver the park area®dditionally, foliage could
be maintained so that sight lines can be extended. Another issue mentioned by a Park Ranger
was the height of the concrete planting structure walls between Central Plaza and West Plaza.
This area servesareat hiding spots for individuals and also blocks sightlines from either end of
the park. The lack of foliage and low soil levels in this structure promotes risky activity within its
walls. Reducing the height of the walls would allow increased swamedl and better
appreciation for the foliage lying within.

Another interesting strategy to implement surveillance measures at Freeway Park would
be to employ the use of place managers. Place managers are persons such as bus drivers, parking
lot attendats, tour guides, and others who may perform a surveillance function by virtue of their
position of employment (Welsh et al., 2010). Unlike security personnel, the task of surveillance
is secondary to their job duties, but they are able to provide ancaddliset of eyes. Employing
these individuals would disperse greater responsibility to each of the surrounding neighbors of
Freeway Park. Through increased collective effort and networking, crime can be reduced
drastically. This strategy would also requimnereasing the amount of activity at Freeway Park.

By organizing guided walks through the park or using the vending carts at Park Place, the
additional employees who participate in these activities may serve as place managers. This
would help to change ¢hperception that the park is largely underused by people and also
provide informal surveillance. Lack of activity was a primary concern noted in The Freeway
Park Action Plan of 2005, which was developed by the Project for Public Spaces, Inc. (PPS).
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