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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Planning ‘just’ public space: Reimagining hostile designs through do-it-yourself urban design

tactics by unhoused communities in Los Angeles

by
Christopher Daniel Giamarino
Doctor of Philosophy in Urban Planning
University of California, Los Angeles, 2023
Vinit Mukhija
Kian Goh
Chris Herring
Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris, Committee Chair

In this dissertation, | explore the expansion of hostile designs as conceptualized zones of anti-
homelessness and the production of do-it-yourself urban design interventions as tactical
responses (i.e., community infrastructure and mutual aid services)—employing mapping,
photography, and conversations with unhoused residents in Los Angeles. Historically, scholars
have investigated the criminalization of homelessness, achieved through the enforcement of anti-
homeless ordinances and the spatial banishment of unhoused individuals. Less study has gone to
hostile regulations and spatial design conditions in shelter spaces and public spaces that shrink
the capabilities of unhoused individuals to access bare necessities, partake in life-sustaining
activities, and realize socio-spatial rights to the city and its public spaces. To intervene in this

gap, | review an emerging suite of strategies—quality-of-life ordinances, spatial policing, and



hostile soft and hard design controls—that exist across Los Angeles’ anti-homeless landscape.
Across four neighborhoods, I interviewed 36 unhoused individuals to understand their
experiences with anti-homeless zones and responses to hostile designs within shelters and in
public spaces. Additionally, I catalogued the grassroots construction of residential and
community infrastructure by unhoused individuals. My key argument is that hostile designs
encourage and, ultimately, criminalize and demolish DIY urban design interventions that seek to
respond to conditions of homelessness. Hostile designs across shelters and public spaces shrink
the socio-spatial rights of unhoused residents to access public spaces and realize capabilities
allowing them to partake in life-sustaining activities. I advance the concept of “dwellable
inhabitance,” which is a capability afforded through regulation and urban design that allows
individuals to appropriate public space so that they can partake in life-sustaining activities when
no accessible or reasonable alternatives exist. Here, | critique the processes and outcomes of
hostile designs that reproduce homelessness, as experienced by unhoused residents and their DIY
urban design responses. Then, grounded in the recommendations and demands of unhoused
residents, | suggest how hostile designs can be transformed into just public space designs. My
suggested policy and design recommendations follow an inclusive justice framework that
addresses distributive, procedural, interactional, and recognitional aspects of justice, as well as
care and repair considerations. Instead of fencing off parks, closing public restrooms, and
criminalizing non-criminal activities like sleeping, cooking, or hanging out, | advocate for the
abolition of hostile designs and recommend that city planners and urban designers should
accommodate DIY urban design interventions to render public spaces in LA more socially,
politically, and spatially accessible places that provide compassionate services and opportunities

for housing.
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In making places (such as a home), we make ourselves, and as we remake ourselves, so we
perpetually reshape the places we are in, materially, conceptually as well as in how we live
within them. This implies that places are not, cannot be, fixed and stable, but are subject to
perpetual transformations as conceptions, material practices, and lived experiences change.

— David Harvey

The designer of the urban landscape must be constantly conscious of the tensions among the
order given to a landscape, the fairness it concretizes, and the injustices it embodies. Through a
predictably iterative process, injustices resurface and attack newly created landscapes to make
just the unjust order that has been imposed.

— Randy Hester

Ultimately, the pursuit of just urban design entails operating across time as well as space. Urban
designers have a triple responsibility. They need to begin with an awareness of past site-based
injustices, give sustained attention to processes playing out in the present, and invigorate
respectful dialogue based on visions of imagined alternative shared futures.

— Kian Goh, Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris, and Vinit Mukhija
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
Overview

In March 2020, the city of Los Angeles closed to prevent the spread of coronavirus. A two-week
lockdown of inessential activities extended into months and continues to this day. For the first
year of COVID-19, which saw the city reopen and reclose several times, formal outreach to
provide unhoused individuals and communities services and opportunities for shelter and
housing placements were shut down. An unhoused community began to develop in a central city
park called Echo Park. They began relying on mutual aid organizations and their tacit planning
and design knowledge to construct health and hygiene infrastructure like showers, life-sustaining
provisions like community kitchens, and appropriate public space for private shelter. Following
public health guidelines to stop the spread of COVID-19, the community at Echo Park
blossomed into a self-sufficient, autonomous, and community organized space on the western
side of the man-made lake, while housed residents continued to occupy the eastern hill for short-
lived, leisurely activities like picnics as well as walking around the trail that encircled the lake.
Despite the necessity of grassroots planning and design tactics to provide shelter, food,
electricity, and places to shower and use the restroom, stories of and experiences with ad hoc
policing and harassment proliferated, as police officers and park rangers carried out attempts to
close restrooms and arrest people sleeping in the park. As vaccines were administered and the
city began to permanently reopen, complaints from housed residents about drug use and the use

of public space for private dwelling led a mobilization to displace this community.

On March 24™, 2021, at the behest of formal city councilmember Mitch O’Farrell, the

Los Angeles Police Department and the Los Angeles Department of Sanitation (LA Sanitation)

1



carried out a police sweep and cleanup of the large unhoused encampment in the historic city
park. Due to a lack of police enforcement and formal outreach since the inception of COVID-19,
the unhoused community had reconfigured public space as shelter, replete with residential tent
areas and a clothing swap, community garden, and food pantry. This do-it-yourself private and
community-based infrastructure was targeted for demolition during the sweep and discarded by
LA Sanitation. Approximately 200 individuals were displaced from the park and 182 protestors
were arrested (Lenthang, 2021). While the focus of the sweep was on people living in the park,
people sleeping in their vehicles on the perimeter of the park were also displaced. The visibility
of this event renewed debates about policing of the unhoused, policy responses to homelessness,

and the right to public space for both the unhoused people and neighboring residents.

Notably missing from these debates, however, were concerns about the impacts of
increased securitization of public space through hostile designs on the do-it-yourself planning
and design interventions by the autonomous encampment. Critics of the encampment community
(i.e., local politicians, the police, and housed residents) were concerned about the use of public
space by unhoused communities for private activities like sleep and going to the restroom.
Historically, Echo Park functioned as a pleasure ground for leisurely strolls and other fleeting
activities like picnics. From their perspectives, the public space was not meant to house
unhoused individuals, provide services for impoverished people, and raise awareness and
visibility of LA’s growing homelessness crisis. Advocates for the unhoused and proponents of
the autonomous community suggested that the DIY interventions addressed the lack of shelter
and services and critiqued bylaws that criminalized being unhoused in public space. They posited
that instead of criminalizing DI'Y urban design interventions, the city should learn from them and

provide services and places in public for the unhoused to dwell.



While the pandemic has reemphasized the political, social, and environmental importance
of public space, there have been renewed attempts to exclude unhoused people from public space
through regulatory policies and architectural designs. Examples include, among other things, the
creation of enforcement zones around shelters, the enforcement of anti-camping bans in city
parks, and the zoning of streets to be off-limits to vehicular dwellings. Each regulatory boundary
or codified ordinance comes with implicit and explicit material reinforcement, including planters
on sidewalks, fences around parks (Figure 1), CCTV surveillance, tow trucks, private security
officers, and police. Additional examples include the placement of boulders on sidewalks under
freeway underpasses, the removal of street trees to eliminate shade, spikes on the exterior nooks
and crannies of buildings to prevent sitting, and “bumproof” benches where arm rests are placed
to prevent sleeping (Davis, 1990). For my dissertation, | investigated these ongoing processes, as
well as responses to them, through implementations and contestations of hostile designs. I did so
through an interdisciplinary analysis of four neighborhoods in Los Angeles to understand how
hostile designs can be transformed into just urban designs through an investigation of the do-it-

yourself (DIY) urban design tactics of unhoused communities.



Figure 1. Fencing of Echo Park Lake after the March 24th displacement.

Photograph by Christopher Daniel Giamarino

Do-it-yourself urban designs are “small-scale and creative, unauthorized yet intentionally
functional and civic-minded ‘contributions’ or ‘improvements’ to urban spaces in forms inspired
by official infrastructure” (Douglas, 2014, p. 6). Traditionally, DIY urban designs are produced
by middle-class, college educated white residents who paint crosswalks or bike lanes or install

communal libraries on sidewalks. There are ongoing debates as to whether these interventions



represent spatial practices of depoliticized placemaking (Lydon & Garcia, 2015), function as
coping mechanisms to socio-spatial injustices (Kinder, 2016), reinforce tenets of neoliberal
urbanism (Brenner, 2016), or transform hostile public space into common public space through
political and spatial tactics to claim rights to appropriate and reconfigure the city for collective,
justice-oriented desires (Spataro, 2016). Hostile designs are regulatory and architectural
interventions that target and criminalize marginalized groups and their activities for spatial
exclusion in public space (Rosenberger, 2020). They are tied to the broader political economy of
cities, specifically policy and design strategies that aim to regulate and control the social,
political, and economic uses of public space. Hostile designs include anti-homeless zones,
private security, amenity absences like lack of public restrooms, and architectural interventions
like fences and spikes. Often, as evidenced by the case of the Echo Park Lake displacement,
hostile designs function to demolish any DIY urban design interventions by marginalized
communities. Instead of demolition, learning from and accommodating DIY urban designs can
advance “just urban design.” Urban design is composed of decision-making processes, practices,
and outcomes that shape the public-facing built environment and how it can be used by people.
Just urban design is a critical rethinking of top-down urban design practices that exclude
marginalized groups by including them and giving them political agency in decision-making
processes, practices, and outcomes, as well as accommodating their cultural practices and social

activities in the production of public space to foster more inclusive public life.

To explore the incompatible socio-spatial dynamics between hostile designs and
everyday do-it-yourself urban designs, the primary puzzling theoretical question | wished to

answer was:



1. Is do-it-yourself urban design a transformative alternative to compassionate

revanchism in reimagining hostile designs and enacting just public space designs?

To answer this broader theoretical question, | formulated three supplementary empirical

research questions:

1. How have anti-homeless zones and hostile designs evolved during COVID-19, and what
are their impacts on unhoused residents, community infrastructure, and mutual aid?

2. What are the do-it-yourself urban design tactics by unhoused communities, why do they
engage in them?

3. How can cities learn from these tactics to enable the production of more equitable public

space and enact just urban design?

| answered these questions through work in four neighborhoods in the city of Los
Angeles—Echo Park, Harbor City, Van Nuys, and Venice. Within these networked
communities,’ | photographically documented DIY urban designs and conversed with unhoused
residents to understand their experiences with spatial displacement and hostile designs and how

and why they engage in DIY tactics.

This dissertation’s main argument is that the expansion of anti-homeless zones includes
hostile designs that encourage and, ultimately, criminalize the do-it-yourself construction of
private and community infrastructure by unhoused residents. Under the false promise of services
and transitions from shelters into permanent housing, unhoused people are pulled and coerced
into service spaces with subpar social and architectural designs. The initial tolerance of DIY
urban designs and their inevitable demolition represent an ongoing spatial shrinking of social

rights to the city. This is reflected in the enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances that increase



policing and spatial displacement; the construction of insufficient shelter spaces for people
previously living within these zones; the fencing off public spaces; the persistent harassment by
housed residents; and the sporadic provision and removal of life-sustaining infrastructure from

homeless encampments.

Prior research has defined hostile designs as public space objects that target marginalized
groups for social and spatial exclusion (Chellew, 2016; Davis, 1990; de Fine Licht, 2017; Flusty,
2000; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993; Petty, 2016; Rosenberger, 2017, 2020). For my dissertation, |
define hostile designs as a suite of legally hybrid tools, composed of spatial displacement, anti-
homeless regulations, and hostile architecture, that strip unhoused residents of their precarious
social and spatial rights to the city. In response to subpar designs of temporary interim shelters,
the closure of life-sustaining infrastructure like public restrooms, and the fencing off public
spaces, unhoused residents construct DIY urban design interventions to cope and survive. They
intervene through small-scale, incremental construction of semi-permanent structures,
community infrastructure, and adaptive reuse of mundane architecture like walls, sidewalks, and
streets. | find that across each neighborhood, most unhoused residents live between different
housing types, and that this fluidity dictates what type of DIY intervention or response they
develop. Instead of learning from these creative, necessary grassroots designs, the city bulldozes
these architectural stopgaps. Demolition of DIY functions as a severe setback for unhoused
residents leaving them without access to more secure shelter, bathrooms, showers, electricity,

and water.

The criminalization of do-it-yourself urban designs by unhoused communities overlooks
the potential of these small-scall, incremental tactics to improve public space and symbolizes a

broader contraction of social, political, and spatial rights to the city. | posit that the fragmented



production of indeterminate anti-homeless zones throughout Los Angeles unveils an unjust
landscape of hostile designs within an emerging neo-revanchist city. To reimagine hostile
designs, | recommend urban design and policy recommendations that advance the concept of
“dwellable inhabitance.” Dwellable inhabitance is a capability afforded through regulation and
urban design, which allows individuals to appropriate public space so that they can partake in
life-sustaining activities (e.g., sleeping and eating), when no accessible or reasonable alternatives
exist. The recommendations, grounded in the experiences of hostile designs and do-it-yourself
urban design tactics by unhoused residents, aim to enhance capabilities to occupy public space to

engage in life-sustaining activities when no other livable alternatives exist.

The dissertation is divided into seven sections. First, | introduce the background of my
study, the primary research questions, and discuss the significance of my dissertation and its

contributions.

Second, I describe my theoretical framework, which is grounded in theories of justice and
public space. This theoretical framework considers the broad literature on homelessness and has
aided me in defining pertinent concepts, analyzing interviews, and operationalizing a just public

space design framework to recommend policy and design solutions based on my findings.

Third, I review the literature on homelessness pertaining to regulation, policing, and
resistance. | consider the dynamics of everyday life by dwelling type, including the regulation of
the unhoused and their resistance to policing; legal and philosophical analyses of the
enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances; case studies of public space privatization and the
logics and agendas that shrink space for the unhoused along with the modes of resistance to

regulation. Considering the various theoretical frameworks used to study homelessness, |



identify a research gap: there is a dearth of studies with a focused spatial lens that analyzes the

experiences and contestations of hostile designs from the perspectives of unhoused people.

Fourth, | restate my research question and discuss my research design, including its
relationship to my epistemological and theoretical frameworks. I also describe the geographic
context of my research and research methodology. To understand how hostile designs stretch
between shelters and public spaces to encourage and criminalize DIY urban designs, | carried out
a content analysis and mapping of anti-homeless ordinances and shelter and public space

designs, photographed DIY urban design tactics, and interviewed unhoused individuals.

Fifth, I present my findings, including contemporary trends in homelessness, regulation,
and hostile designs in Los Angeles. In Chapter 5, I illustrate how the expansion of hostile
designs, including the regulatory and architectural design flaws of shelters and policing and
privatization of public space, have produced false hope for unhoused individuals in accessing
services and opportunities for housing, while actively encouraging DIY urban design
interventions in public spaces. In Chapter 6, | present a catalog of individual and communal do-
it-yourself design tactical responses and explain why the experiences and demands of unhoused
folks in public spaces lead to grassroots construction of infrastructure. | posit that DI'Y urban
design interventions are responses to hostile designs and function as deromanticized coping and

survival tactics.

Sixth, I suggest how just public space design can be enacted and practiced. Here, | offer
speculative public space policies and design guidelines that can be utilized to produce more just
public space processes and outcomes. These recommendations are normative, and | reflect on the
inherent power dynamics and conflicts that may arise in decision-making processes and public

spaces if these design interventions are rendered permanent.

9



In the concluding section, I reflect on the role that urban design should play in
understanding different user groups and accommodating their activities in order to enact just

urban design.

Homelessness, hostile designs, do-it-yourself urban design, and public space

Over half a million individuals are experiencing homelessness in the US, with 40 percent of this
population living unsheltered on sidewalks, in public spaces, parks, and vehicles, as well as other
interstitial spaces like riverbeds, industrial areas, and under freeways (Henry et al., 2021; Lyons-
Warren & Lowery, 2020). While there are different categories of homelessness, | am interested
in understanding the experiences of unhoused folks who have to contend with the enforcement of
“quality of life” ordinances and hostile designs. While much attention has been given to hostile
designs against individuals sleeping in public spaces, there has also been a proliferation of
regulations that seek to restrict where people may sleep in their vehicle (Bauman, Rosen, et al.,
2019). Examples of hostile designs against vehicular homelessness include the implementation
and enforcement of citywide or overnight bans, police harassment, towing, citations, and,
recently, the development of street zones around Safe Parking Programs that outlaw RVs from
parking (Giamarino, Brozen, et al., 2023; Pruss & Cheng, 2020; So et al., 2016; Wakin, 2014b).
Examples of hostile designs against unhoused individuals living in public spaces include anti-
homeless ordinances and spatial policing (Kohn, 2004; Mitchell, 2003; N. Smith, 1996); and
anti-homeless architecture like spikes abutting private property, bus bench armrests, and lack of
provision of shade and public restrooms (Davis, 1990; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993; Petty, 2016;

Rosenberger, 2020).

Homelessness skyrocketed in the 1980s due to political-economic restructuring that

brought forth the deindustrialization and outsourcing of well-paying jobs, the
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deinstitutionalization of mental health care facilities, a massive decrease in affordable housing
through urban renewal programs, the financialization of housing markets, fiscal austerity in the
investment of welfare programs (i.e., welfare state retrenchment), and a crack-cocaine epidemic
(J. Wolch & Dear, 1993). In the 1990s, cities began responding to the increase in visual
homelessness through police sweeps that essentially eliminated access to public space for the
unhoused (Davis, 1990; Loukaitou-Sideris & Ehrenfeucht, 2009; Mitchell, 2003; N. Smith,
1996). Recently, cities have invested in expanding services and shelter options for the unhoused,
leading some scholars to satirically characterize them as more “compassionate” (Hennigan &
Speer, 2019; Murphy, 2009). In the last twenty years, some US cities have invested in more
compassionate policies to provide services and short- and long-term shelter for the unhoused
(Murphy, 2009)." But, at the same time, as these scholars argue, cities have also continued to
enforce quality-of-life ordinances despite seminal court rulings," which allow the criminalization
of unhoused individuals occupying public space if there are enough shelter beds available. In
2019, the 9™ District Circuit Court ruling in Martin v. the City of Boise (2019; hereafter, Martin)
ruled that an overnight camping ban constituted cruel and unusual punishment under the 8"
Amendment because the city of Boise failed to provide sufficient shelter beds to justify
enforcement of the ban." In response to pressure from court rulings, homeless activist efforts, and
complaints by housed residents, cities have evolved their “quality of life” ordinances to increase

policing in public space (Bauman, Rosen, et al., 2019; Herring, 2021).

Moving beyond an explicitly punitive response to regulating unsheltered homelessness,
cities have adapted by implementing more hidden, seemingly innocuous policy and design
strategies. These include passive regulatory and architectural responses as well as the carrying

out of encampment sweeps around shelters under the guise of public health or sanitation
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initiatives. Although less brazenly harsh, these new strategies still involve the use of municipal
funds, purportedly aimed at alleviating homelessness, for increased regulation, policing, and
spatial displacement of the unhoused. To understand this process, | analyze the increase in
hostile designs, their impacts on homelessness and public space, and contestations of them by the

unhoused in their fights for a right to the city.

Hostile designs are an understudied aspect of increased policing. They are physical
modifications of parks, plazas, sidewalks, and streets to preclude dwelling or other stationary
activities. A small but growing subsection of the literature on such “hostile design” points to the
political agency of objects and their relationality to larger political and economic agendas in
neoliberal cities in restricting access and use of public space while criminalizing the unhoused
(de Fine Licht, 2017; Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993; Petty, 2016; Rosenberger, 2017, 2020). Singular
objects like anti-homeless spikes or bus benches with arm rests that prevent sitting or sleeping
have been studied relationally to broader political and economic agendas of urban policy.
However, the do-it-yourself urban design tactics by unhoused residents to extend their public and
living spaces remain largely understudied. One’s ability to partake in do-it-yourself urban design
without being criminalized depends on their socioeconomic positionality and race/ethnicity. As
Gordon Douglas (2018) has illustrated in his work on small-scale design solutions that utilize
formal infrastructure of the city to improve quality of life, communities of color and unhoused
communities are less likely to participate in these tactics due to prior experiences with the police
and the unsanctioned nature of these interventions. My dissertation addresses this gap by
investigating the relationship between expanding anti-homeless zones of hostile designs and do-

it-yourself design responses by unhoused communities in Los Angeles. | contribute to the
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understudied and undertheorized hostile design and do-it-yourself urban design literature by

exploring everyday experiences in and contestations against conceived spaces of homelessness.

To map how anti-homeless zones and hostile designs have evolved during COVID-19, |
answer my first question (see Chapter 5) through a historical review of the expansion of LA’s
anti-homeless landscape and emerging hostile designs within shelters that extend out into public
spaces. To catalog what do-it-yourself urban design tactics unhoused communities partake in and
why, | answer the second question through my empirical work (i.e., photography and interviews)
with unhoused communities in Echo Park, Harbor, City, Van Nuys, and Venice, as part of the
Services Not Sweeps coalition. To articulate the role that city planners, urban designers, and
policymakers should adopt to enact just urban design, | answer my third question by
recommending policy solutions shaped by the contradictory desires and needs of unhoused
residents; these recommendations are situated within a just urban design framework that |

develop in Chapter 2.

| analyzed the spatial characteristics, proliferation, and implications of hostile designs
across shelters and public spaces and catalogued do-it-yourself urban designs on sidewalks, in
parks, and on public city streets as they relate to enforcement of ordinances and other political
and economic agendas in Los Angeles. | compared how hostile designs impacted people living in
tents, on sidewalks, and vehicles, which represent a growing segment of the unhoused
population. Because the impacts of hostile designs, their relationships to larger political and
economic agendas (Rosenberger, 2017), and the do-it-yourself urban design tactics as responses
by unhoused communities are understudied and undertheorized (Douglas, 2018; Rosenberger,

2020), this dissertation serves as an in-depth, empirical contribution to this growing scholarship.
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To reiterate, my key argument is that do-it-yourself urban design is a direct tactical and
coping response to hostile designs. Hostile designs are embedded into the broader political
economy and homeless management regime of Los Angeles. They are incorporated into the
formal provision of homeless services and shelter, strengthen enforcement of quality-of-life
ordinances, and limit access to life-sustaining infrastructure in the city. Although limited
politically and spatially, these grassroots infrastructural interventions temporarily improve
quality of life for houseless communities dwelling in public spaces. DIY interventions and tactics
are aided by community organizing and individual donations, they are employed to ensure
individual privacy and provide community infrastructure, and they offer immediate need-based
solutions to the regulatory, programmatical, and architectural shortcomings of short-term
“housing solutions” like shelters and tiny homes. I advocate for architects, city planners,
politicians and policymakers, and urban designers to learn from these everyday DIY urban
design tactics to enhance access to public spaces, which can serve as hubs for services and
opportunities to transition into housing. To attain public space design justice and dwellable
inhabitance, unhoused residents’ local planning and design knowledge should be listened to and
incorporated into formal decision-making processes that shape public space regulations and

design outcomes, which impact the quality of public space for housed and unhoused residents.

Next, I construct my theoretical framework of pertinent concepts before reviewing the
extensive literature on homelessness, municipal regulation of unsheltered homelessness, public
space privatization, and resistance to spatial policing. These include spatial justice, three

revanchisms, hostile designs, and just urban design."!
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CHAPTER 2

A theoretical and conceptual framework to study homelessness through a design lens

Homelessness and spatial justice

Homelessness can be viewed, first and foremost, as a policy failure that has produced
inaccessibility to affordable housing for over half-a-million Americans."" In response to legal
rulings and demands by housed residents and businesses, cities have responded to homelessness
through increased regulation and policing of activities linked to one’s status as unhoused. The
criminalization of homelessness largely takes away the freedom to practice life-sustaining
activities, feel basic human dignity, and exert agency (Waldron, 1991). The activities that these
ordinances outlaw include sitting or resting on sidewalks and in parks, asking pedestrians for
money to purchase food and water, using a vehicle as shelter, and blocking pedestrians on
sidewalks. Importantly, the existence of homelessness represents an urban injustice—economic,
political, racial, social, and spatial—in the private and public spaces of cities. It also signifies a
lack of access to economic opportunities and housing that punishes the urban poor, fails to
consider their needs in policymaking decisions, exacerbates racial inequities, and extends to the

policing of public space, with ordinances crafted to serve the needs of housed residents.

Justice is a contentious and fuzzy concept (Markusen, 2003). This chapter is divided into
four sections. First, | consider debates about justice and describe three approaches to justice that
| use to inform my just public space design framework. Second, I scrutinize theoretical framings
of poverty management as ambivalent municipal responses to homelessness in conversation with
the approaches to justice outlined next. Third, I describe growing theoretical demands to critique

and analyze newly emerging patterns of hostile designs. Fourth, I develop a just public space
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design framework that | used to evaluate and critique newly emerging hostile designs and

reimagine them as just public spaces.

Political philosophers have treated justice as an issue of fairness (Rawls, 1971) whereas
neo-Marxist geographers have treated it as a class issue where equitable distribution of resources
and open access to transit, jobs, and other opportunities in the city are of primary concern
(Harvey, 1973/2009; Soja, 2010). With the rise in advocacy planning in the late 1960s (Davidoff,
1965), justice took a communicative turn, shifting away from just outcomes to improve pluralism
and procedural justice in decision-making processes (Habermas, 1984; Healey, 2003; Lake,
2017). Yet, justice as a normative planning outcome to achieve diversity, equity, and democracy
is still seen as integral to developing a just city (Fainstein, 2011). These various conceptions
have been critiqued for ignoring race and gender (N. Fraser, 1995; Young, 1990), power
differentials in deliberative processes (Fainstein, 2000; Innes & Booher, 2004), and everyday
struggles for justice by marginalized groups (Lefebvre, 1968; Purcell, 2002). Notwithstanding
these debates, for people experiencing homelessness, a more robust conception of justice
requires a both/and approach to distributive, procedural, interactional, and recognitional justice

in realizing more inclusive rights to the city and public space.

My framework (Figure 1) is informed by three approaches to justice: 1) the capability
approach to justice (Nussbaum, 2011; Sen, 2009); 2) recognitional justice (N. Fraser, 1995;
Young, 1990); and 3) the right to the city (Butler, 2012; Harvey, 2012b; Mitchell, 2003). |
describe each approach to justice and how it can add to scholarship on homelessness in public
space and to theories of hostile/just urban designs. | then present the theoretical framework of my

research.
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The capability approach to justice was developed by the work of Amartya Sen (2009) and
Martha Nussbuam (2011). It focuses on the abilities and agency that a person or group of people
must have to attain human dignity and achieve a basic level of freedom. The capability approach
is composed of two tenets. First, one’s freedom to achieve well-being is of prime importance.
Second, well-being is based on one’s ability to do and be certain things (called capabilities) and
whether their capabilities to do and be have been realized (called functionings). Importantly,
one’s ability to realize well-being is structured by personal, social, political, economic, and
environmental conditions. For example, the unhoused, like everyone else, should have the
freedom to eat, sleep, and access shelter, but their ability to realize this well-being is severely
curtailed by the political economy of contemporary cities. Often, their status as impoverished
and unsheltered, their use of public space for shelter, and negative stereotypes about how they
look or why they are unhoused are exploited to preclude them from realizing basic capabilities
and functionings. This points to an injustice of recognition, or how the unhoused are consistently

stigmatized and ignored in urban policy.

Recognitional justice takes a both/and approach to conceptualizing justice by
acknowledging the class basis of distributive injustice, while paying attention to power
differentials in struggles for justice based on the stigmatization of certain groups (i.e., by
race/ethnicity, class, gender, socioeconomic status) and the lack of accommodation for their
unique material needs in decision-making processes. Injustice is experienced by the unhoused
because they exist outside of “both the political-economic structure and the cultural-valuational
structure of society” (N. Fraser, 1995, p. 78). In this case, certain public space activities, tied to
the status of being unhoused, are criminalized because they are viewed outside the normative

order of acceptable public space usage (i.e., walking, shopping). Anti-homeless laws are codified
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and enforced to structure public space around the logic of private property, subject unhoused
individuals to policing, and encourage them to accept temporary shelter situations. Involving
excluded groups like unhoused individuals in decision-making processes can work to address
stigmatizations by enhancing equitable access to public participation and public spaces, which

are not without their conflicts.

Critiquing and improving Jurgen Habermas’ (1984) notion of the public sphere, Nancy
Fraser (1990) argues that recognitional justice can be achieved through ongoing struggles for
social equality, cultural diversity, and multiple publics to ensure true participatory democracy in
the public sphere, the public realm, and associated public spaces. For example, abolishing anti-
homeless ordinances that criminalize sleeping in a park requires political resistance by unhoused
individuals and their advocates, which can enhance the different social groups and cultural
activities that are allowed to occupy a public space for their diverse needs. “Justice should refer
not only to distribution, but also to the institutional conditions necessary for the development and
exercise of individual capacities and collective communication and cooperation” (Young, 1990,
p. 39). In the case of homelessness, recognitional justice acknowledges the importance in
redistribution of material and economic resources like wages, housing, and access to public
space, but also prioritizes the realization of individual dignity, personal capabilities and agency,
and freedom from oppression (e.g., marginalization and violence in public spaces) and
domination (e.g., lack of power in determining policy outcomes). Fraser’s multiple publics
approach can be used to inform how activities like sitting, sleeping, and panhandling are
acceptable, non-criminal tactics used by the unhoused to get by. Multiple publics advances the
idea that different cultural groups use public spaces for their diverse needs, and that competing

activities and conflicts that arise are inherent in the use of public spaces. This approach can
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oppose prior research that suggests regulations and design are needed to prevent panhandling lest
there will be increased crime (Ellickson, 1996). Often, what generates conflict is not increased
crime, but the contrasting spatial practices of mobile pedestrians and immobile panhandlers, and
how cities often respond by outlawing those activities that disrupt pedestrian flow (Blomley,

2010).

However, as David Harvey (2009) argues, universal theories and claims to rights, justice,
and freedom must be grounded in the economic, political, social, and spatial particulars of a
place. Extending Habermas’ and Fraser’s approaches to public space, Kurt Iveson (1998)
provides a way to apply a spatial approach to justice. He advocates for a multiple publics model
to public space, which he applies to his work on graffiti. While we should celebrate cultural
recognition of and alternative claims to public space, we should also investigate how space can
limit or enhance everyday experiences. This is because “the experience of urban space structures
the lived experience which contribute to group formation” and “attempts to occupy and
transform these spaces are central aspects of the processes of group formation and identity
construction” (Iveson, 1998, p. 30). Thinking of public space through a multi-public lens affords
the consideration of the articulation of different cultural, political, and economic claims to space;
the presence of overlapping and competing uses; how different groups blur the boundaries
between public and private space; the ways that multiple scales of regulation and design
processes might produce inclusive or exclusive space; and the role that urban planning plays in
addressing oppression and domination in public space. I build off this model when discussing
and referencing Iveson’s later collaborative work with Setha Low in developing propositions for
just public space (S. Low & Iveson, 2016). By thinking spatially through a multiple publics lens

(i.e., housed versus unhoused), I can better contextualize how hostile designs are justified and
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why they criminalize homelessness. For example, a park can fluctuate spatially and temporally
for various user groups. From personal experiences using Echo Park during the pandemic, on one
side of the park, housed residents were able to catch some sun and picnic, while unhoused
residents on the other side of the park could stay in their tent, garden, or cook. Often, unhoused
residents and housed residents socialized and interacted. At times, these social interactions
involved requests for a beer or money, but they did not warrant the spectacle of policed
demolition. From these reflections, city planners and urban designers can more appropriately
recommend how decision-making processes and outcomes can ensure that the capabilities, non-
criminal activities, and basic rights of unhoused individuals are not designed out of city spaces.
Accommodating multiple occupations of public space for recreation, leisure, and shelter instead
of criminalizing and displacing one particular user group advances multiple rights to the city and

its public spaces.

The right to the city is a right to produce space through occupation and policymaking,
which is often crafted following contentious political and spatial struggles between urban
planners, architects, neighborhood groups, powerful individuals, and the general public. With the
increase in quality-of-life ordinances that criminalize sitting, sleeping, and loitering in public
spaces (Bauman, Rosen, et al., 2019), unhoused individuals do not appear to have the ability to
attain basic human dignity by practicing life-sustaining practices like sleeping and going to the
bathroom without police contact. Their rights to the city and to occupy public space are
diminished. The experiences and perspectives of unhoused individuals are overlooked and not
included in decision-making processes that shape how sidewalks and parks are used. Often,
housed residents who have access to private property have power in influencing policy that

determines how public spaces are used.
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As alluded to, normative expectations of how public space can be used are contextualized
by private property relations. James Holston (2008) defines contestations of state-sanctioned
urban inequality (i.e., the regulation and criminalization of sitting and sleeping in public spaces)
as forms of “insurgent citizenship.” These spatio-temporal tactics by marginalized groups often
materialize at the spatial, social, and political “periphery” of cities. In the case of this Los
Angeles-based study, the spatial peripheries spread throughout the fragmented metropolis from
central plazas, sidewalks, and parks into interstitial spaces under freeways and everyday public
spaces like the beach. The social peripheries are life-sustaining, private activities in public. The
political peripheries are alternative productions of public space through the do-it-yourself design
interventions that develop individual and community infrastructure. Forms of “insurgent
citizenship” materialize and actively struggle against the regulation, policing, and designing out
of non-criminal activities shaped by “inclusively inegalitarian” notions of citizenship to demand
a right to the city and a right to exist in the city (Holston, 2008, p. 41). Holston primarily focuses
on squatter movements and struggles by the urban poor in Brazil to attain rights to reside in
informal private spaces of cities. I build on his notion of insurgent citizenship through what I call

“dwellable inhabitance,” which is tied to ensuring rights to dwell in public spaces.

Dwellable inhabitance is a capability afforded through regulation and urban design,
which allows individuals to appropriate public space so that they can partake in life-sustaining
activities (e.g., sleeping and eating), when no accessible or reasonable alternatives exist. Like the
concepts of “dwelling as difference” (Lancione, 2020) and “campzenship” (Sigona, 2015;
Sparks, 2017a), dwellable inhabitance is an ongoing spatial and political practice of constructing
a physical home to live in, articulating rights to situate this home or community in a desired

space, and controlling how the iterative designs of this residence looks like and functions. This
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concept prioritizes “autogestion” (Butler, 2012; Lefebvre, 2009) and the right to “inhabit” the
city (Purcell, 2002). Autogestion is based on the capability for individuals to self-manage and
control how they access, use, and produce space for their unique needs and desires. Purcell
(2002) argues that struggling for a right to the city requires pro-democracy mobilizations against
neoliberalization of public space. To achieve a right to the city, there are two requirements. First,
urban inhabitants must have a seat at the decision-making table during negotiations, for example,
concerning the design of a corporate plaza in downtown LA. This includes those user groups
typically targeted for exclusion. Second, said inhabitants must be able to appropriate, occupy,
and produce a common public space that is open and accessible. This requires a “clear priority
for the use value of urban residents over the exchange value interests of capitalist firms” (Purcell,
2002, p. 103). Diverging from notions of insurgent citizenship, which does not consider how
everyday public spaces can accommodate DIY interventions to claim rights to the city, dwellable
inhabitance prioritizes the right for individuals to use temporarily use public space to dwell, sit,
and sleep, as well as political demands and spatial struggles to attain this right. As will become
clearer, enhancing dwellable inhabitance for unhoused residents improves the quality of public
space for housed residents based on DIY solutions suggested by research participants (e.g.,
public restrooms, sanitation services). In contrast, spatial injustice is continually experienced by
the unhoused and is a product of urban policy and design that shapes who is allowed to use

public space and for what purpose.

In the case of public space, dwellable inhabitance and rights to the city are achieved
through processes and practices where hostile public spaces are spatially transformed by
grassroots communities into alternative places with public services like bathrooms, necessities

like food, and areas to shelter safely. These processes and practices can be achieved through
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design, spatial occupation, and protest, and can be done in partnership with formal institutions
but usually take place due to a lack of assistance from policymakers and service providers. In the
case of the Echo Park tent city, months of community organizing produced capabilities for tent
city residents to control who accessed the communal area for safety reasons, how certain areas
(e.g. the community garden and clothing swap) were used, and how public space was spatially
transformed and reimagined as an autonomous community. This form of autogestion was done
without a formal seat at decision-making tables, at a time when enforcement of an anti-camping
ordinance was relaxed, which gave people a spatial and temporal opportunity to inhabit park

space for life-sustaining practices.

Considering these three approaches, questions of justice arise related to homelessness in
the city, the capabilities of unhoused individuals to realize freedoms and a sense of well-being,
the recognition of their spatial activities as legitimate, and their right to dwellable inhabitance in
public space. How do designs of public spaces limit the capabilities, activities, and rights of
unhoused individuals? Who determines what activities should be incorporated or excluded from
public space, and why? How can newly emerging exclusionary spaces be redesigned to ensure
dwellable inhabitance? Recent policy responses point to the coexistence and codependence of
both punitive and compassionate approaches. For example, the placement of shelters
(compassionate) is often used to justify criminalization on nearby sidewalks (Herring, 2021).
This points to a need to seriously consider how cities can move beyond strategies containing
punitive approaches. Throughout this dissertation, | advance that the regulation and design of

public space matter in determining how cities manage and ultimately end homelessness.
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Revanchism, post-revanchism, and neo-revanchism

In the 1990s, it was par-for-the-course for cities to explicitly criminalize the unhoused and
attempt to police them out of their jurisdiction to pave the way for gentrification. However,
through a slew of lawsuits brought on by legal and political advocacy organizations, courts ruled
that enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances violated several constitutional rights of unhoused
individuals. In response, cities got creative about how they criminalized homelessness, with
many of the responses being couched in compassionate language. An overlooked aspect of these
debates was the production of innocuous urban design obstacles that made it increasingly hard
for unhoused individuals to feel welcome in cities. Examples include constant surveillance by
CCTVs, the establishment of Business Improvement District (BID) zones policed by private
security, and police sweeps that destroy individuals’ private property. There have been ongoing
debates about whether criminalization through policy and design denotes a revengeful city or
whether the presence of service and shelter provision depicts a more complex, quasi-
compassionate landscape. | consider these debates briefly before positing that the unhoused are
not experiencing a post-revanchist city. The neo-revanchist city that they experience is one with
new forms of policies that expand conceptualized zones of anti-homelessness, produce hostile
designs within shelter architectures and public spaces, and target the do-it-yourself urban design
tactics of unhoused folks for criminalization. My position is further corroborated through my

mapping of anti-homeless zones and hostile designs in Los Angeles.

The term revanchism was coined by Neil Smith (1996) in his case study of gentrification
in New York City. It refers to a revenge-themed urban policy regime that shifted from service
and shelter provision toward increased policing of the unhoused to displace them from urban

space (N. Smith, 1996). Under uneven development, where capital flowed back into previously
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divested inner-city real estate markets to revitalize residential property markets, appropriate
public space activities were crafted to fit the needs and behavioral norms of newly arriving
housed residents. Sleeping in parks, using drugs and drinking alcohol, and loitering in parks
rather than walking through them became targeted activities for policing in cities who elected
mayors on the promise that they would “clean up the streets.” Many of these initiatives and
quality of life ordinances were seen as policy failures in the mid- to late-2000s because
homelessness increased as policing pushed people to other public spaces and not into housing
(Vitale, 2010). In response, cities passed bonds, propositions, and measures to increase service
and shelter provision and construct some affordable housing. Relational approaches to
homelessness were critical of the hyperbolic discourse that described poverty management as an
all-out assault on the urban poor, and scholars began analyzing the “post-revanchist city” as a
more compassionate homeless policy landscape with blurry geographies of punitiveness and care
(Clarke & Parsell, 2020; DeVerteuil, 2006, 2014, 2019; Johnsen & Fitzpatrick, 2010; Murphy,
2009). This empirical work emphasized the role that “compassionate” service and shelter
expansion has played in justifying and legitimizing punitive regimes of spatial displacement
through police sweeps, leading the term post-revanchism to be replaced by compassionate

revanchism (Hennigan & Speer, 2019).

Research during the 2000s has looked at the relationality between punitive and
compassionate responses to homelessness, including public space clean up initiatives like the
Safer Cities Initiative (SCI) (Blasi, 2007; Blasi & Stuart, 2008; Vitale, 2010); decriminalization
and sanctioning of tent cities with services and security (Herring, 2014; Herring & Lutz, 2015;
May & Cloke, 2014; Sparks, 2017b; Speer, 2017, 2017); increased funding for policing of public

space to encourage entry into rehabilitative services and shelter programs (DeVerteuil, 2006;
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Herring, 2021; Stuart, 2016); and “housing first” initiatives (Hennigan, 2017; Hsu et al., 2016;
Padgett et al., 2016). Notwithstanding increased geographies of care, this research has described
responses to street homelessness as ambivalent at best, as many of these policies and programs
are implemented according to ongoing tropes about the unhoused as deviant and dependent on
the state for services (Sparks, 2012) as well as neoliberal logics of self-governance, surveillance,
entrepreneurialism, and normalization (Hennigan, 2017). The provision of services, shelter, and
housing co-exist and depend upon the policing, regulation, and design of public space
(DeVerteuil, 2014). Ethnographic accounts of the dynamics between streets and shelters, and
interviews with police officers and policymakers, detail the increased criminalization of
unhoused individuals through improved provision of services and shelter because they are
deemed as “service resistant” (Clarke & Parsell, 2020). Coercive social control is often
employed through the police who offer either rehabilitative shelter or incarceration (Johnsen et
al., 2018). This form of “therapeutic policing” leads unsheltered individuals into constant contact
with police, the criminal justice system, and low-quality shelter systems with stringent rules
(Stuart, 2016). The ruling in Martin and complaints by housed residents have been used by cities
to justify investment in temporary shelter systems to increase criminalization and destruction of
tents in nearby public spaces (Herring, 2021). Seen as existing outside normative neoliberal
expectations of propertied citizenship (Dozier, 2019; Sparks, 2012), the unhoused are both
excluded from private property, deemed service resistant, and regulated out of public spaces due
to their purported obstruction of pedestrian flow and infringement on other people’s rights to
move freely in public space (Blomley, 2009, 2010, 2011; Clarke & Parsell, 2020). This research

points to continued criminalization of sitting, sleeping (either in tents or in vehicles), and
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panhandling in public spaces through police discretion and territorialization of unhoused bodies

(Herbert, 1997).

Recently, regulations that codify acceptable behaviors and policy that designs a
gentrifying aesthetics of place have produced “neo-revanchist” landscapes that criminalize the
unhoused through a “national politics of exclusion” (Levy, 2021, p. 923; N. Smith, 2009). In
distinction to revanchist landscapes that expulse the unhoused from all city spaces through
unconstitutional regulations and spatial policing without providing services and shelter, neo-
revanchist landscapes push people into constant precarity through strategies of regulation,
policing, and design of public spaces, which are justified through the provision of services and
the existence of other interstitial spaces where the unhoused may dwell legally. Neo-revanchist
landscapes are newly emerging spaces within municipalities that outlaw and criminalize sitting,
sleeping, panhandling, and loitering. They can be multiscalar—a municipality, a residential

district, a public park, or a series of street blocks.

The specific focus of this dissertation is these neo-revanchist public spaces that ban
activities associated with unhoused individuals yet permit other housed inhabitants the
opportunity to use them freely. While neo-revanchism may exist alongside more supportive
geographies, there is still little focused empirical work on the political agency of hostile designs
and contestations of them by unhoused folks to survive in public spaces. Just public space
design, as produced by grassroots groups or the state, can offer alternative material affordances,
recognize different claims to and activities in public space, and provide compassionate
landscapes for social and political discourse, conviviality, and opportunities for service provision

and transition into housing without criminalization.
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Hostile designs: Creating the anti-commons

Visible street homelessness, the crowding of sidewalks with tents, the presence of large RVs and
campers, and the obstruction of pedestrians by unhoused folks to ask for money or food are
largely seen as a nuisance and in violation of ordinances that codify and enforce (through
policing) a normative order and expectations of appropriate behavior in public space (Herbert,
1997). For example, cities view the primary use of sidewalks as serving pedestrian flow, so an
obstruction like people sleeping in tents is seen as a nuisance that must be addressed to restore a
sidewalk’s normative order (Blomley, 2009, 2010). The enforcement of quality-of-life
ordinances through spatial policing of the unhoused has been argued to stymy their basic
freedoms and their ability to inhabit city space, and feel dignified (Waldron, 1991). Negative
outcomes of constant policing and harassment include displacement, dispossession of personal
property, and lasting psychological and material affects (Darrah-Okike et al., 2018; Herring et
al., 2020). While the unhoused usually resort to exiting these public spaces or adapting their
behaviors and appearances (DeVerteuil et al., 2009), the most radical form of resistance against
displacement has been the continued occupation of parks, sidewalks, and other public spaces in
the face of regulation (Camp, 2012; Crawford, 1995; Dozier, 2019; Mitchell, 2003; N. Smith,
1996). These debates have often centered around tensions between private property and public
space use for private activities (Blomley, 2009; Ehrenfeucht & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2014; Mitchell
& Staeheli, 2006), redesign and rezoning of prime downtown spaces for white collar office
workers and their consumptive uses like shopping (Ellickson, 1996; Loukaitou-Sideris &
Banerjee, 1998), and legal, moral, and philosophical issues related to the right to the city, basic

freedoms, and the democratic and social nature of public space (Camp & Heatherton, 2011;

28



Cianciotto, 2020; Gerry, 2007; Harvey, 2008; Mitchell & Heynan, 2009; Purcell, 2002; Waldron,

1991).

This research is important, yet it overlooks or cursorily mentions the effects of hostile
urban design on the unhoused in everyday public spaces. Prior research that has looked into
examples of hostile designs has done so in prime downtown spaces (Loukaitou-Sideris &
Banerjee, 1998; Loukaitou-Sideris & Ehrenfeucht, 2009; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2006). This
research has importantly critiqued the influence of private property and downtown corporations
on the redesign and securitization of service-dependent areas like Skid Row and prime spaces
like Downtown Los Angeles, which has raised important legal, philosophical, and policy debates
about the exclusion of marginalized groups like the unhoused. However, much of this research
has prioritized content analyses of downtown business plans with some photographs of
architectural features. How these spaces are experienced and contested from the perspectives of
excluded groups is not examined, and there is an explicit focus on spectacular public spaces. The
ways in which cities determine legitimate users within newly emerging neo-revanchist spaces
like parks, sidewalks, and streets, and how the unhoused contest and reimagine mundane public

spaces demands further inquiry.

To address this oversight, I build on prior ethnographic research (Douglas, 2018, 2023) to
explore examples of hostile designs and resistance to urban design injustice through do-it-
yourself urban designs in everyday spaces inhabited by unhoused folks. In The Help-Yourself
City, sociologist Gordon Douglas finds that informal urban design interventions like the painting
of a bike line or construction of a communal library are deemed appropriate and formerly
incorporated by cities based on an individual’s socioeconomic status and demographic makeup.

He suggests that one’s right to access, transform, and use public space for their needs is based on
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the perception of legitimacy in their intervention. Through photography and in-depth
conversations with do-it-yourself urban designers, he explores the ways in which hostile designs
(i.e., the lack of amenities like a bike lane) are experienced, contested, and transformed.
However, this research leaves open questions about how marginalized groups may intervene and
actively contest hostile designs to transform urban policy and design to be more just. I respond to
this gap by employing photographic documentation and storytelling to understand how hostile

designs are experienced and contested by unhoused folks in LA.

A “bumproof” bench, a fence erected around a public park to restrict access and entry,
and the placement of planters on sidewalks are examples of hostile designs. Their primary goal is
to prevent a certain user and activity from taking place. In these examples, the bench deters
comfortable sitting or sleeping, the fence regulates who can use the park, and planters make it
difficult to erect tents on sidewalks. Hostile designs are a form of environmental determinism
inspired by Oscar Newman’s (1996) defensible space thesis and Kelling and Wilson’s (1982)
broken windows theory. Using Pruitt-Igoe as an example, Oscar Newman argued that the high-
density design of “towers-in-the-park” made residents feel a lack of control and responsibility for
maintaining common areas, which produced crime (Newman, 1996). Architectural and
environmental design, Newman suggested, could ensure that there are more eyes on the street to
guarantee social control, regulate and deter crime, and promote public health for local
communities. Newman posited that the three key design features to safeguard communities
against criminality were territoriality, surveillance, and symbolic barriers. Territoriality worked
to clearly demarcate public and private spaces so that residents would actively protect their
communities from outsiders. Design examples of territoriality included walls and fences that

would work to privatize public space. Increasing surveillance could be achieved through outdoor

30



lighting, well-trafficked pedestrian areas, playgrounds, or residential windows facing sidewalks.
Lastly, symbolic barriers are strategically placed objects like street furniture or community
gardens that indicate to people that they should care for spaces. Any design disorder with
architectural objects that produce defensible space through territoriality, surveillance, and
symbolic barriers can exacerbate criminality. A park without a fence, a shattered streetlight, or a
damaged first-floor window are examples of broken windows. Broken windows is a
criminological theory that argues that public space crime, anti-social behavior, or urban decay
must be addressed through policy, policing, and design that upkeeps space to prevent increased
crime (Kelling & Wilson, 1982). The essential argument here is that a singular broken window in
a neighborhood would spiral it into decay and rampant crime, so it must be fixed right away.
These theories have worked together to specifically target unhoused people living in public

spaces through design and policing.

Yale Law professor Robert Ellickson (1996) rather tactlessly equated unhoused people
who panhandle to individual broken windows that would negatively impact street life, disrupt
pedestrian flow, and affect local merchants. To address panhandlers, he argued for zoning the
unhoused out of prime business areas into small skid row districts. His suggestions have been
widely adopted by cities. Here, the chronic misconduct of the unhoused (i.e., begging) produces
compassion fatigue, and is considered a nuisance and an inconvenience to pedestrians (Ellickson,
1996). This has led cities to create zones where homelessness is allowed (e.g., Skid Row) and
zones where their presence is criminalized (e.g., Downtown Los Angeles). Hostile designs in
these spaces have been likened to fortresses replete with surveillance cameras, police, barricades,
uncomfortable benches, and other objects that make life difficult for the urban poor (Davis,

1990).
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Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris’ (1993) research on the privatization of public space in
Downtown Los Angeles pointed to two different categories of hostile designs she called “soft”
and “hard” controls. Soft controls are designs of public spaces that simply do not provide
facilities for unwanted groups, including benches, bathrooms, and shade, among other things or
provide design elements that reduced their access—gates, walls, fences, above and below the
street spaces, among other design features. Hard controls in privately-owned public spaces
include CCTV monitoring, the presence of police and private security, and the enforcement of
ordinances to displace groups like the unhoused. Since then, there has been scant attention paid
to the impacts of hostile designs and their relationship to larger political, economic, and planning
agendas of cities. Often, hostile designs are treated secondarily to larger processes like
gentrification, property rights, police power, neoliberal urbanism, and the privatization of public
space (Herbert, 1997; Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2006; Sorkin,
1992; Wacquant, 2009). Even in scholarship that does focus on defensible architecture (Sorkin,
2008), the proliferation of barricades, fences, anti-homeless spikes, and increased security and
surveillance are attributed to larger issues like protecting downtown spaces from terrorism and

infringing upon the general public’s rights.

Hostile designs have received renewed attention, specifically the cataloguing of defensive
objects by highlighting contestations through observations of “desire lines” that reuse public
space (Rosenberger, 2017; N. Smith & Walters, 2018). Smith and Walters (2018) argue that
desire can function as a productive force that resists hostile architecture (Deleuze & Guattari,
1980/1987) through simple acts like walking the city (de Certeau, 1984; Debord, 1959/2006). On

desire lines, N. Smith & Walters (2018, p. 2991) state that:
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Desire lines in their concrete sense represent ‘little tactics’, socially constructed, through
which we might observe the history of a space and the power relationships it embodies. A
desire line that diverts from a formalized path can inform us not only of the inadequacies
of the structure, but of the institution’s willingness to tolerate, accept and sometimes
absorb alternative routes. As informal paths are concreted and subsumed into the existing
network, these small rebellions demonstrate that institutions can be and are responsive to
the persistent disruptions that desire lines represent.

While city planners and urban designers often use participant-observation to understand
how desire lines may be incorporated into formal public space designs, we can also conceptually
assess how a pedestrian who aimlessly drifts through a street market, a group of protesters who
occupy space to demand political change, or unhoused individuals who appropriate space for
shelter produce social space and directly contest its privatization and the attendant exclusionary
regulations and hostile designs. The limited research on the subject has applied liberal notions of
justice as fairness to consider instances where anti-homeless spikes are justified because the
unhoused have access to other spaces not directly abutting private property (de Fine Licht, 2017).
For example, Petty (2016) reviews the paradoxical case study of anti-homeless spikes in London
that sparked outrage by housed residents but revealed that they were not against broader
processes of gentrification and commercialization of public space, which ultimately legitimized
the presence of the spikes. What stands out about hostile architecture is that it is “explicitly
coercive, violent and unjustly aimed at those towards the bottom of the socio-political spectrum,
while other forms of social control and division remain largely invisible (normative) and
therefore not the target of vociferous public outrage” (Petty, 2016, p. 73). Additionally, hostile
designs can also refer to implicit (lack of facilities) and explicit (enforcement of regulations)
metaphors and materialities that take away space for the unhoused (Rosenberger, 2020).
Therefore, signs and regulations are also forms of hostile designs that exclude people through

policing and placement of fences or by not providing certain facilities (e.g., restrooms) in parks.
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The obvious implications and impacts of hostile designs are that they target the unhoused, don’t
take into consideration their needs and desires in planning and design processes, limit their
capabilities in realizing their right to inhabit the city, and diminish the quality and use-value of

commonly held public space.

Common public spaces are parks, plazas, sidewalks, and streets where groups who may
be excluded in traditional public spaces or quasi-public spaces are able to appropriate, occupy,
and produce their own space within urban settings. For example, the development of Echo Park
into a self-sufficient encampment community produced a common space for unhoused
individuals. Once it became fenced off, it transformed into an anti-commons. Cianciotto (2019)
refers to anti-common spaces as quasi-public spaces that directly exclude commoning activities,
which ascribe space a use value, through architectural and regulatory interventions. Common
spaces are ascribed a use value by a particular group; are managed by them; can take place
across different spaces and at random times; and may be exclusive—gated communities
(Cianciotto, 2020; Harvey, 2012a). Neo-Marxist geographer David Harvey (2012a) argues that
the most important aspect in the creation of a commons and continual commoning practices is a
politically motivated appropriation of land for non-consumptive use that does not fall victim to
capitalistic exploitation and enclosure. Here, the occupation of portions of Echo Park for private
dwelling and the construction of hygiene infrastructure and community kitchen and gathering
spaces functioned as a tactic of communing. This notion of the commons, or common spaces,
differs from Hannah Arendt’s (1958) conceptualization of a common public realm. Diverse
groups who use the public realm commons are increasingly subjected to exclusive regulations of
certain activities, commercialization, and privatization (Arendt, 1958). Of course, third places are

important spaces for sociality and politics. They act as a bridge between the private nature of
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property and the public culture of city streets by mitigating absolute “segregation, isolation,
compartmentalization, and sterilization” (Oldenburg, 1999, p. 285). Yet, these public realms and
third places are quasi-public. The opposite of common space is the anti-commons. Anti-
commons are characterized by enclosure, regulation, and hostile architecture (e.g., bus bench
with a middle divider to prevent unsheltered individuals to sleep on it). Anti-homeless public
spaces in LA are often enclosed by fencing and police presence, regulated to ban activities
associated with the status of being unhoused, and replete with hostile architecture like

uncomfortable benches, surveillance, and lack of public restrooms.

Recent research on hostile architecture has reviewed media discourse and public
responses to anti-homeless spikes that illustrate “longstanding humanitarian ambivalence” and
reflect a “double distaste” of poor design and the urban poor in entrepreneurial cities (Petty,
2016, p. 77). Cities often respond ambivalently to homelessness in public space, allowing sitting
and sleeping in some spaces while criminalizing it in others (DeVerteuil, 2014; Hennigan &
Speer, 2019). Herring's (2014) research on how cities respond to encampment communities
demonstrates myriad flexible homeless management strategies (e.g., tolerating the formation of
tent cities; accommodating them as sanctioned housing alternatives) in response to tent cities that
seclude and exclude spatially, politically and socially. In Phoenix, shelters were located outside
of downtown to encourage people to use them, justify the enforcement of anti-homeless laws,
and satiate local businesses’ desires to expel the unhoused from adjacent sidewalks.
Humanitarian and policy responses to homelessness suggest that regulations, designs, and
services offered to the unhoused have either been punitive, paternalistic and demeaning, or
offered quid pro quo in exchange for non-criminalization (Hennigan, 2017; Hennigan & Speer,

2019; Herring, 2021; Sparks, 2012). These studies point to the ways that homeless services and
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shelters impact how public space can be used by the unhoused. Yet, they overlook how the
physical redesign of mundane spaces like parks, sidewalks, and streets contributes to this
hostility. What is important to understand is that the physical modification of public space

eliminates political, social, and spatial rights for the unhoused.

Because there has not been a sustained effort to understand the political and social impact
of hostile designs through an explicit spatial lens, I contribute to this literature gap by studying
the experiences and contestations of hostile designs through DIY urban design responses by
unhoused communities. Both Petty (2016) and Rosenberger (2020) call for more research on the
role that media and public discourse play in justifying and legitimizing hostile designs,
researching the roles that policymakers play in implementing and enforcing these designs,
analyzing the materiality of the features that together comprise hostile designs, and critiquing the
impacts that hostile designs have on rights to the city. Through my case study of homelessness
and public space in LA, | explore how hostile designs are experienced and contested. | argue that
without editorializing, critiquing, and rethinking hostile designs, access to public space for the
unhoused will continue to be erased and inalienable rights will be eliminated. To understand how
hostile urban designs may be evaluated and reimagined as just urban designs, | develop an
operational framework that informs my analysis of hostile designs, do-it-yourself designs, stories
and knowledge from unhoused people, and structure my policy and design recommendations to

produce more just public spaces.

Defining and operationalizing just public space designs

Just public space design stands in contrast to hostile design. Considering justice in urban design,
do-it-yourself urban designs, instead of being overlooked or targeted for criminalization, would

be learned from and incorporated into formal public space planning and design processes,
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practices, and outcomes. In this section, | develop an operational framework to with five
interconnected just public space propositions to learn from the DIY urban design responses to
hostile designs (Figure 2). In doing so, | consider the three previous approaches to justice |
outlined above (i.e., capabilities approach, recognitional justice, and right to the city); previous
and ongoing responses to homeless management (i.e., revanchism, post-revanchism, and neo-
revanchism); and calls for more empirical research and theorization of emerging resistance to
hostile designs. These three theoretical angles help inform the development of my framework.
This framework serves two functions. First, it works as an evaluative tool to critically analyze
hostile designs and DIY urban design responses. Second, it serves as a normative guide when
listening to unhoused folks and incorporating their needs and desires into speculative urban
design and city planning policy recommendations. In the penultimate chapter of this dissertation,
| provide examples of how city planners and urban designers can reimagine public space to be
more just. These recommendations draw from my interviews with unhoused folks, analysis of
do-it-yourself design tactics, and critiques of hostile design photographs. They are incorporated
into public space planning and design guidelines that can be useful for unhoused communities,
city planning and urban design agencies, and policymakers. A normative goal of urban design
has been to promote outcomes that render public space more accessible, inclusive, sociable, and
political. However, past theorizations of justice in urban design often offer normative concepts
for urban design practitioners to consider, which have either been aspirational or unrealized
because they are decontextualized from the political and economic realities of urban planning

processes and outcomes.
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Figure 2. Public space (in)justice and do-it-yourself urban designs framework. Design by

Christopher Giamarino.

Early design justice ideas like Howard’s Garden City (1898/1965) and Congres
Internationaux d'Architecture Moderne’s (CIAM) Athens charter of modernist design principles
sought to address industrial ills and social injustices associated with unchecked urbanization. But
these visions—often espoused by architects—were not practically applied and contextualized
within actually existing social and political processes in the political economy of American cities
(Birch, 2011; Giamarino et al., 2022; Goh, 2019). For example, in the American context,
modernist design principles were coupled with processes of urban renewal that led to the

demolition of mixed land uses and socioeconomically and demographically diverse
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neighborhoods in exchange for urban form that prioritized functionally separated land uses,

suburbanization, car-centric streets, and homogenized, segregated neighborhoods.

Much later, Kevin Lynch (1981) sought to develop a normative theory of just urban
design (‘good city form’) by answering the question “What makes a good city?”” The purpose of
Lynch’s normative theory was to establish a baseline for city planning processes and urban
design outcomes that would afford individuals the ability to interact with, influence, and enjoy
city spaces. To achieve good city form, five performance dimensions must be addressed
including vitality (degree to which built form supports vital functions, biological requirements
and capabilities of human beings), sense (degree to which built form creates a match between the
environment, sensory and mental capabilities, and cultural constructs), fit (degree to which built
form and capacity of spaces match the patterns and quantity of actions people engage in), access
(degree to which built form allows us to reach other people, activities, resources, services,
information, or places), and control (degree to use and access of spaces and activities, their
creation, repair, modification and management is controlled by those who use, work or reside in
them) (K. Lynch, 1981). Lynch argues that a just spatial allocation of these dimensions will vary

by context and therefore offers no single theory of “goodness.”

It is important to note that normative visions of good or just urban design, while helpful
for thinking about how to create a more inclusive public realm by improving access, aesthetics,
ecological processes, and social interactions (Gehl, 1971/1987; Hester, 2006; Loukaitou-Sideris,
2012; K. Lynch, 1981), are usually apolitical and similarly separated from actually existing
socio-spatial contexts and everyday life. Recent debates have argued that justice should be the
subject (Lake, 2017) or object (Fainstein, 2011) of city planning and urban design. Subject-based

arguments contend that participatory processes must be equitable to better ensure just outcomes,
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while object-based arguments posit that cities should evaluate outcomes according to normative
propositions like democracy, diversity, and equity. Again, this dichotomization is problematic, as
both design processes, practices, and outcomes should be considered when thinking through the

design of just public space.

Recently, other public space and design scholars have proffered similar baseline
dimensions to ensure just public space design. Low and Iveson (2016) have comprehensively
conceptualized how to evaluate, plan, and design just public space through the redistribution of
public spaces to increase access; the recognition of difference and the need to accommodate
diverse cultural practices into public spaces without fear of policing; the need to foster encounter
and interaction between different social groups as a tool for social learning; a motive to establish
an care and repair to encourage pro-social behaviors such as maintaining a high-quality public
space; and procedural fairness in planning and design processes for communities whose voices

have been systematically and historically locked out of decision-making and urban policy.

This last issue of procedural fairness is a lingering issue in urban planning and urban
design, as experts in the field still struggle to relinquish control of how space is planned and
designed (Lowery & Schweitzer, 2019). Design justice can be achieved by incorporating the
voices and demands of unhoused individuals into decision-making processes that can ensure
procedural justice and just design outcomes. Lowery and Schweitzer (2019) challenge cities to
be more adaptive, anticipatory, and generative of just outcomes, based a variety of spatial, social,
economic, racial, and cultural factors, processes, and practices of the everyday. For the
unhoused, just public space design will protect their right to inhabit the city by producing
affordances that permit necessary life-sustaining practices, allow these practices to influence

design knowledge, and inform how design experts respond to public spaces.
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I draw from Kian Goh’s (2019) political economy approach to conceptualizing just urban
design as a process, practice, and outcome. Her work in Jakarta has explored the spatial
transformations of design processes, practices, and outcomes by kampung (settlements
constructed through grassroots efforts to access housing by the urban poor) residents as they
fight for more socially and environmentally just visions. Here, informal residents’ struggles were
articulated at the local community level, sought to ensure procedural fairness, and worked to
block evictions engendered by Jakarta’s regional political-economic desires to create a world
class waterfront funded by global flows of Dutch capital investment to engineer climate
infrastructure (Goh, 2019). At each level—the global, the regional, and the local—urban design
plans and counter-design plans produce political (i.e., governmental desire to create world class
waterfront), material (i.e., construction of large sea wall to achieve political desire), and
imagined (i.e., Jakarta as a global city ideal for foreign investment) visions. Drawing on Goh’s
political economy approach to conceptualizing just urban design at multiple scales, | will also
investigate how the continued privatization of public space in Los Angeles, as it leads to the
production of hostile public spaces and spatial exclusion of unhoused folks, is legitimized and
contested politically, materially, and imaginatively in design processes, practices, and outcomes

by various actors.

Again, Goh’s work (2019) analyzing the competing design visions between the city of
Jakarta and kampung (informal housing) residents provides insight into how research on just
urban design can assess inequities in the processes, practices, and outcomes of urban design to
render all three aspects more just. In all three arenas, contestation, conflict, and negotiation are
present because policymakers and local residents have competing spatial visions of what a just

city should look like. Procedural justice occurs when participatory processes increase inclusion
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and address issues of power. Within the scope of my research, political actors that decide to re-
enforce an anti-camping ordinance would have to include unhoused individuals in this decision-
making process. Design (practice) justice is achieved when competing formal and informal
design goals are included in normative visions for a future-oriented just city. Within the scope of
my research, design justice could be attained by reimagining how a park like Echo Park could be
rezoned, remodeled, and redesigned without displacing unhoused folks. Encampments could
exist, trash receptacles and sanitation services could be provided, and housed residents could
peacefully use the park. Design outcomes can be evaluated based on whether just or unjust
visions were realized in public space redesign. Within the scope of my research, the spatial
displacement of unhoused folks and demolition of their private and community infrastructure

from Echo Park would be in violation of several propositions of just urban design.

Drawing from philosophical and design writings on justice, | operationalize just public
space design through five justice dimensions—distributive, procedural, interactional,
recognitional, and care and repair (Table 1). This operational framework has been updated from
a previous one that | developed with my colleagues at UCLA (Giamarino et al., 2022). | add
“Care and repair” as an additional aspect of my framework for just public space design. I do so
because a frequent question I have been asked with this work is, “What about other user groups
that use sidewalks or parks?” Ensuring “care and repair” answers this question by taking into
consideration other users of public space who may be impacted or inconvenienced by the
presence of unhoused individuals on sidewalks, in parks or plazas, or sleeping in RVs on streets.
From personal experience as a skateboarder, and from my own perspective on public space and
spatial justice, | would also argue that unlike housed residents who have access to private shelter,

kitchens, and bathrooms in the convenience of their home or apartment, unhoused people’s
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access to public space is a matter of survival. Importantly, my operational framework of justice
can be applied to other marginalized groups whose cultural practices are targeted by quality-of-
life ordinances, policing, and hostile architecture. This framework serves two functions. First, as
| studied everyday life and material experiences within hostile public spaces, | analyzed
conversations with unhoused residents through each justice proposition when appropriate to
formulate grounded policy and design recommendations. Second, applying just public space
design concepts to specific socio-spatial contexts in LA can assist city planners and urban
designers in crafting design processes, practices, and outcomes that are socially and spatially
just. This framework helps me suggest how public space can be more just and develop policy
and design recommendations for use and reference by unhoused folks, advocacy organizations,

city planners and urban designers, and politicians and policymakers.
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Justice Operational definition

conception

Distributive Design outcomes that redistribute public amenities and
infrastructure goods in cities and regions to produce a more equitable
distribution of social amenities, infrastructure, and resources in the built
environment."""

Procedural Design processes that ensure that unhoused individuals are well

represented and have a voice in creating urban form by actively
promoting participation and collaborative decision-making.”

Interactional

Design processes and outcomes that treat homeless individuals with
dignity and make them feel welcome in the production and
consumption of built form by encouraging multiple users and activities
to interact and share the public realm.

Recognitional

Design processes and outcomes that prioritize the cultural claims of
homeless individuals by recognizing diverse users and activities in the
public realm.*

Care and
repair

Design processes and outcomes that encourage homeless individuals to
maintain and steward public spaces, to peacefully co-exist with other
participants and reduce social conflicts.*"

Table 1. Just public space design framework for unhoused communities. Adapted from

Giamarino et al. (2022).

The production of hostile designs via homeless management policy is an injustice that

can be reimagined by analyzing DIY urban design responses using this operational framework.

This just public space design framework incorporates prior theories of justice, including the

capability approach, recognitional justice and a multi-public spatial lens, and the right to the city.

1990s revanchist and 2000s compassionate revanchist studies often downplay, or outright

ignore, the role that urban design plays in producing newly hostile public spaces. Therefore, |

adopt a more critical focus on the study of neo-revanchist public spaces. | use the above

framework to evaluate the resistance to hostile designs through do-it-yourself design by
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unhoused folks, which is the focus of my empirical work. With a relative lack of empirical and
theoretical insight on hostile designs, I catalogue and analyzed DIY urban design resistance to
hostile designs and recommend policy and design recommendations. In so doing, | produce an
applied, comparative study of the experiences with and contestations to hostile designs by the

unhoused in LA.

| find that fencing a park to restrict access, zoning a sidewalk to outlaw camping, and
restricting streets to ban vehicular dwellings are hostile designs that make it more difficult to
sleep, receive services, and practice everyday life. I also find that producing exclusionary public
spaces is not without contestation; people may move to other parks or sidewalks or find other
streets to park on. | argue that if cities pay attention to contestations within these spaces, " they
will be better equipped to formulate policy and design recommendations that provide much-
needed services and opportunities to transition people into housing without pushing them to
other interstitial spaces in the city. My interdisciplinary methodological approach, structured by
my just public space design framework, explores the experiences and contestations of these

spaces and draws policy and design recommendations listening to the voices of the unhoused.

The theoretical framework, including pertinent concepts from the wide-ranging literature
on homelessness, spatial justice, and urban design, informs my reading of the literature on

homelessness as it relates to regulation and resistance. I turn to reviewing this literature next.
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CHAPTER 3

Literature review

As of 2022, 582,462 people in the United States were experiencing homelessness on a single
night, with 40 percent living in tents, makeshift shelters, and vehicles in public spaces, parks, and
streets (de Sousa et al., 2022).X Before the political-economic restructuring of the 1980s, people
living in public spaces were few and far between, with much of this population being either
single working-class men or associated with particular activities like drinking, panhandling, or
prostitution (Spradley, 1970; Stark, 1987). Starting in earnest in the late 1980s, the unhoused
population skyrocketed and diversified due to structural factors including, inter alia,
deindustrialization and the outsourcing of high-wage jobs, the financialization of housing
markets and divestment in socialized housing, fiscal austerity and gutting of welfare programs,
the deinstitutionalization of mental healthcare institutions, and the emergence of a crack cocaine
epidemic (J. R. Wolch et al., 1988). In tandem with the rise in visible homelessness in urban
public spaces, starting in the 1990s, mayors like Rudy Giuliani in New York City were elected to
clean up the streets and implement policies to revitalize neighborhoods through gentrification (N.
Smith, 1996). To clean up the streets, cities developed quality-of-life ordinances that targeted
non-criminal activities like sleeping, sitting, loitering, or panhandling in public spaces, which
directly targeted and criminalized the presence and conduct of unhoused people. While cities
have recently invested in addressing homelessness through the provision of social services,
temporary shelter, and affordable housing (Byrne et al., 2014; DeVerteuil, 2019; Murphy, 2009),
they have also concurrently revamped quality-of-life ordinances to carry out police sweeps and
give people the option to accept services and shelter or be ticketed, arrested, or pushed to other

interstitial spaces (National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, 2019b). Unhoused
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individuals living in tents/makeshift shelters and vehicles adopt tactics of resistance such as
changing their appearance or living in particular spaces that are less visible to avoid police

regulation (Stuart, 2016; Wakin, 2014a).

The purpose of the literature review is three-fold. First, | present a general overview of
the reasons for the precipitous growth in unsheltered homelessness and the regulation-resistance
dialectic that structures how unhoused people navigate public space in cities. | present the
dialectic of regulation-resistance to think through the tensions between strategies of socio-spatial
exclusion and legal control of unhoused folks and tactics of contestation by unhoused folks in
public spaces. This regulation-resistance dialectic is informative for my empirical work on the
hostile versus just design dynamics in public spaces. Second, | review the suite of tools—
ordinances, policing, and privatization—that together function as hostile urban design processes,
practices, and outcomes that subject unhoused folks to spatial banishment. Lastly, | study
conventional tactics of resistance to this regulatory strategy of expulsion from urban space. Here,
| elucidate the implicit yet understated connections between urban design, law, policing,
privatization, and resistance. | suggest that the drafting and codification of ordinances act as an
urban design process; the enforcement of ordinances through spatial policing and displacement
of the unhoused represents an urban design practice, and the securitization of public space

through soft and hard strategies of privatization are an urban design outcome.

My review of the literature is divided into five sections. First, | review different
categories of homelessness, responsive strategies of regulation through policy and policing, and
tactics of resistance by unhoused individuals living in tents/makeshift shelters and vehicles.
Second, | examine the evolution of quality-of-life ordinances and the impacts of their

enforcement as an urban design process. This section focuses on the punitive nature and
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constitutional dubiousness of laws regulating homelessness. | discuss the impacts of hostile
urban design practice through criminalization on the mental, physical, and material well-being of
unhoused folks, analyze the philosophical and social implications of displacement on basic
freedoms to human dignity and rights to the city, and problematize the quid pro quo nature of the
increased enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances. Third, | analyze this regulation and
resistance dialectic at the city scale through gentrification, the privatization of public space, and
regulation as urban design strategies and outcomes. | review the broader political and social
impacts of privatization on public space quality and the targeted impacts on the unhoused.
Fourth, I review four specific modes of resistance to quality-of-life ordinances and public space
policing by the unhoused—exit, adaptation, persistence, and voice—through case studies that
focus on the dynamics of sidewalk life (exit), becoming “copwise” (Stuart, 2016) in the streets
(adaptation), the development of tent cities (persistence), and protests and tactics against police
harassment (voice). | suggest that paying attention to how the unhoused resist these hostile
processes, practices, and outcomes can educate concerned advocates, city planners, and urban
designers on how exclusionary public spaces can be transformed into just public spaces. Fifth,

and lastly, 1 discuss the gap in my contribution to this literature.

While the literature on homelessness appears comprehensive, decades of scholarship
either briefly discusses, glances over, or completely ignores the effects of hostile design
processes, practices, and outcomes. Specifically, research downplays impacts on affordances and
access to public space for people living in tents or vehicles. Additionally, the political and
economic agendas tied behind these designs, the justifications given for their existence, and their

evolution after the court ruling in Martin and during the COVID-19 pandemic demand attention.
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Lastly, the do-it-yourself design solutions they engender and the potential for DIY urban designs

to be accommodated to produce just public space have largely been ignored.

Differences in homelessness by dwelling type *v

For unsheltered homelessness, there are two broad typologies. First, there the hyper-visible
population of people sleeping in tents or makeshift shelters on sidewalks in skid rows, in parks,
tent cities, or other interstitial spaces like riverbeds and under freeways. A majority of studies on
unsheltered homelessness have focused on the tactics and regulation of unhoused individuals
living in public spaces (Mitchell, 2003, 2020; Stuart, 2016). This is primarily due to the fact that
unhoused people living on sidewalks and in parks are hypervisible and have been subjected to
the enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances that lead to spatial exclusion (Herring et al., 2020;
Mitchell, 1997; N. Smith, 1996). These studies have largely overlooked the regulation of a
growing population of individuals and households living in cars, vans, and RVs/campers (Lyons-
Warren & Lowery, 2020; Pollard, 2018; Pruss et al., 2022; Quinn, 2018; Wakin, 2014b). The
second typology of unsheltered homelessness is the growing number of people living in between
their vehicles and public spaces. Living or recreating in a vehicle is not a new fad, as “van life”
and RVs have been used by, among others, outdoor enthusiasts and retirees on cross-country
road trips (Counts & Counts, 2001; Twitchell, 2014). In contrast, however, people living in
vehicles out of necessity are viewed in problematic terms by urban policy makers similar to
those that live completely unsheltered in a public space. Often, people living in tents or vehicles
are viewed as shelter resistant because they do not accept shelter or desire other interim housing
provided by a city (Pruss, 2019). Compared to living in a tent or makeshift shelter, living in a
vehicle provides a number of benefits including safer, more stable, and secure shelter for those

who have experienced violence on the streets, in shelters, or at home, while also providing
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individuals and households with a sense of private property ownership and agency in avoiding
police detection (Craft, 2020; Wakin, 2005, 2014b). Additionally, having access to a vehicle can
also increase access to jobs, schools, services, shopping, and other amenities that cities have to
offer (Allard, 2004; Allard & Roth, 2010; Blumenberg & Ong, 2001; Blumenberg & Pierce,
2014). Nevertheless, like people living in tents and makeshift shelters, vehicular dwellings have
been increasingly targeted by citywide bans, permit requirements, and time limits on particular
streets, which lead to tickets and car impoundment, while the vehicle owners are not in their car
during the day (National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, 2019b; Pruss, 2019; So et al.,

2016).v1
The dialectics of regulation and resistance

Cities have implemented four different strategies to regulate and restrict the unhoused from using
public space for basic biological needs: 1) enforce quality-of-life ordinances; 2) employ zoning
and containment tools; 3) redesign of public spaces; and 4) sanitation operations to clear

encampments and dispossess people of property.

In response to dubious court rulings, cities continue to redesign and enforce quality-of-
life ordinances to restore order in public spaces. Beckett and Herbert (2010) presented a case
study of anti-homeless laws in Seattle, including parks exclusion laws (i.e., anti-camping),
trespass laws (i.e., loitering near private property), and off-limit orders (i.e., Business
Improvement Districts). They argued that quality-of-life ordinances, hostile architecture, and
police sweeps act as “legally hybrid tools” that exacerbate the punitiveness of banishment
strategies, produce a city of “no go” areas, and make it difficult for activists and unhoused folks
to resist spatial exclusion. Such ordinances are anti-homeless, eliminating the use of public

space for dwelling, outlawing biological necessities, and stymieing basic freedoms (Waldron,
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1991). As cities seek partnerships with real estate developers in downtown redevelopment
efforts, they continue to enact laws that reduce the agency of the unhoused (Mitchell and Staeheli
2006). During the ongoing back-to-the-city movement, cities implement urban development
agendas that prioritize gentrification, and, in so doing, listen to NIMBY and business demands

with little consideration for the rights and well-being of unhoused folks (Mitchell, 2011).

Historically, tent cities and service-dependent ghettoes have been subjected to zoning
plans and containment strategies to preserve the economic development potential of land uses. In
the 1990s, cities sought to spatially contain homelessness through zoning. Ellickson (1996)
advocated for the adoption of zoning that would criminalize chronic misconduct within central
business districts, while allowing it in Skid Rows and other marginal spaces. Such strategies of
containment, supported by soft and hard design controls like the closure of public bathrooms
(Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993) displace the urban poor from spaces that provide access to food and
services (Schor et al., 2003). More recently, Parker’s (2020) history of the spatial perseverance
of tent cities in Sacramento, from the Great Depression to after the Great Recession,
demonstrates how encampments are politically and spatially segregated from urban development
aspirations of economic growth. Through the enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances,

unhoused folks are also partitioned from public view to the less visible urban periphery.

Routine maintenance of infrastructure is adopted by cities as a strategy to clean up areas
with encampments. Gordon and Byron (2021) describe policy efforts in Toronto and San
Francisco to exclude unhoused people in spaces through maintenance. They critique the unequal
distribution and maintenance of formal housing and informal encampments. Here, they reveal the
politics of informal infrastructure production and how maintenance intervenes in cities.

Maintenance can be routinized or ad hoc, based on decision-making power or complaints by
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housed residents. The displacement of unhoused folks helps cities to maintain functional order,
promote economic development agendas and particular architectural aesthetics. The authors
suggest that future research considers the conditions of exclusion that lead to informal
interventions, critiques the political discourse around maintenance and cleanups, understands
who benefits, from it and reflects on how best to accommodate informal community

infrastructure.

Lastly, the use of big data, photographing encampments, and the employment of public
health discourses by sanitation departments to clean and clear public spaces are new strategies of
exclusion where cities make homelessness visible and police them through re-enforcement of
quality-of-life ordinances. Goldfischer’s (2018; 2020) presents two case studies that demonstrate
how New York City has implemented strategies to increase the visibility of homelessness, stoke
fear of disorder and re-criminalize unhoused communities. These campaigns included the 2015
“Peek-a-boo, we see you too” campaign, which encouraged residents to take photographs of and
report unhoused people as well as increased used of 311 data to identify encampment hotspots
and schedule routine maintenance that is carried out as street cleanups and police sweeps. A
quick scan of 311 complaint data in open data portals for San Francisco and Los Angeles
demonstrates the ongoing role of complaints about encampments in spatial displacement. These
case studies demonstrate how taking photographs of unhoused individuals without their consent
dehumanizes and disrespects them, fosters visual cues that they are not allowed to use public
spaces for life-sustaining activities, and shifts focus away from broader political economic
processes like gentrification that produce homelessness. Open data, in this case geographic
coordinates of public spaces with greater than two tents, also shifts the public focus away from

policing and displacement strategies and toward perceived disorder caused by homelessness.
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Partnering with 311 complaints, another discursive strategy that justifies street cleanups and
police sweeps of encampments in public spaces is the use of public health discourses by
sanitation departments to criminalize “homelessness in public space under the guise of sanitation
and public health” (Herring, 2021, p. 278). As will become clearer in Chapter 5, quality-of-life
ordinances and police sweeps are legitimized in LA through purported concerns with public

health, sanitation and hygiene, well-being, and livability.

In response to increased regulation, unhoused individuals adopt one or more of the
following four tactics of resistance to avoid policing or trick the police into thinking they are not
unhoused (DeVerteuil et al., 2009): 1) leaving a space altogether when confronted by the police,
2) adapting their appearance and behaviors*' or avoiding locations where police patrol (Casey et
al., 2008), 3) staying in a public space and developing larger encampment communities, and/or
4) working with advocacy groups to protest policing through events and blocking police sweeps

(Camp, 2012; Dozier, 2019) ¥V

To understand the context and evolution of legally hybrid tools of spatial banishment for
unhoused folks, I review the evolution of vagrancy laws into quality-of-life ordinances as design
process and the rise in the policing of homelessness as design practice. After providing this
context, | look at the impacts of enforcement on public space design outcomes. Throughout both
sections, | highlight the spatial, material, and psychological impacts of hostile design processes,

practices, and outcomes on unhoused folks.

“Ouality of life” ordinances and homelessness

The codification and enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances can directly or indirectly produce

hostile designs and degrade public space quality. The first vagrancy law was codified in 1394 in
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England and targeted able-bodied individuals who chose to be unemployed and hang out in
public spaces (Chambliss, 1964). In colonial America, British vagrancy laws were used by cities
to eliminate activities associated with uprootedness, such as loitering and begging. In the late
19" century, US cities adopted vagrancy ordinances to target street activities such as
panhandling and prostitution (Adler, 1989; Loukaitou-Sideris & Ehrenfeucht, 2009). These
vagrancy ordinances became so arbitrarily adopted by municipalities, often outlawing non-
criminal activities like loitering on a sidewalk, waiting for a ride, or being identified by the
police as a suspicious street character. Ultimately in 1972, the US Supreme Court ruled them to

be unconstitutionally vague in the case of Papachristou.™

Still, as visible homelessness proliferated in many US cities in the 1980s and 1990s,
several mayors were elected on promises to “clean up the streets” (Loukaitou-Sideris &
Ehrenfeucht, 2009; Mitchell, 1997). Cities like Seattle, Tempe, LA, and New York, among
others, began implementing “quality of life” ordinances in the 1990s to give police discretion in
criminalizing the status of being unhoused (Amster, 2003; Blomley, 2012; Herring et al., 2020;
Mitchell, 2003; Smith, 1996). Targeting sleeping, camping, lying and sitting, dwelling in
vehicles, loitering, panhandling, and food sharing (National Law Center on Homelessness &
Poverty, 2019b), “these codes have grown longer and more detailed as legislators have continued
to confront challenges to social order and community life by enlarging the scope of vagrancy

statutes” (Adler, 1989, p. 216).

Historian Jeffrey Adler (1989) has argued that we should pay attention to how vagrancy
laws and quality of life ordinances have been dubiously implemented to maintain social and
moral order through policing of non-criminal activities like standing, sitting, and sleeping.

Geographer Nicholas Blomley (2012) encourages researchers to explore how this police logic—
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urban laws that target and criminalize objects, obstructions, people, and behaviors—evolve and
impact rights-based claims to public space. Scholars have noted that such legislation aims to
primarily protect capital and elite property interests (Blomley, 2009; Chambliss, 1964;
Ehrenfeucht & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2014; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2006). As cities sought
partnerships with real estate developers in downtown redevelopment efforts, they enacted laws
that reduce the agency of the unhoused. For example, Mitchell and Staeheli (2006) show that the
redevelopment of Horton Plaza in San Diego entailed privatization of its space and enforcement

of ordinances which criminalized loitering, panhandling, and drinking alcohol in public.

Anti-homeless ordinances should be contextualized within the larger global dynamics of
neoliberalism, financialization of capital resulting in housing market unaffordability, and
gentrification (Kohn, 2004; Mitchell, 2003; Peck & Tickell, 2002; N. Smith, 1996). These
macrostructural forces have led to the privatization and fortressing of public space and its
increased policing and surveillance. Following police crackdowns of the unhoused in NYC in the
1990s, under the Giuliani administration, to make way for development and gentrification, and
carry out spatial displacement sweeps through punitive treatment of the unhoused by increased

policing in public spaces.

Cities also adopted informal zoning that forbids misconduct associated with one’s status
as unhoused in central business districts, while allowing it in skid rows and other interstitial
public spaces in cities. This controversial model has been adopted by many cities in justifying
and enforcing “quality of life” ordinances. Exclusionary public space regulations constitute
forms of cruel and unusual punishment, as well as violate basic civil and human rights of the
unhoused (Blomley, 2009; P. Lynch, 2002; Waldron, 1991). They deny them basic freedoms,

dignity, humanity, and the satisfaction of certain biological necessities. The National Law Center
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on Homelessness and Poverty (NLCHP) (2019a) notes that such ordinances leave little to no
space for life-sustaining activities, fail to address the structural problems leading to
homelessness, and push individuals into an endless cycle of policing and incarceration at the
expense of city budgets and taxpayers. With some exceptions, court rulings have found these
ordinances unconstitutional, as they violate the cruel and unusual punishment clause of the 8™
Amendment (Amster, 2003; Dozier, 2019; Ellickson, 1996; Gerry, 2007; Kieschnick, 2018;
Mitchell, 1998b). Not only do municipal ordinances ban quotidian activities like sitting on
sidewalks, but they also simultaneously bar individuals from performing life-sustaining practices
throughout the city like sleeping, going to the bathroom, asking someone for money, or cooking

food.

As part of these efforts, there has been an uptick in ordinances targeting and
criminalizing people who use public spaces to sleep in tents or in their cars (Bauman, Bal, et al.,
2019; Bauman, Rosen, et al., 2019). From 2006 to 2019, the NLCHP’s No Safe Place report
surveyed 187 cities and found an increase in citywide and place-based laws that criminalize
camping, sleeping, and sitting in public spaces as well as living in vehicles on city streets. Since
2006, 33 new laws were passed to criminalize camping in tents citywide (representing a 92%
increase), while 44 new laws banning place-based camping were implemented (representing a
70% increase). Bans that targeted sleeping citywide increased by 50% (13 new laws), while
place-based bans on sleeping grew by 29% (16 new laws). Citywide bans on sitting or lying
down increased by 78% (45 new laws). Over the same time period of 13 years, the NLCHP’s
Housing Not Handcuffs 2019 report found that the number of anti-homeless ordinances
criminalizing vehicular homelessness increased by 213 percent. From 2011 to 2014, there was a

119 percent increase in comprehensive bans. Individuals in violation of ordinances and/or bans
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can face fines and jail time, furthering their financial precarity and systems involvement. A 2019
survey of 187 cities found that 72 percent of them have at least one law restricting camping, 51
percent have at least one law restricting sleeping, 55 percent have at least one law prohibiting
sitting and/or lying down in public, and 50 percent have one or more laws restricting dwelling in

vehicles (National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, 2019a).

Research has found a direct link between the growth in different types of homelessness
(i.e., tents, street, vehicular) and increased criminalization of camping, sleeping, sitting/lying,
and living in vehicles (National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, 2019b; Pruss & Cheng,
2020; Speer, 2018). The spatial, material, and psychological effects of enforcing these bans
through sweeps and other strategies like citations or towing of vehicles are severe, including
feelings of disempowerment; insecurity through displacement and dispossession of personal
property; exacerbated mental trauma; and constant contact with the criminal justice system
(Craft, 2020; Herring et al., 2020; Stuart, 2016). The ongoing spatial and social impacts of
enforcing these ordinances have profound impacts on the quality of care, feelings of dignity and
agency, rights to the city, and public space that the unhoused can access. To compound these
effects, legal rulings about the constitutionality of enforcement in the United States have lacked
consensus and opened up opportunities for continued criminalization through the annihilation of
space by law (Mitchell, 1997, 1998a, 1998b). This has resulted in proposals to redesign public
spaces like People’s Park in Berkeley (Mitchell, 2003) and LOVE Park in Philadelphia

(Cianciotto, 2020) to restrict access and use by unhoused individuals.

Following the US Constitution, judicial reviews of the constitutionality of vagrancy and
“quality of life” ordinances have tested the facts of each case against the free speech and freedom

to assemble clauses of the 1% Amendment (Baldwin v. D’ Andrea, 2013; Loper v. New York City
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Police Dept., 1991; Young v. New York City Transit Authority, 1990), the unreasonable
searches and seizures clause of the 4™ Amendment (Johnson v. City of Dallas, 1994; Lavan v.
City of Los Angeles, 2011; Pottinger v. City of Miami, 1992), the cruel and unusual punishment
clause of the 8" Amendment (Anderson v. City of Portland, 2009; City of Denver v. Burton,
2019; Johnson v. City of Dallas, 1994; Jones v. City of Los Angeles, 2006; Pottinger v. City of
Miami, 1992; Robert Martin v. City of Boise, 2019; Robinson v. California, 1962; State of
Oregon v. Barrett, 2020; Tobe v. Santa Ana, 1995), and/or the due process and equal protection
clauses of the 14" Amendment (Pottinger v. City of Miami, 1992; Robinson v. California, 1962).
Generally, these cases were filed as lawsuits against violations of municipal ordinances and
subsequent arrests, jail time, and fines, while states and cities filed appeals to reverse decisions in

favor of injunctive relief.

Courts must weigh whether these ordinances directly target a person’s conduct or their
status. The “status doctrine” stipulates that it is unconstitutional for a state or city ordinance to
criminalize conduct directly linked to one’s addiction, affliction with disease, or status as
unhoused or impoverished (Kieschnick, 2018; Robinson v. California, 1962). Courts also test
whether “quality of life” ordinances comprehensively ban free speech, loitering, and dwelling in
public spaces; the extent to which cities are appropriately exercising their police power in
maintaining a sense of order and control for the general well-being of the public; and whether
adequate constitutional challenges are being raised to challenge these ordinances as part of a
“necessity defense” (Tobe v. Santa Ana, 1995). The necessity defense tests whether an ordinance
unjustly targets a biologically necessary activity like sleeping, going to the bathroom, or eating

and drinking.
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To illustrate the impact of vague court rulings, I describe how enforcement of anti-
camping ordinances has been tested through the cruel and unusual punishment clause of the 8™
Amendment. Court outcomes have not resulted in substantial injunctive relief or abolition of
“quality of life” ordinances. The city of LA reached a settlement in 2006 to stop enforcing its
“sit-lie”” ordinance until the city could provide 1,250 shelter units to unhoused individuals in Skid
Row, a requirement met in 2018 (Gerry, 2007, Jones v. City of Los Angeles, 2006). In Portland,
Oregon, the District Court established the “Anderson Agreement” that requires the city to
provide reasonable notification to tent city residents that their campsite is unlawful and will be
cleared out by the police (Anderson v. City of Portland, 2009). In 2019, these inconsistencies
were met with a definitive ruling by the Ninth Circuit concerning an anti-camping ordinance in
Boise, Idaho (Martin v. City of Boise, 2019). The court found that bans on sitting or sleeping in
public space, whether absolute or targeted, constitute cruel and unusual punishment. This ruling
was not appealed in the US Supreme Court, and the case is seen as a major victory for the rights
of the unhoused. Subsequently, the Denver County Court cited Martin in dismissing a
defendant’s ticket in violation of an anticamping ordinance, which the court ruled was
unconstitutional (City of Denver v. Burton, 2019). Advocates for the unhoused and people
experiencing unsheltered homelessness were given what appeared to be a definitive ruling
concerning the unconstitutionality of increased criminalization of individuals who continue to

sleep outside in public spaces.

Turning to the merits, the panel held that the Cruel and Unusual Punishments Clause of
the Eighth Amendment precluded the enforcement of a statute prohibiting sleeping
outside against homeless individuals with no access to alternative shelter. The panel held
that, as long as there is no option of sleeping indoors, the government cannot criminalize
indigent, homeless people for sleeping outdoors, on public property, on the false premise
they had a choice in the matter. —The 9th Circuit, Martin v. City of Boise - 920 F.3d 584
(9th Cir. 2019)
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The 9th Circuit Court ruled that “quality of life” ordinances are unconstitutional because
they violate the cruel and unusual punishment clause of the 8th amendment. Essentially, if the
number of unhoused individuals is higher than the amount of affordable housing units and shelter
space available, a city cannot criminalize one’s status as unhoused which produces a situation
where they require public space for sitting, sleeping, and survival. Despite the ruling in Martin,
however, the lack of consensus between the US Supreme Court, district courts, and appellate
courts have encouraged some cities to adapt their anti-homeless ordinances to criminalize
conduct in particular spaces, while not explicitly targeting one’s status as unhoused or
comprehensively banning unhoused folks from public space. In 2020, the Court of Appeals in
Oregon ruled in favor of the enforcement of an anti-camping ordinance that resulted in a ticket
given to an unhoused individual (State of Oregon v. Barrett, 2020). Without explicitly presenting
the facts of a constitutional challenge, court rulings have often ruled in favor of municipal
ordinances and discretionary police power. Cities throughout the US continue to redesign and

enforce anti-homeless ordinances because of the courts’ dubious legal conclusions.

Cities continue to implement new quality-of-life ordinances or reconfigure previous ones
to skirt rulings by criminalizing one’s conduct in different spaces and at different times. Recent
case studies in Honolulu (Darrah-Okike et al., 2018) and San Francisco (Herring et al., 2020)
have documented the material, psychological, and spatial impacts that enforcement of quality-of-
life ordinances have on unhoused individuals. Through semi-structured interviews and
conversations, individuals have elucidated how important property, such as tents, IDs, and
medications, has been discarded; their mental health has been affected through constant fear of

displacement; and they are pushed into a constant cycle of movement to avoid police contact.
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While legal, philosophical, and empirical analyses of the enforcement of anti-homeless
ordinances demonstrate a trend toward increased criminalization of unsheltered homelessness
through policing, little connections are made between increased regulation and shrinkage of
public space in a sustained manner. However, increased criminalization strategies against “urban
undesirables” (Levy, 2021; P., 2020) through regulation has also reconfigured public space
design and impacted the quality of public space through the production of hostile architecture.
As an urban design process, the drafting and implementation of quality-of-life ordinances is tied
directly to the urban design practice of enforcement, policing, and displacement. This practice
often produces exclusionary urban design outcomes that are regulatory and/or architectural. For
example, anti-homeless regulations that criminalize one’s ability to rest or sleep in a public space
are strengthened through architectural interventions like increased surveillance and presence of
uncomfortable public space objects. Anti-homeless spikes, oddly designed bus benches,
increased security, and fortressing of parks are often the products of municipal ordinances and
target the life-sustaining practices of unhoused individuals. Recent interviews with unhoused
folks demonstrate the negative material, psychological, and spatial traumas that enforcement of
these ordinances brings about, but they do not elucidate how public space is reconfigured and/or
contested. Legitimization and enforcement of ordinances have broader political and social

implications for public space.

Public space design and homelessness: Privatization and hostility

The enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances that targets behavior works in tandem with urban
design practices that strategically impose “soft” and “hard” controls in public spaces (Loukaitou-
Sideris, 1993). In public spaces, examples of soft controls include the omnipresence of fencing,

bollards, Jersey barriers, and other “architectures of dis-assurance” (Boddy, 2008). “Hard”
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controls may be the zoning of a Business Improvement District (BID) that brings about private
security, surveillance, and increased policing. “Hard” controls are more visible outcomes from
the implementation and enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances because we are more likely to
interact with the police, see their cars, or be disturbed by their treatment of unhoused people.
Both types of controls increase perceptions of fear and insecurity for unhoused folks, and
severely curtail their capabilities to access public space, fight for fundamental rights to the city,

and enjoy basic freedoms to assemble, speak, or petition.

Public spaces are the metaphorical and material heart of cities, serving as places of social,
political, religious, and economic activity, as well as accessible, democratic, and open spaces for
diverse populations, greenspace, and more-than-human inhabitants (Amin, 2008; Carr et al.,
1992; Estrada, 2008; Harvey, 2006; D. Hayden, 1995; J. Jacobs, 1961; Kostof, 1987; S. Low &
Smith, 2006; Sennett, 1974). Public spaces include publicly owned and managed streets,
sidewalks, parks, and plazas. Yet, the ideal of public space as just space (Larson, 2018)
overlooks the political and economic agendas of cities in enforcing regulations and implementing
designs that control and even ban populations who fail to conform to normative expectations of
appropriate behavior. These hostile designs are tied to broader urbanization processes like
gentrification and neoliberal urbanism. I draw from the literature to describe the implications of
these processes on the privatization of public space as it relates to targeting the status of a person

being unhoused.

Gentrification was originally described as a process of residential revitalization in
previously disinvested urban areas with a declining industrial workforce (Glass, 1964). Critical
scholarship shifted focus away from explaining gentrification as a residential phenomenon to

exploring the political economic processes and outcomes of gentrification. Here, scholars looked
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at the impacts of capital reinvestment in working class neighborhoods on evictions and
displacement, neighborhood dynamics between longtime residents and the newly arriving gentry,
cultural practices and cultural consumption, and appropriate functions and users of public space
(Chaskin & Joseph, 2013; J. C. Fraser, 2004; Freeman, 2006; Langegger, 2016; Slater, 2011; N.
Smith, 1996; Zukin, 2010). Cities that adopt neoliberal urban policy agendas laud gentrification
as a net “positive” benefit for lower-income, communities of color because it mixes incomes,
reduces crime, provides better services and small business opportunities, and integrates
communities into the overall development plans of cities (Chaskin & Joseph, 2013).
Notwithstanding these purported positive benefits, there is a dark side to gentrification. Pertinent
to implementation of hostile designs through the privatization of public space, gentrification
leads to the displacement of people from city space, criminalizes activities such as standing or
sitting in public spaces through the enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances, and transforms
public spaces into commodified zones where consumptive activities like shopping are catered to.
The increase in regulation of activities and people in public space is also pursued through design

following neoliberal urban policy agendas.

Many scholars have argued that neoliberal architectural, city planning, and urban design
practices are problematic because they control and police targeted groups like immigrant street
vendors, the unhoused, or skateboarders (Davis, 1990; Devlin, 2018; Loukaitou-Sideris &
Ehrenfeucht, 2009; Mitchell, 2003; Nemeth, 2006). Neoliberalism refers to a suite of things,
including a political-economic ideology, form of governance, and urban policy agenda.
Generally speaking, neoliberalism is a political-economic ideology in the 1970s and 1980s that
was espoused by the political systems of Thatcherism and Reaganomics (Harvey, 2005). While

lauded as a way to make government more efficient, this urban policy agenda led to the
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deindustrialization and outsourcing of high-wage manufacturing jobs, the financialization of
housing markets, fiscal austerity and the gutting of social welfare programs, and securitization of
public space (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Peck et al., 2013; Peck & Tickell, 2002). The term
neoliberal connotes privatized provision and management of public spaces that have become
fortressed and surveilled; governmental actors that operate according to free market logics of
competitiveness and entrepreneurialism and frequently use public-private partnerships to
commercialize space; and mass-production of commodified theme park spaces that have stymied
urban inhabitants’ abilities to shape public space according to their unique desires. City
governments are encouraged to act as private entities, establish private-public partnerships to
implement urban policy, and laud urban inhabitants who exhibit characteristics of rugged
individualism, competitiveness, and entrepreneurialism (Dardot & Laval, 2009/2013; Davies,
2014). With the increased securitization, surveillance, and management of quasi-public space by
private actors like corporations and the police (Kohn, 2004; Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998;
Marcuse, 2006; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2006; Németh & Hollander, 2010), who can access and use
space for their unique needs is severely curtailed. Several pervasive logics guide increased

privatization of public space through regulation and design.

Commercialization and privatization of downtown spaces in LA, NYC, San Diego, and
San Francisco, among other cities, produce public spaces that are inward-oriented and enclosed,
detached from the city, and securitized through the presence of private security and surveillance
technologies. This outcome is hostile architecture that ensures consumptive practices but deters
unwanted visitors, and is exclusive in nature (Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993). The structured and
commercialized nature of these spaces stymies informal sociality and everyday politics by

creating inaccessible sites for corporate marketing, shopping, and temporary use (usually during
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lunch time). BIDs, museums, corporate developers, and police forces all conspire to treat a
visitor to these spaces less as a citizen and more as a consumer in a market of goods. This
inevitably favors those who are not discriminated against, who are not spatially segregated based

on their race, and who are wealthy (Frug, 2018).

Through a case study of access to Horton Plaza for the unhoused in San Diego, Mitchell
and Lynn Staeheli (2006) explore how urban redevelopment and property shape people’s right to
the city. They identify four reasons why the relationship between property and public space tends
toward exclusion. First, excluding a certain group is tied to relational property rights that seek to
increase a property’s land value. Second, rules that bolster one’s right to private property have
expanded to public spaces and the public realm. Third, exclusionary laws in public space reduce
the agency of the unhoused. Fourth, when public space is handed over to private developers and
BIDs, it is regulated as private property, but the fragmented nature of this privatization leads to
opportunities for contestation. There exists an irreconcilable tension between dwelling, the logic
of property ownership in public space, spatio-temporal regulations, and feelings of discomfort by
the general public who feel that their right to not encounter visible poverty trumps an unhoused

person’s right to survive in public space (Ehrenfeucht & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2014).

The pervasive logic of private property and reliance on police discretion to maintain
public order increasingly privatizes public spaces and criminalizes the unhoused (Blomley, 2009;
Ehrenfeucht & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2014; Herbert, 1997). This dynamic has been highlighted
through archival and legal analyses of ordinances (Amster, 2003; Kieschnick, 2018; Loukaitou-
Sideris & Ehrenfeucht, 2009), spatial investigations of design and development plans
(Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998), and ethnographic research on policing of the unpropertied

according to normative expectations of appropriate public space use (Herring et al., 2020; Stuart,
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2016). There has also been resistance to increased regulation, particularly through spatial
appropriation and occupation, the creation of alternative expressions of home that blur

boundaries between public and private space, and by influencing urban policy.

The privatization of public space is done through redesigns that increase “soft” and
“hard” controls, produced by urban development agendas, and is also achieved through the
enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances. Literature on this subject importantly problematizes
the way in which urban design and regulation degrade the social, political, and architectural
qualities of public space. Yet, many of these studies focus on privately-owned public spaces like
corporate plazas, financial districts, or outdoor malls. Case studies function as content analyses
of development plans or legal analyses of development outcomes with little attention paid to
urban design and everyday life. There is a need to understand how policy agendas and
regulations collaborate to produce hostile designs in other mundane spaces near and within
parks, sidewalks, and streets. | address this oversight by contributing an empirical, comparative
study to supplement this literature, documenting how spatial exclusion through design is
experienced and contested by unhoused folks, and working with them to recommend more just
public space design outcomes. Resistance to spatial exclusion by unhoused individuals may well

suggest ways in which urban design outcomes can be more socio-spatially just.

Resisting geographies of punishment

Early accounts of fights against spatial exclusion suggested that the most politically radical act
was to appropriate and occupy public space. In The Right to the City, Don Mitchell (2003)
argued that the ability to restore the democratic ideal of public space as open and inclusive is
contingent on direct action to use, occupy, and appropriate it. The extension of private property

rights into the public realm and the legitimization of middle class norms and expectations of
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appropriate behavior increase the exclusionary nature of public space, especially through the
imposition of anti-homeless ordinances (Mitchell, 2003; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2006). Through a
case study of the fight for a right to decriminalize camping in People’s Park in Berkeley during
the 1980s and 1990s, he details how efforts by the city of Berkeley to place spatial and temporal
restrictions pushed the unhoused into the park and led to a series of protests. By legally
analyzing how “quality of life”” ordinances eliminate public space for the unhoused, who have
nowhere else to go, Mitchell (2003) demonstrates how the most basic freedom to exist and

survive in the city is erased.

In response, the unhoused develop microgeographical tactics of resistance in different
space typologies to exercise individual agency, claim public space, and struggle against local
state domination and oppression (DeVerteuil et al., 2009). These spatial typologies include prime
upper-class commercial spaces in downtowns, marginal lower-income service-dependent spaces
like Skid Rows, and transitional spaces in-between (i.e., sidewalks, parks, and freeway
underpasses). As previously mentioned, individuals either exit, adapt, persist, or protest policing
and the privatization of public space. Unhoused individuals often leave areas subjected to police
sweeps to avoid further personal property loss or psychological trauma. They may adapt by
changing their personal appearance or behavior to avoid suspicion by the police. For example,
unhoused women who are targeted by the police and subjected to sexual abuse often use this
tactic (Casey et al., 2008). This avoidance tactic parochially known as being “copwise” is
commonplace in Skid Row (Stuart, 2016). Unhoused individuals may persist by occupying
interstitial spaces (e.g., next to railroads, alongside freeways) and staying invisible. Another form
of persistence is practiced by gravitating toward and staying in parts of the city with higher

concentrations of services, shelters, and single-room occupancies. Research in Honolulu, LA,
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San Francisco, and Seattle, based on interviews with unhoused folks, has demonstrated the
harmful impacts of a lack of persistence, including displacement to areas without services and
clinics and dispossession of ID cards, medicine, and other personal property (Darrah-Okike et
al., 2018; Herbert & Beckett, 2010; Herring et al., 2020; Stuart, 2016). Additionally, scholars
describe the widespread proliferation and concentration of tent cities as massive forms of protest;
resistance against anti-homeless ordinances through spatial persistence; and spaces of autonomy,
community, and self-sufficiency, but also as cost-effective containment strategies of the
unhoused in cities (Herring, 2014; Herring & Lutz, 2015; Orr et al., 2023; Speer, 2018). Some
tent cities have been formalized as autonomous zones with utilities infrastructure, communal
lifestyles, no rent, cheap services, and more freedom compared to shelters, while others have
been increasingly securitized, fenced in, and subjected to similar dynamics experienced in mega-
shelters (Herring, 2014; Sparks, 2017b; Speer, 2018). Lastly, voice, or vocalization through
dissent, is the least used form of resistance by the unhoused, mainly because their key goals in

using public space is for survival and detection avoidance (DeVerteuil et al., 2009).

Participatory action research, particularly undertaken in collaboration with the Los
Angeles Community Action Network (LA CAN), housing activists, and unhoused individuals in
Skid Row, has illustrated ways in which spatial persistence and vocal resistance are employed to
present alternative discourses about the treatment of unhoused individuals (Camp, 2012; Dozier,
2019; Herring et al., 2020; Middleton, 2014). The goal is to reimagine alternative urban futures
beyond policing and toward permanent housing. Skid Row has served as a site of service
concentration and “contested development” (and ongoing research) through urban policy
decisions. The 1976 Policy of Containment, colloquially known as the “Blue Book,” helped to

build and buttress the concentration of affordable housing and social service infrastructure in
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Skid Row’s 50-block area (Dozier, 2019). For example, the 2012 Operation Skid Row festival
was labelled as a “blues moment” within the “blues geography” of Skid Row, serving as a
political, musical, and educational platform to expose material conditions, critique racial policing

and carcerality, and resist ongoing neoliberalization and gentrification of space (Camp, 2012).

Deshonay Dozier (2019, p. 179), working within Skid Row, describes tactics of
resistance against policing, which “reveals the push-and-pull contradictions that occur when
spatial difference is challenged and reproduced.” Specifically, she highlights how LA CAN
trains unhoused individuals on how to use their cell phones to record instances of police brutality
and hostile streetscape conditions (i.e., lack of sanitation services) to advocate for an alternative
urban future with more services, less policing, and housing justice. The case of “SafeGround
Sacramento” illustrates acts of “dissensus” in an autonomous tent city whose inhabitants
organize “traditional and innovative strategies of agitation, including street protests, letters to
local media, teach-ins, interviews with local media, informal conversations, direct actions, and
other tactics” (Middleton, 2014, p. 324). The purpose of each strategy is to push back on
stigmatizations and misrepresentations of who is experiencing homelessness and why, and what
specific help they need. In each case, vocal resistance plays a discursive, political, and spatial
role. Discursively, displaying alternative representations of homelessness pushes back against
stereotypes of drunkenness, criminality, addiction, and service resistance, which are invoked to
place blame on individual failings and not structural issues like unaffordable housing markets.
Politically, resistance through the tactics helps to document human rights violations, police
brutality, and unsanitary conditions, which strengthen lawsuits and point to alternative urban
futures. Spatially, housing activists and unhoused individuals occupy public space to make their

presence known. But organizations like LA CAN have also been involved in the production of
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do-it-yourself urban designs to counter and resist hostile designs, including grassroots
infrastructure, do-it-yourself design, and a mapping campaign to increase access to handwashing

stations, bathrooms, and shower facilities (Skid Row Power, 2020).

The production of do-it-yourself urban designs from marginalized groups has received
scant attention in research on do-it-yourself design (Douglas, 2018; Kinder, 2016). Examples
from Asia demonstrate how vendors, migrants, and squatters work to legitimize and incorporate
their activities into (in)formal public spaces through appropriation and resistance (Chalana &
Hou, 2016; Chiu, 2013; Kim, 2015). Often, ethnographic research has pointed to inequalities in
whose DIY designs are perceived as legitimate by policymakers. While inequities exist in the
production of just urban design, there needs to be a more sustained focus on how resistance and
demands for a right to the city can be incorporated into urban design processes, practices, and

outcomes (cf. Douglas, 2023).

Here, | draw on the work of Talmadge Wright (1997) and Walter Hood (1999) who have
both researched just urban design processes, practices, and outcomes by marginalized folks.
Talmage Wright’s storytelling-based research is grounded in the voices of unhoused individuals
and compares two tactical resistance movements by unhoused communities in San Jose and
Chicago. Their tacit planning and design knowledge suggests how land-based struggles can point
to grassroots, place-based housing solutions that geographically reimagine how space could and
should be used in cities to address homelessness. Walter Hood’s design work serves as an
example of incorporating resistance through urban design for persons experiencing homelessness
and for African Americans in West Oakland’s Durant Minipark. At the park, Hood wrote daily
diaries and produced renderings that depicted mutable programmatic pieces that were meant to

serve multiple users and activities, including alcoholics, sex-workers, and children (Hood, 1999).
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In my dissertation, taking inspiration from Walter Hood, | wrote daily diaries; photographed
examples of DIY resistance to hostile designs and critique hostile designs stretching across
shelters and public spaces (similar to LA CAN’s work); and interviewed unhoused individuals to

reimagine public spaces through my just public design framework.

Hostile designs, do-it-yourself urban design, and just public space design: Research gaps

As unsheltered homelessness—people living in tents, semi-permanent structures, and vehicles—
continues to grow, so do the number of anti-homeless ordinances and relational hostile designs.
Enforcement of these ordinances leads to increased criminalization and policing, which has
profound impacts on the material and psychological well-beings of unhoused folks. However,
this research has loosely considered how enforcement of these ordinances leads to the production
of privatized public space in places like downtowns and Skid Rows (Ehrenfeucht & Loukaitou-
Sideris, 2014; Ellickson, 1996; Stuart, 2014), large encampments (Herring & Lutz, 2015),
prominent city parks (Mitchell, 2003; N. Smith, 1996), and service-dependent areas (Dozier,
2019; Stuart, 2016; Vitale, 2010; J. R. Wolch & Dear, 1993). While concerns about
constitutional rights to occupy public space are important, and | incorporate them into my study,
less attention has been paid to how the privatization of public space is experienced and contested
in more mundane spaces like parks, sidewalks, and streets in the post-Martin era.*. The
enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances and production of hostile public spaces degrades the
social, political, and architectural quality of public space. Reviews of downtown development
plans and corporate plazas point to the omnipresence of “soft” and “hard” controls that limit who
has access to use quasi-public spaces (e.g., Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998). This hostile
design process and practice, which have been called “building paranoia,” is intended to

“intercept and repel or filter would-be users” through camouflage (i.e., hiding plaza space),
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restricting access (i.e., no sidewalks or entry points), fencing out users, creating uncomfortable
designs (i.e., sloped seats), and employing private security (Flusty, 1994).Yet, more research is
needed on what hostile designs look like, how they function, and how they are experienced and
contested by unhoused people. Resistance to hostile designs should be studied to formulate
design recommendations that are more just. While design cannot solve social issues and
structural causes of homelessness, the process of ordinance codification and practice of spatial
enforcement produce architectural outcomes that make it difficult for people to access services

and opportunities for housing.

One previous study that mirrored my dissertation was conducted by a graduate student
named Jessica Annan (2021) who explored how hostile architecture in Calgary is understood by
formerly unhoused people. Engaging with four advocates for the unhoused, the researcher found
that unhoused people understand how hostile architecture excludes them in urban space and is
tied to broader strategies of spatial exclusion. The purpose of this study was to conduct a
sociological analysis of hostile architecture that investigates unhoused residents’ lived

experiences with and knowledge of anti-homeless public space objects in central city spaces.

I build on this work by exploring how hostile designs are produced throughout urban
spaces occupied by unhoused communities, specifically where new service architectures are
provided in sprawling Los Angeles. These primarily include sidewalks and streets near
temporary shelter spaces. Here, | investigate the relationality between hostile designs in public
spaces like parks, their impacts on leftover spaces where encampments are permitted to exist,
and grassroots design responses to provide shelter, community infrastructure, and mutual aid by
unhoused communities. Additionally, while | interviewed some advocates who were

experiencing or had previously experienced homelessness, most of my collaborators were
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currently unhoused structure builders with do-it-yourself urban design knowledge. Structure
builders are individuals who possess tacit urban planning and architectural knowledge and build
makeshift private residential structures that address pitfalls in the design of shelters and provide
protection from harsh elements in public space. They also adaptively reuse things like buckets,
wooden pallets, tables, discarded trash, spray paint, and infrastructure to plan and design
community infrastructure like restrooms, showers, and community recreational and arts spaces.
The analytical and theoretical focus of my dissertation, like Annan’s (2021), includes the lived
experiences of unhoused people navigating hostile designs in Los Angeles, but importantly
explores the limitations and potential policy solutions of do-it-yourself urban designs as a tactical

response to hostile designs in improving public space design outcomes, access, and quality.

My dissertation investigates do-it-yourself urban design responses by unhoused residents
in relation to their experiences with “design paranoia” (Chellew, 2016) and hostile designs. |
consider the relationality between expanding anti-homeless zones, subpar shelter options, hostile
designs in public spaces, and do-it-yourself resistance. Then, | reflect on the effectiveness and

policy implications of do-it-yourself urban design tactics in improving public space quality.

It is important to understand, critique, and reimagine hostile designs that target the
unhoused for several reasons. First, there is a need to analyze how such designs are tied to and
justified by the enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances and provision of short-term shelter
architectures. Second, hostile designs also limit constitutional rights to access public space and
partake in life-sustaining, social, and political activities. Third, the privatization of public space
does not only occur in corporate downtowns or skid rows; mundane spaces like parks, sidewalks,
and streets are also being regulated and redesigned. Fourth, little is known about how these

designs are experienced and how they are contested by marginalized groups. Fifth, and as |
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discuss below, there is a lack of empirical studies and theoretical insights on hostile designs and
do-it-yourself designs from the lived experiences of unhoused communities. There is also a need
to incorporate photographic documentation and storytelling to understand how hostile designs
are experienced and contested. From these contestations, city planners and urban designers can
formulate recommendations, grounded in their DI'Y urban design knowledge, can improve
decision-making processes, homeless response strategies, urban design outcomes, and public

Space use and access.

Contribution to the academic literature on homelessness

Scholarship has not looked at existing and newly emerging hostile designs within and across
spaces of homelessness relationally, how they are experienced and contested through DIY urban
design tactics, and what recommendations the unhoused have for improving the quality of public
space based on their local do-it-yourself urban design knowledge. In a chapter entitled
“Infrastructure of Community,” the After Echo Park Lake research collective describes how the
ebb and flow of regulatory enforcement led to the transformation of public space at Echo Park
into an autonomous, self-sufficient community, which was inevitably targeted for displacement
(Roy et al., 2022, pp. 67-99). Residents occupied public space for shelter, organized cleanups to
maintain cleanliness, and built community and mutual aid infrastructure like power-up charging
tables, a communal kitchen, a community garden, and showers that directly addressed
community members’ traumatic experiences with subpar designs of formal service spaces like
shelters. I build off this study to explicitly focus on how do-it-yourself urban designs can inform
and improve public space policy and design, service provision, and opportunities to transition

into housing without fear of arrest.
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Research on homelessness is largely lacking a spatial focus on the relationship between
hostile designs existing within homeless service spaces and everyday public spaces and do-it-
yourself urban design responses to this hostility by unhoused folks. Emerging scholarship on
anti-homeless architecture in the United Kingdom (Petty, 2016) and Brazil (Ferraz et al., 2018)
has explicitly focused on the political agendas of anti-homeless spikes in connection to processes
of gentrification. Closely tied to research on the enforcement of anti-homeless ordinances and the
privatization of public space, photographic documentation of these objects (i.e., anti-homeless
spikes and “bumproof” benches) showcases their ties to neoliberal urban policy agendas and
securitization of public space. Limited research on hostile designs argues that this form of spatial
exclusion is distinct because it explicitly coerces through aesthetic means an individual not to do
something in a public space. However, without sustained empirical studies of this phenomenon,
examples of hostile designs remain relatively invisible and spark little to no public outrage.
Therefore, a key aspect of my dissertation is to critique hostile designs and describe them so that
they are made more aware to the public. Specifically, I detail the regulations, policing, and soft
and hard controls that exist within shelters and spill out into public spaces. Additionally,
following Annan’s (2021) call for more research on how to make public spaces more inhabitable,
common, and shared, | catalog do-it-yourself urban designs and explore their potential to
produce more “inviting design” that creates a “radically inclusive and compassionate cityscape”

(Annan, 2021, p. 93).

Despite the proliferation of hostile designs in cities, there has been little focused
scholarship on their impacts on targeted populations, resistance to their exclusionary nature
through grassroots efforts, and alternative design visions developed through the construction of

private and community infrastructure by unhoused communities. Most research on hostile
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designs has not been the subject of sustained theoretical and empirical inquiry (Lambert, 2013;
Rosenberger, 2017). Rosenberger’s (2017) pamphlet attempts to raise awareness of hostile
designs—*bumproof” benches and closed trash cans—through photography. He argues that anti-
homeless law and design supports a dominant stability in use of a public space, while curtailing
an object’s multiple uses, which he calls “multistabilities.” His provocation is that there is
nothing morally objectionable about using a bench for sitting and sleeping, and that attempts to
curb these multiple stabilities are unjust. Recently, Rosenberger (2020) has called for further
empirical inquiry into what hostile designs look like, how they are justified, and how they are

resisted to increase awareness and address their unjustness through design.

This is important because other hostile design research has ignored or been uncritical of
anti-homeless architecture, at times advocating for hostile designs (de Fine Licht, 2017). de Fine
Licht’s research in Sweden is reductionist and downplays the impacts of hostile designs on
certain user group’s access to public space for social, political, and recreational activities. For
example, he adopts a libertarian, “broken windows” lens to argue that certain users should be
excluded (i.e., skateboarders) because they are well-off or may bring minor disturbances to parks
(i.e., the unhoused). Discourse about mutual respect and private property rights are invoked to
justify these claims. In contrast, | agree with Rosenberger (2020) that a more critical lens is
needed to describe and critique these hostile designs, understand their justifications and impacts,
weigh their justness, and reimagine public space for multistabilities. | intervene in this call with
an in-depth case study of the relationship between hostile anti-homeless designs and do-it-
yourself urban design tactics through photography and conversations with unhoused folks across

four sites in Los Angeles.
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This research has utility beyond its urban planning and urban design contributions to
homelessness and public space. Previous homelessness scholarship, especially sociological and
geographic research, has used interviews with unhoused individuals to understand their
experiences with policing, resistance in public spaces, or life on the streets or in shelters. My
dissertation ties together the implicit gaps between anti-homeless ordinances as urban design
process, spatial policing and displacement as urban design practice, privatization of space as
design outcome, and DIY urban design resistance as counter-design. Together, | pull together
previous strands of revanchist and compassionate revanchist scholarship and illustrate how these
processes, practices, and outcomes represent a suite of legally hybrid tools that cities employ to
produce and justify hostile designs that are then resisted through do-it-yourself designs.
Individuals are not anti-shelter and do not universally desire to occupy public spaces for
dwelling. Rather, they are resistant to the hostile regulations, designs, and architecture that exist
within shelters and extend into public spaces because of their exclusion from planning and
design decision-making processes. DIY urban design interventions are direct coping responses to
dehumanizing regulations, inadequate infrastructure, and failed provision of life-sustaining
amenities like shelter and restrooms. Instead of criminalization through demolition, I propose
how cities can and should enact just urban design. By applying a focused socio-spatial lens, |
contribute an in-depth case study on hostile designs, do-it-yourself urban design, and public

space design justice. Next, | present my research design.
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CHAPTER 4

Research design
Research Purpose

The purpose of my research design was three-fold:

First, | traced the materiality of newly emerging hostile designs that exist within shelters
and extend into public spaces. Here, | catalogued do-it-yourself urban design responses to them
in the city of Los Angeles. By building a catalog of various forms of community-based responses
to hostile designs, I contribute empirical data to an understudied aspect of how cities regulate
homelessness through spatial means. In doing so, my descriptions of these spaces not only
demonstrate their spatial reality and/or hostility through the experiences and contestations of the
unhoused but also illustrate how hostile designs impact the overall quality of public space for
other users. Additionally, it is important to understand how DIY urban design responses attempt
to provide life-sustaining infrastructure for people to partake in biologically necessary activities

like going to sleep, using the restroom, and eating.

Second, I detailed unhoused individuals’ experiences with and contestations of hostile
public space settings and their needs and desires for more just spatial settings (described below
in Geographic scope I1). While scholars have interviewed unhoused individuals and activists to
understand the impacts of policing, the dynamics of regulation, and the resistance to sweeps or
other forms of policing, they have not offered specific policy recommendations to address hostile
designs, improve urban design processes and outcomes, and transform public spaces into more

just spaces for the unhoused.

Third, I analyzed interviews and photographs to critique how the transformation of public
space through exclusionary anti-homeless designs impacts the overall quality of public space for
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other users. By uplifting and legitimizing the policy and design recommendations of the
unhoused, | suggest how cities can work to create more just urban design that improves public

space quality.

My research design is divided into four sections. First, I describe my methodological
approach, which is grounded in urban humanities, and explain how it assists me in answering my
research questions. Second, | describe the spatial context and scales | examine in my research.
Third, I discuss the participants | collaborated with. Fourth, | detail two humanities practices |
employ to catalog and analyze four neighborhoods with overlapping hostile spaces and DIY

responses.

Research questions

Before laying out my research design, | restate my empirical research questions.

1. How have urban design processes, practices, and outcomes produced anti-homeless zones
and hostile designs during COVID-19?

2. What are the do-it-yourself urban design tactics by unhoused communities, why do they
engage in them?

3. How can cities design more equitable public spaces based on the do-it-yourself urban

design responses by unhoused communities?

An urban humanities approach to reimagining hostile designs

Drawing from my involvement in UCLA’s Urban Humanities Initiative (UHI), I adopted an
interdisciplinary approach to analyze hostile design settings. This humanist research strategy
encourages the use of nontraditional methods to understand different everyday experiences and
to increase spatial justice in public space (Cuff et al., 2020). By nontraditional | mean methods
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not commonly utilized in the social sciences or urban planning. An urban humanist fuses
methods to investigate the socio-physical context of the urban, including, among others,
ethnographic fieldwork, film and photography, historical archiving, fictional writings, critical
cartography, and storytelling. Through this approach, I studied multiple cultural expressions,
everyday practices, and materialities of unhoused individuals across similar public spaces. The
benefit of urban humanities methods is that they encourage collaboration with community
organizations, prioritize grounded and self-reflexive social readings of everyday life in public
spaces, enable iterative experimentation with a cache of socio-spatial research strategies, and
urge urban humanists to reimagine future urban spaces as sites of spatial justice for marginalized
groups (Cuff et al., 2020). By documenting DIY responses to hostile designs, | traced
architectural instances of hostility, everyday experiences, and contestations of them (Zeisel,
2006). More specifically, | examined two hostile spaces—one historical and one existing—as
case studies, assessed their impacts one people’s experiences through the narratives of unhoused

individuals, and offered recommendations for their transformation into more just public spaces.

Epistemologically, | wanted to understand the everyday experiences and contestations of
hostile designs through a mixture of anthropological/ethnographic (socially constructivist),
participatory action research (advocacy/collaborative), and traditional planning (pragmatic,
policy-oriented) methods (Creswell, 2003). Spatially, I produced knowledge of hostile designs
grounded in the everyday experiences of them and DIY contestations by unhoused folks. By
prioritizing their voices in confronting public space hostility, my research subscribes to tenets of
Participatory Action Research (PAR)—political, change-oriented, and empowerment-oriented,

collaborative, and critical. My policy and design recommendations are grounded in voices that
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have traditionally been powerless in formulating planning and design processes, practices, and

outcomes.

My previous work on homelessness has consisted largely of quantitative, geographic, and
content analyses pertaining to recent trends in homelessness in Los Angeles, the contemporary
anti-homeless policy landscape, and the impacts of regulations on spatial concentrations of
vehicular homelessness. ! The originality of my methodological approach is to map hostile
designs and document do-it-yourself urban designs as tactical responses, which extend and
supplement past qualitative and PAR approaches with a specific focus on how urban design can
be collaboratively reimagined as spatially just. In what follows, | give a brief overview of these
methods and how they connect to my theoretical and empirical contributions and provide a more

comprehensive account of this approach in the research design section of this chapter.

My humanities approach pays attention to the spatial practices and temporal tactics of
unhoused individuals in experiencing and contesting hostile designs. Specifically, | employ two
humanities methods. First, | employ filmic sensing: a photographic catalog that depicts the
everyday materiality of resistance to hostile designs and uncovers how do-it-yourself urban
designs resists anti-homeless zones, policing, and displacement. Second, I integrate digital
storytelling: narratives from unhoused individuals about their experiences contesting hostile
designs in their private and community spaces; their do-it-yourself design tactics and why they

practice them; and their recommendations for just public space production.

From Fall 2022 through March 2023, | completed each interdisciplinary practice and
collected my data. Through ongoing volunteer work, legal and political advocacy assistance, and
connections at the Services Not Sweeps coalition—a decentralized network of 35 advocacy

organizations throughout the city of LA, | conducted site visits at each space to complete
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interviews and ask individuals if I could take photographs of their do-it-yourself urban designs. |
built rapport with one person at each site (an unhoused or formerly unhoused person actively
involved in mutual aid and activism), who served as my key informant when approaching other
people for interviews. My interviews were semi-structured and functioned as conversations, as |
had memorized my questions. Because encampments throughout the city continue to be swept, |
worked with lead organizers to get in touch with people who had experienced and contested the
fencing of Echo Park, sweeps at encampments in Harbor City and Van Nuys, and the street
restrictions in Venice. My grounded approach was iterative; these spaces and the residents

changed, and my sampling strategy followed convenient sampling and snowball techniques.

There are three limitations to my methodological approach. First, | focused on four
neighborhoods across the City of LA instead of one in-depth case study. While this geographic
breadth enhances the generalizability of my findings, the short period of research compromises
the depth of empirical findings that a single public space case study may have supplied.
However, this choice was out of my control, as the city began ramping up sweeps of houseless
communities through Mayor Karen Bass’ “Inside Safe” initiative. Additionally, the analytical
focus of my study is on DIY urban design responses and not a specific community typology of
unsheltered homelessness. Second, given time constraints and the unevenness of street cleanups
and police sweeps, | was unable to follow-up and/or conduct additional interviews with
individuals involved in this iteration of my research. However, | have maintained contact with
several participants and provided manuscripts for their ongoing organizing work, as requested.
Third, by analyzing recommendations within a just public space design framework and offering
broad design guidelines, I did not consider how possible emerging conflicts and contestations in

decision-making processes and design outcomes may play out in space between housed and
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unhoused residents, the police, and other public space users given uneven power dynamics. For
example, I could have assessed these unequal power dynamics in decision-making processes
regarding shelter and public space designs by interviewing policymakers, service providers, and
architects, as to why my recommendations may or may not work. Additionally, | focused on
enacting just urban design in public spaces, so my recommendations do not consider the
decision-making processes that lead to the hostile designs (i.e., regulations and architecture) of
shelters and how they could be better redesigned by involving unhoused individuals.
Nevertheless, the just public space design framework could be adapted and applied to shelters to

reimagine their regulatory and design issues.

Notwithstanding these limitations, | wanted to investigate do-it-yourself urban design
responses to hostile designs with the intention to promote new imaginaries—grounded in the
voices of unhoused individuals who are often ignored in decision-making processes affecting the
design of public spaces—about how public space should look and function. My spatial approach
and grounded findings were structured by my theoretical frameworks, including hostile designs,
do-it-yourself urban designs, and public space justice. In the penultimate chapter, | reflect on the
contradictions that arose during my conversations, and | speculate how public space processes

and outcomes can be more just.

Why Los Angeles as a case study

Los Angeles is an extreme and critical case study that helps me analyze the tensions between the
production of hostile designs by cities and counter-designs by the unhoused (Flyvbjerg, 2006).
As an extreme case, LA is the epicenter of unsheltered homelessness and has historically been
the subject of much research on the privatization of public space, policing, and everyday

experiences of the unhoused. As a critical case, LA’s poverty management strategies often serve
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as policy models for other cities, so understanding the regulation of unsheltered homelessness
through laws and urban design are of strategic importance to my critique of hostile designs and
reimagining them through DIY urban design tactics to produce just public space design
recommendations. While I cannot claim that my choice of LA functions as a paradigmatic case,
I hope that investigating LA’s role in adopting dubious ordinances to reshape public space in
hostile ways allows some generalizable claims about justice in the city. Through a qualitative
case study design, my inductive findings function as photographic and descriptive narratives of
competing processes, practices, and outcomes of urban design across four neighborhoods and
public spaces according to different dwelling types in LA. Lastly, my choice of four
neighborhoods helps me to collect more data, answer my research questions, and produce a
policy-relevant narrative useful for policymakers, activists, and researchers, that explains the
complex processes and practices that produce hostile outcomes and DIY responses (Mukhija,
2010). In an ideal world, my case study approach would be generalizable to other urban contexts,
but the reality is that my findings and policy recommendations may serve different purposes for
different people. It is my hope that my humanities-based interdisciplinary case study approach

will encourage cities to reimagine howe urban design of public space can be more just.

Scales of homelessness, hostile designs, and DIY in Los Angeles

Geographic scope I: The Los Angeles Continuum of Care and the city of Los Angeles

My geographic scopes were multiscalar, focusing on multiple homeless geographies in Los
Angeles. The first scale is metropolitan Los Angeles within the Los Angeles Continuum of Care,
the service and shelter provision geography that manages homelessness. It is composed of 85 out
of 88 cities in Los Angeles County (excluding Glendale, Long Beach, and Pasadena).” Based

on past research,™" | focus on the city scale in chapter 5 on homelessness in Los Angeles. In this

84



chapter, I provide a brief contemporary historical overview of homelessness in LA and
descriptive statistics on trends in homelessness over the last five years by dwelling type, the
types of anti-homeless ordinances and landscapes that are within this geography, and poverty

management and policy responses to homelessness that produce hostile designs.

Geographic scope Il: Networked public spaces of anti-homeless zones, hostile designs, and DIY
The second scale is place-based and is represented by four different settings (typologies) of
homelessness—the fenced park, the zoned sidewalk, restricted streets, and interstitial spaces—
across four neighborhoods (Figure 3). This choice of four neighborhoods is based on the
networked nature of the Services Not Sweeps coalition, where key informants informed me that |
should connect with activists at different spaces throughout the city to get a broader sample of
viewpoints, as well as escalated efforts by the city to displace people from public spaces into
short-term shelters. " Based on a prior fellowship as well as volunteer and professional work, |
used my contacts to participate in collaborative participant-observation, documentation, and
conversations across each neighborhood—Echo Park, Harbor City, Van Nuys, and Venice. For
each setting, | describe the materiality of the space, the regulations that led to its creation, how
unhoused people and activists experience (or have experienced) and contest (or have contested)
hostile designs, the broader impacts of each space on the quality of public space for the general
public, and recommendations from the perspectives of unhoused individuals on transforming

each setting. My analytical focus is on do-it-yourself urban designs, as previously explained.
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As will become clearer in Chapters 5 and 6, residents I spoke to across all four
neighborhoods lived between shelters, public spaces, and vehicles and tents, as well as
experienced similar anti-homeless regulations and hostile designs. Therefore, | created a

typology of the four neighborhoods (see Table 3, Chapter 6, page 189).

The first space in my hostile design typology is the fenced park. As the name connotes,
this space is a public city park that has now been surrounded by a chain link fence to restrict and
regulate access, entry, and use by the unhoused. Both Echo Park (in Echo Park, Los Angeles,
CA) and Macarthur Park (in Westlake, Los Angeles, CA) were spaces where smaller tent cities
had developed with services such as portable restrooms, hygiene stations, and rapid COVID-19
mobile testing sites. The city decided to reenforce Los Angeles Municipal Code 63.44 (B) (26)
(d), a prohibition on erecting tents and camping in city parks. Prompted by announcements that
these parks would undergo renovations, which at the time of writing had not materialized, the
fenced park has emerged as a new hostile space. Here, | focus on the community infrastructure
that was built at Echo Park through conversations with former residents, and why the park
remains a popular space with current residents. My personal experiences living near and
experiencing the Echo Park Rise Up encampment served as the jumping-off point of my research
on do-it-yourself urban designs. | also had established connections with previous residents
through the Luskin Institute on Inequality and Democracy. From my time spent skateboarding at
Echo Park Skatepark, I had friendships with people living in their vehicles on the perimeter of

the park after the displacement led to observations and interviews.

The second space is the zoned sidewalk. The city of Los Angeles has invested in
transitional shelters through the A Bridge Home (ABH) program. These shelters are located in

parts of the city where the unhoused have erected tents on sidewalks. Because the city is
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providing shelter in these locations, it has zoned boundaries around them where living on
sidewalks is illegal. The zones are called Special Enforcement Zones (SECZ) where the police,
sanitation employees, and outreach workers move people beyond their borders and often
confiscate and discard their personal property. These sweeps happen weekly. The city has
justified this zoning and displacement strategy through the provision of services and shelter
within the zone. Following footnote 8 in Martin, which states that in some circumstances a city is
allowed to criminalize dwelling in public space, the zoned sidewalk has emerged in certain
spaces of the city. The zone | worked in was in Van Nuys in the San Fernando Valley of Los
Angeles, CA. My capacity was a Graduate Student Researcher at the UCLA Luskin Institute on
Inequality and Democracy’s “Displaceability by Design” research group. We formed the Aetna
Street Insurgent Research Collective. | built off previous work with activists in the San Fernando
Valley mapping the production of anti-homeless landscapes. Here, 1 worked with an organized

encampment community in Van Nuys.

The third space is restricted streets in the beach neighborhood of Venice, Los Angeles,
CA. After presenting previous work on vehicular homelessness, key organizers in Venice
reached out to me for assistance with ongoing legal advocacy work, especially because the newly
elected councilmember in City Council District 11, which includes Venice, is expanding anti-
homeless zones, police sweeps, and spatial displacement strategies. As part of the CD11
Committee for Human Rights Housing Committee, | interviewed unhoused people contending
with these ongoing strategies, which included parking enforcement, police sweeps, and NIMBY

harassment (e.g., slashed tires, hostile architecture like planters on sidewalks).

The fourth space is an interstitial alleyway space near a fenced off park and Tiny Home

village in the South Bay neighborhood of Los Angeles called Harbor City. Through networked
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activist connections between organizers in Van Nuys and organizers in Harbor City, | met with

residents who were displaced from a vacant lot and park that were both fenced off.

There are a few qualifications and criteria for my choice in analyzing these four spaces.
First, they were chosen through a strategic sampling strategy in collaboration with mutual aid
organizers working within the Services Not Sweeps Coalition. After building trust with these
organizers based on previous volunteer mapping research, they invited me to meet with structure
builders to photograph their DIY urban designs and interview them. Second, all four spaces were
not compared formally to assess similarities and differences. They were selected to enhance the
breadth and generalizability of my empirical findings given the short period of time that |
conducted this research. Third, | chose four spaces to get a better understanding of the diversity
of hostile regulatory and architectural designs within new shelter types, how they have extended
out into public spaces and impacted unhoused individuals’ experiences in different public space
types, and what DI'Y urban design tactics are produced in response to contest hostile designs.
Across all four spaces, | noticed a convergence on how hostile designs encouraged and
criminalized DIY urban design responses. This process revealed itself as | investigated the
political and social justifications and impacts of hostile designs, understood the experiences and
contestations by activists and the unhoused, and proposed alternative regulatory and design

policies to create more just public spaces.

Participants

Using my personal connections and past work with advocacy organizations, | observed the
everyday experiences and contestations taking place across four hostile spaces through the
perspectives of and conversations with unhoused individuals and formerly unhoused individuals

who work within advocacy organizations.* | relied on the Services Not Sweeps coalition to
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gain access to encampment spaces and to conduct interviews. Senior members of the Services
Not Sweeps coalition kindly ensured that | would have access to interview people. The purpose
of including activists was to connect me to unhoused inhabitants who experience and contest
these spaces to build rapport through outreach and advocacy, engage in participant-observation
and documentation of DIY responses to hostile designs, and understand their policy and design
recommendations through semi-structured interviews. | primarily focused on this group of
participants because their vocal resistance to these newly emerging spaces and their demands for

policy change continue to be ignored.

From these longstanding connections, |1 worked with and interviewed 36 unhoused folks.
Of the 36, three were heavily involved organizers living in RVs. Four of the 36 were presently
housed when | interviewed them; three were formerly unhoused residents in the Echo Park Lake
community, and one was previously unhoused in Harbor City. Of the 36 houseless individuals,
23 identified as male (64%), 12 identified as female (33%), and one identified as a transgender
male (1%). Regarding race and ethnicity, 10 individuals identified as multi-racial (34%), 7
individuals are Black/African American (24%), 5 are Caucasian (17%), 4 are Hispanic/Latinx
(14%), 2 are indigenous (7%), and 1 is Asian/Pacific Islander (3%). The average age of
individuals | interviewed was 46 years old with the youngest being 30 years old and the oldest
being 68 years old. A sizable number of people | spoke to live between shelters, vehicles, and
public spaces. For example, of the 36 individuals, 14 (39 %) had current access to a vehicle for
shelter. Considering the diverse perspectives of the participants in my research, | integrated their

policy and design recommendations into reimagining hostile designs as just public space designs.
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Socio-spatial positionality and institutional support

It is important for me to acknowledge my social and spatial positionality as a middle-class White
academic researcher entering and studying public spaces that function as people’s homes (for
extended reflections on my positionality see Appendix I). | have never been unhoused and my
initial interest in researching, critiquing, and rethinking hostile designs comes from my almost 20
years of skateboarding. As someone whose use of public space has been restricted through
hostile architecture (not identically criminalized and policed), | am passionate about
appropriating and reinterpreting public space through spatial and temporal tactics. Therefore, |
was primarily interested in how the grassroots city planning processes and DIY urban design
tactics by unhoused folks could inform more just public space outcomes. It was important for me
to be primarily interested in cataloguing and analyzing the materiality of hostile architecture and
DIY designs. Additionally, when interviewing unhoused individuals, | made sure to set realistic
expectations about what my dissertation could and could not do to inform actual homeless
management policies in LA, which still primarily rely on criminalization and policing strategies.
I also made sure every respondent’s identity was anonymous and confidential and that any
photographs that |1 took of the public spaces across all four neighborhoods did not include people

since my focus was design of public space.

Following recommendations on building trust and practicing reciprocity in community-
based research (Diver & Higgins, 2014; Maiter et al., 2008), | attempted to offset unequal power
dynamics in three ways when conducting my research. First, | was fortunate to have funding
through a Haynes Lindley Doctoral Dissertation Fellowship, which allowed me to compensate
each participant in my research with a $30 gift card. | asked each participant what type of gift

card they wanted before purchasing. Depending on the location of each space, gift cards were
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purchased for Ralph’s, Vons, Target, or a Visa gift card. The Visa gift card was requested for
people often living between their vehicles and semi-permanent tent structures for maintenance
and repairs (i.e., popped tire on an RV). For all interviews in Van Nuys, the UCLA Luskin
Institute on Inequality and Democracy provided $50 Target gift cards. The research at Van Nuys
asked more questions than what was included on my IRB protocol. Therefore, | only analyzed
the questions included from my dissertation in these interviews. Second, by collaboratively
working with the Services Not Sweeps coalition and the UCLA Luskin Institute on Inequality
and Democracy’s Aetna Street Insurgent Research Collective,™"' | assisted in co-producing
additional knowledge about unhoused communities’ fights against hostile designs and policing
that could be used in ongoing legal battles and policy work. Third, my research design
purposefully gave unhoused individuals and activists permission to use any photographs and
stories from my research for their ongoing outreach work, political advocacy efforts, and protest
movements. To support ongoing political and legal advocacy, key organizers in each community
wanted to utilize the stories | collected for art exhibitions concerning displacement, lawsuits, and
institutional research. In some instances, reciprocation was realized through financial
compensation. In others, simply having a conversation and giving people space to tell their story
of hostile designs and their creative do-it-yourself urban design solutions was sufficient. “It’s
great that people like you come to talk to us and give a shit”.! For more artistically inclined
people, we exchanged poetry as a form of reciprocation (Appendix I1). In one of the
communities (Van Nuys), we also hosted a street festival to celebrate the history, art, culture, and
community-based resistance through do-it-yourself tactics, including painting of a crosswalk as a

traffic calming technique, music, food, etc. This research is a long-term project that will continue

! Dwight, personal communication, February 4, 2023
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beyond this dissertation. Therefore, | have maintained contact with people involved in my
research and plan to continue checking in to see how they’re doing and assisting in whatever way

| can.

Building trust and reciprocity in academic researcher-research participant relationships is
an ongoing, and uneven, process of negotiating power. Through ongoing mutual aid
volunteerism, assistance with political and legal advocacy, compensation for time, and
anonymization of participants in this research, | attempted to assuage negative impacts in
exchange for uplifting the creative potential of do-it-yourself urban designs by participants, their
stories contending with hostile designs, and recommendations for more just public space
outcome.

Urban humanist practices, measures, and procedures

My primary methodology was an urban humanities case study approach with two sets of
procedures. | employed filmic sensing (photographic cataloguing) and digital storytelling
(interviewing) as two interrelated urban humanities practices which helped me answer my

research questions.

Filming sensing: Creating an empirical catalog of DIY responses to hostile designs

To catalog each space and describe the material complexity of their hostility, | engaged with
collage photography, borrowing from filmic sensing. Filmic sensing is the production of video
montages through film or the use of collage photography to showcase how public space is
designed and experienced from the perspectives of different users. The outcome is often a three-
to-five-minute video to bring viewers into the space through a particular experiential and
theoretical lens. Referencing this method, | was able to contribute a more complex, empirical

catalog of DIY resistance to hostile designs (beyond individual objects) to the understudied
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literature. Additionally, my photographic catalog functions as an archive that can be used in
ongoing political and legal advocacy efforts by the organizations I collaborated with in my
dissertation. The use of photography to understand how city planning processes and urban design
outcomes shape public spaces and dictate who can use them and how can seminal knowledge on
everyday life by documenting interactions with the urban design and architecture of cities.
Important insights have been produced from the use of photography in concert with critical
social commentary, philosophy, and planning theory. Inspiring precedents for my work include
more traditional behavioral mapping documentaries about the social life of privately-owned
public spaces in New York City (Whyte, 1980), a photographic mapping of urban decay over
time in cities like Los Angeles and New York (Vergara, 1995), the use of historical photography
and narratives to spatialize invisible urban and social landscapes into public memory (D.
Hayden, 1995), and the use of photography to understand everyday life in a do-it-yourself
subcultural playground and skatepark on the Williamsburg waterfront in Brooklyn, New York
(Campo, 2013). My hope is that this method encourages city planners, urban designers, and
architects to look at the intricate details of public spaces, streetscape, and other architectural
clues to understand how hostile designs impact marginalized groups like the unhoused (A. B.
Jacobs, 1985). | did so by cataloging the material reality of experiences with hostile designs and
do-it-yourself responses, putting them into conversation with my theoretical framework and

conversations with unhoused individuals, to reimagine how public spaces can be more just.

| refer to historical photographs of the displaced Echo Park Lake community (see Roy et
al., 2022) and took photographs of hostile designs and do-it-yourself designs at all four sites. The
purpose was to analyze the various DIY design tactics that existed. Additionally, | wanted to

document the multiple zones, hostile designs, and do-it-yourself responses that stretch across Los
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Angeles and unhoused communities. For hostile designs within shelter spaces, | relied on
conversations with unhoused individuals and a content analysis of online secondary sources that

describe the rules and designs of them.

To catalog historical photographs, which I analyzed through a report on the Echo Park
Lake community (Roy et al., 2022), | conversed with former residents of the Echo Park Lake
community and analyzed photographs from a report on the failed displacement of the community
(Roy et al., 2022). | specifically analyzed examples of grassroots city planning and urban design
across all four neighborhoods and took copious amounts of notes on how each community was
laid out. There were several scenarios where DIY design tactics took place after the 2021 sweep.
For example, on August 7, 2022, an unidentified group of people took down parts of the chain
link fence surrounding Echo Park Lake and called their tactics a “community de-fence.” On
August 8th, | took photographs of signage, the fence, remnants of contestation (i.e., holes cut in

the fence), and ongoing regulatory strategies (i.e., park rangers).

For the four neighborhood spaces, | photographed streetscape characteristics that were
either hostile or afforded gaps in regulation where dwellings are allowed to develop. | did not
take photographs of the outside or inside of homes. Rather, | documented do-it-yourself urban
designs that functioned as community and mutual aid infrastructure. Where fences, signs, and
other instances of hostility existed, | took photographs to catalog a representative sample of
hostile anti-homeless architecture. To avoid privacy issues with unhoused individuals, I took

photographs of architectural features.

| stored photographs in a secure Google Drive folder and archived them. For each image,
| added the date it was taken, what the photograph depicts, and a brief paragraph description of

the function of the architecture or social dynamics in the photograph. My photographs were
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thematized by each just public space design proposition, exposed what hostile designs existed

and were shared across each space, and detailed similar DI'Y urban design responses.

It is important to note that the large sweep of Echo Park, weekly sweeps of the other
spaces, and hidden displacement and policing strategies took place over the course of my
research. To understand the experiences and contestations of these hostile designs, as well as
formulate policy and design recommendations grounded in everyday life of unhoused folks,
storytelling through interviews was of the utmost importance in reimagining hostile spaces as
just public spaces. This was done through site visits with my institutional and advocacy

organizational connections.

Digital storytelling: Vocal resistance and demands to create more just urban designs

To document past and present experiences and contestations of hostile designs, the most
important aspect of my grounded, emergent, and iterative humanist approach was to interview
unhoused individuals across networked communities. Based on previous academic and
professional work, | have built rapport with organizations and was able to set up interviews.
Based on past collaborative research mapping anti-homeless ordinances with KFA and ongoing
volunteer work, | also received a letter of support from lead organizers of the Services Not
Sweeps coalition to conduct interviews with unhoused individuals and incorporate their voices
into policy and design recommendations (Appendix I11). For unhoused folks, | asked them
questions that helped answer my primary research questions: How have you experienced and
resisted hostile designs? Why do you think the city is fencing off parks and conducting police
sweeps around shelters? What are other examples of hostile designs you’ve experienced? How

have you used DIY urban design to resist and/or respond to hostile designs? How would you

96



redesign these spaces to fit your unique needs? What planning and design have you been

involved in to improve your quality of life and/or community spaces?

Through semi-structured interviews and informal conversations, | kept a digital journal of
the language used about each space, why regulations worked or didn’t work, what was hostile
about the public spaces and adjacent service spaces, and how and why individuals participated in
do-it-yourself urban designs. In Appendix IV, I have included the interview instrument with
questions. To get the conversation started, | asked my respondents to introduce themselves, their
experiences with the police and formal outreach, and why they became unhoused. For each
interview, | used my iPhone with a Bluetooth microphone to record. Although I collected the
interviewee’s name, I used a pseudonym generator for confidentiality purposes (reedsy, 2023).
Using Otter.ai transcription technology on my phone, | automatically transcribed each interview
and exported to a Word Document. Using the constant comparative method with Atlas.ti (Glaser
& Strauss, 2006), a qualitative coding software, | read through each interview transcription and
coded conversational snippets according to my theoretical frameworks, as well as policy and

design recommendations that emerged as defined by my just public space design framework.

The broad coding groups included revanchism (post- and neo-), hostile designs, do-it-
yourself urban design, contradictions (found between individual interviewees and across
dwelling types), and just public space design propositions. While conversations were coded
according to my theoretical frameworks, | stopped conducting semi-structured interviews when |
noticed theoretical saturation and redundancy with responses and experiences with hostile
designs and the types of do-it-yourself urban design tactics that were mentioned (Fusch & Ness,
2015). Some methodological scholars have provided operational models of how to measure

saturation and quantifiable statistics about how many interviews are enough, with widely
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divergent ranges of what is the appropriate sample size (Guest et al., 2006, 2020; Lowe et al.,
2018). Prior work on similar topics has ranged from four in-depth interviews (Annan, 2021) to
43 in-depth interviews (Herring et al., 2020). | am in agreement with recent scholars that
saturation represents a logical fallacy that no new knowledge can be discovered about a topic
through the development of an absolute conceptual model (Braun & Clarke, 2021; J. Low, 2019).
Therefore, | stopped conducting interviews when | felt that the information collected was
redundant and adequately helped me answer my research questions related to the concepts,
processes, and experiences of hostile designs and do-it-yourself urban designs within the broader
political economy of Los Angeles, as well as recommendations to render more just public spaces

from the perspectives of unhoused communities.

| interviewed 36 unhoused individuals. This happened after thematic coding of the first 6
interviewees where no new codes were generated for the remaining 30 transcripts. Thematic
saturation occurred when | was able to read through each of the remaining transcripts multiple
times in relation to my theoretical frameworks as well as my identification of contradictions
across conversations and apply the same codes from the first 6 interviews. All in all, 153 unique

codes were generated that could be grouped into 9 unique coding groups (Appendix V).

On average, each interview lasted 30 minutes for a total of approximately 18 hours of
narrative data. The average age of participants was 45 years old with the minimum being 30
years old and maximum being 67 years old. 24 individuals identified as male (67%); 12
individuals identified as female (33%). The breakdown in interviews by neighborhood included
12 in Van Nuys (33%), 11 in Venice (31%), 8 in Harbor City (22%), and 5 in Echo Park (14%).
For further breakdown on age, gender identity, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, houseless

status, reason for being unhoused, and dwelling type, please see Appendix VI,V
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The semi-structured interviews helped me identify additional insights into how urban
design processes, practices, and outcomes have functioned to redesign each public space to be
more hostile and encourage do-it-yourself responses. Coded transcripts allowed me to evaluate
public space design outcomes according to my operational framework on just urban design.
Interviews and conversations were transformed into narratives that were put into conversation
with broader discourse on the political economic agenda of policymakers in LA and my
photographic depictions of DIY and hostile designs. | blended the narratives into the cataloged
photographs to give cultural, experiential, and historical context to my representation of the

materiality of each hostile space.

Together, | performed two interdisciplinary methods to better understand relational
hostile designs, what they look like, how they are experienced and contested through do-it-
yourself urban designs, and how they can be reimagined to render public space more just. First,
filmic sensing as photography helped me to contextualize the socio-spatial realities of grassroots
planning and design resistance to hostile designs within each setting. Here, | created a
photographic catalog of hostile design elements with written descriptions, my initial thoughts on
certain objects, and what each object does to effect the quality of life for unhoused individuals
and the quality of public space. More importantly, | catalogued do-it-yourself urban design
resistance and began noticing similar designs shared across each space. Second, digital
storytelling incorporated narratives from unhoused folks about their experiences with and
resistance to hostile designs and recommendations to redesign public spaces to be more just.
Their stories confronted dominant discourses about how each space is regulated, policed, and
privatized, offered experiential counternarratives that formed value judgments about whether a

space is hostile or not, and pointed to policy and design recommendations that would help cities
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provide more just public spaces, dependable services, and opportunities to access housing. To
address urban policy and design challenges, planners must mediate political disagreements and
utilize their technical expertise in concert with inhabitants’ tacit knowledge about an urban issue
(Friedmann, 1989). I used filmic sensing and digital storytelling to catalog do-it-yourself urban
design responses to hostile designs and propose how the local knowledge of unhoused
individuals and activists can and should be included in policy and design processes to produce

more just public spaces.

After mapping the expansion of anti-homeless ordinances during COVID-19 in LA, | had
unanswered questions that required the use of photography and storytelling to fill in the visual
and experiential gaps. Questions remained from the content analysis and mapping of anti-
homeless ordinances and zones, which spatialized the broader shrinking of public space. What
do hostile regulations and designs that exist within shelters and public spaces look like? What
DI1Y urban design interventions are unhoused communities engaging in to respond to this
hostility? By taking and analyzing photographs of four spaces with designated shelters attached
to anti-homeless zones where structure builders were constructing DIY private residential and
community infrastructure, | was able to answer these first two questions. But | wanted to know
how these hostile designs were experienced, why people chose to live in a public space in
relation to shelters, how people built private/community infrastructure, why they engaged in DIY
urban design interventions, and what planning and design lessons cities could learn from them in
order to enact more just public space regulations and designs. Therefore, semi-structured
interviews helped me to answer these last remaining questions to tell stories about how hostile

designs were experienced, why people engaged in DIY urban design interventions, and what
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planning and design lessons could be learned and applied to public spaces to produce an

inclusive public space environment for unhoused communities.

From hostile designs to just urban designs

To recommend just public space design guidelines for unhoused folks, | initially drew inspiration
from communicative planning theory to specifically listen to the voices of the unhoused (Healey,
2003), citizen participation to support full citizen control in having a say over planning and
design decisions (Arnstein, 1969), and advocacy planning to produce more just public spaces
(Davidoff, 1965). Over the course of my dissertation, | adapted urban humanities practices to
demonstrate how a more political, audacious, creative, and therapeutic planning imagination can
solve complex issues in public space (Sandercock, 2004). Politically, I chose to collaborate with,
listen to, and advocate for the unhoused and activists by strategically studying responses to
hostile designs and rethinking what just urban design for them can look like. Audaciously, 1
incorporated their voices to reimagine how public space can function politically and socially
beyond logics of property, pedestrian mobility, and middle-class norms. While my policy and
design recommendations are grounded in the political, economic, and social realities that
unhoused individuals experience in Los Angeles, using my just public space framework as an
evaluative tool to critique hostile spaces and develop more just public space designs both
prioritizes the legitimate claims and life-sustaining practices of the unhoused as well as addresses
the minor inconveniences experienced by housed residents using these public spaces. Creatively,
this urban humanities approach afforded me the ability to incorporate and improve emerging
interdisciplinary practices to study homelessness and public space beyond more traditional
quantitative methods. Therapeutically, borrowing from Sandercock’s (2004) definition, I hope

that incorporating socio-spatial narratives and contestations by unhoused individuals promotes
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the inclusion of their voices in future policy and design processes and outcomes, recognizes their
needs as legitimate, and works toward a future where public spaces are less hostile and more just.
Urban design processes that continually justify exclusionary design practices and work to
produce hostile design outcomes further entrench political and economic agendas that privatize
public space, spatially displace unhoused individuals, and fail to address structural causes of
homelessness. Designing just public spaces can afford unhoused folks the ability to realize basic
well-being and access necessary services and housing opportunities by having a right to use

public spaces.

In the next chapter, | present recent trends in homelessness, regulatory strategies to
manage homelessness in public space, and short-term shelter strategies within the COVID-19
political economy of Los Angeles. Here, | map quality-of-life ordinances and link their legal
enforcement to service and shelter provision, as well as contextualize the compassionate and
hostile aspects of these spaces with interviews and photographs to spatialize the ongoing

production of anti-homeless zones and hostile designs.
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CHAPTER 5

Contemporary trends of homelessness in Los Angeles®Vi

According to the 2022 homeless census conducted by the Los Angeles Homeless Services
Authority, today in the city of Los Angeles there are 28,458 unsheltered individuals living on
sidewalks, in parks, and other public spaces on any given night (LAHSA, 2022a). This represents
a 60 percent increase in unsheltered homelessness since 2015. The Economic Roundtable
(Flaming & Burns, 2017), a nonprofit policy research organization that conducts quantitative
analyses of complex open data, has previously estimated that the annual homeless count is an
undercount due to training pitfalls with volunteers and methodological shortcomings like
reliance on windshield surveys, as well as unhoused people’s desires to remain hidden—
especially those living in vehicles—from plain sight and policing (lvey et al., 2018; D. Smith,
2022). Therefore, the 28,458 unhoused, unsheltered individuals counted in the city of Los
Angeles may only reflect 25 percent of the total population, which means that on any given night
over 100,000 individuals are seeking shelter on sidewalks, parks, public streets, and other
interstitial spaces (i.e., near or under freeway overpasses). This growth in unsheltered
homelessness is not new, and it can be linked to historical processes of neoliberalization starting

in the late 1970s and continuing to this day.

Neoliberal urban development processes in LA include the deindustrialization of blue-
collar jobs, deinstitutionalization of mental health services, financialization of housing markets
(e.g., the conversion of low-income housing into market rate housing in Skid Row), exclusionary
zoning, reductions of federal funding for housing, reduction in welfare payments, stagnant
wages, and efforts to deconcentrate services and shelters from Skid Row throughout the city of

Los Angeles (Collins & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2016; Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998; Mitchell,
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2011; Reese et al., 2010; Stuart, 2016; J. R. Wolch & Dear, 1993). The “1976 Blue Book™ plan
sought, but ultimately failed, to contain homelessness in Skid Row through the preservation of
low-income housing stock, the rezoning of industrial land uses to produce permanently
affordable housing, and the expansion of compassionate services to other parts of LA (Gudis,
2022). From the 1980s to 2010s, according to Gudis (2022), responses to homelessness included
policing unhoused people into an “urban campground” during the 1984 Olympics, the
nonprofitization of homelessness management through the expansion of mission shelters, and
failure to expand affordable housing and social services to other parts of the city due to NIMBY

resistance (Reese et al., 2010).

The failure of Los Angeles to end homelessness owes to the historical reproduction of
homelessness as a product of a capitalist political economy imposed through the regulatory and
spatial partitioning of social relations between the housed and unhoused, wealthy and poor, and
deserving and undeserving in space (Mitchell, 2011). Today, less politically contentious
strategies have been adopted through the expansion of short-term shelters in interstitial spaces in
industrial areas, near freeways, and along transit routes, while police sweeps, presently called
CARE/CARE+ (Comprehensive Cleaning and Rapid Engagement) cleanups (LAsanitation,
2023), work to shepherd unhoused people into these subpar temporary shelter spaces (Stuart,
2014). ™ |n this chapter, | argue that the expansion of services and short-term shelter strategies
is tied to the regulation of unsheltered homelessness in Los Angeles public spaces and works to
legitimize the shrinkage of social and spatial rights to the city through zoning, policing,

displacement, and hostile designs.

| advance my argument through four interrelated sections. First, | describe the

contemporary regulatory and homeless service landscape. This includes court rulings, quality-of-
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life ordinances, spatial policing programs, and renewed policy efforts to provide services to and
shelter for LA’s growing unhoused population. I demonstrate how the investment in short-term
shelter solutions rationalizes the shrinkage of public space access for unhoused individuals,
while simultaneously failing to provide enough beds to legitimize the enforcement of anti-

homeless ordinances.

Second, | map the expanding anti-homeless landscape in LA and its ties to the
construction of new shelter facilities and everyday public spaces. | suggest that each street
cleanup and police sweep are legitimized by the presence of a designated shelter and purported
offer of placement into a shelter, but ultimately function to strengthen anti-homeless regulations

and hostile designs that shrink public space.

Third, I critique the regulation and design of four emerging shelter spaces through stories
from unhoused individuals with lived experience in them. While | acknowledge that a shelter is
preferable to living unprotected in public space, | posit that, as currently regulated and designed,
they are uninhabitable, hostile, and dehumanizing. Additionally, their relationality to hostile
public space designs demonstrates their primary intent—to contain visible poverty and

criminalize unhoused individuals who cannot access the under-supply of shelter spaces.

Fourth, through photographs of public space regulations and hostile amenities and stories
from unhoused individuals, | editorialize the fluctuating soft and hard design controls that shrink
socio-spatial rights to city space for unhoused individuals. | reflect on the uncertainties that arise
when offers of shelter and promises to be placed into permanent housing initially produce false
hope before bringing people into contact with hostile regulations and design in shelters and
public spaces. These precarious situations include being evicted, being pushed to other public

spaces and shelter locations, getting arrested, allowing access to public space amenities like
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restrooms before taking them away, and, eventually, resorting to DIY urban design interventions

to cope and survive.

The requlatory and homeless service landscape in Los Angeles

In Los Angeles, several seminal court cases and ongoing activist struggles are worth noting as
they relate to Martin and the criminalization of the unhoused in public space in exchange for
services and shelter. Two court cases were the results of lawsuits in response to increased
policing of homelessness in Skid Row through LA’s Safer Cities Initiative (SCI), which was an
effort to clean up the streets in Skid Row, deconcentrate service infrastructure to other parts of
LA, and ultimately gentrify Skid Row through zero tolerance policing and police sweeps (Reese
et al., 2010; Vitale, 2010). Following the dictums of the “broken window’s thesis,” the role of
SCI was to “eliminate numerous encampments and reduce public loitering” (Vitale, 2010, p.
868). As homelessness in Los Angeles continued to grow, SCI received intense scrutiny for
spending hundreds of millions of dollars on policing when this money could have been spent on
the construction of affordable housing. Gary Blasi (2007) found that while SCI reduced drug-
related crimes in Skid Row, it forced unhoused people into a spatial cycle between incarceration,
shelters, and the streets, as many were unable to pay fines and became ineligible for harm

reduction services.

In the early 2000s, with LA’s renewed interest in revitalizing its downtown, clashes
between unhoused activists and local businesses reached a tipping point, as former police chief
William J. Bratton began re-enforcing the “sit-lie” ordinance. This subjected unhoused
individuals, who had nowhere else to sleep or sit due to a shortage of shelter beds and affordable
and permanent housing, to fines of $1,000 and six months or more of incarceration. In 2003, the

ACLU brought a lawsuit against the city. In Jones v. City of Los Angeles (2006), a district court
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initially upheld the “sit-lie” ordinance (41.18d was first implemented in 1968) because it
criminalized a person’s conduct and not their socioeconomic status. However in 2006, the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that Edward Jones and other unhoused individuals in Skid Row
had illustrated past harm and the threat of continued future punishment without the possibility of
accessing permanent housing (Gerry, 2007). The settlement stated that until the city of Los
Angeles provided 1,250 permanent housing units, it could not reinforce the “sit-lie” ordinance. In
2018, the city met this requirement and resumed enforcement of the ordinance until the ruling in
Martin. In Lavan v. City of Los Angeles (2011), Tony Lavan and seven other individuals living in
Skid Row filed a lawsuit against the City of Los Angeles for seizing and discarding their
personal property that had accrued on sidewalks, which was in violation of the “bulky items”
ordinance (codified as 56.11). The Ninth Circuit ruled in favor of Lavan and company, arguing
that seizing and discarding the personal property of an unhoused person violated the

“unreasonable searches and seizures” clause of the 4" Amendment.

For the growing number of unhoused people living in cars, vans, campers, and
recreational vehicles (RVs), the 1983 ordinance L.A.M.C. § 85.02 prohibits people from sleeping
in their vehicles overnight. The city renewed efforts to enforce 85.02, citing concerns with trash
and street cleanliness, which led to the arrest of six individuals for possessing food and bedding
in their vehicles, including Cheyenne Desertrain who was using their car to eat food, talk on their
cellphone, and avoid the rain. In Desertrain v. City of Los Angeles (2014), the 9" Circuit Court
of Appeals found the enforcement of 85.02 to be unconstitutionally vague under the Due Process
clause of the 14" Amendment because the city failed to give adequate notice about what conduct
the law prohibits and enforcement encouraged discrimination against unhoused individuals.

There have been renewed efforts by the police and city councilmembers to unconstitutionally
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enforce overnight camping bans in parks, on sidewalks, and in vehicles on public streets, as
evidenced by the Echo Park Lake displacement, renewed efforts to re-enforce 85.02, and my
correspondence with unhoused residents across all four neighborhoods. For example, the Board
of Police Commissioners released a report that associated the presence of RVs on public streets
with crime, although the correspondence acknowledged that the association was insufficient (RE:
CRIMES ORIGINATING FROM OR OCCURRING WITHIN CORRIDORS POPULATED WITH
RECREATIONAL VEHICLES., 2022). Despite these court rulings, the City of Los Angeles
continues to adapt, implementing new programs, enforcing existing ordinances, and practicing

other hidden strategies to criminalize people sleeping in tents.

To justify sweeps, the city adopted a more ambivalent, seemingly less punitive (i.e., post-
revanchist) approach to managing and eliminating unsheltered homelessness. This included
countywide Measure H—a $.25 sales tax, which was passed in 2015 that began raising $355
million for homeless services (i.e., financial assistance, case management, and legal aid) per year
for ten years starting in 2017, and Proposition HHH—a $1.2 billion bond measure, which was
passed by the city of LA to build 10,000 new apartments over 10 years. Three years later,
however, researchers from the California Policy Lab found that 50 percent of unhoused people
approached by case workers had received rental assistance even though it was seen as the most
beneficial program to solve homelessness, while legal services was the second most requested
service for purposes like eviction defense (Wachter et al., 2020). Additionally, only 23 percent of
individuals that were identified by predictive models as at risk of becoming unhoused were
enrolled in Measure-H prevention services. This points to a countywide deficiency in enrollment
for social services, financial and legal assistance, and housing placements. After five years of

Proposition HHH, there had only been 1,000 permanently supportive and affordable housing
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units built at $500,000 per unit, which due to issues like reduced demand for tax write-offs by
developers has failed to keep pace with the growth in unsheltered homelessness caused by

economic and housing precarity during the COVID-19 pandemic (Scott & Gonzalez, 2021).

Due to the slow pace of delivering affordable housing units, the city of Los Angeles has
provided short-term solutions through the construction of A Bridge Home shelters—often built
in areas with known encampments, Tiny Home villages—sheds near freeways, Project
Homekey—a state initiative to seize motels and hotels and convert them into permanent
supportive housing, and Safe Parking programs—the conversion of public parking or
“postsecular” (May & Cloke, 2014) lots into safe, secure overnight sleeping locations.
Postsecularity signifies partnerships between public agencies and faith-based institutions that
come together to address homeless management issues, give churches power and a public voice
in serving unhoused populations, and provide spaces of care and political hope as a “powerful
challenge to the more regressive developments in the policing and ‘servicing’ of homeless
people” under compassionate revanchist regimes (May & Cloke, 2014, p. 906). Postsecular safe
parking lots are partnerships between service providers and, often, third-party nonprofits like
churches that have surface parking lots that can be converted into Safe Parking sites. Former Los
Angeles mayor Eric Garcetti implemented the shelter program “A Bridge Home” (ABH), which
seeks to act as a temporary bridge from being homeless to living in permanent housing. The
program has not been very successful, however. By November 20", 2020, only 15 percent of
1,500 individuals placed into these shelters had moved to permanent affordable housing (Oreskes
& Smith, 2020). Around each shelter, the city has set up a Special Enforcement Zone (SECZ).
Here, outreach workers at the Los Angeles Homeless Service Authority (hereafter, LAHSA), LA

Sanitation employees, and LAPD officers enforce street clean ups, notifying unhoused
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individuals in particular areas that they must leave for street cleaning or be subjected to policing
and dispossession. LA continues to spend millions of dollars on sweeps instead of services, and
temporary shelters prove to be ineffective (Tinoco, 2019b, 2019a, 2020). The enforcement of
41.18 (the “sit-lic” law) is justified through short-term offers of shelter through programs like
Project Homekey (formerly Project Roomkey) and Tiny Home Villages. This strategy of offering
either shelter or jailtime reflects historical policing and spatial banishment strategies undertaken
by the city (DeVerteuil et al., 2009). The large park sweeps in Echo Park and MacArthur Park
were the result of the city allowing encampment concentration and then deciding to enforce
63.44, an ordinance that bans overnight camping in city parks. The city has also proposed to
amend ordinance 85.02 to zone where people can and cannot sleep overnight in an effort to
influence vehicular dwellings to park in safe parking lots away from prime spaces (Swan, 2019).
Under the new mayoral administration, Mayor Karen Bass has continued, expanded, and sped up
efforts to place people living in public spaces into hotel and motel rooms through their Inside

Safe initiative—a continuation of Project Homekey (Matthew, 2023; Mayor Karen Bass, 2022).

It is worth noting the calculated discourse espoused in L.A.M.C § 41.18, 56.11, 63.44,
and 85.02. The public health and well-being language plays a significant role in legitimizing
enforcement. The “sit-lie” law (41.18) seeks to prevent obstructions (i.e., a person sitting or lying
on the ground) of the “public right-of-way” that “impedes passage, as provided by the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990,” within 500 feet of a school, library, or park, or within 1,000 feet
of a designate shelter facility. The “bulky items” law (56.11) targets “any tangible property” for

trashing or transfer to “The Bin” in Skid Row to:
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to balance the needs of the residents and public at large to access clean and sanitary
public areas consistent with the intended uses for the public areas with the needs of the
individuals, who have no other alternatives for the storage of personal property, to retain
access to a limited amount of personal property in public areas.

The “park camping ban” (63.44) outlaws camping overnight in public parks because
these public goods “should be accessible and available to residents and the public at large for
their intended recreational uses,” and camping in a park ‘“can create a public health or safety
hazard that adversely affects” the park and the rights of people using it for recreational activities.
The “safe parking streets” (85.02) simply outlaws dwelling in a vehicle in residential districts
and near schools, subjecting individuals and households to citations. The language embedded in
these ordinances marks unhoused residents as “chronic street nuisances” that annoy “most other
users” for a “protracted period” (Ellickson, 1996, p. 1169). Implied in each ordinance, sitting or
sleeping on sidewalks or in parks, possessing or building “bedding, sleeping bags, hammocks,
sheds, structures, mattresses, couches, chairs, other furniture, appliances, and personal items such
as household items, luggage, backpacks, clothing, documents, and medication” (Amended by
Ord. No. 187,586, Eft. 9/18/22.), or living in one’s vehicle will present public health risks
associated with basic hygiene, crime, and sanitation that will negatively impact the general
welfare of and rights to public space for housed residents, which represent the majority of
inhabitants in LA. While documenting the hostile shelter and public space designs that are
carried out in the next few sections, I illustrate how enforcement of these ordinances and their
outcomes on-the-ground reproduce the problems that they supposedly intend to address through

cleanups, displacement, and dispossession.

There is reason to be skeptical about the success of these programs given their failures to

transition people into permanent supportive housing (Roy et al., 2022), the under-capacitated
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supply of these shelter spaces for all people experiencing unsheltered homelessness (LAHSA,
2023), the barriers to applying for and entering into these programs (e.g., Safe Parking requires a
driver’s license, up-to-date registration, and that the vehicle is fully operational), and the
stringent rules and hostile designs embedded within these spaces (D. Smith & Oreskes, 2020b),
including early curfews, lack of privacy, inadequate provision of and early closure of restrooms
and showers, police presence, and infrastructural and architectural design issues. In the case of
the Echo Park Lake displacement, only 17 (10 percent) of the 183 people displaced were placed
into housing—permanently supportive, affordable long-term housing like apartments or housing
(Roy et al., 2022). For those lucky enough to be transitioned into permanent housing from
Project Homekey—it is estimated that since 2020, 48 percent of residents were placed into
permanent housing, while the interim housing program temporarily sheltered over 10,000
unhoused residents (LAHSA, 2022b). The program shut down in Fall 2022 with only two
locations still open, which are the Grand Hotel in Downtown Los Angeles and the Cadillac Hotel
in Venice (Klemack, 2022). Even while more than 37 locations were in operation, there were
reports of discrimination against disabled people, sexual assault, and even death (Reyes et al.,

2021; D. Smith & Oreskes, 2020a).

Within the city of LA, 13,522 people were sheltered in 2022 (32 percent of the total
unhoused population). Looking at LAHSA’s Data Dashboard (2023) for short-term shelter
programs, the ABH and Project Homekey programs are operating at almost full capacity. At the
time of this writing, the number of ABH beds is 1,609 (at 90 percent capacity) and there are
currently 2,032 clients actively enrolled in 1,049 contracted rooms** in Project Homekey. The
number of spots taken at Safe Parking is 327 out of 475 (68 percent) and the number of beds

used in Tiny Homes are 60 out of 1,180 (5 percent). Considering the historic winter storm that
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has brought torrential downpours to LA during the winter and spring of 2023, the Winter Shelter
program only has a total of 350 beds with only 227 currently taken (65 percent). All in all, there
are over 5,000 additional shelter beds and places to park safely for the nearly 30,000 unsheltered

residents living in public spaces.

A recent report by scholars tracking housing placements for 26 houseless veterans in Los
Angeles (Hunter et al., 2021) and survey research on shelter preferences for unhoused
individuals in Sacramento during COVID-19 (Finnigan, 2022) found that individuals prefer
shelter over living unprotected in public spaces for reasons like increased safety, better access to
services, and mental healthcare. Yet, sporadic outreach and under-supply of interim housing
solutions are not able to meet the demand for these forms of “unstable housing”(Hunter et al.,
2021). Therefore, under Martin v. Boise, the city cannot constitutionally enforce encampment
sweeps or move-along orders even if improper offers of housing are made. Nevertheless, the city
during COVID-19 has expanded its anti-homeless zones and justified them through
implementation of hostile rules and architecture that exist between shelter spaces and public

spaces in the city.

Spatial shrinkage, neo-revanchist frontiers, and hostile designs

Well, when I was told to leave. “You can't be here,” by whatever police officer or security
person. I would always ask them, ‘“Well, where should | go? Where do you think |
should go? Because every time | sit down, I'm told | need to leave. But no one ever
tells me where I can go. Can you just tell me where around here | can sit and do what I'm
doing right now’. And the answer was never helpful. It's always, ‘I don't know, but you
can't be here’. —Wallace

This is the frontier. A frontier is a frontier for a reason. Where are we going to go? —
Joseph
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In his everyday life, Wallace would seek out Metro stations to access power outlets to charge his
phones and use benches for sitting down. While these spaces are underutilized, based on his
appearance he is targeted for harassment and told to move along. “It’s not being utilized a lot of
times like no one ever sits in this space that’s made for a person to sit. But as soon as I’'m sitting
there and I look homeless, they spring into action”.? Additionally, he sees hostile architecture as
a policy strategy to criminalize being unhoused. “The bars on benches so you can't sleep on it.

Just putting rocks where people are sleeping. That just shows you where their mind is.”

Joseph,® who became unemployed during COVID-19 and lives in his Prius in Venice, is
not mapping new frontiers of real estate speculation and gentrification but rather describing the
annihilation of space by law for unhoused residents (Mitchell, 1997; N. Smith, 1996). As he
states, the anti-vehicular dwelling restrictions and anti-camping zones have pushed him, literally
and figuratively, to the spatial precipice—away from public streets and toward the ocean;

another place where sitting and sleeping are outlawed.

Unhoused residents under this new spatial regime of homelessness management have
limited knowledge as to when and where they are allowed to exist. The city has justified the
expansion and enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances through the hasty provision of short-
term shelter spaces replete with hostile social and architectural designs. Moatasim (2023) argues
that “new ‘architectures’” in Los Angeles like storage spaces and Safe Parking lots are
materializations of anti-homeless laws and linked to ongoing criminalization strategies that
stigmatize and dehumanize unhoused people through the production of new forms of socio-

spatial exclusion. For those who have experienced hostile designs within these service spaces,

2 personal communication, January 27, 2023
3 personal communication, February 11, 2023
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they are often evicted for violating stringent rules. Then, they contend with “soft” and “hard”
controls in public spaces before resorting to do-it-yourself urban design interventions that are
criminalized instead of learned from to render a more compassionate post-revanchist landscape
in LA. In this chapter, | trace the production of no-go zones, critique the hostile social and
architectural designs between shelter spaces and public spaces that create spatial and dwelling-
type fluidity for unhoused residents, and reflect on the false hope and contradictions that hostile

designs engender for unhoused residents.

The expansion of anti-homeless zones

In previous work, Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris and | (2023) have traced the expansion of Los
Angeles’ anti-homeless landscape during COVID-19. We illustrated how temporary offers of
shelter, hidden policing strategies, and enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances have produced a
fragmented neo-revanchist city of no-go zones with little space for unhoused people to sa