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1. Introduction: Why and How did we Study CicLAvia?
1.1. Background on Open Streets and Los Angeles history
In Los Angeles County, a region known for its car culture, a non-profit group, CicLAvia,
implements a car-free open streets program under its mission to catalyze vibrant public spaces and
active transportation, making streets safer for people to walk, skate, play and ride a bike. In
collaboration with cities, CicLAvia creates what is tantamount to a new temporary park, simply by
removing cars from several linear miles of city streets. Although CicLAvias are currently conducted
approximately 4 times per year, usually from 9 am to 4 pm, the aspiration is to schedule them on a
monthly basis across expanding neighborhood geographies, and perhaps even more frequently.
The Los Angeles CicLAvia was first initiated in 2010, and has received continuous and increasing support
over time. As of October 2016, there have been twenty CicLAvias. The Ciclovía movement, which began
in Bogotá, Colombia in the 1970s to afford opportunities for traffic-free cycling, walking, and play, closes
major roads to automobiles so they can be used exclusively by cyclists, pedestrians and other nonmotorized users(1-2). Ciclovía advocates hope that its events will increase interest in active transport
like walking and bicycling and thus develop a demand for more bicycle- and pedestrian friendly
infrastructure that would be available on a daily basis. In Bogotá, the weekly Ciclovía along 75 miles of
designated streets helps hundreds of thousands achieve routine moderate-to-vigorous physical activity
without exposure to the usual congestion and pollution of city streets. Ciclovías, or open streets, are
now conducted in cities across the globe. These events are often jammed with participants, indicating a
demand for such opportunities. However, formal evaluations of the effectiveness and the impact of the
Ciclovía events are limited (2-6)..

1.2. Research Team
Seeking to understand how CicLAvia might affect public health and local economies, a multi-disciplinary
team of researchers at UCLA and RAND teamed up to complete an ambitious and thorough program of
data collection at eight different CicLAvia events. Contributors included:












Aaron Paley, CicLAvia
Andy Hong, PhD, University of Southern California
Brian Cole, DrPH , UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Brittney Reddick, MPH, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Christina Batteate, MPH, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Deborah Cohen, MD, MPH, RAND Corporation
Henny Alamillo, CicLAvia
Jason Karpman, MURP, UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs
Jimmy Tran, MPH, MURP, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
John Froines, PhD, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
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Madeline Brozen, UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs
Michael Jerrett, PhD, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Rachel Burke, CicLAvia
Richard Jackson, MD, MPH, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Rob Gard, CicLAvia
Romel Pascual, CicLAvia
Scott Fruin, PhD, University of Southern California
Segovia Shu, PhD, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health
Yifang Zhu, PhD, UCLA Fielding School of Public Health

The effort began when the UCLA Lewis Center for Regional Policy Studies and the Luskin Center for
Innovation received funding through the UCLA Center for Civil Society to bring university research to
local non-profit organizations. Under this grant, the team proposed examining the economic effects of
CicLAvia on local businesses along the route for the 2013 event along Wilshire Boulevard. They found a
small positive increase in sales on the day of the event, relative to sales from the Sunday before the
event; however, a small sample size limited the transferability of results. In 2014, in collaboration with
researchers from the UCLA Fielding School of Public Health and the RAND Corporation, a two-year
evaluation program was developed. Researchers from both institutions with expertise urban planning,
community health, physical activity, air quality, transportation, geospatial analysis, and public policy met
with CicLAvia leadership and Los Angeles County Department of Public Health to jointly develop the
evaluation program. This report is a summary of research and findings from UCLA and RAND evaluations
conducted across eight CicLAvia events between April 2014 and May 2016 (6-7).

1.3. Guiding research questions
Using an extensive literature review on open streets, observation of CicLAvia and knowledge of
underlying health, environmental and economic impact pathways, we developed the conceptual model
for CicLAvia shown in Figure 1.
We suspected CicLAvia to be influencing a number of spheres, on levels ranging from the individual to
the broader social and physical environments. We also suspected some of these influences to be
occurring immediately while others occur over-time.
Our research sought to answer a series of broad questions:
 Who is attending CicLAvia?
 How do they compare to the neighborhoods around the route and to the rest of Los Angeles?
 What immediate, day-of effects can we observe?
 What long-term effects might be occurring and how could we measure them?
 With some basic understanding of how host communities and Angelenos are affected by
CicLAvia, could we make recommendations that would maximize the program’s benefits?
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Figure 1: Logic Model for CicLAvia Influence

Our broad guiding questions were honed around suspected impact areas: physical activity,
transportation and transit, local economies, environments and policies, social cohesion, and culture. In
general, one study was designed to assess each impact area. Where possible, study methods for one
impact area informed another. For example, camera counts served physical activity, participation and air
quality analyses. The participant survey informed nearly every study, in some way.
There are limitations to the natural study design chosen. Collecting data at unique events from unique
participants leaves room for great potential variability across events. Out of the ordinary conditions
cannot be controlled for during the event, nor can individuals be followed over time to monitor longterm changes. We sought to celebrate the diversity of routes, by learning as much from their
distinctions as their similarities. Despite the challenges to comparing unique routes and participants, the
two-year overall study design provided enough standardized data for trends to emerge.
In the Methods Section 1.4 below, we describe how we captured and analyzed observed data. In
Sections 2-4 we explore findings from simple observations to promising evidence that CicLAvia may
indeed have a much longer impact than event days alone.

7|Page

1.4. Methods
To answer our guiding questions we applied a variety of methods across two years, adapting those with
promise and eliminating inconclusive ones. Methods for counting and characterizing participants,
measuring economic impact, and air quality were refined over the two-year study period. Methods for
analyzing changes in crime and policy-maker attitudes were mismatched at the geographic and
temporal scales for our analysis, and were only implemented at the first two study events in 2014.

Table 1: Categories of data collected 2014-2016.
Iconic
Wilshire

Iconic
Wilshire

Heart
of LA

South
LA

Valley
NOHO

Pasadena

Culver
City to
the Sea

Heart
of LA

Valley
Pacoima

SE
Cities

June 23,
2013
6 miles

April 6,
2014
6 miles

Oct. 5,
2014
10 miles

Dec. 7,
2014
6 miles

Mar. 22,
2015
6 miles

May 31,
2015
3.5 miles

Aug. 9,
2015
6 miles

Oct. 18,
2015
6 miles

Mar. 6,
2016
4 miles

May 15,
2016
10 miles

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√*

√*

Participant
survey

√∧

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Participant
Counts

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√†

√†

Business effects

√

GPS speed
measures
Air quality

√

Local decision
maker survey

√

√

√

√

Crime analysis
√
*Qualitative business effect approach

√†

∧Short version of participant survey used by Deborah Cohen et al. for participant counts
†Study conducted by Scott Fruin and Andy Hong from USC. Data forthcoming.
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1.4.1. Participant survey
We deployed a double-sided paper survey distributed by trained UCLA students and CicLAvia volunteers
to participants over age 18 to understand CicLAvia participants. The questionnaire gathered information
on participant demographics, motivation for attending, physical activity practices, travel behaviors,
opinions about participation, safety perceptions, advocacy behaviors and social cohesion attributes. The
questionnaire was adapted four times over the two-year period; all versions may be found in Appendix
A.1-A.4.
Questionnaires were distributed at each hub and at roving locations along the route. A minimum of
1,000 questionnaires were collected at each event to provide enough statistical power to make general
statements about characteristics of CicLAvia participants. Across eight events surveyed, we collected
9,332 questionnaires. Data was entered and checked by UCLA students, and cleaned by study
investigators. These data are analyzed within and across all eight events.
1.4.2. Counts
Three methods were used to estimate number of participants: bi-directional cameras recording at every
mile along the CicLAvia route, GPS devices worn by volunteers, and the average duration of stay as
reported by participants in the intercept survey.
Camera feed was analyzed by National Data and Surveying Services (NDS) who counted all persons
passing by the cameras in 5 min intervals, categorizing each person as a cyclist, pedestrian, or “other,”
which included skaters or people in wheelchairs and children in strollers. Because of the limits on the
camera angle, only street areas were viewed, excluding people on the sidewalks. There were no
videotapes taken of the pedestrian-only hub areas. It is important to note that the counts provided in
this paper likely underestimate the total number of people at CicLAvia, since it excluded persons on
sidewalks and those who only stayed at hubs.
The GPS devices recorded the speed, duration, and distances traveled. GPS readings were taken at three
events (Pasadena, Culver City, and Southeast Cities). Average speed of travel and average distance
traveled were used to calculate how frequently people would pass between cameras every mile along
the route.
Reported duration of stay informed how long persons would be on the route and being recorded
passing cameras. The mathematical methods used to estimate number of people can be explored in
further detail in the 2016 Preventive Medicine article “CicLAvia: Evaluation of participation, physical
activity and cost of an open streets event in Los Angeles” by Cohen et al. The article abstract is provided
in Appendix B.
1.4.3. Business effects
We wanted to understand how Open Streets events might affect sales volumes for business located
along the route. Would blocking automobile access equate to suppression of sales? Or, does the
proliferation of tens of thousands of people in the streets translate into record sales days? Published in
2015, Chaudhuri and Zieff (8) conducted a similar analysis and investigated whether Sunday Streets in
San Francisco create additional business activity along the route.
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We piloted the CicLAvia business analysis at the June 2013 event along Wilshire Boulevard. We
voluntarily asked businesses to participate in this analysis and collected information on the Sunday
before the event and the day of CicLAvia.
We cannot rely on quarterly sales tax receipts since these events happen within a small geography and
for only a one-day duration. We can only rely on voluntary participation from businesses along the
route, which can be difficult to obtain for a number of reasons. Chain businesses require corporate
approval to provide sales information. Small businesses may be wary of providing sales information,
even to an academic institution. Even businesses who agree to participate may change their minds once
by the time that the data collection student returns to collect sales figures.
We use a qualitative approach at two events in 2016. We spoke with businesses before the event took
place and followed up afterward. This qualitative approach focused on understanding perceptions of the
event, marketing potential and by conducting similar interviews before and after, we saw whether their
perceptions could change. The pairing of quantitative analysis with qualitative interviews helped to
more fully understand how CicLAvia may affect local businesses and how local businesses are true
community stakeholders.
1.4.3.1.
Quantitative
Each CicLAvia route passes in front of hundreds of diverse businesses. Small hair salons, neighborhood
bakeries, restaurants big and small, grocery stores, the variety goes on and on. High business density
and variety means capturing the “average” business effects requires collecting data from a lot of
businesses. The approach, which can be simplified into four steps, is fairly simple and straightforward.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Collect the total sales from the Sunday before CicLAvia
During the event, note which businesses are actively engaging with sidewalk sales, samples,
signs, etc.
Collect the total sales from the day of the event
Calculate the percentage difference between the on-CicLAvia day compared to the CicLAvia day

This process is labor and time intensive. We begin by receiving the outreach list from CicLAvia and
assembling a team of UCLA students. Each student is assigned to approximately 30 businesses along the
route in the two-week period preceding the Sunday before the event, so the total number of businesses
is a function of the number of available and qualified students. The students then conduct outreach to
their assigned businesses, informing them about the event (in the case the business isn’t familiar),
explaining the study and asking each business to participate. Participation means voluntarily providing
the sales totals from the Sunday before and the Sunday of the event. Each student then returns to the
business after the pre-event data point and for a second time after the CicLAvia event to collect the
sales figures.
Students receive more rejections than agreements to participate for a number of reasons. Managers
and owners, those with the authority to provide sales information, can be difficult to track down. Even if
the students are able to meet with a manager or owner, some business owners are skeptical about
providing these specific sales data due to privacy or other concerns. Chain businesses are unlikely to
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participate because typically individual locations are unable to provide sales information. With these
factors combined, each student typically enrolls about five of their 30 assigned businesses into the
study.
For the pilot round in June 2013 along the Wilshire route, we tested whether providing monetary
incentives would encourage businesses who were not willing to participate to join. We found that
people who were not willing to participate were not swayed by any financial incentive. Based on this
experience, we found sending more students out in the field and speaking to as many businesses as
possible was the best strategy for increasing the final sample size.
The result of this approach is a small business set from individual CicLAvia events. Analyzing the effects
across all of the CicLAvia events as a larger dataset provide a better-rounded picture of these diverse
businesses.
1.4.3.2.
Qualitative
Businesses in communities who had not experienced CicLAvia were even more likely to reject
participating in the study. For the Valley - Pacoima and Southeast Cities events, we opted to use a
qualitative approach. This approach targeted fewer businesses but used a longer survey instrument. For
the before and after event instruments, see Appendix C.1 and C.2. We were able to get a higher
participation rate with this approach. Further, since many of the questions were open-ended, we also
captured interesting quotes. We went through and coded the open-ended responses into categories;
which provided the best of qualitative and quantitative analysis. This included re-coding the answers to
questions listed in Table 2 into positive, neutral or negative categories.
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Table 2: Qualitative business survey questions

Before

After

How do you think this event will affect your sales?

Did you experience any differences in sales from a
“normal” Sunday?
Do you notice any difference in the number of
people in your location?

Do you think the event will change your customer
activity, in terms of how many people come into
your business?
Do you think this event will provide some
marketing or advertising benefits to your
business?

Do you think this event is a good idea to happen
along this street your community?

Do you think this event provided some marketing
or advertising benefits to your business?

After experiencing the event, do you think this
event is a good idea to happen along this street in
your community?

1.5. Select events
1.5.1. Air Quality
In 2014, the UCLA team was commissioned by Breathe California, Los Angeles to conduct an air quality
study to evaluate CicLAvia’s on-road and
community-wide impacts. The funding allowed us
to evaluate one event, the 2014 October Heart of
LA. To understand CicLAvia’s impact, we took air
quality measurements three consecutive
Sundays: before, during and after.
Measurements were taken on the CicLAvia route,
on a parallel control route, and in locations in the
surrounding community (Figure 2).
Measurements included air quality (particulate Figure 2: Locations of air quality measurements
matter sized 2.5 micrometers, PM2.5, and
ultrafine particles), traffic volumes and meteorology.
Meteorology on the event day was very different (higher temperature and lower humidity) from the
control Sundays. To effectively compare the CicLAvia Sunday to a regular Sunday, statistics were applied
to calculate the expected air quality measures given that day’s temperature and humidity levels which
were compared to the observed conditions on the CicLAvia Sunday. Observed air quality was much
better than expected.
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Seeking to expand the air quality study, Andy Hong and Scott Fruin from USC collaborated with the
CicLAvia research group to collect air quality data in swaths traversing the length of the 2015 Pasadena,
Culver City and Heart of LA routes. The results are forthcoming.

1.5.2. Crime
To test the LAPD hypothesis that crime rates drop during
CicLAvia events, we analyzed data from the LAPD Crime
Report Database. We compared crime rates along
CicLAvia routes to crime rates in nearby areas and rates on
CicLAvia Sundays compared to other Sundays in 2014.
The analysis included all three CicLAvias during 2014
(Wilshire, Heart of L.A. and South L.A.) separately and
pooled together.
We included all crimes with a plausible nexus to open
streets events, including most property crimes and violent
crimes. The LAPD Crime Reports dataset does not include
drug/narcotic-related offenses of alcohol-related offenses,
so these were not included in the analysis. Due to the
relatively small numbers of crimes each day, the pooled
analysis that combines crimes for all three CicLAvia events
and comparison areas provided the most robust results.

Figure 3: Crime analysis buffer zones

Figure showing set up of buffer zones for the
analysis of CicLAvia’s impacts on crime rates. Rates
of crime occurring along CicLAvia routes (0-1/4
mile) were compared to crime rates in nearby areas
(1/4 to 1 mile from CicLAvia) on CicLAvia Sundays
and other Sundays during 2014.

We used risk ratios to estimate the effects of CicLAvia on
crime, by comparing the number of crimes on event days to the number of crimes in the same area on
non-event days (equation below).

Crimes

Risk Ratio =

(0-1/4 mi
event day)

Crimes
(1/4-1 mi
event day)

/
/

Crimes
(0-1/4 mi
other Sunday)

Crimes
(1/4-1 mi
other Sunday)

Risk ratios are also easy to interpret. A risk ratio of 1.0 indicates no change. A risk ratio of 1.1 would
indicate a 10% increase and a risk ratio 0.9 would indicate a 10% decrease. For further detail on the
methods used in this analysis, refer to Appendix D.
1.5.3. Political environment survey
Community-based organizations and public agencies are crucial in attracting CicLAvia and in assuring the
success of each event. In the early stages of our research, we sought to understand host-neighborhood
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perceptions and local policies related to CicLAvia and to identify barriers to hosting. We hypothesized
that attitudes towards CicLAvia in neighborhoods hosting for the first time would change after seeing
the event first-hand. We conducted an online survey amongst key informants in local community-based
organizations (CBOs) and public agencies in order to gauge how their organizations were engaged in
CicLAvia and how this engagement affected them.
Survey questions were developed by the project team after reviewing similar studies and interviewing
open streets experts in the U.S., Brazil and South Africa. This process yielded questions on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Type of organization
Organization’s role in supporting or facilitating CicLAvia
Perceived factors contributing to community support for CicLAvia
Perceived factors contributing to community opposition to CicLAvia
Support for future open streets event
Priorities for effective open streets events
Priorities for evaluating open streets events

The full survey instrument can be referenced in Appendix E. The study was reviewed by UCLA Internal
Review Board (IRB#14-001406) and was certified exempt from human subjects research oversight.
Several weeks prior to both the Heart of L.A. and South L.A. 2014 events, CicLAvia organizers provided
the UCLA research team with a list of organizations that had been involved in organizing each event. A
total of fifty-eight organizations were contacted, eighteen in Heart of L.A. and forty in South L.A.
organizations included community based organizations (CBOs), neighborhood organizations, advocacy
groups and public agencies. Research staff contacted each organization to identify a responsible official
who could speak to the organization’s involvement in CicLAvia and future efforts to promote active
transportation. After explaining the purpose of the study, officials were asked to complete an
anonymous on-line survey and were provided a link. After each CicLAvia, all candidate organizations
were contacted again, whether or not they completed a pre-event survey, and asked to complete a
follow-up survey, also anonymous and on-line. A total of twenty-four respondents completed surveys.
Table 3: Political sensitivity survey responses

Pre-event

Post-event

(Heart of LA &
South LA)

(Heart of LA &
South LA)

CBOs

8

8

Public agencies

5

3

Total

13

11

Capturing each response involved significant follow-up from student researchers with organization
contacts (multiple phone calls and emails). Taking into account the low number of possible respondents,
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making statistical power impossible to achieve, and the high-effort needed to generate such few
responses, the team decided not to continue the policy survey for 2015 events.
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2. Results: Who Attends and Why?
CicLAvia’s broad appeal is evident, attracting all races and classes to enjoy their city. But to understand
CicLAvia’s impact, we have to know something about who attends. A person’s race and socioeconomic
status can be strong predictors of baseline health. A basic understanding of CicLAvia attendees’
demographic characteristics helps assess the marginal impact on health from the program. Beyond
health, participant demographics paint a picture of the culture being supported and nurtured by
CicLAvia. In this section, we will explore the who, what, why, and where from aspects of CicLAvia
participants by event, and as a whole across the two-year study period. Overall, we observe a highly
accessible and desirable program with demand from populations as diverse as Los Angeles itself.

2.1. How many attend and how do they get around?
Tens of thousands of people attend each CicLAvia event. Participant counts below are the average count
between high and low (conservative) estimates per event.1 Route length, population density near the
route, proximity to transit, and weather are plausible explanations for the range of participation.

Figure 4: Estimated number of participants, participants per mile and percentage of bicyclists

1

HOLA 2015 and The Valley/Pacoima 2015 do not have count estimates as they were not funded by METRO, and
thus counts were not required.
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Figure 5: Estimated number of attendees who traveled the route, by event2

Bicyclists

Walk, Skate.
Other

Figure 6: Variance in estimates of number of attendees who traveled the route

2

Figure represents counts from people who traveled along roadway, does not count people who stayed at hubs
exclusively, and is an average of high and low estimates.
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Table 4: Today's Activity by Event3
HOLA
2014

S LA
2014

Valley
2015

Pasadena
2015

Pacoima
2016

79%

Culver
City
2015
86%

Bicycling

77%

81%

81%

Walking

15%

13%

Skating

1%

1%

Other

4%

4%

All
Events

70%

SE
Cities
2016
77%

15%

19%

2%

2%

13%

22%

15%

16%

2%

2%

1%

2%

4%

4%

3%

5%

6%

4%

79%

2.2. Who is there?
Thirty-five percent of participants or an estimated 10,000 people at each event are experiencing their
first CicLAvia. South LA had the lowest first-time participation, at 27% of the total or 3,917 people. While
the Valley 2015 had a higher percentage (39%) or first timers than Culver City at 38%, the denser
westside was host to the approximately 17,482 new participants that day.

Figure 7: Number of prior CicLAvia events attended

3

Multiple modes allowed in responses
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Figure 8: New, first-timer participants at each event (as % of total and estimated number)
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Figure 9: How respondents heard about CicLAvia4

41% of first-time participants heard about CicLAvia through ‘Word of Mouth’ indicating that most
people first hear about CicLAvia through their own social networks. Once people already attended
CicLAvia, their primary means of hearing about an upcoming event is through social media (45%) and
28% from CicLAvia’s ‘Website’. The fact that almost half of first-time attendees learn about CicLAvia
through their personal connections is relevant to appreciating the culture driving demand for such
events.

4

Question only available for 2015 and 2016 events.
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Figure 10: Ages of survey respondents

Figure 11: Gender of survey respondents

The attendees are nearly evenly split between men and woman and fairly evenly distributed across agegroups. This pattern appears to hold across the all of the events. The Heart of LA route skewed slightly
younger than other events with 34% of attendees under the age of 30 and the Pasadena event skewed
more male than the others with 58% of male respondents. Overall, the attendees do appear to be well21 | P a g e

balanced in terms of both age and gender with 55% male and 48% of people between the ages of 30 –
50. This is balanced demographics is particularly notable as bicycle commuters are often young men and
only in cities like Copenhagen, Amsterdam and other western European cities do you see women and
men bicycling at nearly the same rates.

22 | P a g e

Figure 12: Race and ethnicity of survey respondents
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Figure 13: Respondent Educational Attainment5

Depending on the location of the event, different demographics and people of different education levels
are reached.
Educational attainment is used as a proxy for income to compare event demographics. Regions with
lower incomes and less disposable income stand to benefit from a free, recreational program like
CicLAvia.

2.3. Where do they come from?
CicLAvia draws people from across the Southern California region. In Figure 14 Error! Reference source
not found.zipcodes of respondents from across the seven events with participant surveys. The core
attendance comes from across Los Angeles County. People do travel from across the region including
the San Gabriel Valley (located to the east of Downtown Los Angeles) and from as far away as San Diego
County.

5

Educational attainment only presented for attendees over 30 to avoid any respondents who are currently in
school.
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Figure 14: Respondents by Zipcode, combined across all events
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Figure 15: Geographic distribution of survey respondents

We further examined the participants at each individual event. The majority of event attendees come
from across Los Angeles County and approximately one in five attendees come from areas local to the
route. The Valley - Pacoima event saw the highest local participant rate, perhaps due to a strong sense
of community identity and being the furthest from a fixed route rail station (the North Hollywood
Station is seven miles away from the southern end of the route). However, in both of these routes, 5%
of survey respondents traveled from outside of Los Angeles County to attend. We mapped the zipcodes
from each event and individual event maps are found in Appendix F.

3. What’s unique about CicLAvia events?
3.1. People are out being active, getting exercise!
Physical activity and movement is the centerpiece of participation at CicLAvia, whether walking, skating,
biking, or dancing. The benefits of physical activity in staving off multiple chronic diseases like heart
disease, hypertension, and Type 2 diabetes are undeniable (9), et only a minority of Americans achieve
the national guidelines of 150 minutes per week of moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (10). Work
has become largely sedentary and transportation is largely motorized, so much of physical activity must
occur during leisure time. Cities play an important role in physical activity promotion through the
physical infrastructure they develop, as well as through their support of programming and special
events. Given that leisure bicycling (< 10mph) constitutes moderate physical activity, requiring the
expenditure of between 3.5 and 4 METS per hour (11), cycling for about 2.5 hours per week would allow
cyclists to meet the national physical activity (PA) guidelines. A person walking typically expends 2-4
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METS per hour and even higher, depending on speed and how much weight is being carried (11).
Although urban areas are increasingly adding bicycle lanes, few cities have built lanes that fully separate
cyclists from motor vehicular traffic. The fear of a collision and the unpleasantness of car exhaust, noise
and traffic may limit the frequency and amount of time many urban dwellers spend biking and walking
(12).
Table 5: Respondents expected duration of physical activity at CicLAvia by Event

All the time
(80-100%)
Most of the time
(60-80%)
Half the time
(40-60%)
Less than half the
time (20-40%)
Not much
(0-20%)

Valley –
Ventura
Blvd.
Pasadena

Culver
City

Valley –
Pacoima

South
east
Cities

Total

42%

45%

49%

57%

46%

42%

43%

44%

34%

28%

39%

10%

10%

12%

8%

8%

7%

10%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

6%

4%

3%

3%

2%

2%

1%

1%

3%

4%

2%

Heart
of LA

South
LA

43%

47%

43%

39%

40%

12%

Table 6: Amount of physical activity hours (METs) generated during CicLAvia

Avg Duration of Stay
(minutes)
No. Attendees
(people on road)
Average METs/hour

Heart of
LA

South LA

Valley –
Ventura
Blvd.

Pasadena

Culver City

Valley –
Pacoima

198

177

187

173

197

156

34,438

14,649

32,300

17,550

45,600

25,000

3

3

3

3

3

3

342,739

128,816

303,394

152,562

450,049

242,413

MET-HOURS (wt’d
average of time at event
categories and estimated
number of participants)

* MET = Metabolic Equivalent” – a measure of caloric expenditure. A brisk walk for one hour is
equivalent to about 3 METs.

27 | P a g e

Figure 16: Routine level of physical activity in first-time vs repeat attendees

Statistically significant differences existed between first-time and repeat attendees (attended one or
more prior events) with respect to reported levels of regular physical activity. More frequent CicLAvia
attendance is associated with higher levels of regular physical activity. 14-17% of respondents said they
would be sedentary if they were not at CIcLAvia. Irrespective of whether it was their first or repeat
CicLAvia, many people were being active at CicLAvia that otherwise would not have been.

3.2. People travel totally differently
The presence of CicLAvia demonstrates how people in Los Angeles want opportunities to experience
streets without cars. In the survey data, we can see not only how people behave different than normal
at the events, but how they travel differently to get there as well.
According to data from the National Household Travel Survey, one in every four trips in Los Angeles
takes place by foot, walking or public transit, contrary to popular belief (13). The Los Angeles region –
notably larger than Los Angeles County alone – has the 12th highest amount of transit trips per capita,
according to the National Transit Database.
In our survey, we asked two questions that can provide insight into behavior beyond the event itself. We
asked people to identify how they arrived at the event. Respondents were able to select multiple
modes. Nearly all people (94%) selected one arrival mode. For the respondents who selected multiple
modes, we recoded them into what was most likely to represent the longest part of their trip. Transit
was most likely to be linked with other modes (70%). People typically walked, biked or drove to the
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transit station and then rode transit to the event. These multimodal transit trips were classified as
transit trips.
As demonstrated in the table below, people drive to CicLAvia at lower rates than compared to normal
travel patterns in Los Angeles. This pattern is not unique to one particular event and holds across all
events as seen below in Figure 17.

Figure 17: Participant mode of arrival, by event

We wanted to further understand how people’s mode of arrival may be influenced by how far they
travelled to get to each event. We calculated the distance from the respondents reported zipcode and
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to the nearest point along the route. Zipcodes within a mile and a half were classified as local. As seen

in
Figure 18, local attendees do appear to choose different modes compared to non-local attendees with

local respondents cycling to the events twice as often as non-local participants. Over 70% of local
respondents either walk or bicycle to these events.

Figure 18: Arrival mode for local versus non-local attendees6

The participant survey included questions assess as best as possible respondents regular travel patterns.
We asked how often they bicycle and walk around their neighborhood (daily, a few times a week,
6

Driving, walking and cycling make up 99% of respondents and for the purposes of this chart, the remaining
arrivals are not plotted.
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weekly, monthly or less or rarely/never). We also asked respondents to rank order the top three modes
they use to get around Los Angeles. We found that two-thirds of respondents (67%) walked around their
neighborhoods daily or a few times a week. Comparatively, 37% of respondents rode a bicycle around
their neighborhood daily or a few times a week. Over twice as many people said that they rarely or
never ride a bicycle in their neighborhood (28%) compared to only 11% of people who said they rarely or
never walk in their neighborhood. This comparison is similar to travel patterns for both commute and
non-commute trips, where we see that people walk at much higher rates than riding a bicycle.

Figure 19: Percent of Participants by Distance from Home Zip Code to Event (ZCTA centroid to route midpoint)
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Figure 20: Primary day-to-day mode of travel to get around Los Angeles

We examined the rate at which people who arrived at CicLAvia by bicycle used their bicycle in their
neighborhood and compared them to people who arrived at the events by modes other than bicycle.
We re-grouped these categories into regular (daily or a few times a week), occasionally (weekly or
monthly), and rarely / never.
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Figure 21: How often people bicycle in their neighborhoods

Not surprisingly, people who arrived at the event by bicycle were much more likely to regularly ride their
bicycle around their neighborhood. The most notable point here is the fact that 17% of people who
arrived at CicLAvia by riding a bicycle rarely or never do so around their own neighborhoods. This is one
of the ways that CicLAvia demonstrates that people are willing to travel differently, not just at these
events, but are willing to travel differently to the events as well. We further examined this sub-set of
people who arrived at CicLAvia by bicycle but rarely or never do so in their neighborhoods (n=283) and
found two interesting results. First, the majority of these people (43%) are from less than a mile from
the route, considered “local” attendees. Therefore, this event presents likely their first opportunity to
ride a bicycle around their neighborhood. Secondly, nearly 20% of this group travelled from five or more
miles to get to the event, demonstrating the power of the CicLAvia program to encourage people to take
risks and try moving about in a totally new way.
The responses to the “regular travel mode” were as expected – 82% of respondents indicated that they
used a car as their regular way of traveling around Los Angeles. Walking was the most common answer
for the 2nd and 3rd most common travel mode around Los Angeles at 37% of responses as the 2nd most
common and 29% of responses for the 3rd most common mode. Using a bicycle was notably not a
common regular travel mode in our responses. But yet, 82% of these people got around the CicLAvia
event by bicycle. Further segmenting our responses, we continued to see how differently people travel
to get to CicLAvia than in their everyday lives. A quarter of people who regularly travel around Los
Angeles by car arrived at CicLAvia by bicycle. It appears that not only do people want to experience Los
Angeles by bicycle in a safe and car-free environment – but they are also interested in using these
events to try biking in regular traffic conditions.
Arrival mode to CicLAvia for women was different than for men, with women driving and walking to the
event more than men but with men biking or taking the Metro. This is consistent with regular travel
pattern expectations (see Appendix G – Demographics and Gender).
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Figure 22: Percent who bicycle in their own neighborhood

To take the analysis one step further, we looked for differences between first-time attendees and
repeating participants (who at attended at least one event before). Indeed, repeat CicLAvia participants
are somewhat different from newcomers in many regards.
These findings illuminate a pent-up demand among Angelenos to travel without using the car for all
trips. People want safe and comfortable ways to get around the city and CicLAvia demonstrates that a
transportation future with less reliance on fossil fuels is possible. Even a temporary opportunity to try
something different holds promise to reduce our dependence on the automobile. People are willing to
try taking public transit, to try biking inside and outside of their neighborhoods but we have to make
these choices easy, accessible and fun – CicLAvia helps to demonstrate the possible transportation
future in Los Angeles.

3.3. The air is cleaner
With fewer people taking their cars, it comes as no surprise that the air is cleaner during these events.
During CicLAvia, the presence of ultrafine particles (UFPs) was reduced by 21% and readings for
particulate matter measuring 2.5 micrometers or smaller (PM2.5) declined by 49%, compared to
expected conditions along the route had the event not occurred (14).
Particulate matter (PM) measurements on other streets in the neighborhoods that hosted the event
(even though those streets were still open to traffic) were 12% lower on the day of the event, compared
with non-event days. Reductions in UFPs and PM2.5 relate to improvements in health, especially for
vulnerable populations (children, sick and elderly).
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For more detail on the air quality study, please find the 2016 Environmental Pollution abstract “Air
quality impacts of a CicLAvia event in Downtown Los Angeles, CA” found in (Appendix H)

Figure 23: Expected vs during CicLAvia on-road Ultrafine particle (UFP) number concentration (particles cm -3)

Figure 24: Expected versus CicLAvia on-road PM 2.5 mass concentration (µg m-3)

3.4. Cars are removed from the street and business remains the same
CicLAvia is a catalyst for many improvements – physical activity, air quality, greenhouse gases and travel
habits. This analysis seeks to understand whether there is a demonstrated unintended outcome of
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increases in revenue for businesses located along the route. As explained in section 1.4.3, we examined
by collecting sales figures and by conducting interviews with business representatives.
We calculated the percent change in total sales for 240 business across the eight different events and
found a 4.3% increase (+8.3% at the 95% confidence interval). This average, even given the possible
margins of error, suggest that more likely than not, CicLAvia helps businesses along the route see a slight
increase in their sales compared to other Sundays. This finding is notable given the dramatic change that
occurs between typical Sundays and CicLAvia Sundays. This suggests you can remove all cars from the
road, fill that space with people and not only will it not harm the businesses, it will likely provide a slight
increase in sales.
During the events, we cataloged which businesses in the sample were “actively engaged” with the event
itself. We defined active engagement as a business that extends their location onto the street. Examples
of active engagement include a sidewalk sale, staff providing samples outside, a sandwich board
welcoming event patrons and balloons or other festive decorations. We found two things: a minority of
businesses actively participate in this way (14%) and that there is a marked difference in the average
sales difference between those businesses that actively participate and those that do not as seen below

in
Figure 25.
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Figure 25: Average Percent Change in Business Sales

We hypothesize three things could be happening with businesses who saw a decrease between the two
time points. The business could be shifted in time – customers pick up their dry cleaning or get their
haircut on another day or time. The business could be shifted in space – people opting to go to another
location or the business could truly be a decline between the two points. We tagged businesses who
saw either the temporal shift (beauty salons and other service industries) or the location shift (full
service grocery stores). The average percent change between businesses who sales likely shifted was a
40% decline between the two periods. However, we believe this decline likely appears as a gain on
another day or at another location.
In addition to this quantitative analysis, we conducted qualitative business assessments at the Valley –
Pacoima and Southeast Cities events. Before and after the event, we asked businesses what general
effect they thought the event would have on their businesses. As seen below in Figure 26 and 27, the
respondents were fairly mixed on how the event would affect their business and their sales and that
afterwards, there was a slight uptick in that fewer businesses believed the event had a negative impact
on their businesses and their sales, in general.
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Figure 26: Qualitative perceptions of event on businesses

Figure 27: Qualitative perceptions of event on sales volumes

This approach allowed us to hear how the businesses balanced the short term versus long term gains,
even before the events occurred. We heard statements like the following in the interviews beforehand:
“I think in the short-term it will adversely affect my business because of the street detours, I think in the
long term it may help, we may get some new customers, but the day of the event might be a slow day for
us because cars can’t come in here.”
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“I have been thinking about my current clients that I have, the ones who have ordered their cake how are
they going to do it. For this Sunday I don’t know how they are going to do it, because they will have to
park 2-3 blocks away and come in walking and go out walking with their cake, it worries me. More
people will get to know us, it will be an advantage, we have 2-3 years with our business, it is a form of
publicity for us too.”
“I think it is going to bring a lot more promotion. There will be a lot of people here. Many people who
don’t come to the area that often will learn more about stores around here. I think people who are not
familiar with the area will start coming around here more often.”
“I don’t think it will have an impact. Foot traffic will be large and make up for lost car traffic.”
We heard people who were unsure but were willing to wait and reserve their opinions until afterwards:
“Sounds like it is going to be great. I have no idea [how it will affect my business]. [Laughing]. This is
something, a new experience. It could be good, it could be bad, you know? We’ll see what happens.”
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We saw that the perceptions of the events on the businesses may have slightly changed before and after
the events occurred. But we got the opportunity to hear how businesses consider themselves a part of
the community. For example:
“Yes, I think it is a better thing for the community, for businesses financially it is better. For the
community, how would I put it? It is better for them to be exposed to another way to be with your
family not so much, I don’t know how to put it in exact words. A lot of people use vehicles especially
people on Van Nuys Boulevard. It is a very busy street. For people who use their vehicle to go close by
or to the store, they get to experience something different from just grabbing your car and go from
one place to another in their cars they don’t get to stop and see us. With CicLAvia, they can check
out businesses and see what they really have to offer. On a regular day, a lot of people think what
we sell here is only sold in LA. People say that [finding our store in Pacoima] saved them a long trip
after stopping in to see what we sell. “
“Yes, Yes it’s a good idea because it brings people outside their homes and into the public”
Lastly, the interviews allowed us to hear whether or not these businesses were seeing increases in
customers to their businesses after the events. While not all businesses were able to pinpoint whether
the event had a lasting effect on their business afterwards, we did hear this from a few businesses. For
example:
“We had a lot of sales the day of. About a 20-30% increase at the store. Also, I did giveaways, sales
and merchandise at the CicLAvia hub to give them an incentive to come here [to the Blvd. store]. We
saw more locals and newcomers walk in. Traffic [of customers] increased a dramatic amount the day
of the event. We maybe have 40-50 people come into our store on a normal day, but on CicLAvia, we
had maybe 100 people stop by. Since then, we’ve had maybe four or five more people a day come in
to our store because of the event. So that helps.”

We see, overall, how CicLAvia can be a positive influence on businesses. While the exact business sales
change may be slight, the event potentially exposes businesses along the route to tens of thousands of
new customers and provides each business with a new marketing opportunity and a chance to stand-out
to local customers and people who are visiting these areas, potentially for the first time.

3.5. People gather without an increase in crime
Despite a massive influx of people to neighborhoods during CicLAvia, there is no increase in crimes
reported by LAPD. On average the 2014 CicLAvias did not change property crime rates in CicLAviaadjacent areas (Risk Ratio = 1), however there was a 40% decrease in violent crime (e.g. assault, battery,
forcible rape, homicide) in CicLAvia-adjacent areas on CicLAvia Sundays compared to comparison areas.
Rates of vandalism, sex crimes (other than forcible rape) and firearm violations were too low to make
meaningful comparisons. The Wilshire and Heart of L.A. events each had a single report of a stolen
bicycle.
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Table 7: Crime risk analysis for three events in 2014

All three 2014 Events
Risk Ratio

Crime Category

Location and Day

Property crime:
Theft/burglary/robbery
Violence: assault, battery,
homicide

Avg. 1/4-1
mi
other
Sundays (d)

(a/c)/(b/d)
>1: higher
risk
<1: lower
risk

0-1/4 mi
event
day (a)

1/4-1 mi
event
day (b)

Avg. 0-1/4
mi
other
Sundays (c)

8

13

8.5

14.1

1.0

4

10

4.7

6.9

0.6

NOTES
1. Excludes crimes without plausible nexus to CicLAvia, such as forgery, bunco, and identity theft
2. Includes only crimes reported between 8am and 5pm on Sundays
3. LAPD crime record reports do not include drug or alcohol-related crimes

Because the risk ratio cannot capture the influx of new persons to the area on CicLAvia days into the
crime rate denominator without introducing bias, it may be an underestimation of the true reduction in
both property and violent crime.

3.6. Why are they there?
The average rating given to CicLAvia by participants was 9.2 out of 10, for all events surveyed in 2015
and 2016. Furthermore, we received nearly unanimous support (98.6%) for recommending CicLAvia to
others.
Similar to the business survey, open-ended questions allowed for richer responses from attendees that
help paint the sentiments that participants feel. Figure 28 shows a sample of these open-ended
responses. Figure 28 shows responses to a closed-ended question which helped to quantify the main
sentiments of participants. Respondents were allowed multiple answers to the question “Compared to
how you normally feel, did participating in CicLAvia make you feel more…?” Top sentiments reported by
participants, shown in Figure 29 were ‘Sense of Community’, ‘Connected to Others’, and ‘Happiness or
Joy’. Attending CicLAvia makes people most commonly feel a heightened sense of community than the
normal. Half of the respondents also said that CicLAvia makes them happier than normal and more
connected to others.
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Figure 28: Favorite part of CicLAvia word cloud

Figure 29: Favorite part of CicLAvia responses
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3.7. People explore new neighborhoods
People participate in CicLAvia for a number of reasons, pragmatic and playful. People come to get
exercise in a safe environment with their kids. They come to explore new places and to be around
people having fun. We categorized the reasons as exercise, social cohesion and civic interaction. As
seen in Figure 32, this gives people the opportunity to feel happy, calm and peaceful. The event also
contributes to feelings being a part of a community (66%) and connected to others (50%). We know that
the physical activity during the day contributes to their physical health, but the concepts of social
interaction and being connected to community can also contribute positively to individual mental health
(14-16).

Figure 30: Reasons for attending
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Figure 31: Reasons for attending by event

Figure 32: How CicLAvia makes people feel
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Figure 33: Familiarity with route neighborhood

In considering people’s exploratory nature, we wanted to see if they would be likely to return to a new
neighborhood they had just experienced (Figure 34). 76% of people who visited a new neighborhood
during CicLAvia were very or somewhat likely to return again. This could indicate extended benefits to
local businesses beyond the event day.

Figure 34: Likelihood of returning to this neighborhood among those previously unfamiliar
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Neutral

Somewhat
or very
unfamiliar

Total

68%

48%

36%

69%

7%

26%

41%

41%

22%

2%

3%

5%

11%

5%

1%

3%

6%

12%

5%

Very
familiar

Somewhat
familiar

Very likely

91%

Somewhat likely
Not likely
DK

Table 8: Familiarity with neighborhood before event by likelihood to return

4. How does CicLAvia change people and communities?
4.1. Families, youth, public health
CicLAvia is a family-friendly community activity. A vast majority of people attend in groups or with
family. People don costumes, wear neighborhood or club regalia, and participate in a manner akin to
supporting a local sports team. Community-based organizations coordinate feeder rides and meet-ups
to coincide with CicLAvia. Friends celebrate birthdays and families enjoy precious time together. Survey
findings reflect this social and familial essence.

Figure 35: Percent of respondents participating with group of three or (3) more people

As reflected in the diverse reasons respondents gave for their participation, CicLAvia provides a wide
range of benefits. Any casual observer of a CicLAvia event will be struck by the wide age range of
participants and the number of families participating together. Among survey respondents, one-quarter
to one-third were participating with children.
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Figure 36: Percent of respondents participating with children

For those participating with children CicLAvia was seen as an opportunity to get exercise (59%), explore
the city (49%), have fun (43%), to bike and walk in a safe environment without traffic (42%), and to
simply get their children outside (38%). Sixty-six percent of those participating with children said they
would have been at home or otherwise sedentary if they had not come to CicLAvia.

Figure 37: Percent of respondents by arrival mode – without and with children

Compared to participants without children, participants with children were slightly less likely to have
traveled to the event by Metro (11% of participants with children vs. 19% of participants without
children). Correspondingly, traveling to the event by car was slightly more common among participants
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with children (54%) than among participants without children (46%). The relative ranking of mode of
travel to CicLAvia was the same regardless of whether respondents were participating with children.
Travel to CicLAvia was most commonly by Car, followed by bicycle, then Metro and least frequently by
walking.
Children are impressionable, especially at young ages. We don’t know the ages of children who
participated nor if they biked, walked or skated alone or were carried by an adult.

Figure 38: Respondents’ travel mode comparing participants without and with children and travel distance

Travel mode to events was affected by both distance to the event (i.e. home zip code centroid to route)
and whether or not respondents were participating with children. Respondents traveling more than
three miles were more likely to travel by car. The likelihood of using a car compared to Metro
increased most sharply for respondents participating with children and traveling over five miles to the
event. At distances under three miles bicycle was most common travel mode regardless of whether or
not respondents were traveling with children.

4.2. Increases interest in advocacy
CicLAvia is in the eye of the beholder. For participants, businesses, local officials and community groups,
the program can take on vastly different meaning. Using a combination of methods, the participantintercept survey and the policy environment survey, we describe attitudes towards CicLAvia and again
explore distinctions between first-time participants and returning attendees.
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Figure 39: How often do you think CicLAvias should happen?

With CicLAvia being an opportunity for locals to connect with each other, local organizations and
politicians through booths and tents, we wanted to explore CicLAvia’s association with political
engagement and advocacy efforts.
Repeat CicLAvia attendees were more supportive of active transport policies and were more politically
engaged than first timers.

Figure 40: Support for local efforts to improve walking, biking or public transit
conditions
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Figure 41: Engagement in local efforts to improve walking, biking or public transit conditions7

Despite the advocacy questions changing from 2014 to 2015-16, and being posed to new comers every
time, distinctions between first-timers and repeat attendees with respect to political engagement
remained the same.

Figure 42: Knows how to advocate to decision-makers7

7

Question only applies to 2015-2016 events
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Figure 43: Attended a community meeting in the past year78

Figure 44: Top 3 things to improve walking in your neighborhood

7

Question only applies to 2015-2016 events
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Figure 45: Top 3 things to improve bicycling in your neighborhood

Local Policy Environment Survey:
The table below lists the frequency in both Pre and Post CicLAvia policy surveys that were mentioned as
reasons for community opposition and/or lack of support from stakeholders (community groups) and
public agency officials when creating Open Streets. This survey was conducted from October –
December 2014, with key stakeholders who had a role in organizing their local event, but was not
repeated due to low response rates.
Table 9: Reasons cited by sector for opposition to CicLAvia
Pre-Survey
Heart of LA &
South LA
Most Mentioned

Stakeholders

Public Officials

Post-Survey
Heart of LA &
South LA
Most Mentioned



Disruption to
communities



Disruption to
communities



Traffic and
safety
concerns



Traffic and
safety
concerns

Frequently
Mentioned

Frequently
Mentioned

Stakeholders



Lack of
Interest



High costs

Somewhat
Mentioned



High Costs

Traffic and
safety
High costs



Traffic and
safety

Disruption to
communities
Lack of
interest



Disruption to
communities



Gentrification





Somewhat
Mentioned

Public Officials
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Somewhat
Absent



Gentrification

Frequently
Absent



Crime




High costs
Conflicts with
existing
policies

Most Absent



Gentrification



Conflicts with
existing
Policies




Crime
Lack of
Interest

Somewhat
Absent




Disruption
Lack of
Interest

Frequently
Absent



Crime



Conflicts with
existing
Policies

Most Absent



Conflicts with
existing
policies





Disruption
Gentrification
Crime



Lack of
Interest

Many respondents also added comments opinionating that open streets initiatives and related policies
are a step toward better policies and practices related to street vendors and local businesses,
community policing, youth/community engagement and participation, and inter-sectoral collaboration
between public and private sectors.
Post CicLAvia surveys elicited more detailed responses from local groups. As one respondent said, when
asked to name one policy that has been or would be instrumental in creating open streets initiatives:
There are no policies in place. A bike plan within the South Central L.A. community, which is east
of the 110 fwy (also referred to as Southeast L.A.) would facilitate creating an effective "Open
Streets" initiative as well as, creating more parks in the area. There's a significant amount of
vacant lots in the community that can be used as public open space/parks. Encouraging
stakeholders to use public spaces as a way to promote physical activity and taking back their
streets can lead to community members to become more informed of why public open space is
important.
After CicLAvia had occurred, local organizations saw the opportunity open streets presented to them as
evidenced by their response to the question “How could your organization or agency use information
gathered by the evaluation of “Open Streets” initiatives?
R1: We can share information with other city's [sic] who are looking to implement open streets
R2: Use as an educational tool within our youth programs.
R3: Developing ideas for creative methods of using Open Streets as a method of connecting our
NCs Communities
R4: Plan and better prepare for more community participation.
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5. What more is there to learn – looking to the future
The scope of study undertaken on CicLAvia is the most comprehensive and long-standing evaluation of
any open streets program to-date. With over 1,000 surveys collected at each event over a two-year
period, we gained not only data, but also enough statistical power to be confident in our analysis of
attendees.
There are limitations to the cross-sectional study design undertaken, which provided a strong frame for
understanding each event and analyzing unique characteristics that could explain phenomena in the
data. This design, while cost-effective, did not permit us to follow individuals over time which would
have provided more valid insights into whether and to what degree CicLAvia impacted behavior and
attitudinal changes of interest. Without following individuals, we cannot control for other external
influences that could be mediating behavior changes, and our observations are based on association,
not causation. The non-random, intercept sampling methodology may have also introduced some
biases. Certain types of respondents (e.g. non-English-speakers, immigrants, people with lower levels of
education and others who felt dissimilar to survey personnel) may have hesitated to participate when
approached by study staff. Study staff may have also unwittingly hesitated to approach certain
participants to request participation. The proportion of participants sampled in surveys also varied
between events, as well as biases affecting who participated in the surveys. The issue of sampling bias is
particularly difficult to ascertain unless some kind of randomized sampling methodology were
employed. Throughout this report it is important to note that responses that have been combined
across events have not been reweighted to reflect different response rates across events. Hence some
smaller events with relatively large numbers of completed surveys are over-represented compared to
larger events with relatively fewer completed responses.
Limitations aside, there is strong evidence on CicLAvia’s potency to attract new, diverse and high-need
populations simply by visiting their neighborhood. South LA ’14, the Valley/Noho ’15, Pasadena ’15,
Pacoima ’16 and Southeast Cities ’16 all traversed new neighborhoods with roughly 20% of people
originating from within one-mile of the route. Statistically significant differences exist between firsttime and repeat attendees. Repeat participants are more physically active, take modes other than car
more frequently, and are more engaged in local politics. CicLAvia participants are exposed to
community-based organizations and local agencies through booths at route hubs, so it is probable that
people are exposed to new ideas and connected to new resources and activities that extend beyond the
event day.
This analysis was conducted with CicLAvias occurring in distinct regions of Los Angeles County one
weekend at a time. The vast numbers of people who have gained access to health-promoting physical
activity and community have already been described. Physical inactivity is an epidemic sweeping the
United States and world. There is clear public health benefit and unmet need for expanded locations
and higher frequency of open streets in southern California.
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6. Conclusion: What does this all mean?
CicLAvia is positively impacting the lives of people in Los Angeles. Evaluations of CicLAvia events over
multiple years show a wide range of benefits on physical well-being, the social fabric of communities,
transportation patterns, environmental quality and on local economies. The million dollar question that
we cannot answer is, do a handful of CicLAvia events each year lead to sustained changes over time? We
can say that were CicLAvia not to exist, there would be fewer opportunities for Los Angelenos to be
healthy, fewer ways and encouragement to learn about new neighborhoods, fewer chances to try riding
a bicycle, fewer chances to experience Los Angeles in a totally different way than the everyday.
Since we can’t answer that million dollar question, here are some of the things that we can confidently
say about what CicLAvia’s impact is on Los Angeles.

6.1 Long-term social impact
The more people attend CicLAvia events, the more physically active they are, and the less they report
driving outside of the events, the more they are engaged politically and knowledgeable about engaging
with decision makers.
More frequent CicLAvia attendance is associated with:
1. Higher levels of routine physical activity;
2. Less reported driving in day-to-day life;
3. More political knowledge and engagement;
4. Positive emotions and attitudes, including sense of engagement with other community
members.
The more events that CicLAvia produces, the more people and families who get to experience LA not
through the car windshield but with their feet, eyes, and ears at a human scale. We saw that each event
had a steady amount of returning participants and a constant amount of people attending CicLAvia for
the first time.
These studied events took place four to six years after the launch of CicLAvia in October 2010. But yet,
each event saw an average of 1 in 3 new attendees each time. CicLAvia is not “new” to Los Angeles
anymore but it still attracts new people to each event. Based on our results, we expect that CicLAvia will
continue to bring in new attendees who then return to other events. As we expect more events to bring
in more new attendees, the long-term benefits will continue to accrue and grow over time.

6.2 Long-term benefits to the city
Our analysis reveals that the long-term benefits are likely to accrue to the attendees and the Los Angeles
region at large. By continually producing these events, CicLAvia provides the city with more clean air
days in neighborhoods surrounding the routes. The businesses along the route get marketing exposure
for no cost to them and a new way to engage with their neighbors and customers.
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By supporting CicLAvia events, the city provides a cultural program that brings together multi-sector
partnerships and engages people with existing and new city programs and services.
CicLAvia event-days are associated with:
1. Improved air quality along the route;
2. Positive perceptions from businesses, with no net losses;
3. Decreased crime rates in neighborhoods along the route;
4. Increased use of transit and non-motorized travel to and from events compared to normal
transportation mode choice;
5. Extensive multi-sector partnerships that expose participants to city programs and services;
6. Breaking down social barriers between neighborhoods by providing participants a fun, relaxed
and safe way to learn about neighborhoods with which they were previously unfamiliar;
7. Creating a sense of community and social cohesion.

6.3 Policy & Research Recommendations
Through this 3-year research effort, we learned more about open streets participants in Los Angeles
than exists in any other part of the United States. Our analysis did reveal some opportunities to further
improve CicLAvia events going forward.
Our participant survey results demonstrated that CicLAvia attendees are not necessarily representative
of Los Angeles or the areas where the routes traverse. Attendees are diverse in their ages and genders
but less so in terms of educational attainment, which we use as an income proxy. We know that lowincome Angelenos have less access to parks and opportunities to be healthy than their higher-income
counterparts and as such, CicLAvia is even more important for increasing low-income people’s physical
activity levels. We did not evaluate CicLAvia’s outreach efforts as a part of this project. This limits our
ability to recommend new ways of reaching people who are not currently attending these events. We
encourage CicLAvia to explore new ways to bring more people of color and low-income communities
into the CicLAvia fold.
While this study created a plethora of new knowledge, there’s still much to learn. We have identified
several avenues of research that will help better understand the long-term impacts of CicLAvia, its
potential for sustainable institutionalization and its impacts on the broader community (i.e. not just
participants).
Recommendations for further evaluation:
1. Follow-up with past CicLAvia participants: One of the untapped resources from our work are
the survey participants who provided an email address saying we could follow up with them
afterward. CicLAvia could engage with these people, particularly from some of the earlier routes
to better understand individual behavior changes associated with their attendance.
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2. Conduct new studies, including speaking with previous participants, to understand CicLAvia’s
direct impact on the individual – their physical activity and transportation behaviors. While it’s
obvious that CicLAvia is causing different transportation and physical activity patterns on the
event days, a study design that follows individuals over time could help to better understand the
causal linkages between CicLAvia attendance and sustained behavior change.
3. Conduct surveys and other studies of community members who don’t participate in CicLAvia to
gauge their attitudes towards CicLAvia and identify factors contributing to a propensity to
participate. With non-participants, too, there may be impacts on transportation patterns,
community cohesion and other community conditions affected by CicLAvia. One possibility
would be to include several questions about CicLAvia on the Los Angeles County Health Survey
conducted by the County Department of Public Health. It would be particularly valuable to
target groups who are under-represented in CicLAvia events, especially groups with lower
income levels and lower levels of education.
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Appendix A.1: Participant Intercept Survey (Heart of LA and South LA, 2014)
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Appendix A.2: Participant Intercept Survey (Pasadena and The Valley, 2015)
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Appendix A.3: Participant Intercept Survey (Culver City and Heart of LA, 2015)
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Appendix A.4: Participant Intercept Survey (Pacoima and Southeast Cities, 2016)

66 | P a g e

67 | P a g e

Appendix B: Cohen et. al, Journal of Preventive Medicine Article Abstract:
Physical activity is beneficial for health, but there are limited opportunities in urban areas to
safely access public streets for traffic-free cycling, skating or walking. Ciclovías are open streets
programs that close major roads to motor vehicles so they can be exclusively used by bicyclists
and pedestrians. We estimated participation in one Los Angeles Ciclovía event (CicLAvia) using
intercept surveys and 14 surveillance cameras which were placed along the 6-mile route in April
2014. We also applied estimates of the distance and speed traveled from the use of GPS data
acquired from subsequent CicLAvia events. CicLAvia attracted between 37,700 and 53,950
active participants generating 176,500 to 263,000 MET-hours of energy expenditure, at an
estimated cost borne by tax dollars of $1.29 to $1.91 per MET-hour. Among participants, 37%
had never previously participated in CicLAvia, but 40% of individuals said that if they were not at
CicLAvia they would have been physically active elsewhere and 45% would have been
sedentary. Given its large reach, it makes sense to increase the frequency of Ciclovías to occur
more than a few times a year to promote population health.
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Appendix C.1: Business survey instrument (Pre-event)
I am a graduate student at UCLA in the urban planning program. I am working on a project where we are
trying to understand how the CicLAvia event effects neighborhoods and businesses that it goes through.
We are conducting interviews with businesses along this street before the event takes place and after
the event. Your participation is voluntary and you can stop this interview at any time. Do I have your
permission to record this interview? The recording is only to ensure we have correctly recorded the
answers, since it may be difficult to conduct the interview and write your answers at the same time.
1. Are you familiar with the event CicLAvia?
a. Yes or No
2. If yes, what do you understand the event to be?
a. If no, explain as follows: this is an event that takes place in different neighborhoods
across the city. Between 9am - 4pm, cars will not be allowed on the street and people
will be allowed to ride their bicycles, walk and enjoy the street as a public space. The
event converts the street into a public park. Based on our estimates of previous events,
we estimate about 30,000 people may attend this event.
3. How do you think this event will affect your business?
a. Do you think it will affect your sales?
b. Do you think the event will change your customer activity, in terms of how many people
come into your business?
4. Does your business do any type of marketing or advertising?
5. Do you think this event will provide some marketing or advertising benefits to your business?
6. Do you think this event is a good idea to happen along this street your community?
7. Is your business involved in other neighborhood efforts?
8. Can I come back after the event and ask you some follow-up questions? If yes, when would be a
good time?
9. Do you have any other thoughts to add about this event and how it may affect your business?
Business name:
Describe this business (type, size, etc):
Any post-interview impressions:
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Appendix C.2: Business survey instrument (Post-event)
I am a graduate student at UCLA in the urban planning program. I am working on a project where we are
trying to understand how the CicLAvia event effects neighborhoods and businesses that it goes through.
We are conducting interviews with businesses along this street before the event takes place and after
the event. Your participation is voluntary and you can stop this interview at any time. Do I have your
permission to record this interview? The recording is only to ensure we have correctly recorded the
answers, since it may be difficult to conduct the interview and write your answers at the same time.
1. Did you experience the event?
a. Yes or No
2. If yes, after seeing it, how would you describe it to others?
3. How did it affect your business?
a. Did you experience any differences in sales from a “normal” sunday?
b. Do you notice any difference in the amount of people in your location?
4. Do you think this event will provide some marketing or advertising benefits to your business?
5. After experiencing the event, do you think this event is a good idea to happen along this street
in your community?
6. Do you have any other thoughts to add about this event and how it affected your business?
Business name:
Describe this business (type, size, etc)
Any post-interview impressions:
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Appendix D: Crime Analysis Detail
To test the LAPD hypothesis that crime rates drop during CicLAvia events, we analyzed data from the
LAPD Crime Report Database (https://data.lacity.org/A-Safe-City/LAPD-Crime-and-Collision-Raw-Data2014/eta5-h8qx). CicLAvia-adjacent areas were defined as within a one-quarter mile of CicLAvia routes.
Comparison areas were defined by a buffer zone one-quarter to one mile from CicLAvia routes. To
ensure fair comparisons and that the analysis was not biased by time of occurrence we included only
crimes occurring between 8 am and 5 pm.
We included all crimes with a plausible nexus to open streets events, including most property crimes
and violent crimes. We did not include crimes such as embezzlement, forgery, gambling and identity
theft. The LAPD Crime Reports dataset does not include drug/narcotic-related offenses of alcoholrelated offenses (e.g. public drunkenness, underage drinking), so these were not included in the
analysis.
We used risk ratios to estimate the effects of CicLAvia on crime. By first comparing the number of
crimes on event days to the number of crimes in the same area on non-event day (equation below), the
area denominators for each buffer zone cancel each other out. This is important because the areas and
populations for the CicLAvia-adjacent areas and comparison areas are different. This lets us compare
“apples to apples.”

Crimes

Risk Ratio =

(0-1/4 mi
event day)

Crimes
(1/4-1 mi
event day)

/
/

Crimes
(0-1/4 mi
other Sunday)

Crimes
(1/4-1 mi
other Sunday)

Risk ratios are also easy to interpret. A risk ratio of 1.0 indicates no change. A risk ratio of 1.1 would
indicate a 10% increase and a risk ratio 0.9 would indicate a 10% decrease. What the risk ratio
calculation does not do, however, is to take into account the influx of people during CicLAvia events.
Crime rates are usually reported as occurrences per 10,000 or per 100,000 residents. Since CicLAvia
brings in significant numbers of people in an area, an uptick in the number of crimes may still reflect a
lowered crime rate, if CicLAvia participants are included in the denominator. The problem is that
knowing how many additional people come into a given area during CicLAvia is difficult to determine
and adjusting rates to account for this influx may introduce new biases. Of course, risk ratios that
suggest a drop in crime unambiguously reflect a true drop in crime that may be underestimated by the
risk ratio.
Due to the relatively small numbers of crimes each day, the pooled analysis that combines crimes for all
three CicLAvia events and comparison areas provides the most robust results. This pooled analysis
shows that on average that the 2014 CicLAvias did not change property crime rates in CicLAvia-adjacent
areas (RR=1.), however there was a 40% decrease in violent crime (e.g. assault, battery, forcible rape,
homicide) in CicLAvia-adjacent areas on CicLAvia Sundays compared to comparison areas. Rates of
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vandalism, sex crimes (other than forcible rape) and firearm violations were too low to make meaningful
comparisons. The Wilshire and Heart of L.A. events each had a single report of a stolen bicycle.
All three 2014 Events

Crime Category

Location and Day

Theft/burglary/robbery
Violence: assault, battery, homicide
Sex crimes
Firearm
Vandalism

0-1/4 mi
event day
(a)
8
4
0
0
0

1/4-1 mi
event day
(b)
13
10
0
3
4

Avg. 0-1/4 mi
other Sundays
(c)
8.5
4.7
0.4
0.1
1.0

Risk Ratio
Avg. 1/4-1 mi
other Sundays
(d)
14.1
6.9
0.1
0.2
2.4

>1: higher risk
<1: lower risk
1.0
0.6
-0.0
0.0

Risk Ratio
(a/c)/(b/d)
>1:higher
risk
<1:lower
risk
2.0

(a/c)/(b/d)

NOTES
1. Excludes crimes without plausible nexus to CicLAvia, such as forgery, bunco, identity theft
2. Includes only crimes reported between 8am and 5pm on Sundays
3. LAPD crime record reports do not include drug or alcohol-related crimes

Wilshire 4/62014

Crime Category

Location and Day

Theft*/burglary/robbery
Violence: assault, battery,
homicide
Sex crimes (other than
rape)
Firearm
Vandalism

0-1/4 mi
event day (a)
5

1/4-1 mi
event day
(b)
3

Avg. 0-1/4 mi
other
Sundays (c)
4.0

Avg. 1/4-1
mi
other
Sundays (d)
4.7

1

3

1.6

2.7

0.6

0

0

0.2

0.0

--

0
1
0.0
0
2
0.5
* theft includes 1 stolen bike report

0.1
0.8

0.0
0.0

Heart of LA 10/5/2014

0-1/4 mi
event day (a)
3

1/4-1 mi
event day
(b)
6

Avg. 0-1/4 mi
other
Sundays (c)
3.1

Avg. 1/4-1
mi
other
Sundays (d)
2.9

Risk Ratio
(a/c)/(b/d)
>1:higher
risk
<1:lower
risk
0.5

2

3

1.8

2.2

0.8

0
0

0
0

0.1
0.0

0.0
0.1

---

Crime
Category

Location and Day

Theft*/burglary/robbery
Violence: assault, battery,
homicide
Sex crimes (e.g. rape)
Firearm

72 | P a g e

Vandalism

0
0
0.3
* theft includes 1 stolen bike report

0.4

--

Avg. 1/4-1 mi
other Sundays
(d)
6.5

Risk Ratio
(a/c)/(b/d)
>1:higher risk
<1:lower risk
0.0

Crime Category

South LA 12/7/2014

Theft/burglary/robbery
Violence: assault, battery,
homicide
Sex crimes
Firearm
Vandalism

0-1/4 mi
event day (a)
0

Location and Day
1/4-1 mi
Avg. 0-1/4 mi
event day
other Sundays
(b)
(c)
4
1.4

1

4

1.3

2.0

0.4

0
0
0

0
2
2

0.0
0.0
0.3

0.1
0.0
1.1

-0.0
0.0
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Appendix E1: Political environment survey (Pre and Post-event)
The questionnaire below was deployed via Fluid Surveys. Pre and Post-event survey questions were
nearly identical, though some clarifying improvements were made to the Post-event questions.
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Appendix E2: Political environment survey (Qualitative Analysis)
What were the obstacles related to Open Streets?
The table below lists the relative frequency in both Pre and Post CicLAvia policy environment
surveys that were mentioned as reasons for opposition and/or lack of support from
stakeholders and public officials when creating Open Streets.
Survey Question:
For each group listed (stakeholders and public officials), what are the main reasons for
opposition and/or lack of support? (Select all that apply)
Pre-Survey Oct
+ Dec

Stakeholders

Public Officials

Post-Survey
Oct + Dec

Most
Mentioned



Disruption to
communities



Disruption to
communities

Most
Mentioned

Frequently
Mentioned



Traffic and
safety
concerns



Traffic and
safety
concerns

Somewhat
Mentioned
Somewhat
Absent
Frequently
Absent
Most Absent





Lack of
Interest

Gentrification



Crime




High costs
Conflicts with
existing
policies

Stakeholders



Gentrification

Frequently
Mentioned



Traffic and
safety
High costs



High costs

Somewhat
Mentioned



Gentrification

Somewhat
Absent



Conflicts with
existing
Policies






Crime
Lack of
Interest







Disruption to
communities
Lack of
interest
Disruption
Lack of
Interest

Frequently
Absent



Crime

Most Absent



Conflicts with
existing
Policies

Public Officials



High Costs



Traffic and
safety



Disruption to
communities



Conflicts with
existing
policies





Disruption
Gentrification
Crime



Lack of
Interest
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Of the obstacles listed several times, what are the corresponding actions recommended?

CicLAvia Pre-Survey Analysis (HOLA+SLA)
The most commonly perceived obstacles for stakeholders and public officials/agencies were
disruption to communities, traffic and safety concerns and lack of interest
Examples of perceived obstacles for stakeholders and public officials and its corresponding
recommended action(s):










Addressing disruption to communities by involving community residents, hearing
feedback from what community members actually need
Addressing deficiencies in bicycle infrastructure by having separated bike paths that are
connected to well used destinations
Addressing high cost obstacles for stakeholders and public officials with policies for
outreach funding
Addressing perceived traffic, safety and crime for stakeholders and public officials with
increased buy-in from local law enforcement
Encouraging transportation agencies to include more bike and pedestrian elements in
their regional planning and increased participatory planning process in order to address
lack of interest and conflicts with existing policies among stakeholders and public
officials
Addressing stakeholder and public official’s concern for gentrification by education
youth and local community members near route, in addition to communicating across
language-barriers for events.
Encouraging stakeholders to use public spaces as way to promote physical activity and
importance of open space.

Missing Corresponding Actions and other results:




No prominent solutions to address policy conflicts other than suggestion for
“transportation plan”
There were little to no suggestions to address “high cost and gentrification” as an
obstacle of Open Streets Initiatives.
Developing a local or regional plan to incorporate support more biking and walking was
often suggested as a necessary solution to effective Open Streets.
Traffic and safety was perceived to be a major concern for stakeholders and public
officials with little to no suggestions.

Differences between the perceived obstacles of the HOLA and SLA Pre-surveys
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HOLA pre-survey responses addressed community disruption concerns among
stakeholders with a corresponding action
SLA pre-survey responses addressed some traffic, safety, interest and
gentrification concerns among stakeholders and public officials with
corresponding actions

CicLAvia Post-Survey Analysis (HOLA+SLA)
The most commonly perceived obstacles for stakeholders and public officials/agencies were
disruptions to communities, traffic and safety, high costs and concerns for gentrification.
Examples of perceived obstacles for stakeholders and public officials and its corresponding
action(s):








Addressing stakeholder concerns for traffic and safety through community policing.
The goal is to gain support for law enforcement in making effective Open Streets.
Developing a local or regional plan to incorporate support more biking and walking was
often suggested as a necessary solution by respondents to create effective Open
Streets.
Suggestion for multi-sector collaboration to address a concern that public, private and
government entities are not working together.
Local/Small Business development plans to address disruption to local community or
business
There were no corresponding actions to address gentrification and lack of interest
One recommendation for conflicting policies was creating an ordinance to allow for
food establishments to vend outside their business in order to take advantage of the
Open Streets Day without fear of harassment from the local law enforcement.

Missing Corresponding Actions and other results:





There were little to no suggestions to address the perceived concerns of “high cost,
crime and gentrification” as an obstacle of Open Streets Initiatives.
o One concern for high cost of towing the cars of residents
Concerns with respect for depictions of host communities, but no suggested action
It is surprising that the concern for conflict with policies and regulations wasn’t often
cited even though suggestions for effective Open Streets were often a multi-modal plan
that addresses policy conflicts or lack of policies

Differences between the perceived obstacles of the HOLA and SLA Post-surveys
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A recommendation was made for addressing conflicting policies concerns among
stakeholders and public officials through community policing in the HOLA post-survey
Recommendations were made for addressing stakeholder and public official concern for
traffic, safety, and community disruption in the SLA post-survey
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Appendix F: Maps of Attendee arrival zipcodes, by event
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Appendix G: Demographics and Gender supporting data
Indicating the most predominate mode in their arrival
1. Gender
.

Frequency
Valid

Car
Metro

Valid

64.3

28.6

92.9

Walk

3

3.8

7.1

100.0

Total

42

52.5

100.0

System

38

47.5

80

100.0

2163

43.3

45.3

45.3

Car

846

16.9

17.7

63.0

1603

32.1

33.6

96.5

Walk

158

3.2

3.3

99.9

TNC

5

.1

.1

100.0

other

2

.0

.0

100.0

Total

4777

95.5

100.0

System
Car
Metro

Valid

Missing
Valid

1982

47.9

51.1

51.1

15.5

16.5

67.7

25.4

27.2

94.8

Walk

190

4.6

4.9

99.7

TNC

7

.2

.2

99.9
100.0

other

4

.1

.1

Total

3877

93.7

100.0

261

6.3

4138

100.0

16

55.2

64.0

64.0

Metro

2

6.9

8.0

72.0

Bicycle

6

20.7

24.0

96.0

Walk

1

3.4

4.0

100.0

Total

25

86.2

100.0

System
Car

System

Total
9

4.5
100.0

641

Total
other

223
5000

1053

Bicycle

Missing

47.6

16.7

Total
Valid

47.6

8.8

Bicycle

female

25.0
15.0

Metro

Missing

Cumulative
Percent

7

Total
male

Valid
Percent

12

Bicycle

Missing

20

Percent

Car

4

13.8

29

100.0

1

100.0

100.0

100.0
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Appendix H: Shu et al, Environmental Pollution
CicLAvia in Los Angeles, CA is the open streets program that closes streets to motorized vehicles and
invites people to walk, run, play or ride their bicycles on these streets, allowing them to experience the
city in a new way and get exercise at the same time. Since the events reduce the motorized traffic flow,
which is a significant source of air pollution, on the streets, it is reasonable to hypothesize that the
CicLAvia events can reduce the concentrations of traffic-emitted air pollutants during the road closure.
This study is the first experiment to test this hypothesis. The on-road and community-wide ultrafine
particle (UFP) and PM2.5 were measured on the Event-Sunday (October 5th, 2014) and the Pre- and
post-Sundays (September 28th and October 12th, 2014). Data analysis results showed the on-road UFP
andPM2.5 reduction was 21% and 49%, respectively, and the community-wide PM2.5 reduction was
12%.
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