
This document is a supplement to “Improving the Cartographic Quality and Design of 
Greenmaps”. It is intended to examine whether the Cambridge Greenmap was made 
following the guidelines outlined in that paper, and to further clarify some of the points made 
therein i.e. § 3.1 ‘Simplification and Exaggeration’ and Figure 3.1 Selected feature classes 
for Cambridge, MA, US greenmap. 
 
There was some concern expressed by reviewers and readers that the curvy line shown in 
the figure—indicating which symbols were selected from the process and planned to be 
included on the map—was exceedingly arbitrary. I believe that part of the confusion arose 
from the fact that it is easy to forget that the symbols’ relative positions within the table cells 
are unimportant; that only which cell a symbol is in, dictated by the selected indices, matters. 
Furthermore, that the symbols in the diagonal cells are in a kind of limbo and are neither 
favored nor disfavored for inclusion on the map. To that end I have updated the table (page 
2), and reformatted it to hopefully make things clearer. 
 
Although it may seem as though the mapped feature types (shown in green) are a random 
smattering of those with a Greeness of 3 or greater, closer examination reveals that there is 
indeed a strong correlation between the mapped features and those indicated by the Public 
Interest index as well. In particular, excluding geographically irrelevant types (shown in red): 
 

• 13/28 (46%) of the symbols in the high value green zone were included 
• 11/31 (35%) of the symbols in the transitional yellow zone were included 
•   8/52 (15%) of the symbols in the low value red zone were included† 

 
In addition, the few red zone symbols included on the map were of high Greeness. That is, 
they are particularly important and relevant but were not especially desired by the (small 
number of) surveyed citizens for one reason or another. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that the Greeness and Public Interest indices were not the only 
factors which drove feature type selection. Availability of data played a major role, and to a 
lesser extent attempts were made to provide balance on the map. As stated in the original 
thesis, greenmaps should highlight both goods and bads; the aforementioned red zone 
symbols. An effort was also made to provide geographic balance, and include marginal 
features if they lay outside of the city center. 
 
 
 
 

Public Interest → 

 0 1 2 3 4 5+ 
0 1/8 0/6 0/4 0/2   
1 1/1  0/1 0/1   
2  0/5 0/1 0/1 0/3  
3 2/4 4/10 4/6 0/1  1/1 
4 2/10 4/14 0/4 2/2 1/2 1/1 

  G
reenness  →

 5 3/10 5/9 2/3 0/1 1/1   

Public Interest → 

 0 1 2 3 4 5+ 
0 13% 0% 0% 0%   
1 100%  0% 0%   
2  0% 0% 0% 0%  
3 50% 40% 67% 0%  100%
4 20% 29% 0% 100% 50% 100%

  G
reenness  →

 5 33% 56% 67% 0% 100%   

 
† H and ; are not counted in the above calculations because the information is not included in the map frame. 
The symbols x K t are not excluded even though the symbols themselves are not used, since their intent is 
captured. Arguably though, any analysis should exclude sub-type feature symbols to avoid double counting. 



Public Interest → 
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Legend 

Included on the map. Included on the map in some other manner. 
No known examples of this feature type. 
Have data for this feature type.  Do not have data for this feature type. 

 
For completeness, I’ve added back 13 symbols which were not included in the original chart; many of 
them intentionally for one reason or another e.g. too similar to other symbols. 
 
z Very similar to the other garden symbols, this was redefined to indicate “natural landscaping.” 
. Very similar to the other garden symbols. 
‹ Considered to overlap with Spring Blossoms. 
°  This was included in an unranked Greeness row, there are no Marine Habitats in Cambridge. 
r Reason for omission unknown. 
[ Reason for omission unknown. 
{ Reason for omission unknown. 
% This was included in an unranked Greeness row however, and at some point was mixed up with the very similar: ¢ 
&  This was included in an unranked Greeness row. 
k Similar to other symbols; Strictly Green Store was used instead. It also reads as Co-Op and not Green Service. 
d Very similar to other symbols including Eco Products and Eco Design, etc. 
 , Reason for omission unknown. 
 ; Reason for omission unknown. 


