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Introduction 
Public art is not solely defined as sculpture in front of a building, but encompasses a wide 

array of arts and cultural experiences accessible to all. 

For more than 40 years, the City of Irvine has demonstrated its commitment to public art 

through the Irvine Fine Arts Center, which it created, owns and operates. 

Over thirty years ago, the City entered into a landmark partnership with University of California, 

Irvine, to create Irvine Barclay Theatre, and they have sustained their support since that time. 

The advent of Great Park offered a blank canvas for the City to further grow its public arts, 

through Great Park Gallery, which opened in 2011, and more recently, with the 2024 opening 

of Great Park Live, the new temporary amphitheater. Work is under way for the Cultural 

Terrace district of Great Park to soon become home to three museums and a performing 

arts school, with more expected to follow, under long-term leases with the City. These and 

other amenities in Great Park will be operated by independent organizations with their own 

mission-driven programming, and possible admission charges or fees for service. There are 

many additional opportunities to incorporate public art of all kinds throughout Great Park as 

it continues to be developed. 

The scope of the Public Arts Master Plan is to focus on City owned and operated properties and 

programs. However, recommendations include a number of ways the City can encourage 

public arts programming by other entities operating within the City limits. 

Additionally, there are a few areas of public arts in which the City significantly lags other 

communities, and the purpose of this Public Arts Master Plan is to identify opportunities for 

Irvine to fulfill its aspirations to be a community where arts and culture can fully blossom. 

Spoonbridge and Cherry by Claes Oldenburg - Minneapolis Cloud Gate (The Bean) by Anish Kapur - Chicago 
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Survey  Data
Overview 

This report provides a summary of survey data collected from residents across six districts in Irvine. The 
data is categorized by age, gender, race/ethnicity, household income, highest level of education, 
presence of children under 18, and whether the respondents live or work in Irvine. Each section will 
summarize the findings, focusing on the Grand Total statistics. 

District Distribution 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
12 90 12 65 33 52 264 

4.5% 34.1% 4.5% 24.6% 12.5% 19.7% 100.0% 
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Statistics: 

• District 1: 12 (4.5%) 

• District 2: 90 (34.1%) 

• District 3: 12 (4.5%) 

• District 4: 65 (24.6%) 

• District 5: 33 (12.5%) 

• District 6: 52 (19.7%) 

Summary: 

The majority of respondents are from District 2, accounting for over a third of the total responses 
(34.1%). District 4 constitute the second largest group at 24.6%, followed by those from District 6 
(19.7%). The least represented districts are Districts 1 and 3, each making up only 4.5% of the total 
responses. 
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Age Distribution 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 90 12 65 31 51 260 

4.2% 34.6% 4.6% 25.0% 11.9% 19.6% 100.0% 

Statistics:

• Under 18: 5 (1.9%)

• 18-24: 21 (8.0%)

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Female 8 69 8 37 22 42 186
Male 3 18 4 27 7 7 66
Non-Binary 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Prefer not to state 0 2 0 1 2 2 7
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Gender by Respondents by Districts

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Female 72.7% 76.7% 66.7% 56.9% 71.0% 82.4% 71.5%
Male 27.3% 20.0% 33.3% 41.5% 22.6% 13.7% 25.4%
Non-Binary 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
Prefer not to state 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.5% 6.5% 3.9% 2.7%
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Gender Distribution 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 90 12 65 31 51 259 

4.2% 34.6% 4.6% 25.0% 11.9% 19.6% 100.0% 
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Gender Distribution 

District Representation: 
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• Non-Binary: 1 (0.4%) 

• Prefer not to state: 7 (2.7%) 

Summary: 

The survey shows a significant gender imbalance, with females comprising 71.5% of the respondents. 
Males account for 25.4%, while non-binary individuals and those preferring not to state their gender 
make up a small fraction of the population. 
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Race/Ethnicity Distribution 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 89 12 65 31 51 259 

4.2% 34.4% 4.6% 25.1% 12.0% 19.7% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
American Indian or Alaska Nativ 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Asian 0 10 2 9 5 9 35
Black or African American 0 2 0 2 0 0 4
From Multiple Races 1 5 0 8 2 7 23
Hispanic or Latino 2 8 2 3 2 3 20
Middle Eastern or North African 0 1 0 1 1 3 6
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Isla 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Other 0 2 0 4 1 2 9
Prefer not to state 1 5 2 6 6 3 23
White 7 56 6 32 13 22 136
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Statistics: 

• American Indian or Alaska Native: 2 (0.8%) 

• Asian: 35 (13.5%) 

• Black or African American: 4 (1.5%) 

• From Multiple Races: 23 (8.9%) 

• Hispanic or Latino: 20 (7.7%) 

• Middle Eastern or North African: 6 (2.3%) 

• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander: 1 (0.4%) 

• Other: 9 (3.5%) 

• Prefer not to state: 23 (8.9%) 

• White: 136 (52.5%) 

Summary: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
American Indian or Alaska Nativ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 0.8%
Asian 0.0% 11.2% 16.7% 13.8% 16.1% 17.6% 13.5%
Black or African American 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
From Multiple Races 9.1% 5.6% 0.0% 12.3% 6.5% 13.7% 8.9%
Hispanic or Latino 18.2% 9.0% 16.7% 4.6% 6.5% 5.9% 7.7%
Middle Eastern or North African 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 1.5% 3.2% 5.9% 2.3%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Isla 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.4%
Other 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 6.2% 3.2% 3.9% 3.5%
Prefer not to state 9.1% 5.6% 16.7% 9.2% 19.4% 5.9% 8.9%
White 63.6% 62.9% 50.0% 49.2% 41.9% 43.1% 52.5%
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The largest racial/ethnic group among respondents is White, representing 52.5% of the total. Asians 
constitute the second largest group at 13.5%, followed by those from multiple races (8.9%). Smaller 
representations are seen in other categories, with American Indian or Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian 
or Pacific Islander being the least represented. 
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Household Income Distribution 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 72 12 62 20 49 226 

4.9% 31.9% 5.3% 27.4% 8.8% 21.7% 100.0% 
 

 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
$39,999 or less 0 7 0 1 6 8 22
$40,000 to $69,999 1 7 0 0 0 9 17
$70,000 to $99,000 0 5 1 3 0 19 28
$100,000 to $199,000 7 33 9 39 0 7 95
$200,000 to $299,000 2 10 1 17 5 2 37
$300,000 or more 1 10 1 2 9 4 27
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District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
$39,999 or less 0.0% 9.7% 0.0% 1.6% 30.0% 16.3% 9.7%
$40,000 to $69,999 9.1% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 18.4% 7.5%
$70,000 to $99,000 0.0% 6.9% 8.3% 4.8% 0.0% 38.8% 12.4%
$100,000 to $199,000 63.6% 45.8% 75.0% 62.9% 0.0% 14.3% 42.0%
$200,000 to $299,000 18.2% 13.9% 8.3% 27.4% 25.0% 4.1% 16.4%
$300,000 or more 9.1% 13.9% 8.3% 3.2% 45.0% 8.2% 11.9%
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Statistics: 

• $39,999 or less: 22 (9.7%) 

• $40,000 to $69,999: 17 (7.5%) 

• $70,000 to $99,999: 28 (12.4%) 

• $100,000 to $199,999: 95 (42.0%) 

• $200,000 to $299,000: 37 (16.4%) 

• $300,000 or more: 27 (11.9%) 

Summary: 

The majority of respondents report a household income between $100,000 and $199,999, making up 
42.0% of the total. The next largest income brackets are $200,000 to $299,000 (16.4%) and $70,000 to 
$99,999 (12.4%). Lower income brackets ($39,999 or less and $40,000 to $69,999) collectively account 
for 17.2% of respondents. 
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District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
$39,999 or less 0.0% 9.7% 0.0% 1.6% 30.0% 16.3% 9.7%
$40,000 to $69,999 9.1% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 18.4% 7.5%
$70,000 to $99,000 0.0% 6.9% 8.3% 4.8% 0.0% 38.8% 12.4%
$100,000 to $199,000 63.6% 45.8% 75.0% 62.9% 0.0% 14.3% 42.0%
$200,000 to $299,000 18.2% 13.9% 8.3% 27.4% 25.0% 4.1% 16.4%
$300,000 or more 9.1% 13.9% 8.3% 3.2% 45.0% 8.2% 11.9%
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Education Level Distribution 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 88 12 63 30 52 256 

4.3% 34.4% 4.7% 24.6% 11.7% 20.3% 100.0% 
 

 

 

Statistics: 

• Some High School: 8 (3.1%) 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Some High School 1 1 0 4 1 1 8
High School Diploma 0 3 0 3 2 2 10
Some College with No Degree 0 11 2 1 1 6 21
Associate's or Technical Degree 0 3 0 0 0 3 6
Bachelor's Degree 1 28 3 18 9 22 81
Graduate or Professional Degree 9 42 7 37 17 18 130
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Highest Level of Education by Respondents by Districts

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Some High School 9.1% 1.1% 0.0% 6.3% 3.3% 1.9% 3.1%
High School Diploma 0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 4.8% 6.7% 3.8% 3.9%
Some College with No Degree 0.0% 12.5% 16.7% 1.6% 3.3% 11.5% 8.2%
Associate's or Technical Degree 0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 2.3%
Bachelor's Degree 9.1% 31.8% 25.0% 28.6% 30.0% 42.3% 31.6%
Graduate or Professional Degree 81.8% 47.7% 58.3% 58.7% 56.7% 34.6% 50.8%
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Education Level Distribution 

District Representation: 
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• High School Diploma: 10 (3.9%) 

• Some College with No Degree: 21 (8.2%) 

• Associate's or Technical Degree: 6 (2.3%) 

• Bachelor's Degree: 81 (31.6%) 

• Graduate or Professional Degree: 130 (50.8%) 

Summary: 

Respondents are highly educated, with the majority holding a graduate or professional degree (50.8%), 
followed by those with a bachelor's degree (31.6%). Only a small percentage of respondents have a high 
school diploma or less (7.0%). 
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Presence of Children Under 18 at Home 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 88 12 65 30 52 258 

4.3% 34.1% 4.7% 25.2% 11.6% 20.2% 100.0% 
 

 

 

Statistics: 

• No: 191 (74.0%) 

• Yes: 67 (26.0%) 

Summary: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
No 8 65 9 46 19 44 191
Yes 3 23 3 19 11 8 67
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District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
No 72.7% 73.9% 75.0% 70.8% 63.3% 84.6% 74.0%
Yes 27.3% 26.1% 25.0% 29.2% 36.7% 15.4% 26.0%
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Respondents with Children Under 18 by Districts

The majority of respondents (74.0%) do not have children under 18 at home. Only 26.0% of the 
respondents reported having children in this age group. 
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Age of Children for Those With Children 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
6 33 4 26 16 12 97 

6.2% 34.0% 4.1% 26.8% 16.5% 12.4% 100.0% 
 

 

 

Statistics: 

• Infant and/or toddler: 12 (12.4%) 

• Preschool: 10 (10.3%) 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Infant and/or toddler 1 4 1 4 1 1 12
Preschool 2 2 0 4 0 2 10
Kindergarten 1 4 0 0 3 0 8
Elementary School 1 8 2 6 5 3 25
Middle School 0 6 1 5 1 2 15
High School 1 9 0 7 6 4 27
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District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Infant and/or toddler 16.7% 12.1% 25.0% 15.4% 6.3% 8.3% 12.4%
Preschool 33.3% 6.1% 0.0% 15.4% 0.0% 16.7% 10.3%
Kindergarten 16.7% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 18.8% 0.0% 8.2%
Elementary School 16.7% 24.2% 50.0% 23.1% 31.3% 25.0% 25.8%
Middle School 0.0% 18.2% 25.0% 19.2% 6.3% 16.7% 15.5%
High School 16.7% 27.3% 0.0% 26.9% 37.5% 33.3% 27.8%
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• Kindergarten: 8 (8.2%) 

• Elementary School: 25 (25.8%) 

• Middle School: 15 (15.5%) 

• High School: 27 (27.8%) 

Summary: 

Among respondents with children, the largest groups are those with children in high school (27.8%) and 
elementary school (25.8%). The smallest groups are those with kindergarten-aged children (8.2%). 
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Live or Work in Irvine 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
12 90 12 65 33 52 264 

4.5% 34.1% 4.5% 24.6% 12.5% 19.7% 100.0% 
 

 

 

Statistics: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Both 9 34 9 27 14 19 112
Live 3 44 3 38 19 19 126
Work 0 12 0 0 0 14 26
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Respondents by Live or Work Association in Irvine by Districts

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Both 75.0% 37.8% 75.0% 41.5% 42.4% 36.5% 42.4%
Live 25.0% 48.9% 25.0% 58.5% 57.6% 36.5% 47.7%
Work 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.9% 9.8%
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• Both: 112 (42.4%) 

• Live: 126 (47.7%) 

• Work: 26 (9.8%) 

Summary: 

Nearly half of the respondents (47.7%) live in Irvine, while 42.4% both live and work in the city. A smaller 
portion (9.8%) only work in Irvine. 

Conclusion 

This summary highlights the demographic diversity and characteristics of the respondents across Irvine's 
districts. The data indicates significant representation among middle-aged adults, females, and highly 
educated individuals. The majority of respondents report higher household incomes and do not have 
children under 18 at home. Additionally, most respondents either live in Irvine or both live and work in 
the city. 
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Overview 

This report summarizes the findings from survey data collected from Irvine residents, focusing on 
questions related to public art, cultural traditions, and preferred community enhancements. The 
responses offer insights into the community's priorities and preferences for improving public spaces and 
fostering cultural engagement. 

Importance of Arts, Creative, and Cultural Traditions 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 90 12 65 33 52 263 

4.2% 34.2% 4.6% 24.7% 12.5% 19.8% 100.0% 
 

 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Essential 6 68 9 40 20 36 179
Very Important 5 18 2 17 6 14 62
Somewhat Important 0 3 1 6 6 1 17
Not Important 0 1 0 2 1 1 5
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Importance of Art by District

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Essential 54.5% 75.6% 75.0% 61.5% 60.6% 69.2% 68.1%
Very Important 45.5% 20.0% 16.7% 26.2% 18.2% 26.9% 23.6%
Somewhat Important 0.0% 3.3% 8.3% 9.2% 18.2% 1.9% 6.5%
Not Important 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 3.1% 3.0% 1.9% 1.9%

0.0%
10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%

Importance of Art by District



121

Question: How important are the arts, creative, and/or cultural traditions to you? 

• Essential: 179 (68.1%) 

• Very Important: 62 (23.6%) 

• Somewhat Important: 17 (6.5%) 

• Not Important: 5 (1.9%) 

• Grand Total: 263 

Summary: 

A significant majority of respondents (68.1%) consider arts, creative, and cultural traditions essential. 
Combined with those who find them very important (23.6%), over 90% of the community values these 
aspects highly. 
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Goals of a Public Arts Program 

District Representation: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
12 90 12 65 33 52 264 

4.5% 34.1% 4.5% 24.6% 12.5% 19.7% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total
Add Fun, Color, and Enjoyment Throughout

the City 1 18 1 13 6 9 48

Add Visual Color and Excitement
Throughout Irvine 3 20 4 14 3 10 54

Create a Memorable Visual Identity or 
“Brand” for Irvine 0 3 2 3 3 4 15

Distinguish Irvine as a Dynamic and Diverse
Place 2 9 0 8 4 4 27

Enrich the Vibrancy of Commercial Districts 0 2 0 2 2 1 7
Reflect Irvine’s History and/or Cultural 

Heritage 1 3 0 7 4 3 18

Transform Public Spaces into Gathering
Places 2 30 5 15 10 20 82
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Question: How can public art improve Irvine? Which of the following would you prioritize as the goals 
of a public arts program? Please Rank 1 to 8, 1 being the most important and 8 being the least 
important. 

• Transform Public Spaces into Gathering Places: 82 (31.1%) 

• Add Visual Color and Excitement Throughout Irvine: 54 (20.5%) 

• Add Fun, Color, and Enjoyment Throughout the City: 48 (18.2%) 

• Distinguish Irvine as a Dynamic and Diverse Place: 27 (10.2%) 

• Reflect Irvine’s History and/or Cultural Heritage: 18 (6.8%) 

• Create a Memorable Visual Identity or “Brand” for Irvine: 15 (5.7%) 

• Enrich the Vibrancy of Commercial Districts: 7 (2.7%) 

• Grand Total: 264 

Summary: 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Add Fun, Color, and Enjoyment Throughout
the City 8.3% 20.0% 8.3% 20.0% 18.2% 17.3% 18.2%

Add Visual Color and Excitement Throughout
Irvine 25.0% 22.2% 33.3% 21.5% 9.1% 19.2% 20.5%

Create a Memorable Visual Identity or 
“Brand” for Irvine 0.0% 3.3% 16.7% 4.6% 9.1% 7.7% 5.7%

Distinguish Irvine as a Dynamic and Diverse
Place 16.7% 10.0% 0.0% 12.3% 12.1% 7.7% 10.2%

Enrich the Vibrancy of Commercial Districts 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 3.1% 6.1% 1.9% 2.7%
Reflect Irvine’s History and/or Cultural 

Heritage 8.3% 3.3% 0.0% 10.8% 12.1% 5.8% 6.8%

Transform Public Spaces into Gathering
Places 16.7% 33.3% 41.7% 23.1% 30.3% 38.5% 31.1%
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The primary goal for public art, as prioritized by respondents, is to transform public spaces into gathering 
places (31.1%). Followed by adding visual color and excitement (20.5%) and adding fun, color, and 
enjoyment throughout the city (18.2%). 
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Ideas for Activating or Improving Public Spaces via Public Art 

District Representation: 

**3 responses provided per respondent** 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
38 305 37 200 115 167 862 

4.4% 35.4% 4.3% 23.2% 13.3% 19.4% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Adding art to public works such as
bridges and utility boxes 4 47 6 26 14 26 123

Adding public art to recreational areas
such as bike trails 4 42 7 32 16 22 123

Artist-designed benches 5 36 3 20 15 14 93
Murals and/or community-engaged

mural-making 8 57 6 35 17 33 156

Other 3 12 1 6 2 1 25
Quirky, temporary public art that

attracts selfie-takers 3 29 6 20 9 18 85

Sculptures 5 50 3 35 21 29 143
Street banners 3 8 8 6 6 31
Visual improvements to Culver Drive

and other major Irvine roads 3 24 5 18 15 18 83
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Question: Please select your three favorites from the following list of ideas for activating or improving 
public spaces via public art. 

• Murals and/or community-engaged mural-making: 156 (18.1%) 

• Sculptures: 143 (16.6%) 

• Adding art to public works such as bridges and utility boxes: 123 (14.3%) 

• Adding public art to recreational areas such as bike trails: 123 (14.3%) 

• Artist-designed benches: 93 (10.8%) 

• Quirky, temporary public art that attracts selfie-takers: 85 (9.9%) 

• Visual improvements to Culver Drive and other major Irvine roads: 83 (9.6%) 

• Street banners: 31 (3.6%) 

• Other: 25 (2.9%) 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Adding art to public works such as
bridges and utility boxes 10.5% 15.4% 16.2% 13.0% 12.2% 15.6% 14.3%

Adding public art to recreational areas
such as bike trails 10.5% 13.8% 18.9% 16.0% 13.9% 13.2% 14.3%

Artist-designed benches 13.2% 11.8% 8.1% 10.0% 13.0% 8.4% 10.8%
Murals and/or community-engaged

mural-making 21.1% 18.7% 16.2% 17.5% 14.8% 19.8% 18.1%

Other 7.9% 3.9% 2.7% 3.0% 1.7% 0.6% 2.9%
Quirky, temporary public art that

attracts selfie-takers 7.9% 9.5% 16.2% 10.0% 7.8% 10.8% 9.9%

Sculptures 13.2% 16.4% 8.1% 17.5% 18.3% 17.4% 16.6%
Street banners 7.9% 2.6% 0.0% 4.0% 5.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Visual improvements to Culver Drive

and other major Irvine roads 7.9% 7.9% 13.5% 9.0% 13.0% 10.8% 9.6%
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Question: Please select your three favorites from the following list of ideas for activating or improving 
public spaces via public art. 

• Murals and/or community-engaged mural-making: 156 (18.1%) 

• Sculptures: 143 (16.6%) 

• Adding art to public works such as bridges and utility boxes: 123 (14.3%) 

• Adding public art to recreational areas such as bike trails: 123 (14.3%) 

• Artist-designed benches: 93 (10.8%) 

• Quirky, temporary public art that attracts selfie-takers: 85 (9.9%) 

• Visual improvements to Culver Drive and other major Irvine roads: 83 (9.6%) 

• Street banners: 31 (3.6%) 

• Other: 25 (2.9%) 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Adding art to public works such as
bridges and utility boxes 10.5% 15.4% 16.2% 13.0% 12.2% 15.6% 14.3%

Adding public art to recreational areas
such as bike trails 10.5% 13.8% 18.9% 16.0% 13.9% 13.2% 14.3%

Artist-designed benches 13.2% 11.8% 8.1% 10.0% 13.0% 8.4% 10.8%
Murals and/or community-engaged

mural-making 21.1% 18.7% 16.2% 17.5% 14.8% 19.8% 18.1%

Other 7.9% 3.9% 2.7% 3.0% 1.7% 0.6% 2.9%
Quirky, temporary public art that

attracts selfie-takers 7.9% 9.5% 16.2% 10.0% 7.8% 10.8% 9.9%

Sculptures 13.2% 16.4% 8.1% 17.5% 18.3% 17.4% 16.6%
Street banners 7.9% 2.6% 0.0% 4.0% 5.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Visual improvements to Culver Drive

and other major Irvine roads 7.9% 7.9% 13.5% 9.0% 13.0% 10.8% 9.6%
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• Grand Total: 862 

Summary: 

Murals and/or community-engaged mural-making (18.1%) and sculptures (16.6%) are the top 
preferences for improving public spaces. Adding art to public works and recreational areas both received 
14.3% each, showing strong community support for these enhancements. 
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Preferred Locations for Public Art 

District Representation: 

**3 responses provided per respondent** 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
31 223 34 166 99 134 687 

4.5% 32.5% 4.9% 24.2% 14.4% 19.5% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

An artwork placed at the entrance to 
each of Irvine’s villages 7 58 8 44 20 32 169

Bill Barber Park 3 15 3 14 8 14 57
Heritage Community Park 3 31 2 25 17 20 98
In front of City Hall 5 26 7 17 19 17 91
Other 3 32 2 12 7 9 65
Street banners 2 15 4 17 5 9 52
The Great Park (various options) 8 46 8 37 23 33 155
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Question: What are your top preferred locations for placing public art in Irvine? 

• An artwork placed at the entrance to each of Irvine’s villages: 169 (24.6%) 

• The Great Park (various options): 155 (22.6%) 

• Heritage Community Park: 98 (14.3%) 

• In front of City Hall: 91 (13.2%) 

• Other: 65 (9.5%) 

• Bill Barber Park: 57 (8.3%) 

• Street banners: 52 (7.6%) 

• Grand Total: 687 

Summary: 

The most popular location for public art is at the entrance to each of Irvine’s villages (24.6%), followed 
by The Great Park with various options (22.6%). Heritage Community Park (14.3%) and in front of City 
Hall (13.2%) also received notable preferences. 

  

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

An artwork placed at the entrance to 
each of Irvine’s villages 22.6% 26.0% 23.5% 26.5% 20.2% 23.9% 24.6%

Bill Barber Park 9.7% 6.7% 8.8% 8.4% 8.1% 10.4% 8.3%
Heritage Community Park 9.7% 13.9% 5.9% 15.1% 17.2% 14.9% 14.3%
In front of City Hall 16.1% 11.7% 20.6% 10.2% 19.2% 12.7% 13.2%
Other 9.7% 14.3% 5.9% 7.2% 7.1% 6.7% 9.5%
Street banners 6.5% 6.7% 11.8% 10.2% 5.1% 6.7% 7.6%
The Great Park (various options) 25.8% 20.6% 23.5% 22.3% 23.2% 24.6% 22.6%
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Focus for Public Art in Irvine 

District Distribution 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
11 87 12 63 32 52 257 

4.3% 33.9% 4.7% 24.5% 12.5% 20.2% 100.0% 
 

 

 

Question: Should the primary focus for public art in Irvine be: 

• To spread public art throughout the City: 140 (54.5%) 

• Both: 101 (39.3%) 

• To help animate and beautify the Great Park: 16 (6.2%) 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Both 5 35 4 23 15 19 101
To help animate and beautify the Great

Park 1 2 1 5 6 1 16

To spread public art throughout the City 5 50 7 35 11 32 140
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District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Both 45.5% 40.2% 33.3% 36.5% 46.9% 36.5% 39.3%
To help animate and beautify the Great

Park 9.1% 2.3% 8.3% 7.9% 18.8% 1.9% 6.2%

To spread public art throughout the City 45.5% 57.5% 58.3% 55.6% 34.4% 61.5% 54.5%
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• Grand Total: 257 

Summary: 

The majority of respondents (54.5%) believe the focus should be on spreading public art throughout the 
city. A significant portion (39.3%) support both city-wide distribution and beautifying the Great Park. 
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Preferences for Public Art Selection 

District Distribution 

**Responses not limited per respondent** 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
18 167 28 112 60 96 481 

3.7% 34.7% 5.8% 23.3% 12.5% 20.0% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Place fewer works with greater impact 2 26 7 17 13 17 82
Place works in every part of the City 5 60 7 41 17 34 164
Select works that are large in scale 2 29 4 16 13 19 83
Select works that are of the highest

artistic quality 9 52 10 38 17 26 152
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Question: When selecting public art, which of these do you agree with (select as many as you wish): 

• Place works in every part of the City: 164 (34.1%) 

• Select works that are of the highest artistic quality: 152 (31.6%) 

• Select works that are large in scale: 83 (17.3%) 

• Place fewer works with greater impact: 82 (17.0%) 

• Grand Total: 481 

Summary: 

Placing works in every part of the city (34.1%) and selecting high-quality works (31.6%) are the top 
priorities. Fewer works with greater impact (17.0%) and large-scale works (17.3%) are also important 
considerations. 

  

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Place fewer works with greater impact 11.1% 15.6% 25.0% 15.2% 21.7% 17.7% 17.0%
Place works in every part of the City 27.8% 35.9% 25.0% 36.6% 28.3% 35.4% 34.1%
Select works that are large in scale 11.1% 17.4% 14.3% 14.3% 21.7% 19.8% 17.3%
Select works that are of the highest

artistic quality 50.0% 31.1% 35.7% 33.9% 28.3% 27.1% 31.6%
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Preferred Additions to Irvine 

District Distribution 

**Responses not limited per respondent** 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand Total 
27 270 35 182 102 147 763 

3.5% 35.4% 4.6% 23.9% 13.4% 19.3% 100.0% 
 

 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 Grand
Total

Additional Public Library 0 30 3 15 14 11 73
Another Art Gallery 2 34 5 17 9 15 82
Another Indoor Concert/Performance

Venue 2 21 4 19 8 21 75

Another Outdoor Concert/Performance
Venue 4 27 5 18 13 22 89

Film Festival 3 34 4 30 13 18 102
Maker’s Space 7 41 5 27 11 22 113
Other 2 15 2 3 3 9 34
Outdoor Sculpture Garden 6 58 5 40 20 25 154
Technology Center 1 10 2 13 11 4 41
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Question: Which of the following programs or venues would be the best additions to Irvine? 

• Outdoor Sculpture Garden: 154 (20.2%) 

• Maker’s Space: 113 (14.8%) 

• Film Festival: 102 (13.4%) 

• Another Outdoor Concert/Performance Venue: 89 (11.7%) 

• Another Art Gallery: 82 (10.7%) 

• Another Indoor Concert/Performance Venue: 75 (9.8%) 

• Additional Public Library: 73 (9.6%) 

• Technology Center: 41 (5.4%) 

• Other: 34 (4.5%) 

• Grand Total: 763 

Summary: 

Additional
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Art Gallery
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Indoor
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e Venue

Another
Outdoor

Concert/P
erformanc

e Venue

Film
Festival

Maker’s 
Space Other

Outdoor
Sculpture
Garden

Technolog
y Center

District 1 0.0% 7.4% 7.4% 14.8% 11.1% 25.9% 7.4% 22.2% 3.7%
District 2 11.1% 12.6% 7.8% 10.0% 12.6% 15.2% 5.6% 21.5% 3.7%
District 3 8.6% 14.3% 11.4% 14.3% 11.4% 14.3% 5.7% 14.3% 5.7%
District 4 8.2% 9.3% 10.4% 9.9% 16.5% 14.8% 1.6% 22.0% 7.1%
District 5 13.7% 8.8% 7.8% 12.7% 12.7% 10.8% 2.9% 19.6% 10.8%
District 6 7.5% 10.2% 14.3% 15.0% 12.2% 15.0% 6.1% 17.0% 2.7%
Grand Total 9.6% 10.7% 9.8% 11.7% 13.4% 14.8% 4.5% 20.2% 5.4%
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The community's top preference for new additions is an outdoor sculpture garden (20.2%). Other 
significant preferences include a maker’s space (14.8%) and a film festival (13.4%). An additional art 
gallery (10.7%) and outdoor concert/performance venue (11.7%) are also highly favored. 

Conclusion 

The survey responses indicate that Irvine residents place high importance on arts, creative, and cultural 
traditions. They prioritize transforming public spaces into gathering places and enhancing visual appeal 
throughout the city. Murals, sculptures, and art in public works are popular choices for improving public 
spaces, with entrances to Irvine’s villages and The Great Park being preferred locations. The focus should 
be on spreading public art city-wide, with an emphasis on high-quality and impactful works. Finally, the 
community expresses strong support for an outdoor sculpture garden, maker’s space, and film festival as 
valuable additions to Irvine. 

This summary provides a comprehensive overview of the community's preferences and priorities, which 
can guide future public art and cultural initiatives in Irvine. 
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