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"You /mor..o, there are IJ lot of decent folk -.;:110 could be 
enjoying the beaut)' of this park if it <;.Cere,,'t for m." 

Drawing by H. Hartin; 1971~The New Yorker Magazine. Inc. 
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This project w~s initiated as a major' research effoti: of th~ Open 

SPaice tmd Uroan ~autiflcat"lcm Dhislofl of the U.S. fhpuruf.:!l1t of 

trousing r.na Urban \levelopr.mni; by (};Ji gl1t F. It~ttie. fOrii:ar di rector: 

Its b.~'f!lopffi~mt \tas ~,ad~ l'Xlssible by Goorga Karas cmd G:Jmard f'~Sl1lIDC 

t1ho cu~tr~b!.!tQd tmstil1ting counsel w"id ei'lCOt.lV'u~E'£;nt. 

TI~\"'e t1~ much t-!Or\( p<ariorv..:;d in a sllO\"t ti!r:2 by a lirnH:ed staff 011 a 

Y'Sstricted tmrlig~t. I am gr'ateful for i:tl2 tireless and enthusiastic 

Iwlp of (\!annat" F. Hiihoite~ Robert Hahn and BtuiJl!ra Rubino. 

T\ro coosultllnts \'<iare helpful. Arnold Sagalyn D security specialist 

i 

and criminologist, provided insight into areas of crir.l1nnl justice. 

Hersc~l Shoster.k participated in davaloprnent of the sampl1ng procedures 

and attituQa questi~1naire. 

Most retmarkablc \'1a5 the high ordO\~ of cooperation of so many individuals 

in nll sixteen cities where public safety in parks was axamined. The 

\'lorI' could not have been perfonned without the help of the Hayors, 

the Police Chiefs and the following Park Administratol"S ~ 

Douglas S. Tawney, Baltimore, Maryland 

Vei"rl Pri 11, 6111 i ngs, Montana 

Joseph E. Curti s, Boston I f4assachusetts 

Dalton U. Battin, Cincinnati, Oh'lo 

Edward J.~au9h, Cleveland, Ohio 

_I () Joe Cioncio, Jr., Oanver, tolorado 
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Dale Tate, El Pase, Texas 

Victor J. Jarm, Hartford, Connecticut 

George L. Eib t Kansas City t ~!issouri 

Robert H. Ruhe t f.linneapolir, IIrt:mesota 

August Catalano, Ne\1 Orleans, Louisiana 

Charl es r·t Chri s ti ansen t Phoeni x. ,l\I'; zona 

Loui s H. Buckow; tz t Sui nt lou; s, 14i ssoud 

Joseph Caverly. San Francisco, California 

Hans A. Thompson, Seattle t Hashington. 

Haro1d Le~·Jis t~altt Project Dit-ector 
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It is widely thoU~,jlt violent crlll12 is the most il:ijlortcmt single 

isstre til~t affects LtSe t acceptmloo and producti vity of tha ~J~ti on I s 

uti'b-r~ par'1.tS and recreati on spaces. Thi s study addresses th:! need 

to Imrn1 more about the natul"C 2 fl"'e'lu1!ncy and sellen ty of stl".:mger­

to-s~f'ti.~r crlro 1n PGlr~,s • 

. The stel~'y stl"esses the llotiO?! that tita proble.'1'l is not 01l~ pr-imarily 

of l~f enfor~~~nt but r~th2r public perception of park activities 

mid faciiities. CoI'relations al'e sought Ireh1een crir.re/physical 

eilviroJl;-~wt/pub1ic [}l:;1"Ceptiolls. An Outline has b2en prepared for a 

D2~nstration to test findings and conc1usions and ~o validate 

re~~ndati ons. 

iii 

Chapter One discusses the baclcground and i~lemantatic:1 of the Study. 

Th9 lJapartlilent of Housing and Urban l2velopment's longstanding concern 

over the problems of city r~r"s and its conmntment to " ••• provide, 

preserve and develop open space land which is essential to the ••• 

welfare of the Nation's urban areas ..• 11 are :-evie~"Ied. The goals c·'! the 

study are discussed a10ng \tlith a brief discussion of procedures and 

methods used in the study. 

Conduct of the field re~~arch in a representative sample of cities of 

.various size and location is described. Mayors, police and park 

officials in 49 cities were solici'Ged for in·::erest, 42 responded 

affirmatively, 16 cities were selected: 

1 
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f{axt. three ~erv1ce categories of parks v:ere defined -- cOlW!l1.!I1ity. 

ne1ghborhood p sUb-neishborhond. Then, four part(s Vte\"e selected in 

each city for a totai of 64 stuqy sites. 

Chapter TI'JO discusses the results of an investigation into th::! 

~~unt of sor1ous criw3 rapot~~d on t~~niy parks in five cities. 

Th3 cOhiiJilrative frequency Dnd seve~ity of those crili1~s :ire discussed 

in terms of all outdo!>\" crlITJl. The dlliD. indicates that the c.-mount 

of repo:-tcad ind::lt Criw.,Js in parks is substantially bolOtJ popularly 

assuiTSd levels. In 1910 f1vo cities had 11 total of 7~853 criminul 

acts in neighborhood areas of which 2.633 \!Iere on streets surrounding 

the parks and OYilY,l08 on the bfanty parks ther~sGl ves. On the basi S 

iv 

of reported crima, psrks llpp~ar to be ~'1Uch safer than thoir SUi"I*Oll1Hl1ng 

areas. 

The nature of people's attitudas towal~ parks and cri~ is the 

subject of Chapter TIlree. 419 respondents W\1re queried at tha 64 study 

sites. Mi!l1ysas include the dHferen;:es betw,(!en people who use parks 

and tnl)se that do note as well as differences between the attitude:, 

of men 'and ';,oman. 

It a~pears that perceived risk or fear of crime especially at night is 

significant. But it is not the principa1 thing keeping Mil-users out 

of parks. More likely ntlll-users siflll1y prefer fonns of recreation not 

found in parks. However the fact most non-users also perceive parks 

as important as other city services indicates both regular park users 

and non··users apparently derive IIbenefits" from the existence of city 

parks. 
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asp~5 of tOO sbty-fouV' pants in this Studyo with sp:acial 

categoM GiS. 

A major fin.din9 is that th2 ma.iority of parks -- those of CI.:m.53Jnity 

pnss'hJe emrirom~~nt cre"~lof.!~ ciI'Cti 1070. TI1-:!ir pro~'c:l5 and fc.cilities 

are of limited respnnse to curreret co;;:;mmity needs Wld social g~als. 

~1ajOlr conS\b~r groups -- teena:S~ girls ~ blacks .. elderly -- are 

inac!eqtlately senred. The ra.1g'1! of activities provid~d other groups 

15 limited. rJi ghitti.~ usag~ is not eflcourag.!!d. Concern fol" P2rcci ved 

oV' actual public safety is not nO;i1 a design criterion. Security 

p;erfor~ce standards and guidelines are not avai1&ble. 

Chapter Five brings tog2the.' the findings and conclusions of the 

previous ,Chapters. Interpretations are discussed imd reccnrr.endations 

maoo. TIle HUo-suggested rrechanism for +,est of study findings by means 

of De~~stration Parks is endorsed. 

The Appendi)f contains the Outline for the [)el>onstration Parks follu..:-on. 

The process is defined \1hereby public acceptance of more relevant 

park programs, site improvenents and security features wi n be measured 

and evaluatedr 
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Puttitl(J thinen in p.::lt"£pGctha. thh roport is fi1lH~ aboyt p~gplc 

than Gb~ut perks or Gv~n cr1~. 

Peoplo h&vo alweys hact attHud@§ about tf1€1ir p/wsiGal IHlrround1nOll 

and it 1& th@ (;mV11~tlfllf~nt that hllil en.nngrJd and @volvad 1n runp6mHl 

to beh~v1ora 1 patte fill] & not vi co Vtl~a. 

Thera Wf:\S Il t1rnj when it l'If.HJ enough ~o sot Gnlds f.'IQ-c:al1od IIfJl"i\'!~n 

GI"eBlS 11 1 fl th~ city &l'Id gua rdi!.ins of tho lend t:lttampt@c! to r-vtail 

l&l'So piecGs of public PfOPQI"ty for thm QS'th@tic Bppraci(l.t1cm O'f tft@ 

publ1 c. In thoSQ ci rCYlMt&i'iCOS, the title IIPark Land" ~ofi~tinm!J 

bacane a euphemism for IlKeap Of? thl;l GrtHHI." "NQ Bicycles / or mo\"3 

simply. 111'10 l.ifo filloWlJd." 

2 

later th@ function of t~~ central city park began to be sean as an 

o.livironmant for recreation and activity and not only for passiv~ 

contemplation. HOIII tha shortaga of open !tpe,':e in lowDinco~. high 

density ne1 gMborhoods has made more urgent the acquisition of additional 

space and the full utilization Of these resourcss. So that in the 70's 

the retenti on or acqui s'l t1 on of non-fully used land masses 1 n the 

central city is an insupportable practical 

In DecQmber. 196a~ Parks and Recroat12.t1 Nagazinn contained In 'article 

writttn by three rscreation spscia1.1sts entitled "Law and Ordor in 

Public Parks." It daalt w1th the rapidly growing problem of vandalism. 

theft and !)thcsr major cr1mas in America' s park~ and set in motion 

threo years of Qxtensive, national debate. d1scuss1';)n and analysis 'o.f 

the problem of park crime. (1) 
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TI12 substantial cCErnitrent of tll2 Department of lID!!sing ilnd Urbcm 

Develo~Ult to d2al tiith th~ iss!.!.:! of park crir::e and th2 pres~d 

effects til2r'li:illf tms !raen apparent from the ilegifl."ling of these debates. 

Initially, the ilapartE:ent s(loosored a series of regional fa,Uiill> on the 

subject 1N'it.!i We r~ati ooa 1 P~creatioo imG Park I\ssrn:;i at; an. (2) These 

fol/'trr;.ii$ b1"tlli'~lt tog;etllei" 1 ~ ero forOCEl1t» panes c!nd t"ecreati on cmd 

e.necuthi"2 p.:H"Smtflel froo an le\.-els of gOIJe\"fi~Blt. n~ prim:ip.ai 

result of tf't'i!!5e ciisctkSsioos i.lfas tnt! realiza-tinil by e\:'eIjfCi'le im!Olved 

3 

that si~ly not enough t:1as knmm about the nature, level, frequency and 

setreMty of park cMr.2e. 

By early 1910" HUD had checi~d there existed a sufficient oody of 
. 

lUlor.zledga to justl fy a nati(){lai study of tile problem and in July, 

requasted prop-Jsals by finns interested in carrying out such a stu6jf. 

Ultimately, HU.n.A was selected to do the study, principally on the basis 

of a techni cal proposal whi ctl stressed aoti ons that reported vi 01 ent 

crime ~uld be found to be not significant; that the problem was not 

one primarily of lalll enforcement; that the m<.:jor questions revolved 

about use and perception of the park physical envil~nment. It was 

proposed to acquire and analyze data on the interrelationshipfi of 

cri me/envl ro .. rrent/user. 

, 
(1) IlLaw and Order in Public Parks" by Frederick L. Campbell, John C. 

(2) 

Hendee and Roger Clark in Parks and Recreation, Vol. III. No. 12, 
December. 1968. 

The forums. concluded in September, 1970, were held in Washington, 
O. C., Olicago and San Francisco. Each Itas structured to vlicit 
the views and opinions of the attend:ng park and police officials 
on the question of citizen safety in parks. The transcript of these 
forums are available from NRPA. 1601 North Kent Street, Arlington. 
Virginia 22209. 
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Specifically, the objectives of the contract \'1CI'"G to: 

A. Establish the level and seriousness of c\'iminal activity in urban 

!>arks and recre:'ltional al"eas and ascertain hOi'J the leval of crilm 

in a park compares with tho 'jl3vel of crime in the surl"ounding 

ar-ea 01' 111 the ci ty as a \~ho le. 

B. Idt:lnt1fy those physical and soc1al factors which diffel"entiate 

be'i:\'~eel' parks that have high and loi'J crime rates. 

C. E~am1nG the f.·equency and stlverity of criminal activity by types 

of urban parks and by various classes of cities. 

D. Evaluate the factors that appear to be most il'lfluential in, 

maintaining a 10\'1 cl'ifIW rate and ascertain hOr! these factors 

can .efficiently be applied in areas of need. 

In addition t we were to prepa\Ae an outline fOI" a demonstration of '10\~ 

" to positively effect park usage nnd 1I1dentify possible demonstration 

sHas U~Oil which to verify and supplement the findings of this study." 

It was recogn1 zed by both Hun and HLMA that thi s project represented 

a first attempt at relating indicators of three separate kinds of 
.. ~. : ' 

information to achieve a specific goal. As one HUD official put it 

4 

at the beginning of the study: IIWe are looking for broad brush definition 

of where the pfloblems are and how ";0 begin to cerrect them. II (3) The 

Department's commitment I-/as to a p:-actical et~d "" a real world capacity 

to act an~ to provi de the Presi dent's Open Space Land program \'1ith 

usable inSights into the I~le of open spaces in central cities. Our 

mandatel'lIlS to produce a l'lorkable demonstration for increasing park 

security and usage. 

.-. ~! 

(3) HUD project briefing notes, November 2, 1970. 
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Tt~ conclusions reacl1ed here and the de~ign of the accaF.~anying 

d~stration outline, were reached in the prag;l1atic way sought 

by HUO. They \rei"C achieved by designers, social scientists, park 

and l'acreation professicnals anct others sifting substantial quantities 

of diverse inforn'.atlcm Oil crili2, ~plers attitudes and the nature 

of the parks themselves. Be("-Guse there was no precedent to tlli s 

effon, t:te have had to bridge a m,m~r of gaps with -intuition. Many 

of the fin~l observations are based on correlations reached by 

reading bev:ie~ the lines of too respondents I anstrters to the qtre'sti anna; re 

as tt'2H as on what t:;;e saw but can~ot document \1ith tables or references 

to the literature. 

Even though the anal~~ical tools are unpretentious, the conclusions 

reached are of .); gni fi cant merit. As one park offi ci al put it " ••• (thi s 

demonstration) is s~7~thing thatis needed doing for more than the thirty 

years live been in this business. 1I (4) 

B. General Approach of the Study 

1. Rationale ----
Fundamentally, the study was structured to achieve a human goal: 

to acqu~re and analyze data which appeared to lead toward solutions by 

which park users could themselves assume responsibility for insuring 

a safe, satisfying, useful and well-maintained recleation environment. 

(4) Data collection notes, Kansas City. Missouri • 

. "-------~-~-- .,~-~ 
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The data loo!~ed for was that which would give information on 

capitalizatiOO of the natural productive impulses of park users as 

a source of solutions, rather than the surrender of informal 

social responsibilities to more fonnal police authority. 

Our unusual approach attempted to determine correlations betl'leen 

three different kinds of data required by tha study's objectives • 

Specifically, it was considared necessary. within a very limited 

budget. to collect and analyze information on! 

a. reported criminal offenses in parks. 

b. design, usage alld management of the parks, 

c. perceptions of peoplE:. tOl'lard thefr safety in parks. 

Specifically, we hoped to determine just what crime Wd!; occurring on 

parks; how the parks I'lere desi gned and operated; how they were used. 

and; what people thought about them. WeN! people actually being 

mugged and raped as according to the conventional ~lic;dom? If so, 

what seemed to be contributing factors; if not. just I'lhat crime was 

occurring? We wanted to learn what activities parks "Jere designed for 

and lofhether they wlare used that way. We ~:anted .;0 see how secure 

the parks were and what elements were needed, if any. to make the~ 

mort"' secure. And, of course, we needed to find out whether peopl e 

were as frightened of parks as they seemed. 

2. Work Plan 

The work of the study was broken into three phases: 

PHASE I Reconnaissance and Study Design 

PHASE II Data Collection and A~alysis 

PHASE III - Write Rf!nnrt ;lnrl I)nmnnei-,..,.Hnn 0"+";"'0 
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Ph~se I t13S devoted to a g1:meral assess~i1t of the study's 

p~sitions with particular ~hasis on the first study objective. 

100 all] of that assessf."".erlt t'ji!S to identify and develop a pl'"Ocedure 

to sUr$ il1 d2pti'e" t~'iOS;f! as~cts of the proble~ I.l'l)st apt to produce 

useful cou~ses of action resulting in a decrease in park cri~ or 

tIre fu~i' of that cn ~. 

TIlts oi.tervi~ of t~ st!YJy iss!res imrol\f~d either a \"evle\:! Or' 

analysis of: 

&. a criw:a in parks study done in Seattle, 

b. several staff reports for the President's O:m!&issioo on 

la\f EnforceID2nt and Administration of Justice, 

c. tha results of a ten-city survey carried out by the study te<m1, 

d. an in-depth analysis of par1, CriW2 occurrence data in Cincinnati. 

Ohio. 

In addition. 1 iterature on park design and management was reviewed 

along with the published t'eports of several other Presi~ntial 

Commissions, the annual reports of a nWiIDer of police depart-ments, 

and other agency reports or publications. 

During this phase, participant cities were identified w1d criteria 

for the selection of study Sites within those citi,es were written. 

The results of the Phase I work are discussed below along with the 

subsequent results of Phase II work. 

Emphasis was placed in Phase lIon an expanded national survey of the 

attitudes held by the park users and non-users t~ijrd the public 

safety issue. 

-----;--------
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The originial study plan called for a limited survey of park users 

only in t\~O cities. Prirr~ry concern, initiallY1 was on crime data 

collection and analysis. The substantive and methodological problems 

associated with collecting crime data in sixteen. cities t \'lhen combined 

with the limited utility of the figu\"es, however, prompted a change 

in emphasis subsequently approved by HUD. 

The expa.nded survey planned and finally approved was structured to 

provide t.he first, and very preliminary, national baseline park usage/ 

pub li c safety atti tude data for all popul ati on groups. These data 

were to be collected in conjunction with detailed park site physical 

data at 64 park lecations in the sixteen cities. 

. Upon comp'letion of the park site and attitude sur'veys, case stUdies 

were prepared on 16 parks representing the range and nature of 

circumstances found in the 64 study parks. These case studies are 

in Appendix II. 

Phase III involved the preparation of a report documenting the study 

results and outl ining one or more remedial cou:'ses of action. 

C. Initial City Reconnaissance (5) 

(5) The cities in which the survey was made were chosen on'the hasis of 
the responses received to a letter of inquiry sent to 49 cities . 
In addition to the city visits, a number of telephone discussions 
were carried out with other cities and agencies such as the National 
Park Service. Notes on these conv2rsations can ba found in the 
study files. The cities visited were: 
Ann Arbor Cleveland 
Atl anta Detroi t 
Baltimore Hartford 
Boston Jacksonville 
Cincinnati Saint Louis 
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1. m"jecti ve 

100 objecthfe of this reconnaissance \1aS to ootenmoe tOO feasibility 

of measuring cri~inal acti~ity in pa~~s. the nature and availability 

of data (toctfW..enting that acti"ity and determine the concerns and needs 

9 

of local P8~S cmd r-ecreatiC'll officials. A total of 31 police officials 

and 18 [Ulrlt cmd recreation officials \~ere interJi~d. Each ~as 

asked to describe: 

a. tIee uigfP-st cMrre problem in their parns, 

b. the pams e~i"'i~c1f1g those pi"'Obler;,s. 

c. thE ~)'robable causes of those probleF..1S, 

. d. the clctions they had taken to reduce cril'J2. 

In addition, each city was asked to provide capie::; of any crime 
t 

statistics for their parks and whether they were satisfied thetr 

parks \-<are fully. utilized. 

2. Results 

The interviewees \'iere alilost unanimous in citing vandalism as the 

biggest problem. The second most frequent~y cited issue was the 

youth-drug-hippie problem. 

With respect to the problem of crime in the par~s, all of the cities 

have one or two "prob 1 ::!m" parks where 11 ••• 90% of our problem •.. Ii is 

located. These were the parks where 'the IIkids" hang out or \'ihere some 

special circumstance prevaileij. But most parks were considered safe 

and ger~rally troublefree. The causes of what problems did occur -- I 
I 

L. . .... ~-.... ___________ _ ----.---,~ 
: 
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especially vandalism -- eluded the interviewees. (5J The problem 

of vandalism Was found to be so acute in one city that a special 

two-year study of the problem had been instituted. The other 

problems such as hippies and drugs v/ere identified I'I'Hh the troubles 

of the larger society. 

The acti ons taken by the ci ti es to cfq 1 wi th thei r pal"ti cul a r 

crime problems were varied. One city was expanding its supervision 

of certain parks and other cities were engaged in relighting programs. 

Unfortunately none of the cities visited maintained crime statistics 

on their parks and consequently could not document their assessment 

of the level and seriousness of park crime. Thi£ was true of cities 

with p~rk police as well as those I'/ithout. Furthermore, while most 

of the cities maintained 1970 Part I or Index Crime (7) occurrence 

data at the beat or census tract level, fel'l of the cities maintained 

statistics on Part II occurrences at this level or even for the city 

as a whole. It was clear that any extensive attempt to document 

criminal activity in the parks would l~quire, in varying degrees, some 

data extraction from individual city record or computer files. (8) 

10 

(6 ) The problem of park vandalism, while technically a property crime 
is too complex for detailed treatment here. An NRPA rtudy prepa~d 
sever~l .yea~s ago :emai~s the best guide available for use by 
localltles 1\1 deal1ng wlth the occurrence of· vandalism. The costs 
of vandaiism, both in dollars and defaced parks, warrants a serious 
study 0 f causes . 

(7) 

(8) 

Index Crime 'are those offenses used by the FBI to calcul ate the 
crime trend in the U.S. The crimes are murder, rape, rubbery, 
aggrdvated assault, burglary, larceny over $50 and auto theft. 

A number of special problems ar~ associated with the collection 
and analysis of offense data from police records. Specifically 
II ... current methods of gathering and reporting information on 
crime do not provide a valid picture of,the amount of crime in the 
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TI12 cities t>:~re ~iva11ent 00 th1! qu-estion of perl: u,sage. ~st 

felt their parks I:rere "'~11 l!Seo 9 e~ciClllly in tire SIJ'.:@~I· ••• " 

vary Httle OOc!fiZ:1DtatiCHC existed in tm;. cities 00 parit usag2. 

Smferol hfl.d eN.W1silJ~ data 00 the <.ese of su!}srvised fccilitie'i but 

ccul~ Rm eWa<Jluated. An of the part:; &,d recV€2.ti(h.7! ~ople t;:~ talr~ed 

to a~u"C~d tillGlt it t;as iqrossible to !'eiiilistic&11y estimate th'2 ?ctuGll 

or ~tial U55£,1.3 of Ojrcl1, IEJ'CstJ,eM!ised pa~s. 

Finally I illll the inteniewees at soma tim!! or another referred to. 

the citiZl.~flS' feal'" of crima. Hast of these officials were of the 

opini~ th~t H ••• people are afraid to go in the parks. Especially 

at night. The WOi'uen worry about getting raped and men worry abo.ut 

getting robbed." Most interviewees thought lighting \'dould help but 

soma t~ere not sure to. what extent. Almost all the interviewees thought 

the problem was at least in part associated with the general public 

concern over crime, again, h~~ever, only intuitively. 

(8) society or any o.f its jurisdictions and that trle FBI Crime Index 
does not provide a reliable basis for determining whether crime 
is increasing or decreasing in the U.S." (Albert J. Reiss, Jr., 
Studies in Crime and Law Enforcement in Najar tlletropolitan Areas, 
Volume 1. 'file university of I,\ichigan for the Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance, Department of Justice, GPO, pp. 1-3) The 
problem of crime validity is discu~3ed also in the Uniform Crime 
Reporting Handbook (UCR) 9ublished by the FBI. Reiss' basic 
co.nc'iusion is that all existing crime rate measures provide results 
that are essentially meaningless for planning and analysis purposes. 

Fo.r our purposes it is sufficient to point out that any measurement 
device ~ might use to document par~ cri~ will be subject to the 
Sam2 shortcoming. 
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D. Participant Cities 

1. Selection Procedure 

Pn initial list of forty-n'!ne cities vias com;:tiled by the stucty team 

and IlUD representatives and approved by the acting Director, Office 

12 

of Resources ,l)evelopment. (9) The names, titles, and mailing address 

of the mayor, chief of police and director of parks and recreation for 

the cities was compiled. Each of these officials \'1&5 sent a letter 

and general pro.iect description requesting they discuss the project 

and indicate whether thei r city \\las interested in participating in the 

study. 

A response control form was prepared and foll~~-up criteria developed. 

Any city sending replies from all three officials or from one or two 

but i nd; cati n9 a will i ngness to mr·ke some resource comnitrrent to the 

study, were identified for follo\ll-up. In two cases, the cities indicated 

a need far additional inforwation which was furni~hed by phone. 

Telephone follow-ups were made to seventeen of the cities and ei ght 

were vislted. 

2. Selection C~iteria 

• 
The criteria used in the city selection were: 

a. adequate geographi c r·~presentati on , 

b. adequate di~tribution over size range, 

(9) The list of cities and their response classifications are in 
l.;)pendix III. 
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c. rep\~sentation of park police agency» 

d. l>n 11 1l1gness and capabil i ty of ci ty to de\fote resources to and 

assist in the study p 

13 

e. representation of cities \1ith areas offering competition to parks •. 

Sixteen cities \'Iere finally selected. Four of these cities 9 Baltimore 

Kansas City, Hinneapolis and New Orleans, ~'iere originally identified 

as Alternates. The study's requirements were such, hO'dever, that they 

were included as particfpant cities. The cities are: 

Baltimore Jacl\S 00 vi He 

Billings Kansas City, Vlissouri 

Boston tiinneapolis 

Cincinnati f~ew Orleans 

Cleveland Phoenix 

(kn'/er Saint louis 

E1 Paso San Francisco 

Hartford· Seattle 

The size, crime and park data relationships between the cities are 

shown nn Table 1.1. 

E. Study Parks 

1. Selection Criteria 

The selection of study parks io the cities proceeded on the basis 

that t~c parks selected for study should provide results relating 

to the majority of central city park sitE:'s. Recognizing the variety 

of parks to be found in a national sur\~y and to give the study 
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City 

Baltimore 

Bil~lngs 

Boston 

Ci ncinnati 

ClevelanJ 

Denver 

E1 Paso 

Hartford 

Jacksonvil1 e 

Kansas City, Mo. 

Mi nneapo 1 i s 

New Orleans 

Phoenix 

Saint Louis 

San Francisco 

Seattle 

TABLE 1.1 
Study Cities Background Data 

Size/Rank 

16 

4 

12 

2 

10 

14 

15 

9 

11 

13 

6 

7 

5 

3 

8 

Crime Rate/Rank 

4 

15 

5 

14 

7 

3 

16 

9 

13 

10 

11 

6 

12 

2 

1 

8 

14 

Parks/Acreage/Rank 

9 

6 

14 

4 

12 

8 

15 

2 

16 

3 

5 

11 

1 

13 

10 

7 

Source: Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 1969. U.S. Department of 
Justice, Washington, D. C. 
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maximum scope vlithiri the 'objectives,·it \1aS decided to establish 

fairly general criterfa for study site selection. The cl~iteria 

stated that the parkssel~cted shoul~: 

a. not have highly specialized sel~vices such as a zoo or 

15 

. ", amusellt::n t pa rk, 

~ " 
;. 

.. 
• I 

b. be inside the central city or, 

. c. ganerally be "recreation"{including both passive aMi active) 

sites, <,' 

.d .. be typical or r.epr.esentative of similar' open space sites else~ 

where i n t~e city. ' 

In add1tion to these in-city criteria, final site selection took 

into account;: '. 
a. distribution by size and number per size range, 

b. that both· act1·ve (r-ecreat1on) and passive (scenic) uses are 

represented,' ,; .... 

c. thB.t both high and low crime areas are represented. 

" 

These ~r1ter1a were se~t to the participating cities with an information 

'letter requesting they prescreen their parks and select seven to ten 
" # • . ' 

sites f· r preselected visits t·:; the study team. Altogether, neariy ,- , . . ~ 

300 parks v/ere visited and evaluated against the selection critf:ria. (10) 
: .. 1-0 .. -' 

2. Park Selection 

, ," ~.. .. . f" . .: r •• ; ~:- .. ' 

Within this broad framework, study ~ites were chosen which were 
... ....' ", " .... I , 

representative of sub-neighborhood, neighborhood and community parks 

(lO}The Operations Plan, data collection forms and other administration 
materials are in Ap~endix III for review . 
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\'Jithin the C'ities. These categories correspond )"Ol.Ighly to the 

park classifications rec~~nded by the National Recreation and 

Park Association (NRPA). The size, narne and classification 

correlations arc shm·:n on Table 1.2. 

TABLE 1.2 
Study Site Categories 

HL~~ STUDY CATEGORIES NRPA CLASSIFICATIONS 

S1 ze Ranqel Name S1 ze Range 
1 • ~. "r"' 1ft a::e::.,;a_ 1i=Z= ~ =zl'-

16 

up to 1 acre {.! Pl ay Lots up to 1 acre 
_~ ____________ ---ilY.est Pocke,t I~tks t!2....to 1 a~ 

-,-,Ne.:;.." 1,",,' 9<.;.h;;;;..bo.;;..I"';..;.I1.;..::o..;.;,o,:::..d..,;.P...;;;a;.:..rr.:..:,.,s,-_..,;.1_-...;;2"",0_a;;;.;c",,-re..;:;..;;..s. r rial hbor/1ood Park, 5 - 20 acres 

Cffiifi(uni ty Parks over 20 (lCI"eJi Di stri ct PCUA/{S :::0-100 aCI'es 

Sub-neighborhood Park 

It was decided to select in each city one ~eigh~. two 

nei ghborhood and one cOl1ll1uni ty park. The nei ghborhood parks were 

genera lly di vi ded between acti ve and pass f ve use des i gn. Hany of 

those selected, of course. had both characteristics. This distribution, 

we believe. approximates the national distribution of central city 

parks as well as providing a potential chardcteristics data base that 

is manageable in terms of the correlations required. 

The study sites in each of the cities are listed in Table 1.3. 

Detailed crime data were collected and analyzed for twenty 0; these 

sites. The analyses and their results are discussed in the next 'chapter. 

During visits to each park site, approximately eight interviews were 
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TABLE 1. 3 
List of 64 Parks Selected for. f~alys1s 

Park Location I Nallt2 

BALTIMORE. t~RYL~~D: 

Wil1o~1 Avenue Playlot 
f·1t. Vernon Squal"eS 
Burdick Park 
Patterson Park 

BILLINGS. NONTANA: 

Burg Park 
South Park 
Veterans Park 
Pioneer Park 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS: 

J. Def; 1 j ppo Pi aygY'ound 
Almont Street Playground 
Bil 1 i ngs Fiel d 
Comm:m 

CINCINNATI, OHIO: 

Denham Street Park 
Washington Park 
Hanna Playground 
Inwood Park 

CLEVELAND, OHIO: 

Park CO~ 

BA-S-Ol 
BA-N-02 
BA-N-03 
BA-C-04 

B1-S-05 
BI-N-OS 
BI-N-07 
BI-C-08 

SD-5-09 
BD-N-l0 
SD-N-l1 
BD-C-12 

CI-S-13 
CI-N-14 
CI-N-15 
CI-C-16 

83rd and Quinby Playlot CL-S-17 
Lincoln Park r.~-N-18 
Portland Out\'/aithe Rec. Center CL-N-19 
Woodland Hills Commun. Park CL-C"20 

DENVER, COLORADO: 

St. Charles Place 
Ei senhOl'ler Park 
Lincoln Park 
Bornum Park 

EL PASO. TEXAS: 

Madline Park 
Public Service Board 
Th~~as Manor Park 
Eastwood Park 

DE-S-21 
DE-N-22 
DE-N-23 
DE-C-24 

EP-S-25 
EP-N-26 
EP-N-27 
EP-C-28 

, '''. --.'- .... ~"1>' ... -:/.1.~~-:-.·· '''·'''";''·~:;-;''''·,":,;~~1.<"~1 
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HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT: 

West Clay Playground 
De Lucio Playground 
Rice Heights Playground 
Goodwin Community Park 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA: 

Orton Street Pl ayground 
Jefferson Park 
Reed Centel~ 
Boone CoITllflJJni ty Park 

KANSAS CITY. r.uSSOURI: 

27th and Jarboe 
26th and Chelsea 
Garrison 
Loose 

!·lINNEAPOLIS. MINNESOTA: 

Glen Gale 
Kenny 
Mathews 
Powder Lake 

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA: 

Haydel Pl ayspot 
Washington Square 
~tallings Park 
Old Beach 

PHOENIX, ARI7.0NA: 

3rd Avenue ano West Mini 
Madison 
Hayden 
Cortez Par~ 

SAl/IT LOUIS. MISSOURI; 

Jlmberg Park 
Bentoll Park 
Hyde Park . 
~ranci sPark 

./ 1 \. . 
. I 

HA··S-29 
HA-N-30 
HA-N-31 
HA-C-32 

JA-S-33 
JA-N-34 
JA-N-35 
JA-C-36 

KC-S-37 
KC-N-38 
KC-N-39 
KC-C-40 

t1I-Sw41 
MI-N-42 
MI-N-43 
MI-C-44 

NO-S-45 
NO-N-46 
NQ..N-47 
NO-C-46 

PH-S-49 
PH-N~50 
PH-N-Sl 
PH-C-52 

SL-S-53 
SL-N-S4 
SL-N-55 
SL-C-56 

, .. - .... 
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SAN FRANCrSC0 9 CALIFOR."lIA: 

Argonne.Playground 
AlamJ Square 
Ocean Viffi1 Playground 
f.Hssion DDlores 

SEAlTLE. ~IASHmGTcr.~: 

Qtreen P,mre Playground 
Denny Park 
Collins Par/( 
Ravenna Park 

SF-S-S1 
SF-tl-S8 
SF-fa-59 
SF-C-CO 

51::-5-51 
SE-td-62 
SE-H-63 
SE-C-M 

performad -- four of people using the park and foor' of !!4'JPlc SO-1)12-

where in the surrounding area \'1ho \~'ere ick"'fltiffwle as "em-users. The 

interview schedule \,ias designed to obtain resuUs, i~ all age./sex 

speclf'lc cat.egories. The results of these intervie\'Js are discussed 

in Chapter Three. 

19 

Each of the 64 pants was visited twice by one o~ more members of thf 

study team. Approximately 20 \<Jere visited during late winter and early 

spring as well as in the summer. A detailed inventory of each park's 

characteristics was completed and later analyzed in ~~arison with other 

sites in the same category. All of the parks ~2re photographed in either 

color or black and white. The results of the anal~es are discussed 

in Ch:lpter Four. 
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A. Limitations on Crime Measures 

Crime l-eporting in the United States, it is generally accepted, 

suffers serious qual i tati va and r.ethodol 091 ca 1 shortcomings. (1 ) 

An unc/.~rstanding of the 'set';ousness and lilllgnitt!de of these shortcomings--

amply documented in the staff work of the National CQmmis~;on on the 

Causes and Prevention of Violence' (2) -- is pert~nent to a reading 

of this report and evaluation of our conclusions. 

Each of the four performance objectives originally \'sritten for this 

study requ; red the use of sane form of crill'2 measure. Summari zed, 

the measures requ; red \'iare: 

1. the "lavel and seriousness" of cr1rm occurring .in parks t 

2. the "1evel and seriousness" of crima in the sUI'rounding area, 

3. the determinati on of "high" and "lm'l" crime rates for parks, 

4. the "frequency and severity" of criminal occurrences in parks. (3) 

Functionally, the detennination of "level," "seriousness," "frequency," 

and "severity" either follow or are based on an estab1 ished "crilJl'~ rate. II 

The definition of a rate is the nurrber of incidents divided by tht 

populat~lJn subject to the risl: of being the victim in an "incident." 

The formula would read: 
•• If 

(1) See Note 6, Chapt~r 1. 

Number of Incidents = Rate 
Popu1&tion 

(2) Crimes of Violence, Vol. 11, A Staff Report Submitted to the National 
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, Donald J. 
Mulvihill and Melvin H. Tl!min, Co-Directors. Decembel', 1969, Chapter 
2, Known as the Eisenhower Cornmis~ion, 

. (3) See p. 4. 
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One problem here is th;lt the crime rate measures I"equired by the 

objectives involved using a numerator, the number of incidents, 

established from Police Department records in the study cities . 

. This maant that, assuming cOnl,)lete and accurate records, the 

calculation of the rate \'wuld be based only on knrn-m or reported 

crimes. As discussed elsewhere in this chapter, a rate calculated 

in this fashion significantly understates the risk probabilities since 

a fair proportion of all crime goes 'Jnreported. (4) 

Furthermore, the analysis uf risk (establishing "seriousness" and 

"severity" measures) shoul d take into account a person IS exposul"e 

to all poss'jble kinds of offenses from murder to petty lar~eny. As 

already noted, this was not possible since most cities maintain 

comprehensive records only on Index Crimes. 

Of equal difficulty is the problem of defining the de~ominator. 

Dr. ,Peter Ross',: posed the pt'oblem succinctly: 

"The problem here is .•. how to define the population subject 
to risk. Suppose we were to define a man hour of exposure 
to risk as the number of people in park3 times the amount of 
til11f: they spent in parks (expressed in terms of hours). The 
rate ther. becomes the probability of being a victim per hour 
of time spent in parks ... Perhaps what has occurreJ is that 
people spend so little time in the parks that even though the 
probability of becoming a victim is higher in the parks, tne 
low level of exposure to risk is such as to bring the number 
of crimes taking ~lace in parks to a very low level. 

"Suppose' furthennore that peopl e wi thdraw from ci rcumstanc.es 
where they have a free choice and where the circumstances 
carry with it a high probability of being victimized in a crirre. 
The crime rates for such circumstances when computed with a 
denominator that does not take into account manhours subject 
to risk could shol'/ an initial high rate and then a dec1i!1~,~~ 
people withdraw from such circumstances. My suggested ~enn'ltion 

, (4) See Crimes of Violence, op. cit; Note 8, Page 10 above .. and 
\ L-------- Note 9 below. 
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\"ould show a constant crime rate even though the crude crime 
rate for such areas might shO\'1 a decline. In othel" words, 
I am suggesting that it is possible people are acting quite 
rationally and staying altay from parks because of their correct 
perception that the probability of being victimized is high." (5) 

Establishing manhours of risk was not possible. within the c;:ontC)lt 

of this study. To achieve this goal, accurate measures of park 

usage \llere necessary. Obtaining these measures over a sufficiently 

long time frarr~ and in a large enough number of parks to provide 

base data \'/ould have consumed all the resources of the study. 
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The treatmf.'1t, therefore, of park crime in this study is limited to 

general 1'1sk rate:. fc!" Index Crimes only. The decision to concentrate 

on Index CI';mes fC'r the crime analysis \~as based on tv!O considal"ations. 

First of all, they represent the most significant criminal occurrences 

in terms of peoples' fear. As Ramsey Clark points out in ,Crime in 

America, crime is an emotional subject. People tEnd, first, to think 

of crimas they have experienced and then of those they sense ",lith 

greatest horror. Index Crines are generally ·:onsidered the trost violent. 

(5) Letter to Harold Lewis Malt from Dr. Rossi, 'Johns Hopkins University, 
dated 10 June /971 commenting on preliminary study findings It 
tlas not possible in the time available to develop realistic "risk 
rates" based on hours of exposure. Al though we found that 80% of 
the people we interviewed who used parks said they stayed between 
one and four hours, when they used their park, it was not po~sible 
to estiw~te or calculate the total population using the parks. 
~/e counted or esti mated the popul at'j ons on the 64 parI,s at the 
times we visited them but have no way of determining whether those 
number~ were average, high or low. Although, as Dr. Rossi points 
out. they are unsatisfactory, we finally decided to use the same 
measurement formula used by the FBI. This approach at least had 
the virtue of making our analyses corr?arable with other work 
referenced in the study. 
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Second. Index Crime recurds were more complete and uniform than 

Part II offenses. As already noted, a fevi citie~ had. Part II 

offenses in their record system but the extensiveness, reliability. 

and completeness of these records varied considerably. Even in thoc;e 

cities where record entries exiJtea for Part II offenses, most did 

not contain a code or other location-of-occurrence indicator. This 

made it impossi ble to i denti fy park versus nOll-park occurrences short 

of reading every offem:e repol't. (6) 

It is necessary, in reading the follofJing discussions. to take into 

account that for the most part crime rates and other level and security 

measures are at best rough approximations, not definitive risk 

indicators. 

B. Previous Research Findings 

The n~st comprehensive docun~ntation of American crime was found in 

the staff reports of the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention 

of Violence. (7) The Commission staff, drawing on the earlier research 

carried out for the Pres; dent's Comm; ss; on on Law Enforcement and the 

Administration of Justice and upon its own research, compiled in the 

three volume Crimes of Violence thp most thorough documentation of 

(6) 

(7) The Commission, chaired by Dr. Milton Eisenhower, was established 
by Executive Order #11412 and completed its work in December, 1969. 
It is referred to hereafter 3S the Eisenno\>/er Commission. The 
President's Commission on Law Enforcew~nt and the Administration 
of Justice is referred to hereafter as the Crime Commission. 
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American crime ever completed. This section summarizes the findings 

of these Commissions as they relate to the question of crime in parks. 

1. The NaRC Studt 

A study done in 1966 for the Crime Commission " ... sought to establish 

the nature ~f the crime, (and) where and how it took place ... " (8) 

25 

The data of the survey was based on a national full multi-stage probability 

samp'le of 10,000 households in all parts of the United States, and waS' 

designed to circumvent the problems associated \'Iith analyses based on 

pelice depal"tment statistics. (9) 

The study reports tv/O conclusions pertinent to this study. The first 

is " ... that at least twice as much major crime as b reported occurs. 

and what minor crime is about tWice the amount of major crirre." (10) 

The implication here is that police officials, using their own 

statistics to evaluate the "level and seriousness" of crime, are probably 

understating the situation by one-half. II 

The second conclusion is that the study shows " ... the locus of serious 

crimes against the person to be mainly close to home and secondarily 

(8) Philip H. Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United States: A 
.P.e~ort of a National Survey. National OrJinion Research Center: 
'UnlVersity of Chicago for the Prssident·s Conmission on La\~, 
Enforcement and t~e Administration ~f Justice, Nay, 1967. 

(9) Ibid. pp 1-2. IIThese difficulties (with police data) incJude th~ 
lack of comparability of criminal statistics in different cities, 
the fact that ·crime waves· can be made to appear and disappear 
with changes in the system of reporting, the failure to include 
some kinds of criminal activities in statistical reports to 
differentially report certain types of crime and, not the least 
important, the impossibility of estimating how much crime is not 
reported to the police. II 

(lO)Ibid., pp 13-14. 
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on the public streE!ts." (11) In support of this conclusion, the 

study showed that fully half of all crifT're is cor."!!1tted in or imm=~iately 

near residences and that about a quarter OCCUI4 in public placas. The 

percentages are sh~~ in Table 2.1 (12) 

TABl..t 2.1 

PREMXSES OF CRINE OCClIRRENCES t NORC NATIONAL SURVEY 
DATA, 1956 

Place 

In r.r immediately adjacent to p\4ivate residences 

Inside public buildings 

,Outside public buildings 

All othe,r 

1 

% 

62 

6 

18 

4 

100 % Total 

Public places is defined to be streets, parks and beache:;." Regrettably 

the study tables do not shO\~ parks separately. Another study prepared 

for the Corrmission does, hOHever, shO\i park crime. 

2. The Michigan,Study 
E. 

The Michigan study, also like NORC, attempted to deal with the problem 

of the measurement of crime. Unlike the NORC study, it dealt \'#ith a 

wider range of law enforcement questions using a smaller study population 

.' I 

(11 }Ibid., p. 40. , . 
(12}Ibid., p. 36 and Table 19, p. 37. 
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and a more limited list of crimes. (13) This study also 

• 
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attempted to deal "lith the li.mitat1ons of police depol'~ment 

~tatistics in its analysif. • 

That pOl~tion of the st.udy dealing with the premises of victir.1ization 

is based on a special analysi~ of Chicago crim2s betw~en September 

1965 and fI.at'ch 196G. (14) The results of that analysis are 

displayed in ten victimization tables showing the sex and race of 

both offendel"S and vi ctims and the place where the vi ctimizatioi' 

occurred. Table 2.2 ShO'ilS the sumnary results of those data. 

Although we \"ould expect park crime to be a small fraction of total 

cr~me t thes~ data shm"l the pl"opor·ti on of park offenses to b~ 

significantly below uny reasor.able aS5Ulfipticn of a "minimum." (15) 

3. ;he EisJ!..nhol'ler Ccmnissiun 17 City Survey' 

'ihe 1::i senho\~e r Commi ssi on I s Task Force on Indi vi dua 1 Acts of Vi olcnce, 

in response to the Crime COmmission's plea for more investigation 

u:1dertool< n ••• the fi rst survey of nati cna 1 di mens ions on vi cti m and 

(13) Ibid .• pp. 1-17. This study focused on violent crimes against persons. 

(14) Ibid., p. 105, Table 24 note. 

(15) The NORC Study found a higher percentage of ~rime occurring in or 
adjc.cent to rlasiden-:es than these Chicago data ShOH. Thera are 
several factors vJhich account for the difference: 
a. The NORC survey tabulated res~onses on a1l crime while the 

Chicago study dealt only with violent person crimes. 
b. The IIORe survey l'las specifically structured to pick up and 

account for unreported crirre -'- \-Ihich it did -- while the 
Ch~cago data is based essentially on reported crirre. 

c. The NORC study covers a national sample and the Chicago data deals 
with one major rretropol is. The proportion of street crime is 
higher in urban areas than the national ~verage. 
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Place of 
OceUl'rence 

PARK 

STREET 

ALL OTHER 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 
VtCTII~S 

• 11' • <.5% 

- .. rlone 

.----.--,.~-.-.-«--.----" 

TABLE 2.2 
Percent of persons of a given race and sex victimized by 
an offender of a given race and sex in all maj0r crimes 
against the person, except homicide. by place of OCCllrrencei 
Chicago, Illinois, 1965-66 ' 

Orr'tNOEfls 
whlte male twm) I ~lhl te felOa 1 e ~'f ~ negro male (nm) negl"O l'ema le 
\;'!il wf nm nf h'l11 ~If nm nf w;n l'lf nm nf V!:n Hf nm 

1 ." - z I 1 1 - - 1 1 * 1 1 - -
44 29 51 3t, I 12 39 17 14 50 54 49 26 24 44 20 

55 69 49 64 87 60 83 86 49 45 49 73 75 56 80 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1981 1147 139 58 86 152 6 7 1272 492 3909 3311 41 68 612 

28 

nf~ 
nf 

-
38 

62 

100 

431 

Source.: Refss, op. cit. Sutmlarization of Table 34, p. 125. The table identified 20 "places" of 
occurrence, but shol'ls streets and parks separately, The other 18 categori es are grouped 
here in "All Other. 11 
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offender patterns in four major violent crimes: criminal nomicide, 

aggravated assault, forcible rape and robbery." (16) 

The survey sought a 10% random sample of 1967 offense and arrest 

. reports from 17 large U.S. cities. (17) 

29 

The Collil1ission's survey addressed itself, among other things, to the 

spatial relationships found in the studied criminal occurrences. (18) 

The findings of that analysis are sUlTmarized on Table 2.3 below. " 

The general survey's results parallel the earlier findings of the. 

NORC and Mi chi gan studies. The NORC v'l cti m; zati on study shovJed a 

significantly highel" percentage of victimization ()ccurring in or around 

hones than did the Corrrnission1s survey. Th~s is not surprising in view 

of the broader range of crimes itlcluded in the NORC study and in vie\ll 

of that study1s finding that signific~'t amounts of crime go unre~'rted. 

The 'most striking aspect of the survey1s r-esults. hO\l!~ver, is the 

relatively lovi level of incidents in parks compal''ed t.o MY or all other' 

possible victimization locations. A person for example is B6 times more 

likely to be the victim of murder in a home than in a par~ and 91 times 

more like~y to be killed anywhel"1 else outdoors than in a. park. Even 

(16) C~·imas of Violence, Vol. II, op. cilt., page 207. 

(17) 

(18) 

Eight of those seventeen cities WeIN! selected for thi.s study. They 
are Boston. Cleveland, Denver, Minnleapolis~ New Orleans, Saint Louis, 
San Francisco and Seattle • 

The Commission received and processed records on 6,582 floffender­
vict:m interactions." M extremely sophisticated weighting and 
analytical formula was developed and used for descr.ibing the 
distribution frequency by offender-victim-place-weapon etc • 
relationship. See Crimes of Violence. Vol. II, p. 240-241 Note 2. 
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TABLE 2.3 
Place of Occurrence by Type of Crime 

1967 Data, 17 Cities (S) 
(19) 

Location of MAJOR VIOLENT CRIf.1E TYPE . 
Occurrence 

Murder Aggravated Forcible AI-med 
Assault Ra e Robber 

HOrIE, INSIDE 34.3 26.3 51.5 6.2 16.4 

ALL OTHER 
INDOOR LOCATIONS 26.2 19.3 13.9 34.0 9.2 

STREETS AND 
ALLEYS 25.9 40.3 10.9 39.7 50.7 

PARKS 0.4 1.9 2.3 0.5 7.4 

ALL OTHER 
OUTDOOR LOCATIONS 10.6 9.9 20.7. 19.1 16.2 

UNKNOtffl 2.5 2.2 0.7 0.4 0.0 

TOTAL 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(Number of 
Incidents) 

r
66Bl (1493) (617) (509) (502) 

(l9)Cr;mes of Vi o'lence, Vol. II, Table 7, p. 221 
iF.e lable is based on adjusted offender-victim interactions, with 
frequencies weight~d according to total reported violent crime for 
1967, by type< in the 17 cities surveyed. 
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when taking into account that '16% of murders involve strangers, (20) 

the percentage of homicide in parks is substantially bela,'! any amount 

justifying the level of fear assumed to be held by central city park 

use'rS • 
... ' 

Sirnila\·ly, the other four types of incidents are far more likely to 

occur anywhere e)!,capt ,on pai~s. Rape, for example, occurs 22 times 

31 

more often in horlles than in parks; aggravated assault 14 times and 

4m.ad robber.)' almost 13 times as often. Only unarmed robbery had an 

occurrence fl"equency in hOliJ.es even close to that of parl~s -- and it \tas 

still 2.2 ,tirr~s that of parks. 

The rat~io of pad'. occ,llrrences to othel~ outdoor locations are similm1 1y 

broad. t-!.urdet: occurs on streets, alleys and other outdoor locations 

more than 90 times as often as on parks. FoY' aggravated assault the 

ratio ~s 26 times to 1; rape almost 14 to/mas more often and unamif!d 

robbery 9 times more often. Armed robbery -- perhaps the most often 

cited fear of park users -- was found to occur 118 times more often in 

streets. alleys and other outdoor ,locations than on parks. in this su\"'Vey. 

On the basis of ihis survey, it would appear that the like1ihood of 

bf!ing severely victimized in parks does not justify more than normal 

anxiety. Of course, it must be cautioned that the number of potential 

victims may, in fact, have been.highp.r in,the non-park areas thus 

explaining the higher l'ate of crime in these areas (se(~ Dr. Rossi's 

comments, page 22). 
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4. 1]lc Seattle Study 

The Seattle crime in parks study is the principal documant \'Ie 

found tl''t!ating park crime as the object of the study. (2l) The 

study, like the Ct'irne Convnission studies, de/11t principally with 

Index Cri!reS. e22} Also like the CCllT.orission studies, it provided 

for a comparison of park crlma versJS all the maasured occurrenres. 

The Seijttle study, however, dealt with discrete geographic areas 

\'Ii thl!l the ci ty as the units of compari son. Thl s approach contrasted 

\-/1th the fir.chigan study which treated CMcago as ii whole rreasurement 

area and the Eisenhower Cormlission Survey which aggregated the 17 

ci ty datil. 

. The study deals witil reported crime in 34 of Seattle's 200 parks and 

recreation areas. A partial Sll!l1lTary of the report's datu -- covering 

21 of the studied sites -- is included below on Tables 2.4 through 
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2.6. (23) As can be seen, the level of cdne occurring in the Seattle 

parks corresponds closely to that shown in the other occurrence 

una lyses discussed above tmd to the beliefs of park and police officials 

in our ten city survey. The higher avera1 percentages -- which are 

still very low -- reflect the "year around use" absent in the Chicago 

park analysis and the longer time span of the Seattle study • 

{2l ) Rorert A. Landles II Criminal Acti vlty in Selected $pattle Publ i c 
Parks, Department of Parks and f€creati on, Seattle. Wash; ngton, 1 . OCtober, 1970. 

! ~ (22)The study also indicates "property damagell in the par~s as a 
1 ".' I ~ separate line entry. 

1/ . J ~ (23)The percentage relationships are HLMA co~utatlons. Notice that 

.' ~ the Seattle categories of parks. 

( ) 
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location of Occurrences 

PIJ'.r. 

ALL OUTSIDr AREA 

TOTAL CENSUS TRACT CRIK!: 

MP.I: CIllltE AS % OF 
OUTSIDE CRIK£ 

PARK CRII'l': A5 % OF 
TOTAl. CENSUS TRACT CRn': 

TABLE 2.4 

Yfolent CrImInal Activity of Six Seattle Playarounds 
t;Or.!pared to Surroundl n9 ~n Space Md ~otd 1 Census 
Tract. Over Three Years and Four l'rooths 

PLAVGROU!IIJS 
~acon Ifill V~n "sse 1 t Ballard Highland Park,ROxh1l' 

0 12 6 6 

56! 358 349 561 

1590 1~68 911 1990 

0 3.3 1.7 1.1 

0 .8 .7 .3 

vi ctory Rei gh',STo11Tri 

4 

S2 700 

241 1768 

1.9 .6 

.4 .2 

~ 

Source: SUIM'.!rlzatlon of table data In landles. Crl",fnal Actl.ity In Sele~ted Seattle Publ1c parks. op. cIt. 

Hote: These data do not Include 'property danuge" occurrences. 

- ____ ...... _ ....... __ ,..d 

.... -' .'.'.' 

\ 

\ \ 



\ 

.. 

/ 

\ 
\ 

Y 
'/\, 

V' .~ , ....... -" .... . ,. 

r 
! • 

\ 

TABLE 2.5 

Vloler.t Criminal Activlty of Six Seattle Phyrlelds 
C~npared to Surrounding Open Space and Total Census 
Tract. Over Three Years and Four Il,onths 

I'lAYFltLos 
Location of Occurrences Garfield HIE Queen Ann Laurelhurst Oelrtdge Vlcwrldge Broadway Il.Hagno1ia Sound vtw. 

PARK 10 2 3 11 9 

ALL OUTS IDE AREA 219 178 665 81 161 259 171 

TOTAL CENSUS TRACT CRIKE 753 733 1354 291 2.44 698 633 

PARK CRIME AS ,; OF 
OUTS IDE CRIHE 1.6 .7 1.6 2.0 1.15 1.18 .39 .57 

PARK CRIME ~ % OF 
TOTAL CE!ISUS TRACT CRIME .5 .3 .4 .8 .34 .37 .14 .16 

.. -"'" 
,..-. .,-:-: 

Source: Sunmartzatlon of t,z!,le data In Landles. CrlmiOll ~\ctlvity In Selected Seattle Public Parks, op.cH. 
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TABLE 2.6 

Violent Criminal f,ctlvlty of Six Seattle local Parl:s 
C~ared to Sllrroundi nq Op<'n Space and Total Census 
Tract. Over Three rears and Four Konths 

locAL pARkS 
location of Occurrences Ravenna leschl Atlantic tlagnolla Schnudtz Denny Kinnear 

PARK 51 3 15 7 12 6 .. 
ALL OUTSlOE AREA 945 610 599 223 3:lB 1337 558 

TOTAl CENSUS TIlACT CRlHE 230B 1991 2013 546 1007 6341 1546 

Sr.')rce: SUIm1arlzation of table datd In landles. Crlmirt.l Activity In Selected Seattle Public Parks,. op. cit. 
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;' ~, C. HL~lA Park Crime Analysis (J 
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1. Purpose and Scope 

On the basis of the findings reported above. it was recomnended at 

the .:nd of Phase I that detailed crime data collection tn all 16 cities 

be reduced to include only 5 cities and the additional resources be 

channeled instead into un expanded surv~y of attitudes trn1ard park­

related crime. This reconllrendat;on l'las accepted by HUD. 

Analysis of reported crime \'las carried out for 20 parks in 5 of the 

study cities. (24) The cities in \-Ihich crime analyses were carried 

out !'tere Seattle, San Francisco, Saint Louis, Cincinnati and 

Baltimore. Cincinnati and Baltimore served as the test iocations for 

the data collection instruments in this study. 

The data analyses completed provided a limited national distribution 

of park crirre data. 

2. Survey Results 

The gross results of those analyses. shol'tn ;n Tables 2.7 and 2.8 bear out 

the trends and findings in the studies a1ready disrussed. Index Crimes 

committed in the 20 study parks represented just over one percent of the 

nearly ei ght thous and cri mes comm; tted in the areas surround; ng the parks. 

Park crime represented a slightly higher. but still insignificant 

proportion of street crimes at just under four percent. 

(24) Details of the i~cii~id!lal park analyses are in Appendix IV. 
.: .. ) ) 
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TABLE 2.7 
Index Crime Commissions in 20 Parks Co!~ared to Commissions in Public 
Streets of Service Area and Total Index Commissions in Service Areas 
by Category of Park, 1970. * 

37 

T~ta1 Index Crir.~s Index Cri ireS 1 n Index 
1 n Se rvi ce Areas Streets of Crimes 

Servi ce Areas Parks 

Sub-Neighborhood Parks 
(5) 1,114 412 2 

Nei 1hbOrhOOd Parks 
(10 . 4,386 1,411 25 

COlWtiunity Parks 
(5 ) 2,358 810 81 

Totals 7,858 2,633 108 

Source: HLHA Survey, Police records in 20 areas in 5 cities. 

TABLE 2.8 

Index Crimes in Parks as Proportion to Total Index Crime in Service 
Area and Street Crime of Service Ar'ea, by Category of Park. * 

Sub-Neighborhood Park 

Ne; ghbOl~hood Parks 

Corrmunity Parks 

Totals 

Source: HLMA Survey 

Park Cri rre as % 
of Servi ce Area 
Crimes 

0.2% 

0.6% 

3.4% 

1.4% 
,. 

Park crime as % 
of All Outdoor 
Crime ;n Service 
Area 

0.5% 

1. 7% 

9.1% 

3.9% 

* ~finition of Service Area: the neighborhood surrounding ana 
adjacent to parks, inside and outside and including parks themselves. 
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When these data were standardized on comnnssion rates per thousand 

population, the enormity of the differences stands out. Table 2.9 

shO'IIs the rate of Index Offenses per thousand populations •. The 

average rate of Index Offenses for the areas around the studied 

Sub-Nei ghborhood parks, for exa.1ljJle. \1aS almost 550 times the rate 

for the par~s themselves. Fer street crimes the ratio was almost 

200 to t. 

TABLE 2.9 

Rate of Index Crimes per thousand Population fo\" each Category of 
Park by Servi ce Area, Street Offenses and Pari< Offenses. 1970. 

38 

Servi ce Area 
Index Crine 
Rate 

Street Crime 
Rate 

Park Crime 
Rate 

Sub-Neighborhood Parks 42.5 15.7 .08 

Neighborhood Parks 63.3 20.4 .30 

Corrmunity Parks 32.8 11.3 LJl. 
Total 46.9 15.7 .64 

Source: HlMA Survey 

. 
Around the community parks. where a larger population and park are 

involved, the rate differences were still insignificant. The average 

rate in the surrounding areJS was 30 times g~ater than in the parks 

and the average street crime rate was 100 times' greater. (25) 

) 

( ) 
(25)ln assessing'these ratios, Dr. Rossi's pertinent comments o~ page 7L ________ 22 should be kept ~\~:nd_, 
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Not all the parks had Index Crime. Eight (40%) of the 20 parks had 

no reported crime and three (15%) had only one reported offense. Table 

2.10 shows the distribution of repnrted offenses by park category. 

TABLE 2.10 

Number of Reported Index Offenses by 
Park Category 

Number of Offenses Sub-Nei ghborhood Neij)hborhood Communi ty Total 
II % # % # % !I 

0 3 60% 4 4(,% 1 20% 8 

1 2 40% 1 10% - - 3 

2 - . 1 10% - - 1 

3 - 5 - - 3 30% 2 40% 5 

5 or more - - 1 10% 2 40% 3 

Total 5 100% 10 100% 5 100% 20 

Source: HLNA Survey 

. . 
Finally, severity is a function of both the amount (level) of crime 

and the kind of crime. Violence to a person is more serious than the 

stealthy theft of goods or money. Theft with the threat of violence 

is "more serious" titan the latter but "less serious" than the former. 

Table 2.11 below shOl'/s the c~mparative relationship of the locations 

of the Index Offenses by type of crime for the 20 parks combined. 

% 

4:>~ 

15': 

5;; 

25% 

15% 

100% 

~ 

l 

., 

~i ...... 
t '.~ 
1 ... i> 
) /-il . , 
I 

.-

.. ;,.' - ,. 



, 
I 

, . 

><'1 
, . 

" 

, . 
. ' 

.. 

) 
• 

I 
J' 

Rape 

Aggravated 
Assault 

Robbery. 

All Other 
Index 
Offenses 

TOTALS 

11 

37 

52 

108 

Source: HLMA Survey 
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10.2% 

34.3% 

48.2% 

100.1 % 
(l08) 

.\ 

.42% 

1.4 % 

1.9% 

4.1 % 
(2,633) 
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.14% 

.47% 

.66% 

1.4 % 
(7,858) 
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D. Summary 

Some analyses of where crime is committed date back to the mid-1960<;. 

The studies carried out include the ,(Iorks of several Presidential 

commissions, an extensive single city study and a 5 city/20 park 

survey carried out under this study. 

The data indicates that th~ amoynt of reported Index Crimes in parks 
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is substantially below Ropularly as&uRd levels. Indeed, on the basis 

of reported crime, parks appear to be much safer than thei r surrounding 

areas in general. 

Nevertheless, it is safe to assume that mo~ crime occurs than is 

repOl'ted, especially il" the minor crime categori:!s. Since most park 

depal'tments do not report mas t of thei r vandal i sm, the amount of property 

crime occurring in parks is substantially greater than shown in police 

records. There;s nothing in the data, however, to indicate that the 

proportionate relationships shown in this report would be significantly 

changed, even if all crime of all types were known. 

By far, the ~ost frequently reported crimes involving people on parks 

are robberies ~nJ larcenies~ The latter are shown to occur most frequently 

in p~rks wi th recreat; on centers .. 3.nd swimmi ng pool s. It appears, however, 

that these parks show more crime than others because the~~ is someone 

immediately available to ~port a loss to rather than because they in 

fact have more crime. 

The interviewers encountered a nunber of cases where people, especially 

young peop1e, said th(:y had IIlost" small change or had a bike taken that 
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had not·been reported to the police. In most cases, t.he reaso~ given 

for not reporting the incident to the police \'4as that it was too much 

trouble. In others, especially younger teens, parents or peers 

infiuenced the decision against it. 
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~~s<t sfgnif1cMt robberf~s. -- those invoh1tlg force or thre(lt of f\ll'ce u 

appaD.l" to h~ rep.olj:cd \"!t.blll,'dl GSS of tne t~p;rl\l .. fi.'i,Sf\I!.l.t.LI1!\1 

th~ most pl"!valmrt offi:!n~~ invo:.Uin.!l.lm.ill.'t tJflm Gnd ovor 60% of those 

faptlrted on parks involved throg 0\- mfJ!"-m fF]ople. ArinlY31fl of thO§0 

offenses shoVJS that JOOst are fii ghts that bl',(Hllt out bQt\'!~('m p~opl a \':ho 

go to thil park tooothor. A If.ajority of theJ \"IJf;lainticn' (jp~enr to tJ-a tho 

l"tiI'lUH: of fe:uds invalv~ng f}oople who know each othmr. 

Each ci ty SftGfiiZ d to ht'iV~ Q!.!£Lqt .• ~!'1JU·H\l"kJ orJAt~tllil 

Wl:.~Cleiel ~..£lb.9,Yi2r \!IliS \'1s.!pJJL@~.J.rm\!. Tha mfH~t viBibl~ o~ t/1QtH3 

probloms \,lli~ homosQXY5l Gct1viiy. ~11th drug (;l}iHllH~t1on rynniflQ a cloGO 

aacond. In additiQn mnny r.? th~ citioD W~rQ e~PQr1Gnc1flg incrQauiflg 

MlOuntll of 1fii~d b~hl.lv1ol· Oil the port 0'1' t(.'HinQUQrs I"6Bulting in ma'1Y 

complaints. l~hl1G tQchnically crfrros. polleQ ofi"icillls say Qnforce~:-.t 

is vary difficult. 

Since patrols by park police agencies '.arc generally found o\!ly on the 

bigger parks, we have no basis for evaluating this effect on the problems 

in the smaller parks of this study. 0 

( 
'~ 

Almost all law enforcement officers pointed out that effective cri~ 

prevention on parks is extremely difficult. Although visi?ility is their ( 

biggest technical problem, most pointe~ to the fact that it is very 
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difficult to justify 'the manpower and equipment required to police 

parks at the same level as other areas. They point out there are 

comparatively far too feVi people on parks and far too 1ittle crirre 

to prov~de tlH~ ne~ded impetus for thorough patrolling. Since there 

is little sic:;r.ificant Index crine in parks compared \'zith the horr.!! or 

other public places, lm1 enforceftEl1t officials pl<hce cl"ime 1n parks 

~ lcw1el" end of their scale of prior1ties. 

Clearly, parks administrators and local officials rrust re-examina 

l"ela"ive public safety 1n their parks. They should look else~'there 

for reasons for fear of ~arks and/or low utilization of provided 

facilities. 

" , 
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CHAPTER THREE: PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS OF PARKS AND SAFETY 
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'. A. Background 

A pt'incipal concern of this study is the presumption that American 

city dwellet's fear for their safety in public parKs and thet'efore 

avoid using them. A major purpose of the attitudinal survey 

discussed in this chapter \'ias to determine if that presumptiOl; \-Ias 

correct. The questi on is more than rhetori cali n 1'1 ght of the cri ma 

data. 

If, as the data tends to indicate, park crime is so low, why does it 

appear people are afraid of cril1"ta in parks? To \'/hat is t~at fear 

attributable and now does it affect park usage? Is the park -~ its 

design, progran~ing and use popu1ation -- a factor? 

45 

The research of Phase I identified very little detailed documentation 

on the public's presurred fear of crime as a general proposition and 

n.one on the fear of cr1ll'e in parks. Yet both are assumed to be 

significant affectors of people's activity decis'ions. The NORC study, 

Tor example, cited crime as 1I ... the second most important .domestic 

issue currently.II(1} And, as Richard Harris pointed out in The Fear 

of Crime, that fear had sufficient expression in the halls of congress 

to support passage of the CAlnl bus Cri n.: Bi 11. (2) 

Nevertheless, what documentation there is on the fear of cri~ is 

full of paradoxes. For example. the NORC study. while showing crime to be a 

(1) 

(2 ) 

Ennis, op. cit. p. 72. 

Richard Harris, The Fear of Crime. Preager: New York. 1969. 
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substantial domestic iss~ nationally~ found that fear inconsistently 

expN:ssed. (3) f.~st people were found to perceive themselves ssfe 

walking alone in their neighborhood after dark (Table 3.1). The 

principal exception was non-white females, although non-\+{hites as a 

: Total 100% 
(4,628) 

100% 
(7,495) 

Source: Enn';s, op.cit. p 73 Table 42. 
". " 

100% 
(646) 

100% 
(1 ~033) 

In spite ,f the higher level of fear on the part of non-whites, Table 

3.2 shows they apparently have to expose themselves to the possibility 

of victimization more often than do whites who. in more suburban-like 

settings. presumably have less to fear. 

(3) Enn~s. pp. 73-75. , . 
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TABLE 3.2 
Frequency of lialldng in Neighborhood after Dark 

. h\.hi te N:on~'!h1 'te 
Response Hille Female Male Female -
EYeryday 14% 6% 17% 6% 

Few Tim2s a Week 21 13 28 21 

Less Often or 65 81 55 13 
Naver 

Total 100% I 100% 100% 100% 

Source: Ennis, op. cit. p '74. Table 43. 

----------------------------------------------,-------
These data tend to inrticate that the relationship bet\~en people's 

attitudes or percepti !lns D thei r behavi or and the env1 ronmant in \,lh1 ell 

they act is less than pe:rfcC'.tly understood. In discussing th1s~ro­

biem. Reiss indicates there (4) " ••• ara a number of reasons why this 

is so • 

JImong the more 'Important is the fact that perceptions are 

relative both t.o values held and to conditions around one. 

There is furthE!r the fact that pluralistic ignorance often 

prevail sin a popul at; on -- one shares a conmon percept; on 

learned 'from others, yet. few persons a~tually hol d thi s as 

their private view. Added to this ;s the fact tilat people 

incorporate their'own and others' experiences.in ways that 

preclude assessing the environment 'in an objective fashion. II 

(4) Reiss, OPe cit. pp.22-23 • 
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If the conventional 1'41sdom -- that people avoid parks because of 

fear -- is found to be true, it would appear thnt these perceptions 

are at considerable variance "J1th tIle objective conditions (low 

lev<!lls of measured cl'irrl3) in the parks. Obviously people must use 

stl~eets 0 nnd do no't have to use pllt'ks. The fact that they may choose 

not to use them is impor'Gant, Tho quast10n is "lhy? 

B. HLf4A Surve,)! Oc:s i gil 

. 1, Objectives 

The survey was desi good to add\"'ess itself to, f.mmng other things, the 

following factors: 

4.8 

a, The respondents' perception of the relative importance of providing 

parks and recreation spaces; 
, " 

b', ' Those physical elerr~nts of parks affecting the respondents' 

perception of personal safety and the quality of the site; 

c, Those factors associated with central city par/< uEage and non-usage 

including: 

(1) the day. time and "elat1v6 frequency of usage 

(2) the general nature of local park usage 

(3) the reasons fOl" non-usagei 

d,' 'The degree to which the perception of crime (fear) affects park 
." . 

'usage and \'ihethar it is associated with specific locations within 

neighborhood and community parks, 
." .. 

The survey instrument was designed to obtain responses in each of these 

areas without introducing biases i~to the ~sults, 
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2. Destgn 

In orde)' to insUI"e that the study results l'lould be useful to park 

ar.d recreation directors in dealing l'4ith the needs of all potentia1 

users of their parks. it was determined to develop a survey that 

included the attitudes of both park users and non-users, in an 
a~-sex ~pecific categories. * 

To obtain these data, a purposive l"esp;;)ndent schedule of 500 inter­

viel'!s \:It:s ~veloped providing for the equal distribution of age-
l 

sex specific respondents between all parks and cities. This dis-

trf buti on '<las in turn di vi dad betl'i'Cen users and non-users and be­

t\\'een day and night p weekend and ~/eekday interviews. 

As noted. the survey \'/as structured to obtain response~J i': all agel 

sex specific categories for both users and non-users. (5) One 

49 

consequence of this type non-random sampling is that the data i.:btained 

are not ameniable to tests of statistical significance. However, it 

was decided that given the limited sample size, tests for statistical 

significance were not as important as a110't'/1n9 for the inclusion of 

the broad categories of users and non-users. While individual inter­

viewees I'lere selected at random on or around the study parks, the 

composition of the sa~le is not necessarily statistically representative 

of the general user and non-us~r population. 

* 

(5) 

. ~ . . ~ f 
"Park users" are defined as those respondents actually interviel'led 
in the park i tse 1 f; "non- users" are def; ned as those respondents 
interviewed in neighborhood areas other than the park I'/ho indicated 
that they never or very seldom used these subject parks. 

It was not possible to pre-structure for race distribution within 
the programmed sample although the race of the respondent was noted. 
A total of 113 non-I'lhite respondents were interviewed. The group 
represented 27% of the .total interview population of 416 respondents. 
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The nature of the responses, hO'tlE:..rer, ;<; probably representative fa,­

.a~-sex groups and for the populations addressing specific parks in 
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the di fferent categories. Hence, the ideas and concerns of urban 

dwailers tm'lard their parks, documented in this study, have significant 

intuitive value and are appropriate for planning reli'.adial actions. 

.3. , Surve.v Popul ati on 

A total of 416 usable responses were received in the survey. Table 

3.3 sh~'iS the distribution between users and non·'users. 

CateHory 

Users 

Non-users 

Total 

Source : 

t' 

TABLE 3.3 
Attitudes Toward Pub i i c Safety in Parks 

Distribution of Respondents 

Males Females Total 
N % N % N 

121 49% ~15 51% 246 

80 47% 90 53% 170 

201 48% 21" 52% 416 

HU~A Suryey. 

% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

The slightly higher percentage of females was expecte~ since, as a 

group, they have more time aV!lilable for park usage and tended to be 

somewhat easier to reach in non-park settings. 

i , 
'In order to insure the attitudes recorded included all potential 

park use populations, the survey was structured to obtain results 1n 

all age groups. The age/sex distribution of the sample is shown 

in Table 3.4. 
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TABLE 3.4 
Attitudes Toward Public Safety in Parks 

Distribution of Respond~nts by Age/Sex Categories 

"'ales females lotal 
Me G~"OL!Q N % N % N 

10-19 years 52 26% 57 27% 109 

20-29 years 45 22% 61 28% 106 

30-39 years 58 29% 51 24% 109 

Over 50 46 23% 46 21% 92 

% 

26% 

25% 

26% 

22% 

Total 201 100% 215 100% 416 100% 

Source: HU4A Survey 
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TABLE 3.5 
Attitudes Toward Public Safety in Parks 
Di~t.ribution of User Respondents by Category of Parks 

I~a 1 es Fema les rotal 
N % N X N % 

Sub-Nei ghborhood 
Parks 24 20% 28 22% ,52 21% 

Nei ghborhood 
Parks 56 46% 67 54% 123 50% 

.' 

Community 
, 

Parks 41 34% 30 24% 71 29% 

Total' 121 100% 125 100% 246 100'; 

Source:, tlLl1A Sutvey 

Finally, l'Ie were interested in the differences that might be found 

t-3tween users of the three di fferelit. park types we inventoried. 

Originally, we programrred an equal distributicn of park users between 

the three categories of parks but, as Table 3.5 shows, a slightly 

lower percentage of responses were obtained 1n sub-neighborhood parks 

than planned. This was offset by a slightly higher perce~tage of user 

responses obtained in community parks~ in general reflecting the some­

what greater number of users found in community parks in comparison to 

the sub~neighborhood facilities. (6) 

(6) With respect to the question of usage, note that although we found 
more people to interview on community parks than sub-neighborhood 
sites, the study tea~ estimated that per acre usage was lower than 
on'either sub-neighborhood or neighborhood parks. 
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The following sections discuss the gross findings of this survey in 

tenns of four categories of informati on: 

1. The generally perceived environmental context \1ithin which the 

respondents ranked and evaluated parks; 

2. The reasons non-users gave for not using parks and the prospects 

for reattracti n'g them into parks; 

3. Specific issues related to park usage; 

4. The level of fear 01" concern over crime in general and on parks 

in particular. (7} 

C. The Percept.a1 Context of Responses 

We asked both park users and non-u~ers at the beginning of the 

interview to t~11 us what they thought was the biggest single problem 

in the city and in their neighborhood. We then asked them to tell us 

how important they thought the prOVision of parks was, compared to the 

problems they mentioned. 

Surprisingly, over a quarter (26.2%) of the respondents could giv~ 

no answer or said they did not know what their city's biggest problem 

was. (Table 3.6) Women more than ren tended to be vaglJe about problems 

in the city as a whole, with 30% falling into the "don't know" or 

"no response" category. 

In general, however,. people tended to exhibit a sense of diffuse dis­

satisfaction. In collating responses we counted only the first key 

word or phrase but people frequently listed several things. This 

diffusion is evi dent in that only on,e category of responses -- 1 ack of 

(7) A fifth category of information -- on park usage characteristics __ 
is ificluded in the Appendix. 
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II 

Governmental Services, 
Physical Deterioration 
of the City Including 
Pollution 

Crime and Drugs 

III Blacks, Hippies, 
"People Getting 
Together,1I Racial 
Issues, Teen Behavior 

IV Taxes, Jobs it. 
Economic Situation 

V Problems of Youth, 
Police and Adult 
Harrassment. Lack of 
Teen Facil ities 

VI Housing Issues 

VII A11 Other Responses 

TOTALS 

l: ' . 
\ 

./~\ , '. \ I 'f. . \ , \ 

I 

I , 

TABLE 3.6 

CHIEF PROBLEMS IN CITIES 

11a 1 es 
N 

43 

38 

34 

25 

25 

7 

44 

201 

Females 
N 

21.4% 52 

18.9% 42 

16.9% 23 

12.4% 2l: 

12.4% 22 

3.5% 

21.9% 65 

100 % 215 

\ 

% 
Total 
N 

24.2% 95 

19.5% 80 

10.7% 57 

10.2% 47 

10.2% 47 

7 

30.2% 109 

100 % 416 

22.8% 

19.2% 

13.7% 

11.3% 

11.3% 

1.7% 

26.2% 

100 % 
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government services and deterioratitln of the urban environment -­

received more than a fifth (22.8%) of the first mentions. Crime and 

drugs followed \'/ith 19.2%, and general social concems -- racial 

issues, '(.een behavior, the generation/culture gap and similar 

issues -- follov/ed v/ith almost fourteen percent of the first mentions. 

Taxes and economic issues ranked fourth with 11.3% of the respondents 

mentioning one of these issues first. This is a little surprising 

given that almost all the interviewees were central city residents 

and a substantial proportion of them \'Iere from lower socio-economic 

environments. (8) 

Finally, although young people in the 10-19 year old age group ,.1 
represented 26% of the survey population, only five percent of the I 
responses offered had to do ~lith teenage problems such ?S 1I1ack of 

things to dDII and adult or police ha~sling. The much larger number of 

responses relating to social concerns probably includes some of these. 

attitudes although they \'Iere not clearly stated by the intervie\-/ee • 

People tended to be more positive in their attitudes toward their 

nei ghborhood (Table 3.7). Twenty-si x percent sa'j d there was nothing 

wrong I'lith the"ir neighborhood and only fourteen percent gave no answer 

or said they did not know \'/hat problems there were. 

(8) We could not collect income information in this survey because I,. 

of cost and scheduling problems. He did however, attempt to 
categorize the approximate economic status of the 64 se~vice areas. 
Only 11 of the areas could be categorized as solidly middle class I,i 

t·: higher on the socio-economic scale. I-\:)st were lower middle 
class or blue collar environments • 
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TABLE 3.7 
Chief Problems of Neighborhoods 

All Residents 

Users 
N % 

I Nothing Wrong with 
Neighborhood 66 26.8% 

II Teens, Hippies, Racial 
Issues, Teen Behavior 53 21.5 

III City Services and General 
Deterioration of 
Neighborhood 36 14.6 

IV Crime and Drugs 35 14.2 

V Housing ~ssues 12 4.9 

VI Problems of Youth, Police 
and Adult Harrassment, 
Lack of Teen Fa:ilities 13 5.3 

VII fl.ll Other 31 12.6 

TOTALS 246 100% 

Source: HLMA, Question 2. 

\, 

Non-Usel's 
N % 

1,2 24.7% 

29 17.1 

to 23.5 

22 12.9 

11 6.5 

26 15.4 

170 100% 

56 

Total 
N % 

108 26.0% 

82 19.7 

76 18.2 

57 13.7 

23 5.5 

13 3.1 

57 13.7 

416 100% 
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Hhere specific concerns were stated, they tended to have a somewhat 

different focus from the perceived problems of the city as a \·/h01e. 

Crime and drugs were switched with social concerns in terms of the 

ranking of their invnediacy for the neighborhood, with socia'i 

concerns getting almost 20% of the mentions and crime getting just 

under 14%. 

The differences bebleen user and non-user attitudes 011 most issues 

r;annot be considered significant. The largest pel'centage difference 

was in the! category of city services to the ~eighborhood. Less than 

15% of the park users cited neighborhood services as an issue \,/h11e 

23.5% of the non-users expressed these concerns. 

Finally. we asked each respondent to rank the importance of parks 

relative to the problems they had mentioned in tile pr'e'Vious questions. 

Almost 85% of all respondents said they thought the provision of parks 

to be just as im(Jortant or more important than dealing ~~ith the other 

problems of the city and neighborhood (Table 3.8). There are only 

slight differences betl'leen user and r.on-user ranking with almost 78% 

of n0n-user~ and 89% of users responding that parks are just as or 

more important than dealing vlith the other problems cited • 

. '1. The "Paradoxes" of Non-Usage 

There is an apparent paradox in the importance non-users attach to 

parks and the fact of thei r non-usage. The pt.tadox is even more 

surprising in light of tDe reasons given ~Y these people for not 

using parks • 



I 
I , 

\ 

I 
! 
i 

/ 

/ 

;. 
i 
i 
t , · , 
t 
I 

t 
! 
i 
I 
I 
! 
t 
;. , 
· · 

r 

t 
I 

I: 
i 

/ 
/\ 

I 

58 

( J 

TABLE 3.8 
Comparative Importallce of Parks 

Users and Non-Users 

Users Non-Users Total 
N % N % N % 

I Nore Important 76 30.9% 37 21.8% 113 27.2% 
than Other City 
Services 

II Just as Impor- 143 58.1% 95 55.9% 238 57.2% 
tant as Other 
City Services 

III Less Important 27 11.0% 33 22.4% 65 15.6% 
than Other 
City Services CJ 

TOTALS 246 100 % 170 100 % 416 10e % 

Source: HU·\A Survey, Question 3. 
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In order to understand why people choose not to use their city's 

parks, we asked non-users a series of questions aimed at determining z 

1. ~fuy they choose not to use parks; 

2. Whether the availability of parks outside the city was a factor; 

3. And \'/hat the city could do in its parks to get them (non-users) 

to use parks more often. (9) , 

In light of the relative importance given parks by almost 80% of 

, non-users, the distribution of responses shown on Tables 3.9 through 

3.11 contains several apparent surprises. 
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Over 50% d the non-users interviewed volunteered they did not use 

parks because they had no interest or no time to use them. (Table 3.9) 

This is, as alre~dy l1oted~ in fairly sharp contrast with the fact that 

almost 80% of the non-users cited parks as being just as Ot' more 

important than the provision of other city services. 

Another similar difference relates to non-user responses toward th~ 

youth/counter culture/behavioral issue. Over seventeen percent of 

this group indicated they thought that i.ssues related to ,racial issues. 

" ' 
,,·.r.· 

(9) The questions were: 
"4. You have indicated you never or rarely use the parks in 

. I:' this city. Can you te~l me why, specifically. you dOJl't go to 
the parks? ' 
5. Do you go to parks outside the city :nore frequently?" 

When we received a "yes" reply to 5., we asked Sa and 5b. 
"Sa. can you te 11 me \~hy? . 

5b.Ho\>l do you usually get to those parks?" 
And for all non-user respondents we asked: 
6. Hhat would have to be done for you to use the city parks 

mor~ often? Can you give me an example?" 
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TABLE 3.9 
Principal Reasons Given by Non-Users 

For Not Using Parks 

Catego\"'Y f4ales Females 
N % N % 

I No Interest 32 40 26 28.9 

II No Time 17 21.3 15 16.7 

III People Hho Use 
Pal'ks 3 . 3.8 8 8.9 

IV Prefer Onn Yard 2 2.5 7 7.8 

V CriliiS 4 5 4 4.4 

VI Lack of Facilities 1 1.3 2 2.2 

VII Go To Parks 
Outside City - - 2 2.2 

VIII All Other Replies 21 26.3 26 28.9 

Total 80 100% 90 100% . 

Source: HLt4A Survey, Quasti on 4. 

. tiD 

Total 
N % 

58 34 

32 19 

11 6.5 

9 5.3 

8 4.7 

3 1.B 

2 1.2 

47 27.7 

170 100% 

teens t hippfes t etc. were the biggest problem in their neighborhood 

(Table 3.7) t but only 6.5% said they avoided parks ~cause of " ... the 

kind of people you find there. II (10) 

It is difficult to speculate about the rationale behind some of the 

responses we recei ved from non-users because as a group, they tended to 

hold back on volunteering more than minimum responses. Undoubtedly, 

(10) This response and variations on it account for the title of line III 
on Table 3.9. 
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SOtOO port1on ot? the Inon-1ntQY'est" l'epl1es'tlr-e foundad on conCGrns I 

such as cri rr~ arid the psopla who usa parks, thQt \1aro not flrt1 eul atad 

to our 1nterviewill's. Soma pSI"centaga of people \'Jho "profor thai r O\~'n 

yard ll quite possiblG also fsn into this unknown category . 

In the 111111 other ll clltagol',Y thore war-a eight (4.7%) "no rosponsen." 

The remainder, 23% of the total, included responses l1ke IItoo far Ilwayll 

(2.4%). "too crowded" (4.1%), and "no one to go \'Iithll (1.8%). 

Only two people volunteared thnt they preferred to go to parks outs1da 

th~ city in lieu of using their local parks. This \"flSpOnSe level, 

howevar. contr&sts very sharply with replies to thG direct qllt~st1on 

CJ 01 ~-Jhethar t'espond~nts used parks outside the city mora frequently than 

thoir city parks (Tabla 3.10). 

Response (;atsgory 

Yes. 
Use Parks Outside 
City ~Iore Often 

No, 
Do Nat Use Parks 
Outside City Hare 
Often 

TOTAL 
/ ....... 

TABLE 3.10 
Use of PSI'ks Outs1dt:} of City Compat'ed 

to City Pal"k Usa9a 

Males Fe malo s 
N % N % 

23 28.8 28 31.1 

57 71.2 62 66.9 

80 100% 90 100% 

~ ~ . ,~,;. Source: HLMA Survey, Question 5 . 
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Total 
N % 

51 30 

119 70 

170 100% 
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Of the remaining 98 respondents, 21 of them (12% of the total) said 

some new or different program activity or service would get them to go. 

i ncl uded: 

ITEM 

Concerts 

Adult and Senior 
Citizen Activities 

Day Ca re C€n te \"5 

for Children 

Fi shing 

NUI-tBER OF f<IENTIONS 

9 

7 

4 

1 
'iT 

% OF TOTAL 

5.3% 

4.1 

, 2.4 

.6 
12:1% 

Fifteen (8.8%) volunteered that new or improved facilities would help. 

Benches and trees were the most frequently ci ted needs. 

Only 12.4% of the respondent~ specifically mentioned crime or people 

related issues as something needing correction. 

Iil general, these data'tend to sho'll or indicate several significant 

things about the attitudes of people who don't use parks. 

First, in light of the general importance given parks when compared 

to city and neighborhood problems, it seems highly probable that 

people del'h',: benefits fro'ln parks lnd open spaces even though they 

may seldom or never actually visit them. Whatever these benefits are, 

however, they do not fall into any of the more traditiona.l use/benefit 

categories measured in our survey. 

Secondly, it appears that t.here is a IIhard corell non-using population 

for whom no Hew programs o'r anything would induce them to use the parks. 

In this survey this popu1a.tion approximates 30% of the 170 interviewees. 

63 

In a statistically repre!5entative profile of the population, we intuitively 
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corrmunity parks as well as on specific park "issues" (l2) nnd 

2. Giving those people for \'1hom crime \'/as mnre than a casual 

concern several opportunities to surface the issue. 

We first asked park users whether there were areas of the pJrk they 

. 1 i ked better than othel'S and then whether there were areas they 
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avo; dad. (3) Of the nearly 200 l1e; ghborhood and corrrnuni ty park 

'users, 144 (74%) indicated there were areas in their park they liked 

. better than others (Table 3.12) • 

1 ' 

.. ' 
TABLE 3.12 

User Attitudes Toward Specific Areas 
On N~ighborhood and Con~n;ty Parks 

% Expresslng Preference % Ind1catlng 
for Specific Area Avoid Specific Area 

'Of Neighborhood Park Users 72.4% 27.7% 

Of Community Park Users 77.5 39.4 

Of Total Neighborhood and 
Community Park Users 74.2 32.0 

(144) (62) 

Source: HLMA Survey, Questions 11 and 12 

Perhaps net surprisingly, sports areas were mentioned most (19%) followed 

by "near the water ll (17%). The third most mentioned area with ~2% of 

'(12)The specific issues included questions on approval and disapiJroval 
of curfews and fences as well as on lighting \'1hich is discussed below. 

(13) We did not ask these questions 0-: sub-neighborhood park users 
because these parks are so small that in general the choice was 
whether to use or not to use the wnole park rather than some area 
on it. 

.' 

. '''j 

I 

I 
1 ----------------

i \' 

/ .' 

,. '" , " , 
\ 

-­ \ 



\ , 

.. -.... ..... _--

i , 
I 

~ ., 
l 

" -,. 

ftZi:.~LS1");U;".i.'\r-.:cdet#.~ft'W._ .. _ ......... ____________ ,_. __ ._"._. ----

• 

• 

,/ 

66 

specific rmmtions however, \~ere "private" or "passive use" locations. 

This is somewhat surprising given that secluded areas are presumed 

to be places I·/here " ••• things happen." 

Also of interest is the fact 25% of the respondents said they had no 

preference. I~hen couplQd \:J1th the diffusion of preferred ai"eclS (no 

single location cr.aracterist1c received more than 19% of the votes), 

IIle \'/ere tempted to specu1 ate that di screte aspacts of parks are 1 ess 

impol"tant than users' perceptions of the total environlmnt -- including 

factors not rnaasured in this survey. (14) 

Sf'I:ty-ei gilt people t 35% of the 194 i nteryfel'iecl on nei ghborhood and 

(,or.mJunity parks said they .avoided cel"tain area!> of thei r parks. Of 

more than passing concern to us was the reasons people avoided certain 

portions of their parks and l'ihether they avoided the park itself under 

certain circumstances. A categorical distribution of stated reasons is 

shrn\~ on Table 3.13. 

That 65% of those interviewed said they did not avoid some area in their 

park is not too surprising s1ncemany of the par~s studied \'Iere too 

small to have "bad areas. 1I Host avo;dance ilccurred in community par/:s, 

"/here almost 40% of users said they avoided soma area. He would expect 

this figure to increase in a statistical cross section of thp populations. 

Even including those responses based on social attitudes (concern over 

Blacks IItaking over," "the hippies hang out over there" lind "because 

of the winos") the total crima/fear oriented responses come to only 

11.4% of the total population in this survey. 

(14) See Section H, this chapter .. 
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TABLE 3.13 
Stated ~~asons for Avoiding Areas 
Of Neighborhood and Concnunity Parks 

hales ,'ema'(es 
Resp'onse Cfltego~v N % N 

I Donlt Avoid Areas 63 65% 63 

II Avoid~d Areas Bacillise 
of Kind of People In 
Area 6 6.2 6 

tIl Avoid9d Areas Because 
of C\"ili'o'2 2 2.1 4 

IV Avo; deod Araas Because 
TC!~ Pooriy Li ghted at 
Night 2 2.1 2 

Total 
% N % 

6!.l% 126 65% 

6.2 12 6.2 

4.1 6 3.1 

2.1 4 2.1 

67 

V All Others 24 24.S 22 22.7 46 23.7 

Totals I 97 100% 97 100% 194 

Source: HU~~ Survey, Question 12b. 

In the All Others category, fOurteen separate lreasonsl were given 

for avoiding specific areas. These included, for example: 

"The sand down there causes sores." 

"Itls too far to walk to .. ," 

"Because of the stink l from a factory next door) II' .• 

"Itls just fo':' kids ... " 

"Itls too secluded." 

100% 

The last reason was given by two women, one in Denver and another in 

Phoeni x. 

Only four people volunteered they avo7ded the park entirely at night 

because it was too dark even though, as Table 3. 14 shows, over fort'.Y 
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~fCGlnt O~ th~ NcpoocllafltB thought the 1i oht1 no in tllQ1 ,. park was not 

vary go-od. A ctH'Gful I"0QQing of l'{l~pcmg:CH; 1nd1cD.te~. howaver. th~t II 

much grastel" prop(}l'ti en of poople then ~h1s f10uro WOL!l d i nd1 catil 

tir.,\?1,y do not th1Mt in taH'mS of night ucag$ of psrl:s • 

- t r ...... '" 

20 U.O 

.. 

Don't K./jow _ •• H 0 1 ........ _1.0 .... =r. .. J~._ '.&lo ... "J,]., .... ~l t 1 ...... ~,W1&_ 
iota' 62 1(/0 % 1~3 100 ~1 11 100 ~s ~~a too g 

Finally. vro -:'BkGd p®Qpi@ ~o Ol.t,illr.ar12o for U§ ~R@ thit1~s th~~ b0theH\'~d 

them most about. Md hO~J uthfiod tr~Y W@\"'0 wi til. th01 r ~lirl~o I r~~ 

roGu1ta ar0 shown on iab'~s 3,1S end 3,16 bolow, 

Threo set6 of annwera •• 1eOY@3 invo1ving th~ noed for or ~ondition of 
physical fAC111t1os on tho pat~; w~1n~nanee and c'ann1in~Gs~ Gnd no 

negative responsos at a1' y. aecount,d for e'ffiO~t 10~ of the ~5pOnGeb, 

People issues· hippies. winos. race and ethnic d1ffa~ncaG v 6CCQUNta~ 

for anoth~r 10% end response; rolating to crimm Q ItGw~ VIII. IX. end X 

on Tabla 3.15 •• accounted for only 4~ 01 th@ 246 key responoea. (16) 

(15) 

f. 

A reviow of the responses on tho question of lights, on both 
questions 16 and 25, shows thct the biggest reason teenage boys 
want lights at night is 50 they can play sports after do~. The 
~asons given by other groups are more diffuse but amount to 
"befng able to see bett~H ,II 
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TABLE 3.15 
Things That Bother Users Most About Parks 

r~al es Females 
N % N 

I Physical Facilities Issues 34 28.1 33 

II Nothing Wrong With Park 23 19.0 30 

III Maintenance Issues 25 20.7 24 

IV Other People ~n Parks 15 12.4 11 

V Condition of Natural Elements 5 4.1 11 

VI Programs (Lack of; Need for) 3 2.5 3 
f""'!' 

{ h VII Police Has~ling of Youth 4 3.3 2 
/" 

VIII Need for Li 9 h cs 3 2.5 2 

IX Crime. Including Dope Use a a 3 

X Need for More Police 1 .8 1 

XI All Others 8 6.6 5 

TOTALS 121 100 % 125 

Source: HLMA Survey, Question 16 

(,-, 
t· ..... ' 

" . .. ---------

"'-'. 

I 
I 

. 
Total 

I % N % 

26.4 67 27.2 

24.0 53 21.5 

19.2 49 19.9 

B.8 26 10.6 

8.8 16 6.5 

2.4 6 2.4 

1.6 6 2.4 

1.6 5 2.0 

2.4 3 1.2 

.8 2 .8 : 

4.0 13 5.3 

100 % 246 100 % 
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Although Table 3.15 shows nearly 80% of tl,~ user population citing 

sorrething wrong with parks, the responses to question 17 tend to 

indicate that the general intensity of dissatisfaction is lm'l (Table 

3.16) (16) As shO'.>In, aln-ost 84% of the respondents indicated they 

were co:nplete1y or quite satisfied with thei r par'k. 

r 

n 
III 

IV 

TABLE 3.16 
Users' Satisfaction with Park 

I~a les 
N 

Completely Satisfied 29 

Quite Sati sfied 72 

No~ Sat.isfied At All 17 

No Ans\'{er 3 

121 

., 
p 

24.0 

59.5 

14.1 

2.5 

Femal es 
N % 

Total 
N 

35 

70 

28.0 64 

56.0 142 

18 14.4 35 

2 1.6 5 

100% 125 100% 246 

Soua'ce: HLMA Survey Question 17. 

c' r, 

26.0 

57.7 

14.2 

2.0 

10a% 

70 

In general. we believe these data sho~1 that regular park users perceive 

their parks in vague but consistently positi'!e terms. A majority believe 

parks are at least as important as other city services. An almost equal 

majority have a definite preference for specific areas on parks but nearly 

a third actively avoid specific places ill parks. Attitudes tOl'/ard 

lighting are aln-ost equally divid~d lJetween positive and negative per-

f.16)nConsiderin!; everything we've been talking about, how satisfied are> 
you witn this park -- completely sCltisfied, quite satisfieJ, or not 
satisfied at all?n 
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ceptions of the quel1ty of lighting. And although when asked 

d1 rectly to idantt fy things l'lrong with parks 80% of tli:: ~'espofldent$ 

did so. an even grc&ter number said they were basic~lly satisfied 

with their parks. 

71 

~r vhial and most iffi;iOr~{mt objective in this survey \'las the 

detornrination of the extent to \':hich par~ users and non-users al1t:e 

fear tne occurrence of cdI'M in pl!!rks. To get llt this issue \'Ie asked 

II series of questions Ei3.:ablishing the respondent's g2il~l'al level of 

"concern" .;;bout crime. followed \'Jith questions directly related to tb 

respondent's perceptions about park crima. 

As Table 3.17 ShCMS. a f~1rly large. pl7ll"centage (50%} of both users 

and non-users expressed concern over- th~i r safety in parks. 

TABLE 3.17 
Expressions of Concern for Personal 

Safety 1 n Parks 

users rton-<Jsers Total 
_________ .-;.:N __ ---:;%:--~H,----....:;%~!~N.:.----..;%::...-

Conr;"!med Over Safety '13 45.9 93 54.7 206 50 

N~t Too Concerned Over 
Safety 

Don't Kr\O\'I 

Total 

128 

S 

246 

52." 

2.0 

100% 

Source: lilLMA ~urvey. Question 18. 
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12 

170 

38.2 

7.1 

100% 

193 

13 

416 

46 

4 

100% 
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The highest level of concern was expressed by non-user, females. I'lith 

60% saying they were concerned for their safety in parK!:. A surprisingly 

large number of these were younger women between 10 and 19. Almost 

80% of this group said they were concerned. 

The lowest level of concem I'las expressed by park using males, I'lith 

45.5% sayi ng they lwre concerned. Non-users expressed three ti mas the 

"Oonlt Knows ll of users -- again reflecting a general unfamiliarity \'1 it h, 

parks. 

Th~ difference between user responses to Question 18 (Table 3.17) and 

Qtresti on 20 are worthy of menti on. While 46% of the ust.rs responded 

they \~I"e concel'ned over their personal safety in Pt'rks, only 13% said 

they thought there was a lot of par-k crima. We believe the re::.ponses 

reflect both a certain concern over crime but also only vague notions 

as to causes or probability of being personally harmed. In other words. 

sources of anxi ety are not defi ned. 

Since IIconcernll over personal 1Isafe:ty" in parks might be a functi on of 

several factors in the minds uf our respondents. we sought to refine 

these expresslons. As a benchmark measure we asked people whether they 

thought that crime in their' neighborhood was or was not a big problem. 

In general, the responses associated with concern declined (Table 3.18). 

The decline was greater for non-users than for users, going down from 

almost 55% expressing concern for their safety in parks to 41% asserting 

that neighborhood crime was not a big problem. 
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Although 39% of both users and non-users in reply to a direct 

question said that ~rirne in their neighborhood was a big problem. 

we ar-: inciined to vie\'1 these percentages as "inflated" when compared 

to the responses to qlre~l;;ions 1 and 2 discussed above. (17) 

TABLE 3.18 
Perception of Cri~~ in t~ighborhood .. 

Niles Females Total 
N % N % N % ----. 

USEP..5 : 

Crime is a Big Problem 39 32.2 54 43.2 93 37.8 

CrillW is no" /l Big Problem 76 62.8 68 54.4 144 58.5 

Don't Know 6 5.0 3 2.4 9 3.7 

TOTAl. 121 100% 125 100% 246 100% 

,NON-USERS : 

Criwe is a Big Problem 32 40.0 37 41.1 69 40.6 

Crime is not a Big Pro~lem 41 51.3 45 50.0 86 50.6 

Don~t Know 7 8.7 8 B.9 15 8.8 

Tota'j 80 100% 90 100% 170 100% 

Source: Hl}~ Survey. Question 19. 

(17) See Tables 3.6 ~nd 3.7 above. 
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... ~ TABLE 3.19 Ir.I~_--F P(~rl.:eption of Cl"ime on Parks '; 

~ P/ales Females Total '11 .~ N % N % N % I~ 
~ ':.l 
~ USERS: /1 

Lot of Crirre on Parks 17 14.1 16 12.8 33 13.4 ~ 

Not Too Much Crime l on Parks 100 82.6' 99 79.2 199 80.9 f 

DonI t Know 4 3.3 10 8.0 14 5.7 

Total 121 100 % 125 100 % 246 100 % 

NON-USERS: 

Lot of Crimg on Parks 24 30.0 30 33.3 54 31.8 

Not Too Much Crime 
on Parks 43 53.8 43 47.8 86 50.6 

DonI t Knnw 13 162.0 17 18.9 30 17.7 

Total 80 100 % 90 100 % 170 100 % 

Source: HUM Survey, Questf on 20 

As Table 3.19 shows, \'ihen as~:ed to indicate the amou,lt of crime on parks, 
. -

only 13.4% of all users said there was lIa lot of crime,lI The non-users' 

expressions of concern declined even further, with 321 indicating they 

thought there is a lot of crime on parks. This is a substantial portion 

of non-users but we believe this to be a IIsurface response ll attributable 

to the fact that the question was direct. This is reflected in the 
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broader concerns which earlier open questions surfaced. (18) The number 

of usel'-S c1 t1 n9 the behav1014 of teens and II sens i ti vi ty to other groups 

on the parks as something that u{Jthel's them (Table 3.15) as well as the 

responses to the question of hQ!// safe park users thought the parks are 

compared to the rest of the1t~ neighborhood (Table 3.20) lend suppor'; to 

this conclusions. 

TABLE 3.20 
Per'ceiv'ed Compart4t1ve Safety in Parks 

US£!I"S Only 

!'lales Females 
N % N % 

Park ; s l,wl"e Safe 
Than Rest of t~eighborhood 36 29.8 41 32.8 

Park is About as Safe 
as P~st of Neighborhood 66 54.6 75 60J.l 

Park is Less Safe than 
Rest of Neighborhood 15 12.4 . 8 6.4 

Don't Know 4 3.3 1 .8 

Total 121 100 % 125 100 % 

Source: HLMA Survey. Question 20B 

Total 
N % 

77 31. 3 

141 57.3 

23 9.4 

5 2.0 

246 100 r 

While almost a third of the park users said they thought parks were more 

safe than the rest of the neighborhood, and only 9.4% thought parks were 

less safe than the rest of their neighborhood. almost every user at some 

point in the interview, exhibited at least some apprehension over the 

possibility of being the victim of a crime. 

(18) Note for example that 13% of non-lisers mentioned crime in response 
to question 2 (Table 3.7) but iI.nother 17% listed social and racial 
issues. Similarly, 30% of non-users cited crime and social issu~s 
on question 1 (Table 3.6). 
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G. St:rmlal"Y 

A principal finding in the area of attitudes is that far too little 

is really kfiO\iffi about ho\'l people relate to their parks. The 

Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission detailed outdoor 

recreation prefer-ences in the early 1960's. Most subsequent work 

in t~.\ area rests on the Commission1s original study and none relate 

outdoor recreation choices to the larger issue of leisure time 

decisions. riOre original wet'k is needed on the actual activities of 

Qeople in their leisure hours and the places they spend that time. 

76 

Both regular park u!:,ers and non-users apparently derive "benefits" from 

the existence of city parks. rn the case of regular users, these 

benefits include at minimu:.l the recreational use of the site. It \'las 

not possible to detennille if this was the sale benefit derived. The fact 

that most non-users also perceive parks as important as other city services 

indicates that both groups obtain bene·fits not directly attributable to 

physical on-site usage. The nature of these non-usage benefits and, in 

the case of users, their proportion of the Itotal parK benefit' are 

unknown. 

Although the proportion cannot be estimated from · .. ur study, there is a 

portion of the population which can be classified as 'hardcore non-users. I 

The exact composition of this group is not clear, but evidently includes 

both black and white teenage girls, most black and I'Ihite adult males under 

retirement age .. &nd middle class young adults of both races. White married 

women with children in 'outer ring1locations appea~ to use parks somewhat 
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more frequently than thai r counterparts in the core al-eas. The 

apparent reasons for each groups' non-usaga vary by race, location. 

cultural background and socia-economic status. 

The attitudes of r-egul aI' users toward thei r parks cl early i ndi catefl ' 

thnt those .e.arks are 1 ass than ad~.9..uatel y yuH'! 11 i n9 thai r role for 

central cit.Y r'9sidents. fl., overwhelming maj,o\'ity ,"ate parks as very 

important and nn nlnrost equal majority dislike one or more asp.Gcts of 

theil' parks. It is pl"ObablG, therefore, that the de,"ivad benefits 

from usa~ al"e generally much lo\'.-er than is acceptable given the 

public investment in land facilities. 

77 

At least one major' aspect of this s1tuation is l'elated to tho l'eCY'i':Hit1on 

programs offered on the sites. In soma cases there shaul d be programs 

where none exist, in others there are programs that are not in tune! 

with the needs of the population being served. For example, we found 

only an occasional "adults only day" or "families only day" in any of 

the swimmin!:j pool programs and none were (:quipped or provided for 

swimming for retirees. 

Almost (.very person interviewf'rJ at least once indicated sorre per:sonal 

apprt~hensiot\ about parks. It was not possible in this limited survey 

to determine whether these res~onses were just expressions of normal 

anxiety elicited because of the subject matter or whether they indicated 

a more fundan~ntal and actual fear. At least a portion of the population 

interviewed, roughly six to ten percent, clearlY were fearful. The 

majority, hOll/ever, fell into the unknown category. 
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Peop.1e do not think in terms of ni.ghttime use of parks . 

The Eerception of crirre plays an unknm'!n role in keeping non·users a\'/ay 

from par~s but it does not a~ to be the most sign\ficant element in 

nrnl-usage decision. Apparently cultural and socio-economic factors are 

as importilnt as the feal of crirre but the exact relationships are 

unclear. Non-users exhibited only vague notions about thei r local 

parks apart from their expressed belief in their general value. As a 

consequence any effort to attl~act non-users back onto parks vii 11 

probably require. to be successful, a more thorough understanding of 

the cultural and psychological aspects of their recreation choices than 

we nOlll have. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
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A. Background 

The study's objectives called for us to "identify those physical ... 

factors which differentiate between parks that have high and low crime 

rates," and to "evaluate the factors that appear to be most influential, 

in maintaining a 10111 crime rate •.. " At fi rst it Ivas thought useful 

to develop an Environmental Risk Index. The assumption was the 

presence or absence of certain physical characteristics I'/ould exhibit 

correlations I'li th criminal behavi or and/or pub1 ic perceptions of the 

park as a:dangerous place. Early in the study, however, tl,/O facts 

forced a red'j recti on of our efforts. 

First, the literature is very sketchy in the treatment of the relationships 

between the deSign ancl form of the urban environment ;:.nd violent behavior. 

~Ihat tl"eatment these subjects have had in architectural and urban design 

literature has been largely peripheral and in general terms. In short, 

we found there exists almost no theoreti cal base from I'lhi ch to I'lork. (1) 

Secondly, we found· - as reported in Chapter Two -- th~t significant 
< 

levels of crime simply are not present on city parks of the scale treated 

in this study. (2) Differentiation between them, fi rst on the basis of 

(1) See the detailed treatment of this subject in Crimes of Violence, 
Vol. 12, Chapter 16. There has been or is recent and concurrent 
work progressing on various aspects of tile deSign/crime p:,oblem 
but none is related to parks and so far, there are fel" final reports 
with data to work with. For an example, see Saga1yn and Warburton. 

(2) At least one city, San Francisco, has pointed out that they indeed 
do have substantial crime in Golden Gate Park and have a substantial 
amount of d.:cumentation on it. As we point out elsewhere, hoy/ever, 
this study dealt with essentially local parks. The large city-wide 
parks tend to reflect the city population in use, I'lith concomitant 
problems and should be studied as a group. 
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their crirre and then by their physical characteristics \~as not 

useful or possible. (3) It \lias necessary, therefore. to pl"oceed 

I'/ithout a theoretical basis for evaluating the problem of risk in 

the park environment. Also, it was necessary to develop -- since 

none existed -- standard units of measure for inventorying the parks 

in this nationai study. Work on these two related aspects of 

assessing park environments has been carried on as far as possible 

within the scope of this study. Specific recomm2ndations for further 

work are discussed in th~ last chapter. 

B. The HL~iA Park Envi ronment Survay 

1. .Q.welopment of the Form 

In order to lay a basis for objectively evaluating Use," risk in park 

envi ron~nts and to do so against a back-drop' of site "use fu'lness, II 

it was necessary to develop standard n~asures for physical features. 

In so far as the park site was concerned, we were able to identify 

four categories of relevant information broken d~~n into 32 component 

uni ts. These factors are shol-In in Fi gure 4.1. Thi s 1 i st is, of course, 

not exhaustive. In cOffipiling these factors, we reviewed and 

rejected almost 400 units of measure, components, and combinations 

(3) We will not spend a great deal of time in this paper discussing the 
differentiations of parks by scale of size or service area. All 
cities participating in the study -- 'Md \'/e assuITE most others _ .. 
are familiar with the concepts and pract.ice providing different 
types of parks for different popurations. See R. D. Buechner, ed., 
Nati()nal Park Recreation and Open Space Standards, NRPA, Hashington, 
D. C. 
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FIGURE 4.1 
Park Site Dat;! Collection El~~ments 

---------------'"',-,---

.!i@l:.'tAL ELEMENIi 

Top.ography 

Trees and Shrubs 

Water (Natural) 

Shape 

HAN-f·1ADE AND USE ELEf:~NTS 

Sui ld'{ngs 

Drives and P~rkin~ 

On-Site Halks 

Onto Site Walking Access 

Access and Use Control 

Organi zed Use Area (l.lrd) 

Organized Use Area (Turf) 

Swimming Facilities 

SECURITY ELEMENTS 

Lighting 

Corrmunications 

Security Patrol 

Access and use Control 

Visibility by Day 

'Visibility by Night 

Small Child Play Area 

Passi1/e Use Elements 

Organized Site Usage 

Si te Programmi n9 

Scope of Site's Organized Use 

Cu1tural, Ornan~ntal Elements 

Predominr,te Use Usage 
Estimate 

PARK COM~UNITY RELATIONSHIP 

Location 

Development, Type 

Development, Intensity 

Condition Of Area 
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Street Lighting 
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of factors. Each of theseinfonl1ation cotirponants vias defined in 

terms of apPl'opl'i ate maas u ram~nt un i ts. For exampl~. the existence 

of lighting on a park site \'ias defined in terms of: more than 50% 

of park lighted at night. 25-50% of park itghted at night, less the};1 

25% of pi:u"k liglltad at night. The detailf0 units of mt'!ll!::ure for e~ch 

of the data factors are shown on the Park Site Data Collection Form 

in Appendix III. All togethelft
• nearly 100 measures are elnploy;;d. 

Data was collected on the cemplete spectrum of physical elemants 

relating to recreation in addition to securcty elements. Since a 

major hypothesi s of the study was that an in" ('easeci stock of observers 

would act as crime deterrent, it \lIas believed useful to also assess 

physical features provided in support of recre~tio~. 

Several versions of the form were developed and teste1 -- principally 

with the aim of determining the extent to which the variety of park 

en vi t"OnF.'dnts \1ere accurately reflected by the data collected. In 

addition. th~ forms had to b~ easy to use under field conditiQns. In 

order to insure unique characteristics of the parks were not lost. the forms 

were used in conjuction with color slides and black and \llhite photographs. 

And narrative descriptions of particular characteristics or factors were 

written on all parks where necessary to round out the site's description. 

2. Evaluation of the Form 

In general we are satisfied the data collection form and its components 

are useful for deal ing with almost all neighborhood and the smaller 
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they may have a single clientele or lack certain characteristics -­

indicates the nead for a more specialized data collection device for 

these sites., Similarly, larger cOffiffi~nity ano regional parks are not 

adequately documented. A finer degree of discrimination on several 

charactel~istics -- topography, varieties in use design and access 

quest'fons for example -- is needed when inventorying these parks. 

C. Findings and Conclusions 

This SUI"vey, as noted elset."here. was a first attempt at developing 

standat'd reporting tools on central city parks. Ultimately it would 

be desirable to develop an overall park evaluation index based on a 

standard 'data collection form from which the index could be automatically 

calculated. The development of this index was outside the scope of this 

,project and here we confine ourselves to showing generally how the parks 

"looked" on the inventory form. (4) 

1. Natural Elements 

On balance, the 64 parks in this study "scored" moderately well on 

the aggregation of their natural features (Table 4.1). As might be 

expected, sub-neighborhood parks did least well and the larger community 

parks did best. The larger the park, the grea~er the opportunity for 

topographic, landscaping and other natural factor varieties. 

.-\ 
Analysis of the way the parks scored on the inventory indicates that II 

a. Sub-neighborhood 'parks had their greatest variety in 
I l' t" , 

• t 

, l ' 

"Least" value assignments for the park categories as a whole on the 

\ 

(4) Our tables here represent the distribution of the "Best/ "r~iddle," 

: _____ ._ .. _~o.~r,~ategor~~~_ ~_~ __ ~l~~n~-s~~ .. _, _ .. ___ . __ .. _ .. 
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topography and landscaping. None had natUi"dl water and only 

one had any significant variety tn tts overall shape. 

TABLE 4.1 
01 stri bllt; on of Aggregate r·laasures for 
Four Combined Natural Elewents Factors 
For Each Park Category - 64 Parks 

Best Middle 

Sub-fIIei ghborhood Pat"ks (16 ) 6.3% 20.3% 

Neighborhood Parks (32) 16.4% 32.0% 

Community Par~s (16 ) 53.1% 34.4% 

Total 23.0% 29.7% 
(59) (76) 

Source: HLMA Survey 

Least 

73.4% 

51.6% 

12.5% 

47.3% 
(121 ) 

b. On ly one of the si xteen community parks had no naturally 

occurring \'Iater (1 akes. streams, or ponds). Effecti ve 

analysis of the differences between community parks will 

require finer discriminati.on on this factor. 

c. Neighborhood parks did not score as well as might have been 

hoped in this inventory. Over 50% of the possible valuations 

i nd; cated the parks are fl at, treeless, water1 ess and square. 

2. Man-11ade and Use Elements 

Analysis of the factors comprising these elements involved assessing 

the results of 45 measurement units for 15 factors with three sets of 

factors optional. 
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The optional fac';ors \>tere stated on a "yes/no" basis I-lith measures 

available for describing a "yes" situation. The distribution and nature 

of these options are shown in Table 4.2. 

TABLE 4.2 
Yes/No Inventory Options and Distribution 

of Results by Park Category 

Options Sub-Neighborhood Neighborhood Community 
Parks (16) Parks (32) Parks (16) 
# % # % # ~ '-.--

Exi stence of Hard YES 10 63% 21 66% 12 75% 
Surface Sports Area NO 6 37 11 34 4 25 

Existence of Turf YES 3 19% 21 66% 13 81% 
Surface Sports Area NO 13 81 11 34 3 19 

Existence of Planned YES 16 100% 29 91% 16 100% 
Small Child Play Area NO 0 - 3 9 a -

Totals YES 29 60% 71 74% ' 41 85', 
NO 19 40% 25 26% ! 7 15~; 

I 

Again, as would be expected, comm~nity parks tended to have the greatest 

number of options and the smaller parks the fewest. Surprisingly, four 

of,the community parks did not offer a hard surface playing area and two 

of the four offered no active sports capability at all. (5) 

As with natural elements, the community parks tended to offer a greater 

'variety of man-made an~ use elements than'the other two park categories 

(Table 4.3). . -•. :. "! .~ 

(5) The two were Boston Common and in New Orleans, Old Beach. 
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None of the park categories had 11 majol'1ty of thai r aggt'egated measures 

in the IIleast" column. The COii1\i'lant made above about sub-neighborhood 

parks (Paga 84. a.) holds here as well. 

TABLE 4.3 
Aggl"Ggnto Distribution of Unit f!~asU\"es for 15 COll'.b1ned 
Mnn .. ~i!Ad:a and Usa Elerrfilnts fo\~ Each 1"&1"1< CQt~gory - 64 Parks (6) 

~ Middle .!:!ill!l 
Syb .. f{e1 ghborhood Parks (16) 17.1% 37.7% 46.~% 

Neighborhood Parks (32 ) 37.4% 40.0% 22.5% 

Comnul~i ty Pal"lts (16 ) §lh.Q! 29.5% 10.5! 

Totals (64) 38.7% 36.7% 24.6% 
(380) (361) (242) 

More spec1alized measures are needed for measuri ng these parks I usage 

ele~nts, taking into tccount their relatively small size. Similarly, 

community parks \'Iill requ1 re more specializd treatmant. 

The analysis o~ the f1fteen factors indicates that: forty-n1ne of 

the parks had, at minimum, toilet facilit.ies for example and of the 

remaining fifteen. eleven of those were sub-neighborhood parks. It 

should be understood, however. that most facilities were lockeC: and 

unusable. Forty. 63%, of the parks had a minimum amount of prepared 

circulation paths and walks although only 19 had pl~vision for onto­

site access and parking for cars. 

(6) This distribution includes measures for "yes" option parks. Where 
a "no" was registered for a factor. unit measures \~ere not counted. 
See discussion with Table 4.2. 
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.As noted earlier, 67% of the parks had hard surfaced sports areas. 

Of these, only 3 occupied mora than 50% of the total area of the park 

and 2 of those were on sub-neighborhood sites. Forty of the 43 had 

e~ther markings or equipment or both. TV/enty of the 64 parks had 

swimming pools and another 15 had unsupervised water play facilities 

such as wading pools or fountains. Twenty nine (46%) had no \-'Jater 

play facilities of any kind. 

88 

Forty-seven of the parks \'tere found to have minimal rec,"eation programs 

or other organized uses. Since only seven of these programs involved 

the utilization of more than 75% of the site, it would appear organized 

programs \'/oul d not i nterfer wi th independent users. 

3. Security Factors 

nl;; development of measures of security, as we noted earlier, necessari1y 

began lin the abstract.' Srrme thirty potential measures were originally 

listed for evaluation and possible use. These items ranged from simple 

inventory factors such as the number of light standards on the park to 

more sophisticated possibilities such as the weighted probability of 

part1 cul ar offenses occurri n'g' under defi ned ci rcumstances. 

Selection of the measures was based on criteria aimed at developing 

reasonable definitions having a fair degree of applicability in all 

parks in all cities. The measurem~nt unit also had to be of such a 

!1ature that data would be reasonably available or it had to be capable 

of measurement by a reasonably trained observer without sophisti cated 

equi pmcnt. The measure had to be pragmati c but useful. 
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Ultimately, \~e settled on six. maasuretrer,t factors expressed in three 

uni ts of measure each. The factor's and thei I' measuremrmt ul'li ts are 

listed in Table 4.4. 

TARLE 4.4 
Securi ty Factors and r4~asurement Uni ts 

LIGHTING 

A - More than 50% of Park Li ghted at Ni ~ht 
B - 25-50% of Park Lighted a~ Night 
C - Less than 25% of Park Lighted at Night 

COMf·mNICATJONS 

A Outdoor Police Call Boxes, Telephones and Fire Alarms 
on the Park or on the Edqe of the Park 

B - Telephone Only on Park or Same Side of Street 
C - No Comnunications Available 

SECURITY PATROL 

A Full-Time On-Site Security/Supervision 
B - Regularly Patrolled by f>41Y Security Agency 
C - Not Regul arly Patrolled 

SITE ACCESS AND CONTROL 

A 
B 
C 

Completely Controlled Site Access 
No Fences but Enforced Curfew 
No Fences and No Curfew Enforcement 

VISIBILITY IN DAYLIGHT 

A - All Quadrants from All Perimeters 
B - All Quadrants from 2-3 Perimeters 
C 2-3 Quadrants from 1-2 Per; rreters or Less 

VISIBILITY AT NIGHT 

A All Quadrants from All Perimeters 
B All Quadrants from 2-3 Perimeters 
C - 2-3 Quadrants from 1-2 Perirreters or less 

',.." ... ______ ~~ ....... __ ~ __ .. ." - _. _ ... e"" ••• 
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In general \'Ie are satisfied that to the extent these measures are 

, ,appropl"i ate it: di Cators of security, thei r appl i cati on is practi ca 1 

,and useful. The lighting measures take into account the relative 

differences in the scaie of the park without the necessity of 

establishing arbitr-iuy "minimum security lighting standards." The 

availability of a fire alarm box represents a significantiy greater 

opportunity to call for assistance under any circumstance than dues 

the availabil ity of a pay phone requit-ing a dilTE; a regul ar securi t.y 

patrol is better than irregular spot checks but full-time on-site 
" 

personnel or supe~vision is better than both; and, so on through the 

other factors. 

90 

In the absence of any otter considerations, the 64 parks have to be given 

a generally poor rating on security. Out of a total possible "best 

measure ll score of 3M. onlj 63 (16%) of the observations were in the 

"best measure ll scale. (7) 

A 

B 

C 

Best r~asure 

Mid Measure 

Least Measure 

TOTAL 

TABLE 4.5 
Distribution of Aggregate Security Factors 

Wi th; n Park Catego ries 

su5-Reigl16ornooa Nei..9.n60rFiood Col1il1un i t.'t_ 
H % N % N % 

22 23 30 15.6 11 12 

31 32 81 42.2 31 32 

43 45 81 42.2 54 56 

96 100% 192 100% 96 100% 

'i'otah 
N 'j, 

63 17. 

143 37 

178 46 

384 100 

(7) _"Best HeaslJre" is defined as the "A" measurement and unit for each 
factor •. If the ~ntire park sample of 64 had inventoried on the A 
unit for all factors. the-re·wou1d have been a total 384 on the A 
line on TabJ.e 4.S. 
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Neighburhood parks scored highest. with almost 60% of their 

measures ;n the Best or Middle I~easure range. Sub-Ne;ghbo\"hood 

Park scores were just behind "lith 55% in the A i'lt1d B l"ang..:!s but they 

scored Best in the A rans~ v/ith 23% of thei r totals there. 

Not surprisinglyp conmunity parks scored Least well \lJith 56% of their 

aggl"8gated rrrOasure!: in the C range. This is du~ to the fact that on 

tv/o factors, none of th.e s'b:teen parks received an A rating and on one 

factor, only one park received nn A rating. Table 4.6 shows the 

distribution of aggregated scores for Community parks. 

TABLE 4.6 
Distribution of f·t".!asures for Security 

Factors on 16 Community Pil\'ks 

A 
Best r·t9asure 
N % 

LIGHTING 

COMMUNICATIOt-lS 

2 

3 

SECURITY PATROL 5 

ACCESS/CONTROL 0 

VISIBILITY, DAY 1 

VISIBILITY, NIGHT 0 

Total 11 

Source: HLMA Survey 

12.6 

19 

31 

6.3 

12.0% 

B C 
Mid f·1easure Least M:!asure 
N % N % 

6 

6 

37.4 

37.·'1. 

8 

7 

8 50 3 

9 56.4 7 

2 12.5 13 

o 16 

31 32.4% 54' 

50 

43.6 

19 

43.6 

81 

100 

55.6%' 

Total 
N 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

96 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100% 

Neighborhood parks varied considerably in their individual security factors. 

As Table 4.7 shows. however, they did not score as well as a group as we 

might have expected. 
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The parks received their best scores on communications. Nany of the 

par~s ~\'are eith~r ~djacent to a busy intel'section or pa .. king lot or 

, bus1nessor all tlwee. In these eases there were at least talepllones 

within sight of the park. In fel'/ cases, the parks had telephone booths 

or stand-up phones on-site. V~st of these were places Where active 

year-around sports fae; 1 ities l'fere prov; ded. All the parks l'lith swimming 

poo 1 s had pay phOfles inside but few had them outside and accessible 

after pool hours. 

TABLE 4.7 
Distribution of H:!asures for $ecurlty Factors 

on 32 Nei ghborhood Park~ 

A B c 
Best Measure Hi d-i'1easure Least l>1easure Total 
N % N % N % N % 

LIGHTING 3' 9.4 16 50.0 13 40.6 -32 100 

COMMUNICATIONS 8 25.0 9 28.1 '15 46.9 32 100 

SECURITY PATROL 2 6.3 16 50.0 14 43.8 32 100 

ACCESS CONTROL 6 18.8 11 34.4 15 46.9 32 100 

VISIBILITY, DAY 7 21.9 20 62.5 5 15.6 32 100 

VISIBILITY, NIGHT 4 12.5 9 28.1 19 59.4 32 100 

. Total 30 15:6% 81 42.2% 81 42.2% 192 100% 

Source: HLMA Survey 

Night visibility was the biggest security problem o~ thes~ ryar~s. Almnr.t 

60% of the parks were gi ven the 'least' meaSUl-e and many were actually , 
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worse than the criteria imply. (8) n,e pt'oblsm was due in part to 

tho poor 11!lht1ng or th@ sites. Ali the tabla ShO;'J5» 40% of thu parks 

had less th~J1 21>% of their area 11 ghtad et n1ght end most actually 

had on1y t\'JO or fewer li~lhts on site. A rev1e\~ of the pat'k inventory 

abo shcttJS thllt sevGral of tile parks l't'3t'0 91 ven thCl m1d-r&ngg score 

93 

01' th~' str~rlgth 0'1' SPOt't5 field 11 ~ht~ which are opOl~&i;.(Jd 1nwrm1ttGl'l'tly. 

Even tho~m plilrl,s "J1th Iilodorn'ized or above minima st&f1d(l\"(h~ of il1uminaticln 

had v"h;1b11it~' problems. Li ghting dasi gl1 of largG parks follo';ls stl"Set 

lighting practice. It is performed by rote. Fixtures are equidistantly 

sited along paths liithout regard for terrain or featur>3S \lJhich might 

obstl'uct visic}l1 Q\' cast shadows. SUI"Vei11ance from these paths (or the 

street) of nearby areas of the park interior is severely restricted. 

Overall we woul d have expected ~he nei ghborhood parks to i nverltory 

principally in the B range "lith smaller distributions inventoried about 

equally at the A and C levels. The implications of this are discussed 

at the end of th'js chapter. It is appropri ate to poi lit out here. that 

tl.lthough the criteria for security evaluatioli need refinerent, it is 

clear that neignborhood parks have not been designed with the security 

of the user a significant consideration. 

Sub-f~ighborhood parks generally ranked the best overall for security 

pripclpally because of their small size (Table 4.8). They scored best 

(8) See Table 4.5 • 
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on lighting, access/control and visibility. The biggest security 

problem \<lith sub-neighborhood pal~ks was found to be a function of 

the fact that they c'fe seldom patrolled. 

For the most part, this is due to the fact that the sites are 

usually tucked away betl'leen houses or in some cases. are completely 

stu-rounded by homes and. not even visible from the streets. (9) We 
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do not consider this a major problem, hm'iever, because of the extremely 

sf:VJ.ll numller of essent fa lly 1 oca 1 peop 1 e who knrn'i about or use these 

parks. 

A 

TABLE 4.8 
Distribution of Peasures for Security 
Factors on 16 Sub-Neighborhood Parks 

B C 
Best ~teasure l~id-~1easure Le~st Measure 
N % 

LIGHTING 

COMHUNICATION 

SECURITY PATROL 

ACCESS/CONTROL 

VISIBILITY t DAY 

3 

'j 

o 

7 

9 

VISIBILITY, NIGHT 2 

18.8 

6.3 

43.8 

56.3 

12.5 

N % N % 

4 

4 

5 

4 

6 

8 

25.0 9 

25.0 11 

31. 3 11 

25.0 

37.5 

50.0 

5 

1 

6 

56.3 

68.8 

68.S 

31.3 

6.2 

37.5 

Total 22 22.9% 31 32.3% 43 44.8% 

Source: HLMA Survey 

Total 
N % 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

96 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100% 

(9) The criteria for visibility was based on unobstructed view from 
off the park where observers might be. Obviously homes qualify as 
well as streets for this purpose. 
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Because of this highly 10ca11zed use, few of these parks had 

telephones on site or nearby_ t~ost of them had no lighting 

whatever and the \"emainder had usually only one or tvJO street 

1 i ghts_ 
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In general. ~~ do not see these parks -- especially those in strictly 

residential settings -- as having security problems of any significance. 

In many cases \'Jhere vandalism or fights are COfrrnan, the nddit10n of 

lights \'Jould probably b~ benef'icial. There are two special cases 

that need ~~nt1onlng. 

One is the park on a residential street subject to abose because of a 

source of transi.ent "users." This might be a playlot a block from a 

high school used by students enroute home from school or as a place to 

stay when "skipping li school. The other is the park which is comp'jetely 

enclosed on three sides and designed so that visibility into the bac!!. 

of the park from the street is obstructed. 

In the fonner case, there appears to be little that can be done except 

to either move the park to a location less acces~ible to transient 

users -- say into the area hetween the backyards of homes -- to vandal­

proof it, or to directly control access to the site during critical hours • 

The choice of approach would depend on the particular situations. In the 

lattar situation, redesign of the park's layout or topography would be 

in order. If a park is designed with a "hill" or play round, it should 

be located so as not to provide concealment or to obstruct the vision 

of passersby. 
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D. SUITmary 

On the basis of historical measures of park physical quality, the 

64 parks inventoried in this study \-Jere given moderately good mal'ks. 

These measures of course ~lere not absol ute; and assessment was 

necessari 1y 5ubjecti ve. l.joreover, study team members frequently 

felt the design and progra~~tic features of many parks to be banal, 

sterne and vacuous by contemporary standards. This intuition I'las 

reinforced by a test exam; nat; 0;"1 of si te ph~tographs taken by 

researche\~s. Lack of distinguishing characteristics or landmark 

features made identification of one site from another virtually 

impossible. Nonetheless all visual observations were made and 

recorced with reference to traditional values. By these pl'evalent 

values, as Table 4.9 shows, ov~r 65% of the park inventoried were 

rated good or better Oil thei r overall appearance and physi cal quality, 

TABLE 4.9 
Aggregate Rating of Parks' Appearance 

and Physical Quality 

Sub-Ne)9hborfiood Nei glibornood 

Good or Better 37.5% 65.6% 

Fair !'O.O% 25.0% 

Poor 12.5% 9.5% 

(16 ) (32 ) 

Source: HLMA Survey 

Comnun; tl 

93.8% 

6.3% 

(16) 

All -

65.6% 

26.6% 

7.8% 

(64) 

-, 
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The parKs tended to score badly. however. on their security factors 

'with community parks having the most deficiencies and problems. The 

real-world cendition m~ be even more bleak. The study evaluated 

prevalent factors of traditional application such as fences and lighting. 

No cond derati on was ~i \len more $('12111 sti coted techn; ques of cl"i me 

EI"evention or perceived SeCJ1"it,Y since none \"ere found. Had more 

rigorous standards been applied, particularly for nighttime usa, none 

of the neJ..ghborhood or community ~arks would have \'anked abov~ p09r:... 

Moreover, th!:! criteria for evaluating security need refinement taking 

into account differences in physical scale of parks and the various 

service functions. Future security analysis of parks should employ , 

a m~chanism \'/h1ch reconciles both the usage of parks and the attitudes 

of the park users with the pHysical condition. 
I . I 

Such analysis is discussed in the next chapter. 

. ~ .. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: INTERPRETATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

/ 
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A. General Corrments 

There is a danger in any scientific venture in going beyond the data 

at hand and projecting from it. And gi ven the heterogeneol's sources 

of relevant surveys, the i nterpl'atati ons of the I'aSUltS of our study 

of necessity m~es ~~re to assiduousness than to system. 

But a numbel' of genel'al izati ens seem irrepressible. 
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As we noted at the beginning of this report, our chief goal throughout 

thi s study ha!i been to determ1 ne if parks wel"e safe and thl:!refore 

relevant to the people they serve. It nOl'I appears the sequence of 

events should be reversed. If parks were relevant, they would be mol'e 

intensively used and therefore perceived as more safe (increased stock 

of observer5). 

Increasing security, I'iithout making parks more useful to people, would 

be a hol10\'I act because the decision to use parks or not to use them 

is not contingent on Ilecessity. We have to use streets and other public 

places to go to work, to shop and to carry out the other routine 

act:vities that constitut~ our daily lives. 

We do not, however, have '1'0 go to parks nor do we have to allow our 

children to use them. The fact is, a substantial number of the urban 

population choosa to not use parks. The supposition is, the parks are 

too bland, sterile and vacuous. If parks were made as secure as lal'l 

enf0rcernent technology allows and parks remained empty or under­

utilized because people chose not to go, the cost of that security would 

'! 
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be \1asted. PlIblic optionality, like consumer marketplace acceptance 

or rejecti on. mllst be reckoned with. 

On the other ha'ld, significant expenditul"es aimed at making parks 

substantially more desirable to more people will also be wasted if 

the question of user security is not accounted. For while these 

inV8!ltrl12nts may attY'act tnore people to the parks, their perceived 

vulnerability may also attract more criminal offenders. 
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That people in ArnelAi can cities today are extremely sensiti ve to the 

risk of crime is hardly debatable today. The investments needed in 

parks -- either for security or for modernization and pro~ram improve-

j 

ments -- should by nO\,I be clear. Unfortunately, little is knO' .. m about l) 
the relationships between the recreation needs of city populations, 

the nature of facilities necessary to satisfy those needs and the 

relationshiv of both to r-aal and perceived security from violent crime. 

This study, as we have already noted, rep~sented a first attempt at 

studying these three diverse elements of city life in terms of one 

another. What follows are observations on some of these relationships. 

Some can be documented with reasonable' accuracy; othe:rs are essenti ally 

value judgements albeit educated ones. All should be evaluated, 

tested, modified and expanded until they are thoroughly understood. 

B. Correlations and Conclusions 

1. Between Crime Occurrences and Parks 

a. In general, the larger community parks have the greatest 

. ..", ,~. \ 
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likelihood of e~!'r~riencing significant amounts of crime. Seventy 

seven of the 108 park Index Crimes occurred on four of the five 

community parks. As sbm'ln in Chapter 4, these parks also had -the 

llfrlest security measures among the 64 study sites. 

b. The largest amount of crime I'!as found on those parks \'Ihi eh 

(1) l"epresented the only significant recl"eation opportunity in a 

locality and (2) wht::re ethnic, racial or class changes I'/ere occurring 

in the serviced popu1at'ions. These parks also had the densest service 

pc.Qulations and generally the hi ghest crirr.e rates among the .study 

areas. 

c. The smaller sub-neighborhood parks accounted for only two of 

trte 108 Index Crimes analyzed in this study. The crimes l'/ere on 

separate parks, both of whi~h wp,re in cities with significant Index 

Crime rates but only one was in a neighborhood I"Hh significant crimtl. 

d. Neighborhood park Index Crimes were only loosely correlated 

~th area or street crime. There appeared to be a closer correlation 

with population density than with any c~her measure. Of the :.even 

neighborhood parks with Index occurrences, two had all security measures 

inventory enti rely in ,: the "least measure" range and the remainder had 

five or oore in the "middle" and "least measure"rang~s combined. 

e. The great majority of criminal incidents are not Part I Index 

crimes of violence between strangers. Most crimes are "victimless. II 

Most frequently reportp.d offenses on parks are traffi c violations and 

auto theft or larceny from cars ... Law enforcement personnel necessadly 

I 
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give the solution of non-Index criminal occurrences on parks low 

priority compared to other demands on po1ice resources. Solutions to 

IIcrime in parks" are more apt to come from park management initiative 

and effort than to conv3ntional la\,1 enfcrcerrent. 

2. Between Park Environment and Attitudes 

a. As a gBnel"ol st.ate1lEnt, highly specific and detailed attitudes 

toward parks \~ere related (1) to the smaller parks, (2) the degree of 

usage and (3) the reSidential proximity of the respondent. Hence, 

people who 1 ive l'i;thin a block of and frequently use sub-neighborhood 

parks tend to have very preci se vie\oJs _ about what is good or bad about 

their parks. People VIho rarely use par'ks and live more than tl'lQ 

blocks from one tend to have only vague notions about the quality of 

the park. 

b. Many people were contradictory in their attitudes toward 

personal safety in parks and only on the larger parks could we find 

con~istent associations beb/een the park environment and perceived 

risk. Large~ parks have less visibility from the street, more 

concealment and escape opportunities for the criminal by day. Crim­

inal surveillance or detection is even less feasible by night. 

Therefore, even though the probabil ity of personal danger in most 

parks is _statistically remote, it appears psychologically real and 

important to the public. 

c. Attitudes toward various security aspects varied consider~\bly 

by sex and age as well as region. Westerners were almost unanimous in 

their reJection of fences for parks; while easterners were gener:;!lly in 

favor or them. Older people felt parks should have a curfew I'Ihile 

( ) 
"~- ... 
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F d. Most feared neighborhood scale parks were those single- ~ 

.1: purpose recreational facilitIes near larg~ public housing projects ~ 

r~ and primarily used by teenage males. i 
f ,I:,:, . f~ e. '·Iost feared cOfflinuni ty scalf. parks w~re those older rassive _. 

~: parks, formerly outlying and now accessible to all, \'ihich poorly u 

L ~ r accollillodate automobile traffic and changed, intensive and interracial 
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3.. Betl'leen Env1 ronmant and SecuritY.. 

a. In general, the process of planning, design and construction does 

not provide for consideration of real or perceived risk of crim-inal 

. attack. Examination of the P8rk environment a~ accessory or deterrent 

to crime is not performed • 

b. Community or neighborhood scale parks do not have readily 

available and visible voice emergency communications. Reliance is placed 

on periMeter, street located fire alarm boxes or coin-operated public 

telephones. 

I 

c. Offender access or "!scape routes are in.;.dequately ,.\Od inconsi stently I 
controlled. Application of fencing varies ... ,idely. Control of automobile 

circulation and i'arks was n;;;-t J criterion in development of older parks. 

d. Lighting is grossly inadequate in quantity and quality. (This 

may be due to the intended discouragement of public nighttime use by some 

park administrators.) Location of fixtures follows roam~ay practice 

without regard for special visibility problems of landscaped areas. 

I 
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1 Design of fixtures also follows roaoway practice without regar.d 

for scenic opportllnities or concealment problelTl5. 

e. Visibility of offenders by observers is seldom considered in 

design of paths, natural eletrr-nts and activities facilities. 

f. Oppol"tunities for separation of users and observance of 

territoriality are infrequently considered. 

g. Few cities have park po1ice (men in blu~) as a specialized 

tactic of law enforcern~:1t. Expet'iments with unannad IIpark rangers" 

(men in green) seem to prcduce more perceived security and reduction 

in anti-social incident$. 

4. SUlmlar,y 

While it is clear that a substantial majority of both park users and 

nQn-users derive benefit from city parks, far too many choose to 

derive those benefits from a distance. In other \\';')rds, the present 
. , 

investment in park land in cities is producing only a fraction of the 

benefits possible. A number of factors are involved and include: 

1. ~n apparent inability of parks and park programs to successfully 

compete agai nst other recreati on opportuntttes; 

.2 •. a generally negative or at least neutral lIimage". problem from the 

poi nt of vi ew of crime and; 

3. a general inappropriateness 'of program and design, 'Including 

104 

. security aspects, to the needs and attitudes o~ modern city populations. 

In, short, par:~s are still built and maintained according to estheti c 

standards of pastoral nostalgia. P.ecreat~on spac~s still relate more 

: ' .... ~ 
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to traditional usage than urban reality. Reduction in crime and 

perception of risk havC! not 'yet been considered in the planning, 

bl!!tg2ting, construction process. 

C. P~commandation~ 

As a minimum each local agency should determine from police records 

the actual level and sevet'ity of crime in its park system. The 1ll0st 

troublesome parks should be identified. Where little criminal activity 

is found, the data should be publicized. 

Next, it is recommended localities assess the degree to which public 

fear of crime affects and is affected by park system usage. ope rat; cns, 

mana~ment. 

Where fear is found to be significant, agencies should look to under­

lying causes. More is required than mere overlay of security hardware 

on the exishng park product. The programming/planning of software may 

need to be restructured in order to be more responsi .'e. The objective 

is to realize the greater potential of recreation and open spaces as 

environments perceived to be desirable and useful, hence secure. 

An approach to park development should be sought which replaces 

intuition and value judgment with information on the desires of the 

people to be served. It should be recognized that people perceive 

the park envelope as a container of social interaction. Therefore, . 
a social approach to park development is more appropriate than an 

elitist design vocabulary intelligible only to those of equal cultural 
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sensibilities. A social approach Nould produce a user-oriented set of 

standards. Such a set should be based on serv'ice to the largest number. 

safety for the individual. environmental contribution to community 

cleve 1 opl1Ent. 

Toward that end we l"ecorrrnend HUD proceed \'Ji th the Demonstrati on phase 

of th; s study. Object; ves \~oul d be to: 

1. Identi fy the successful. most-wanted programs and physi cal 

facilities in central city parks for fUl4 ther capitali:·ation. 

2. Develop an experirrental range of specific programs and activities 

that offer greatest potent1al for attraction and satisfaction of 

presently di s~nfranchi sed groups and non-users. 

3. Provide evaluation of state-of-the-art security systems and 

resolve their adaptation or application to park and recreation design. 

4. Explore the feasibility of modifying the existing park physical 

envelope to accornnodation of the above program/security interfaces. 

~. Install the previous findings in real-world parks ~nd monitor 

their operations. 

6. Evaluate the public acceptance of the Demonstration parks and 

isolate those factors most useful in producing improved performance. 

7. Produce guidelines and standards which would enhance the feasi­

bility of improved park safety, utilization and performance in other 

cities. 
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11~ successful implementation of su~i a Demonstration ~Quld be 

inst\"tJ:,;,~Ull in helping others iilake central city parks "~re relevant 

to and IOOI'e secure for thei r users. 
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Tliis o!Etlinc re-quiretl uy HUO Ccmtrec.~. r~. H-lflJfI for if?iwentaticm 
of nr::t f~lalY5is 01 Puillic Safety ~Si ~lilli;ed to the rt1ci~r:!nc:e of 
Cri~a in Patl'ttS cmd \1~creati(til f'li'eas in Centr(ll Cities U 

Draft, 15 November 71 

Prepared by 
HAROLD LElJIS MALT 
HAROLD LEtHS t!iALT !\sSOC1ATES WC. 
Envi romr,;9l1ta 1 Pl aaners and Desi gners 
Washington. D. C • 

Note: This outline draws heavily on the study 
findings. n~ final report now in preparation 
presents these In gr-eater detai 1. 
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A. SCOp2 iind Rationale 

This l"P~a\r'Ch and der.:n..1strat'/oo' project addresses the notion that 

w-,ch of th~ tin':l! parks at"e t.mrl~r-utilized and therefore pzople 

percei\fed thamseh:es as isolated and vulnerable. lJnder-utilizatio,"l 

also allcn .. ;s, vtutdal';sr.I and oth~r minor CMr.<..eS furtl12!'" uggi'(lvating a 

negative parle i~~g;:. The general proposition Mas advanced and 

~opuiarized years ago by Ja~a Jacobs in The U2ath and Life of Great 

Il"r.eMcan Cities. To pa\'"aphi'&Se~ she \1rote: .'1\ busy street (park) 

is a safe street (park)." Hrn-Jever this thesis has not been tested 

or validated. 

Presently there is a large central city population not adequately 

served. For example: 

1. No provisions are made for leisure time needs of teenage girls. 

2. Minority groups have never been treated as specific clients, 

and we know next to nothing about their expectations and attitudes 

or how they use open spaces, or value time and property. 

3. Young people are s~ldom provided leisure time spaces to stimulate 

development of their minds. 

4. Elderly are poorly iJrovicled participation. spectator or corrmunication 

opportunities. 

If the millions of dollars of central city land tied up in parks is 

'':0 be worth the cost D these and other groups IWst more appropri ate ly 

be served. 

Preceding page blank 
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Take car washing for example. The study team sa\~ on :>everal park 

lal'ms the imp,'ovised and unsanctioned use of hydrants for thi5 purpose. 

(There are few commercial, 10loJ-cost, car wash facilities in central 

ci ty areas.) On close observation it was noted tl10 or more car owners 

would sha,~ soap, banter, and camaraderie. In renaissance times, 

the communal ~Iashing of laundry in public fountains was a city-sponsored 

acti vi ty (Pope 5i xtus V buil t such fountai ns fer' that purpose). It 

suggests that provision and furnishing of car wash facilities for 

selve,'al vehicles ~.[ould be a CO:1stl"uctive leisure time activity in terms 

of this demonstration project. 

If providing certain kinds of facilities will solve some ()f the 

A 6 

utilization problems, they I.,.onlt solve them all. Behavior by different 

groups l'ihich is disapproved by others is a most difficult -- and critical-­

problem to be faced in this project. 

For example. much of the negative behavior of teenagers appears to be 

a functior; of a lack of stimulating and socia11y positive programs. 

Identifying and successfully implerrenting such programs should not only 

rP.duce the effects of negative behavior, but should have an effect on 

va~dalism repair and maintenance costs as well. 

In order to adequately deal with the broad range of issues involved 

in park usage and non-usage and their correlative effects, we propose 

the following objectives for this demons~ration project: 

1. To, identify and analyze in two specific park areas thp. different 

ways in which all age/sex specific groups derive positive benefits 

from the existence of the physical pc,"/1k faci lities. 

f 

() 

() 
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2. To determine how all potential users make recreation decisions. 

specifically in terms of choosing between the use of parks and 

other recreational opportunities and including an analysis of 

the role perceived crime or the fear of crime plays in these 

decisions. 

3. To determine the nature of specific programs, facilities and 

activities "most wanted" by different groups choosing to use 

parks and the des i gn of appropri ate !Jhysi ca 1 si te/progl'am 

interfaces needed to sati sfy these needs i ncludi ng treatment of 

vandal-pruofing and maintenance issues. 

A 7 

4. Evaluate the success of the site/program design in terms of gettinq 

non-users onto ~arks, reducing the negative image of urban parks 

and in terms of the feasibility of epplying the demonstration 

results in other cities. 

B. Technical Discussion 

A major innovation to be employed is the examil:ation of the function of 

the park as a pl ace for doi ng as Vie 11 as bei ng. He expect much of thi s 

examiliation to be conducted by professional park administratol's 

themselves. A~ detailed later (see Advisory Panel), opportunity 

will be provided the 16 participating park professionals to be a 

fertile source of new and untried concepts and programs. 

We will look at play. He will look at leisure tine. I~e will look at 

their different meanings for people of different ages and backgrounds. 

It is believed this examination \~ill be a source of new ideas to make 

op~n space areas more productive. 

-1 
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The second major innovative feature is the real-time testing and 

: Ii evaluation of program and process in an operational context. The 

project is structured around the development and use of parks as 

full scale. variable models. These proving grounds \'Ii11 be used to 

identify. measure and evaluate public response to: 

a) program and activities 

b} site improvements or facilities in support of activities 

c) security features 

d) pub 1 i c pel'cepti on of fear. 

Six proving gl"Ounds will be employed - two each for the three service 

categories of parks: community, neighborhood, sub-neighborhood. This 

project does not look to produce one physical example. The need is 

to construct 'a proven process and develop guidelines. This action will 

requit'e a balanced sample of national sites (climatic;. social, physical, 

scale), Certain activities can only be tested on certain scale parks. 

The three park categories differ substantially from one another. They 

should be evaluated concurrently with parallel efforts but may be 

separate in terms of programs and security measures developed and used. 

Also certain sites should be progr~~med for night time activites. The 

community model is expected to occupy a major part of an existing 

I, passive and scenic par'l~ of approximr:.:ely ten to fifty acres. The 

i neighborhood park or active recreation model of five to ten acres may , 
! 
~ , be an existing space or a new site. The location will be central city, 
t 
; 'I high-crime area, probably in or adjacent to a large hOlJsing development . 

. ; t Use of six research sites is also expected to provide a control for 

1j!.:.: atypical conditions. Criteria will be developed with HUD for selection 
I ~ 
-&' '\ i ~ of demonstration sites and cities (six of sixteen city study participants). 
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Included will be the requirement for local capability and resources 

for operation, staffing and maintenance of the facility. The federal 

grant will provide for sampling, other data acquisition and analysis, 

planning and design, constructIon, measurement, evalcation and report. 

The initial model input will be secured by intensive sampling of 

service area residents and potential users. Programs I'/ill be developed 

\'ihich are responsive, competitive with other leisure time activities~ 

socially constructive. It is expected to accommodate an e)(tensi ve 

number and type of wanted activities. 

Security research, within the state of the art, will provide 

identification of the several components most likely to induce a 

heightened perception of public safety. Included will be analysis 

and determination of performance criteria appropriate for: illumination, 

communications, visibility and concealment control, accessibility, 

barriers and activities separation, traffic control, circulation and 

parking. 

The physical envelope will be designed and constructed in appropriate 

terms of user perception. The physical accommodation of the program 

will be expressed with dynamic forms, stimulating and exciting spaces 

and shapes. Light, sound, color and texture l'Iill be variably 

programmed to acc~ntuate the sensory experience. ~bdel corr.?onents 

will be sought which provide maximum flexibility, minimum maintenance, 

maximum public safety. 

Measurewent techniques will be employed to detel~ine amount and 

frequency of use and consumer satisf"ction with each activity. l1easure-

\ 
\ 
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ments will be field recorded at stipulated intervals. C03t 

effectiveness procedures will be used to evaluate and vary the 

composition tlf the model where possible during the year of 

operation. 

Evaluation of usage data and additional consumer sampling will 

provi de detel"mi nants of most effecti ve model components. These 

conclusions will be the basis for gevelopment of a Park Security 

Impact Evalua.tion Guide for use by local off;cia~s. The objectives 

of the use of the Eva 1 uati on Gui de are: 

a) Provide an objective analysis of each proposed or existing 

parK act.ivity in terms of user perception of safety in that 

physical environment. 

b) Provida a reporting system for large numbers of perceptual and 

physical factors. (Break down the complete park environment into 

manageable components.) 

c) Provide an organizational matrix for placing value judgements 

on antlc~?ated user responses to physical develonments. 

The intent is not to produce an overall quantitative rating of 

security, but to portray many value judgements. It is to be used 

by appropriate local officials to assess relative importance of 

fear factors assigned by analysts and to insure that altp.rnative 

actions are: considered and evaluated so as to reduce public per·ception 

of fear thus ,promote greater usage of facilities. These factors can 

then recei~ greater design, budget, or action priority as fUrther 

examination dictates. 
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A film will also be made as a visual record and report supplement 

for presentation purposes and made available for use by communities. 

c. Advisory Panel and Evaluation 

The composition and contribution of this panel will be one of the 

most important elew~nts of the project. 

Because of the Research and ~mons trati on aspects of the project, 

and the intent to examine the replicabi1ity of the innovations on a 

nation\·lide scale, the project team will be supplemented by a panel 

composed of the 16 park administrators, representing the sixteen 

parti ci pant ci ties in the i ntroducto,',Y study. These are the same 

individuals whose cooperation and enthusiasm made possible the 

successful performance of the study team in each host city. 

The Advisory Panel represents an enviable record and many years of 

experience in all phases of park and recreation deve1opment~ adminis-

tration t community relations, and social programming. r~st are 

prominent members of state and national associations. Many have mdde 

notable rontributions to the l~terature and innovative practices. Of 

key importance to the program's overall objectives is the fact that 

members of the Advisory Panel h~ve demonstrated a commitment to the 

betterment of human life. 

It is planned that the Advisory Panel will play an active and functional 

role. A series of events are programrred. Fi rs t, the pane 1 wi 11 meet 

for critique of the study report conclusions and recommendat~ons in 

terms of their experience, n~eds and desired implementation. At the 
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same time a creative discussion \>Jill ensue where the panelists 

will contribute concepts for possible inclusion in this project. 

These might be those high-potential ideas which have not been 

tried because of 10ca'l high-risk or lack of funds. 

Periodi ca ny along the ~'/ay, the use of these consul tants wi 11 serve 

to refocus the thinking of the project team and wi 11 broacien the 

base of knowledge and experience that goes into the actual performance 
, 

of the wOI~k program. These maetings \,/111 be held at key junctures 

during the project. Members may be consulted individually on a 

more frequent basi 5 and all wii 1 be kept fully up to date on the 

progl"ess of the project. After the selected concepts have been 

imp1e~nted and field measured the panel \~i11 meet and participate 

in the evaluation process. 

Letters of endorserr~nt and acceptance from panel members are appended. 
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In TASKS AND METHODS 

A. Overall Workp 1 an 

This demonstration pr0gram involves six sin~ltaneous projects 

organized into six tasks covering 32 el apsed months: " 

TASK I - Programmi ng - 3 months 

TASK II - Data Collection and A~alysis - 8 munths 

TASK III - Development - 6 months 

TASK IV - Construction - 4 months 

TASK V ~leasul"ement 10 months 

TASK VI - Evaluation and Report - 5 months 

Appropri ate revi el'l, bri efi ng and reporti ng schedul es \'/i 11 be 

established. 

B. Tasks 

TASK I - Programming 

A 13 

The purpose of this task is to organize the work of the demonstration 

program and will involve three steps: 

1) develop critp.ria and select two demonstration sites 

2) prepare activity operations plan 

3) design sampling procedures and related data collection forms. 

TASK II - Data Collection and Analysis 

The purpose of this task is the collection and analysis of the basic 

attitudinal, socio-economic, crime and recreation preference data 

needed to develop program/site interfaces on the two parks. It \'/ill 

. ~ 
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involve seven steps. 

1) developrrent of crime data referents for site and sllrroundin~ al"ea 

2) acquisition of characteristics of population data 

3) nei ghborhood attitUcbE!S wi th reference to crime, uses of park, 

needed facilities and programs, present usage 

4) w~asuring actual usage of park by age/sex, specific groups 

5) inventory of site physical, program and security characteristics 

6) develop"~nt of unadjusted crime, vandalism, and park usa~ trends 

for evah!ati on benchmarks 

7) determination and priority ranking of "most ,'Ianted ll facilities 

and activities. 

TASK III - Oevelop~ 

A 14 

The purpose of this task is to develop progl'am and facility requirements 

for each site. This includes the identification of required expendables 

for programs: specification of personnel required to operate and their 

required background; construction bid documents and so on. Specifically, 

the task will involve: 

1) public usage and acceptance criteria, evaluation procedures, 

measure~nt techniques 

2) programs 

3) physical design 

4) community relations 

5) completion of bid specification for construction. 

TASK IV - Cc·1structi on 

This task involves the actual construction of the buildings, any 

landscaping. acquisition and installation of required equipment and 

l) 

c) 
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any other site improvement steps t-equi red to prepare the t\,IO sites 

for use. 

TASK V .• f.leasurement 

This task is concomitant \'lith tile operation of the two project sites. 

Activities involved include: 

1) site usage measurements 

2) attitude change measurements 

3) vandalism and crime change data collection 

4} other program/site interface measures. 

TASK VI - Evaluation and Report 

The purpose of this tas~ is to evaluate the performance of the two 

progr~~ in terms of the benchmarks established in Task II; assess 

the overall quality of the recreation experience offered; determine 

the impact of the program on the affected cOrmlunities; determine the 

feasibility of applying the program in other cities and documenting the 

demonstration program results. 
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INDEX OF CASE STUDIEi 

City 

1 Baltimore 

2 Billings 

3 Boston 

4 CinciiJl't,'lti 

5 Cleveland 

6 Oi!nver 

7 El Paso 

8 Hartford 

9 Jacksonvi l1e 

10 Kansas City 

11 Minneapolis 

12 Ne\'1 Orleans 

13 Phoenix 

14 Saint Louis 

15 San Franci~co 

16 Seattle 

Preceding ~3ge blan!{ 

Park Name 

Mt. Vemon Squares 

Pi oneel~ Parl{ 

Boston ComllOl'l 

\/ashingto!l Park 

~Ioodl and Hi 11 s 

Lincoln Park 

Thomas f!lanor Nci ghborhood 

Goodw1 n Park 

Jefferson Pl ayground 

Garrison Square Park 

Powderhorn Lake Park 

Old Beach 

Co rtez CoI.mun i ty Park 

Hyde Park 

Alamo Square 

Collins Playground 

I 
I 

Park Code 

BA-N··02 

BI-C-08 

BO-C-12 

CI-N-14 

CL';'C-20 

DI-N-23 

EP-N-27 

HA-C-32 

JA-N-34 

KC-N-39 

MI-C-44 

NO-C-48 

PH,~C-52 

SL-N-56 

SF-N-58 

SE-N-63 
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CASE SlUDY FORMAT 

I Backg~.\1und 

Infonnation about the park department and any special or relevant 

city-wide factors bearing on the selection of the particular site. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socia-economic Factors 

B. Structural Composition 

C. Physical and Visual Quality 

III Physical,Site Description 

A. Size and Shape 

B. Usa~ Design 

C. Security Elements 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users 

B. Activities 

V Public Perception of Park 

A. Security 

B. Design and Facilities 

C. Usage 

VI Ci t~ Perception of Park 

A. Security 

B. Usage 

VII Conment 

A 20 
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CASE STUDY 01 
PARK BA-N-02 

I Backqround 

A 21 

The city in l'ihich this site is located is the largest of the 16 cities 

in this study. In 1970 the city experienced 69 FBI Index Crimes for 

every 1,000 persons, ranking 4th in the study cities and it ranl<ed 3rd 

in per capita expenditures for police services. 

The city's overall per capita expenditure rate for city sel'vices was 

2nd highest of the study cities but its per capita expenditure rate for 

parks and recreation ranked only 8th. In park and recreation acreage 

the city ranked 9th \'lith 6.52 acres per thousand population in 1970. 

Parks and recreation are administered in this ~ity by an independent 

commission with funding from the regular city budget. 

The city had, but disbanded, a park police unit in 1965. Policing of city 

parks is part of local car or foot patrol responsibilities of city police 

department. This site is also one of the 20 parks for which we have 

crillll:: data. In 1970 there ~1ere 9 recorded offenses on the park out of 

419 in the service area. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: This site is in the heart of the city and 

serv~s an extraordinary mix of age, sex and culturally diverse groups. 

The home of a prominent millionaire is adjacent to west square on the 

south; a resident hotel for retirees is on the north. The population :5 

.\._------ - -_ .. 
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CASE STUDY #1 
PARK BA-N-02 

a complex mix of students, transients, middle class families and 

professionals. The population of the immediate area is 3.738 people. 

The population density is 27.7 people per acre cOIT'.pared 1iJith the 

city-wide density of 19 people per acre • 

. B. Structural Composition: Mixed residential. conmercial, retail 

and cultural, and, to the east four blocks, industrial. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Nixed old and new. Redevelopment 

and renovation activity maintaining area. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The site is a cruciform with each leg forming a 

green space traffic median in arterial intersection of two boulevards. 

Each leg or square is two acres in extent. 

A 22 

B. Usage Design: The site functions as traffic median but is essentially 

decorative. There are benches on three of the squares; operating fountains 

on three ,of the squares; drinking fountains on the east and west squares ~ .. 

and substanti a1 trees, grass and shrubs. No other facil i ti es except wa1 ks. 

C. Security E1errents: Lighted by adjacent usual str'eet lighting. No 

ph9nes within one block of each leg. Access to each of four legs is from 

all directions. 

IV Usage Obs~rved 

A. Users: Diverse age/sex/rac; al groups found using . 

L) 
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CASE STUDY #1 
r'ARK BA-N-02 
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B. Activities: Essentially passive. People eating lunch, sitting,. 

reading. Yeung people using frisbee on east and \'/est squares and in 

fountain of east square. South square deserted although approximately 

100 people on other three. 

v Public Perception of Park 

A. Security: Most people expressed thought "things \vere going on" 

(i.e. dOP7 sales) but expressed little specific fear. All respondents 

aware of police patrol, but from diffel-ent attitudinal perspectives. 

B. Design and Facilities: ftlOst people like the park and find it 

attrac~ivc. Principal facill ty needed was expressed most often as a 

comfort station. 

c. Usage: Complaints from young people about "Keep Off Grass" signs 

and 10:00 pm curfew. Curfew demanded by local residents. Some (older) 

users expressed concern over o'ther (younger)peop1e on park. Not fear, 

jU5t concern. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: Crime in park is not a problem. Most problems revolve 

around "rowdiness" and local resident complaints, especially in the 

evening. During the summer the site is patrolled by the police department 

uniformed offi cers on foot and in cars wi th an off; cer assi gned to the 

site from 4:00 pm until 11 :00 pm every day. Have to enforce park 

regulations although treat on case-by-case basis. 

I ~ 
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B. Usage: The park is considered sufficiently "troublesome" that the 

park has a speci al curfew one hour earl i er than others. The city states 

it was done because of demand by local residents. There is expressed 

concern over the lIactive" use of the passive design site. Pat rL-~ ling 

police expressed concern over personal injuries of young ~ople getting 

into traffic or hitting sorreone "lith a frisbee. 

VI I Corr~nant 

We consider the park highly successful, providing intemi::ly used and 

attractive open space in a key location. The park serves in reality as a 

focal point and buffer in an otherwise diffused physical and social 

environn~nt. Expressions of concern made by older people on the park 

are starkly contrasted with the fact of their frequent and continuing use 

of the site. 

The nature of the park's usage, intense and active, probably warrants an 

additional investment in physical changes. For example, the southern 

leg of the cruciform is not used now because of the highly stylized design 

(hedges, formal walkways, stairs, ~o grass and no benches). By removing 

the hedges and t.1s talling an appropriC'"';ely deSigned comfort station, 

people would be attracted aw~ from those parts of the park closest to 

the local residents. 
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CASE STUDV e2 
PARI{ BI-C-OB 

I Background 

A 25 

This park is in the smallest of t.'le 16 stllc:l,y cities \'Jith a population of 

just over 60,000 people in 1970. In all of the general info~tion 

categories -- Index C .. im2, city operating er.\J~mditures. per capita police 

and parks and recreation er.penditures and open space per 1 sOOO population -­

this city ranked, ~rith Oile exception. bet\lreen 14 alid 16 among the study 

cities. The e):tception was open space Pel" 'thousand FOPulatioo where it 

ranked 6th in the list l'iith 9.39 acres per thousand ;opulatioo. 

This city's park program is one of the newest \~e encoll11tered acquiring 

its first open space in 1903. Actual development of a park and recreation 

prog,"am, however. was delayed until 1913. 

Extensive development of parl< space has been hampered here by state imrosed 

ceilings on mill levies for local government in general and parks specifically. 

This city has one park policeman -- hired in 1970. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is located in an upper middle 

residential area of the city. Homes in the area fall in the $20,000 to 

$29,999 price- range. The median incone of the area ;s above the city's 

median of $10,890. The population of the area is predominately white • 

. , . . , 
-, ' ,v.' ______________ .....,-
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B. Structural CoaJpOsition: Area is principally residential w;th 

neighborhood sel'"\!ices within short drive. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Good to eAcellei1t e\ean though m~illr 

the center- of the city. 

III Physical Site 02scY'iptioo 

A. Si ze and Shape: The parf< is rectallgu 1 ar and 33. 9 ac~s in er.ten t. 

B. Usaga Design: Ik!velo~nrel1t of the park in 1921 \'/as tl~ city's first 

venture into p~fessi~nal par~ planning. Its design is typically of 

community park develop~nt during that period having and preserving rolling 

topography, a natural stream. picnic facilities. recreaticn building, 

playground equiplTent, wading pool, 9 tennis courts, and fot'f!1.al f1w~r 

gardens • 

C. Security Elements: None. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: This park, by virtue of its location. attracts a user 

population refl ecting the ci ty in mi crocosm ?1though the 1 argest gl""'lup 

of patrons come from the immediate area. This site also is the principal 

gathering place for the city's youth-culture population. 

B. Activities: All of the park's facilities are heavily used. In 

addition to the traditionally assumed uses, the park is the site of rock 

concerts and other "counter-culture" activiti:1s. 

V Public Perception of Park 

A. Security: The park is perceived as being a safe environrrent. 

.. 
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with the extent facilities. rn nor concerns were e)!jlTessed 0\ ~r S1 gns 

of deterioration because of the aga and high usags in excess of the 

initial design capabilities -- mainly in the playground and Nading pool. 

C. Usage: The only dramati c concern centers around the increasing 

US81~ of t~ pant by "hippy-styledU teenagers and their preslJJll2d use of 

drugs. A hill in tlli! nmtl'tem quadrant has the unofficial na,.'1\e of 

nHippy Hill." Both the users and non-users cG.1lplained aiH>ut tha 

teenagers rer,,aining late at ni ght. 

VI 'i ty Percept; 00 of Park 

A. Security: City officials are cognizant of the local citizens' 

co~laints ol:'er the "after dar~" usage by the kids. They have a park 

police~dn who is in charge of policing the entire parks system: hm~~~er, 

he spends a greater portion of :.1S time in this park. 

B. Usage: Officials are aware of the intensity of the park's usage. 

They point out that the ultimate solution lies in providing other, 

similar quality open spaces else~here in the city. 

VII Conment 

This park is one of several examples we encountered of sites I'lith intense, 

contradictory uses maintaining, for the present, an uneasy side-by-side 

coexistence. It is not uncommon to find church and civic picnics occurring 

within shouting distance of a city'~ "hippy haven" \'Ihich is occurring 

simultaneously • 

,'----------
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CASE STUDY {f2. 
PARK BI-C-08 

A 28 

The par{{'s pn,Ysic.al facilities must necessarily suffer \.men t!Sage is 

intease. Further, pai"k opgr-ati OTIS (waini:enance. securi ty. prograi'limi n9 

~,d ~~~bilitation) are ~neral1y not geared to deal adeq~ately ~ith 

tlta stress rosulting froI'J the diverse conterllpoV'ary park usage both 01'1 

users cmd ths park itself. 
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CASE STUD"{ fJ3 
PARK BO-C-12 

I Badcg11'OOlld 

This cit.y ran!.ed fourth rumng the study cities iii size. In 1910 it 

ran"ed fifth in Inrel! eriE:!:! a:1amg tire cities" with 60 offenses par 

thousand population. 

In 1970 p the city parks and recreation d<epa~nt's operating budg'2t 

tot&led $5,161,000 of t;,'hich $1 »600.000 was e'tpencfed for personnel 

services in recrea.tion and $2s6(}O.OOO for personnel services in design, 

construction and maintenance. Capital i~rovements and construction 

costing $667.000 \=:ere install~d. An additional S5 million in constructioo 

was underway. 

The parks and recreation departnent, under a single commissioner • 

. sponsored a $300.000 neighborhood arts festival brir.:ling free performance 

of music, dance, ballet, theater, opera and entertainment to all of the 

city· s fourteen neighborhoods and providing nine vehicles for workshops 

in crafts, photography, drama, dance, planting and music. Attendance 

was 800,000. All parks visited were extremely well maintained. 

The city police department utilizes a very small lOOunted detachrrent in 

the case study park and Public Garden across the street; otl._ ise 

conventional patrol tactics al~ employed. 

A Metropolitan District Commission has police powers in certain public 

areas as ~~ll as the administration, maintenance and operation of some 

recreational facilities located in parks such as skating centers. '. ," "\~.~. 

~---------
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A. Socio-Eccmorric Factors: The park is in the co~rcial rente.- of 

th2 city serving tourists as t1ell a..'i transient low incOJ"iil! residential 

ooi ghb{)rhwd. 

B. Str-i.!ctural Ol~sition: The pa~ is sUl'rolflld~d on thre2 sid2s 

by a very uctiva mix of hotels, stores, restaurants, theaters. 

northern side is a once-fashionable resid!ential area whose t~ 

houses have been converted to rooming houses. 

c. Physical and Visual Quality: TIlis old area is still W211 

maintained and utilized. The streets ond structures evid2nce tli~ chiirm 

associated with a historic America. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The park is approximately rectangular. 48 acres 

in extent and is surrounded by heavily trafficked streets. Terrain is 

IOOderately flat \'Iith a gentle rise to the north. 

B. Usage Design: This historic park in use since the 17th century. 

serves as a circulation device with radial paths heavily used by pedestrians. 

Additionally. children's play area" and a \'Iading pool are available. 

C. Security Elel~nts: Lighting is inadequate. Public telephones are 

available about the site perimeter • 

IV Usage Observed 

/;. Users: The central location and renown of this facility attract 

.;.., -..; .... 
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an eJttr-aoroino.l"ily cOID,llete ethnic/age/sex mix. Many tourists Nke 

special trips to too grounds. 

B. Attiwlt1es: Passive sitting and c~d watching pre~nate ~th 

subordinate c~H:ural oppm"tunities attracting sizable crowds. The city 

sponsored a stWstanti al program of outdoor theatre during the s~r 

of 1970. r:'oothers with cltildren use tlID tot-lot facilities. 

v 

A. Security: The park is p.2rceiv"ed as safe by day. Several feetale 

respondaats stated they avoid the co~~e bela~ the hill (path intersection 

\-lith statue) as tl~ habitat of 'fin~s. The "Comnnn" with r-acilal paths 

leading to four streets is considered to have more cr-ill1inal activity 

than the "Gar~nlS because "it's easiet' for the offender to escape." 

Bo DeSign and Facilities: The principal activity is people watching. 

A small "playscape" under construction was severely criticized by s2veral 

respondents as being hazardous for small children due to the hard and 

abrasive nature of the material (cobblestones). 

C. Usage: The national prominence of this park insures a constant 

flow of strangers as well as neighborhood people who regularly use the 

park. know each ether. know its problems. Younger stl"Pet people do not 

feel wanted or comfortable and complain of police harassment. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: News media have extensively reported several violent 

crimes which occurred in the city's larges~ park complex. City officials 

~~":,'-----'''''''';----- I - .-- " - ---.-----~-.-.. .,-,-.--
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CASE snmv C3 
P[mK Bo-C-12 . . 

are sensith-e to security in all parks as a coosequt=nce. 

A 32 

B. ~t'l~: Police ..-ecently IIDvsd "'hippies" fnm the Gar~V1 across the 

street to this paMc t1l~ere prnsi!~;!ably their' presalC'e ~uM he less 

visible ~ tooMsts ruld citizenry. 

This pi3r£t. is Im~r or lWo~ly utilized rehtiva to the Public G!lntens 

across t~ street~ h~ f6,1 wim~d facilities, lacks i~fl~ity (other thlID 

histol")CGl assodatl(l!~$) p is: renre frightening to sO'~ resp;:mci2nts. 

) 
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CASE STUDY fI4 
PAPJ< eI -fJ-14 

This city had one of the largest park police agencies in the study 

with resjronsibility for covering 249 pari, and open space units totalling 

nearly 5,400 acres. The park police department has found it necessary 

to develop cooperative patrol plans mth other patrol units of the city 

police department. 

This city ranks twelfth &~ong the si~teen study cities in size and 14th 

in Index Crimes per thousand population but it rdn~s fourth in acres of 

o~n space per thousand population and thir~ in per capita expenditures 

for parks and recn!ation. The parks and recreation budget includes the 

combined expenditures of the independent city park commission and the 

city's recreation department (as well as the park police force). 

Cr~me data was obtained for the parks in this city. The park described 

here had thr~ Ind~x offenses in 1970 compared to 373 offenses in the 

surrounding service area. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park's service area population is about 

80% white and 20% black. The median family income of the area is 

estimated -to be substantially below the citY-\,/ide rate. The population 

has a fairly high percentage of older p2ople. many are 0' relief, some 

~',---.--------. _ .. -. 
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elISE STUD'{ fl4 
PAAK CI-N-14 

A 34 

are daralfcts" The area can best be described as cu'Jt;ur-aHy deprilred 

with an are/l'i-l1~da Inoox Crl~ rate 2.5 ti~s the city-",id= r-ate af 3S 

v~r thcw.sood. 

n. StnLct.m~ill w:;;position: Tl'tg park is located n~aV' the h~art; of 

tha city, Clc;l\lro)ti~tely 7 hlocks norl;.h of ~ cL~tcr~l am. It is an 

llrea of nm dmal ~~ts» old retail and t1arencmse ~stab1ishS2i1tS. The 

pm~ is i~.-;di(lteiy ~tijnoant to a ~usfc conservatory. a sctan.ll. severill 

bars 10 p-:l!r~d ng lot.s m»d old hcp:m;!s. 

C. PiIlysical end Visual Quality: Tlte physical and visual i~act of 

the area is LiiK>7!Cl but ~rn!;-an.Y poor. Th2 conservatory is a."1 old cm~tc. 

0002 glittering building dm::lhlating th2 brest side of ~ park. The school C) 
em tim l1Ort.ft is ahIDst new and of modern design ~ich contrasts sh~rply 

trlth tha old brick and boards of the surrounding buildings. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. S1 ze and Shape: The 3-acre park 1 s rectangul ar, bound on three 

sides by streets and on the fourth by the school. 

B. Usage Design: This neighborhood pam with its mature trees, grassy 

areas and fonnal walKs is reminisCl~nt of the city parks professionally 

designed arou:,d the tum Uf the centUfS. An old band stand serves as the 

focal center of the park from which four pathways radiate in an east-west 

and north-south direction. There are drinking fountains, benches, 

statues and an old cannon scattered around the walkways. There is also 

a gardener's house where garden and mai ntenance equi \-!Tent are stored, and 
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where pubHc rest rooms are located. Between the park and the school 

on tl~ north is ail active pl~ area and full size swimming pooi. A 

low lledge and fence separates the parle from the recreation site except 

for n.ro gates. 

c. Security Elements: Th~ park has old lights widc!ly spaced around the 

~alkways. Tfu!re are two telephones and a police/fire call bOlt on the 

sicre.;!alk at the southeast corner of the pal~k. The park is regularly 

patrolled by eithar the park police or elements of the regular police 

dspa~nt. 

IV Usa~ Ohserved 

A. Users: The site is intensively used by a wide range of age/race/sex 

groups. Conspicuously absent \':ere white wolien aoove 30 years of age 

especially in the evening. Principal day users are children and old 

people. Principal evening and night users are teenagers and older 

destitute men. 

B. Activities: Usage of the park is e~sential1y passive. Children 

play on the band stand, cannon and statues, however, rather than the 

rel ati"ely new but sterile play area 100 feet north. The i ntensi ve use 

of the park may be accounted for by the fact that it offers a mature 

green space in the midst of il:tense, old and rapidly blighting development. 

The park seems to functi on as the "back yard" for many of the peopl e who 

use it. 

v r~blic Perception of Park 

A. Security: The park has developed an image of being known for a 

., 
.",,'-------
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CASE STUDY fI4 
PARK CI-N-14 

high incici.ance of crime. Interviews with park users and non-users 

would suggest that the overriding majority are definitely concerned 

about tneir personal safety in the park. Many users indicated that 

thay ttould prefer to see more police in the park and co.~llted that 

"th9rc can nm~"2r be enough policemen." 

A 36 

Tim restrooms, surrotmood by high sh!"ubs, were pe\"Ceived as the area 

in the pam rr..~st conduchoe to the OCCUI'Tence of crire. Such ctmarents 

as une\~r can tell ~hen criu~ is likely to occur" ~~d "satisfied as 

long as no one bothers me" suggest a high level of "uptightness" 

associated with their usage. Narty of the users indicated that they 

tolerated this intense condition as long as they recognized "familiar 

faces" in the part.. 

B. Design and Facilities: Almost everyone "liked" the park's overall 

physical "atmosphere." The tail tress and visual relief from traffic 

ond buildings were frequently mentioned. ~st people. as ~~ll. expressed 
t 

minor complaints over maintenance issues, principally glass on the walks 

and broken lights. 

C. Usage: Usage of the park was observed to be a cautious undertaking 

by significant numbers of users. The majority of the complaints centered 

more around the type of park users (bums, winos) than on the quality of 

the park itself . 

VI Ci ty Percepti on of Park 

A. Security: The city maintains a separate detachment of police 

officers whose sole responsibility is to function as Park Police. This 

--- - ., .. _._--------------
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CASE snmv C-4 
PARK CI -f~ 14 

unit coupal-ares wen mth regular- rmlice patrols of the area. local 

park and fJOlice officials are concerned ahout the safety of thair 

paV'k users ~ es;peci"lly as it pertains to this park. These officials 

have the part, actively patrolled so as to discourage the occurrence 

of cril'la. 

It is Uflclear, h~sver, as to the recolllIDeodatio-iQs these 

A 37 

social it:!ag2 and to return it to full U5a~~. An effective p1oo, \".Jorked 

out far ~ Ue\!lelcp:rent and l'lliiriag2~nt If tha park. t10uld have to he 

base~ Oil ~~ diversE: socio-ecano:mc groups being ser\:"ed. 

VII 

The park serves people in a neigilborhood with a significant shortage of 

public or private open space. Having once grandly served as the place 

for Sunday picnics and concerts for people from a i'/ide area, the park 

n~ serves as the backyard fo~ a declining but salvag:.rhle neiqhMrhQOd~ 

A portion of the problem is just tile park's age~ its poor'lighting and 

the run ~11 condition of the ban~tand. A portion of thl~ problem is the 

image it has becaltSe ot' its use by dereli cts. Mostly, however, the 

problem lies with the fear in the minds of the neighborhood population. 

A program to give the park a safe image would, \'&e believe, have the effect 

of encouraging and stimulating the development of a neighborhood identity 

am2 an interest in the future of the park. 
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This city l"all1ked secood in size among tIle study cities \,gith a 1970 

population of 751 b GOn. Mith 59 offenses par thousand population g it 

rantc.ed 7th i 11 rn~}t cn rotas • 

The 226 a~n spa(";e units pt''Ovi~ a little litore than 3$000 acres of 

recreat:loo are~~ Oi" iilim.Et 4 acres for every thousand residents. The 

city haSi .. perhaps. one of the lirost extensi ve swimmi n9 programs in any 

of th2 cities l1ith 15 indoor pools and 30 permanent outdoor poole;. 

This city suffered the most severe cutback in its pa.rkand recreation 

budget of any study city. For the cnmparison period with the other 

cities, this city had per capita expenditures for parks and recreation 

of $11.27. In 1971 the budget was cut to a per capita level of $3.67. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economi c Factors: The park is located in an older upper 

middle class neighoorhood woere the value of owner-occupied housing 

units is estimated to fall within the middle to lower cost bracket of 

the city. Of the total population, 50% are white. 

B. Structura~ Composition: The area is essentially residential with 

normal neighborhood services. 

Preceding page blank 
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CASE STt.:DV fl5 
PM!( t:L-C-20 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Area is old but geilerally \."'.ell 

maintained. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: fu:qtrired in 1899. this plot has 113 acres. 

B. Usaga Design: This prope~~y has senred a large area of the city 

w1th a r~ge of recreation facilities. Rolling hills and a natural 

lii11ds~ provide the pastoral setting for several baseball fields. 

picnic areas, a skating nnl< and ne\:f 5wttmmng fmo·,. p';'.lpro>tirnately 150 

diseased or cECid trees have not been \"elnOvcd and are conspicuous. 

~ () ~ 

c. Security Eleuents: Lighting is grossly inacL<:l<Juate even \1ith the 0 
recent addition of crnrorercial-style luminai res. The old. unused park 

design light standards and lamps remain. I~st have been vandalized or 

destroyed. 

IV Usage ~Jserved 

A. Users: Use of all facilities is heaviest on Sunday afternoons I'lith 

all age groups participating. 

B. Activities: An active, supervised recreation program is provided 

with primary emphasis on sports. The skating rink was not made available 

during the slimmer of 1971 and was vandalized. The new pool ~Ias operated 

but also heavily vandalized. Congestion of vehicles on the inadequate 

r) I 
grass and other open spaces. The park physical plan is obsolete in tenns-' I 
roads and limited parking facilities is acute. Cars parked on the 

of space allocation and provision for most wanted activities. .p. 
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CASE STUDY ~5 
Pf~K. CL-C-20 

V Public ~rception of Park 

A 41 

A. Security: This park has the ll".Jst notoriety and blemished reputation 

in tern5 of public safet~ and pel"$onal risk of all the city's major 

parks and is g:enerally perceived as unsafe. 

B. Des; gn and Faci 11 ties: Respondents lmi formly commznt on th~ 

excessh~ litter and inaooquate maintenance. The visual appeal"'ance of 

too physical plant and iwprovements is poor in terms of their shabbiness, 

minillal opp.ni"tunities. lade of w.aintenance. There has been local 

criticism of i.·vel" eF:iphasls on baseball diamonds and conventional play­

groUild facilities as campared \'ilith othel' needs. 

C. Usage: Area residents complain of the changing uses of the park, 

based in part on neighborhood deterioration and cilanging racial use of 

park. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: Police view this park as troublesome in terms of vandalism 

and criminal incicrence. The prevalent apprehension about crime and 

nuni>er of incidents in this specific park W'IS the subject of an article 

in the July, 1970, issue of the local patrolmen's publication, Blue Line. 

B. Usage: The Division of Parks of the ~partment of Public Properties 

recognizes the need for improved maintenance whicn is deferred for lack 

~f funds. Because of the budget problems, the city has no plans for 

changes in programrrrtng or physical plant. 
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\ln~t 

A 42 

TIle pnysic:.al park is obsolete in tcnm of serving a changing user 

The lrn:atioo 

is accessible and essential to R'2etil'lg ro~ity needs. The terrai n of 

the site is varied a interestil'lg and affords opport!.mities for exploita-

tion. 
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CASE STUn'1 (jfj 
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I 

This city with 515.000 people rtmks 10th in pnpu1ation tl!OO1Ig t~e study's 

itures for ~rt.{S and recreation of $17.22» fourth highest of the stl!~ 

cities. ~'1d, mth 3,354 acres of open space has 6.S":: acres per thousand 

pnpulation. 

The city has a s~11 park police force assigned almnst e~clusively tr 

patrolling the cit~'s r5Juntain parks. law enfoi"Cement on parks within 

the city lir.tits is a part of the regular police departl'rent patrol. 

The city has a substantial nrlnority population of blacks and Mexican-

Altericans. In recent ,Years there have beer. several civil disturbances 

including ",ith;n th~ last three years a major riot in a f-iexican-Afierican 

neighborhood near the heart of the city. This case description is about 

the park where that riot began. . .. . 
: II Surround; n9 Area 

A. Soci o-Ecooorrti c Factors: The area is economically depressed with a 

median famrtly income estimated to be less than ·75% of the city-wide 

median. The population is estimated to be 80% Mexican-American with the 

remaining 20% equally divided between whites and blacks. The value of 

owner-occupied housing in the area is estilifated at less than $12,000 --

substantially below the city-wide median of $17 ,000. There is a 1aF.j! 

'"-------- • .I~ 
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public IU!l!sing project jllSt north of tha park • 

B. Structural ~sition: The surrounding area is principally 

A 44 

res"ldeiitial I:lUt the park is one block east of a ~a\'Y industMal" t<3arefmusing 

district. The c.uoea east of the pari< also iocll.!d'es l1ei~!hborn!)od retail 

lots ~d bo~rded up buildings. 

c. Pn~~ical and Visu~l Quality: Poor. 

HI Ptwsical Si'OO Desc r-1ption 

A. Si ze and Sha~: The park is rectangula;o-p naming north and south 

and 15 acres in entente 

B. Usage Dasign: The park is dividied on the l~g cutis by a ttalk. Th~ 

east portion for the full length of the site is in grass with se\'i!ral 

hundred iSature trees and many shrubs. The west porti 1m has ball di amends 

at the north end (with an old and unused build1ng), chi~dren's active 

play area and tennis courts in the nrid-section and a full sized swirnnnng 

pool, bathhouse, dmphitheater and an old gara~ coO\'erted into a recrea­

tion ~nter occupying t~\e remainder. 

C. Security Elements: The park has no formal securityelenrents. There 

are fOur street type lights along the walk and lights on the outside of 

the buildings. 
.1 

" ( 

IV Usaga Observed 

A. Users: The pc:.:rk has ~ry heavy, extensive use. About 200 people 

() 
1 
'1 
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made up of famlies, teenagers, groups of l3iddle agl! men, chi1d~n and 

young adults l:.l2re on the park during ttte two periods of aDsef"l{ation. 

Ethnically lmist l~re Mexican-Az-:erican but Blacks and Whites were also 

using tire part -- especi ally tile pool. 

B. fu:thities: The actiwities tended tCY,;<l(u"d the passive t1ith the 

exception of th2 pool. 1"Ire tennis courts and ban fields trere th2 

least usOO areas of tt~ parl< ~ ~hne the grassy areas and the QrecreaUcm 

by th2 city. The activities they sup2Mfised included oil painting, 

clay Imaeling, and painting ffi!lrais Oil the bathhouse and recreation 

center's erterior walls as \rell as dancing and bumper pool in the center. 

Most of tire art work "las ethnically based -- dealing with Aztec and Incan 

~hs and heroes. 
'~ • .. r 

v Public Peroepti~' of Park 

A" Securi ty : The park is generally perceived by local pEople as 

safe for local people. Many of the attitudes expressed on "security" 

were" based on an intense distrust of the police and a general distrust 

of all other "outsiders." Many of these attitudes are based on the 

park's history which included its use as "headquarters" fOi" four "gangs" 

several years ago and the neighborhood/police confrontation. 

c. Design and Facilities: The neighborhood attitudes toward the 

park are best described as "passionately possessiye." There is a fair 

amount of unhappiness over the perceived (and actual) inadequacy of 
. ' 

t~ recreation building and the lack of othel' arrenities. A frequently 

I 
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F.:entiooefi Hefil tiliilS the <L~i ... e fer grills so paople cotslr.1 ca~lc dinner and 

C. ~a~: ~SM2red ood used as hlteg!l"~l part of rtai£kt.~{n1woo 

twti'u i~1i" p9rsmml i1'1d ~st!1Jiliut1!oo:J fooctioos. 

A. ~curlty: In gl:i'1.era1o trw city pe~1~s tiw part as Mghly 

troubtes~. TI-;i!Y pointed to ext~ly higll \fc:ncfulisrI.!, drug consUfu-ptic:m 

and crime rates in PlIst years ~]flne ackfiO'141eclgfng that since the parle 

is being Ilr-Im" by local people, vandalism and crlflW haifa droppad. 

(fA.anjuana is still used routinely on the par-It nlthough the local leaders 

do not allow hard drugs or "sniffing. H
) City officials accurately assess 

"their reception in the area as hostile when making visits to the park. 

B. Usage: City officials recognized the intensity of the park's use 

but ~ not plan?l1ltemathe action at this tim. 

VII Corti:l2nt 

". 

Within a narrow context, we have to classify this park as highly success­

ful. It is representative of the generally accepted "ideal" for central 

city neighborhood parks in ~ctual function tod~, even though the closed 

ethnic structure of the area excludes ~he potential use of the park by 

people outsf~~ the neighborhood. Physically the Dark is in serious n~ed 
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of redesign cmd rehabilitation to f.;1ake it ClOre respo.nsive to tfw present 

use ~;ands. It needs additianal lighting, a larger recreatian center, 

picnic facilities, and more area rewted to "passive'" lIses • 

l "';.-..... --........ -------- .. _----
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PAttie ~-fJ-27 

This c'ity (if 322,000 rcm£red li$.t,h in size iWllilg tha cities in this stt!dJf. 

It iii 1 so held the 1 ~:esi: IOQe}! eM [2 rate i!Eln1l9 tt~ stllt\v c1 ti es t.rl til only 

Tha citiY V'imf~ 14th in pt:r capita ey.~.e.nditures foY' polic::2 5ell'Vices 

($9.51) D t6~h in e1.p~i1~itL!r-es fo", pams ami recrnatlcm (~.20) i1ll1d o ~ith 

2.93 acres fW!t" thoosamJ rmF>ulation, 15th 1" puhHc O:'7efG space. 

Most 01 tila pa~s in this dtr are relath'ely ~. with 505 of its to~l 

94] acres having been acquired since 1962. The city presently has 

slightly ove\'" 23,000 acres under consideration for acquisition. rnost of 

it in a single "wilderness" park. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: This case study area is 1mrer filiddle class 

r-iexican-~ri<.ln with an estimated fl:..ldian famfly income of less than 

$7 ,000. Tl-tenty-eigllt percent of the population of the service area 

(3.032) is school age children and 38% is in the labor force • 

B. Structural Composition: . The area is res~dential -- approxirr.ately 

402: single family residences and 25% apartl72nts. Ihe remainder of local 

development is schools, local services and about 10% in undeveloped, 
, . 

prfvate1y owned open space. The population density of the area is 3.000 

per square mile \1fth an average famfly size of four persons. 

Preceding page blank 
.~-. ---------
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CftSE STUDY 07 
PFJ'Jt. EP-~27 

c. PhYsical and Visual Quality: Area hO';:ilng is fieri to 'ten years 

old 1 n good to exce n ent oondi ti on. 

A.. SiaP- (l~d SMp:a: The Pi.H"·~ is 12.20 acres ami triangular with -"12 
E:t:xh'l site ~ccess aloog 'tl~ lCZi~t leg. 

at"\2& l&t~cc.i\~d trith nQ defired use. OtIte,," facilities inclu&.! a 

rultipuf!1ro5e court (2 U:llli'iisl2bas!\et ban); recreation bl1ildfng, 

c:hU<iV'E.:."l's; play ~1:1m~;:ailit with \~adiflg pool» 2 picnic units and r.;iscel-

1 t':i~015 pam ~cltas. 

C. Security EleiWlts: ~re are silt lights o\!-er tne multipurpose 

A 50 

court ~rich operate on a timer. TIlere is 00 night supervision and there 

are no ~ho!les nearby. 

IV Usage Observed . 

~ 
A. Users: This site is used almost exclusively by children in day time X 

and by oldar children. teenagers and young adults at night. 

B. Activities: Observe~ two teenage boys Itsni ff1ng" paint at 2 :30 

in the afternoon. Younger children (approYollJ'.ately 10) pointed boys out 

and collected other paint cans and sock used in "sniffing." They say 

tile park is the location of "considerable" drug consullq)tion t teenage 

drinking and paint/glue sniffing. There is apparently very little other 

use of the site except during periods when the recreation center ;s 

being oper~ted. The wading pool was not opera~d at all and was to be 

filled in. 

\ 
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v Public Perception of Parle 

A. St::curity: The adults interviewed (through an interpreter) 

A 51 

considered thP. park l!nsafe at nf ght doo to the prevalence of drugs and 

drinking. No one had been or knew of anyone victimized on the park 

but felt it dangerous nonetheless. 

B. Design and Facilities: Re~reatir)n bui lding ap[)ropri<lte but the 

children's play pool was littered \'Jith gla~s. 

C. Usage: Children were afraid to use the park in late afternoon 

and evening because of "bi g kids." f;lot.hers unhappy about the substanti al 

amounts of broken g"U\s (re::ulting from "night" usage) in play areas 

and grass. All ,·tanted to use wading pool which \'4as ilOt functioning. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: Park officials present during interviews expressed 

surprise at resident observations on park usage and other occurrences. 

This area :tas considered less troublesome than others in southern part 

of the city. In response to the suggestion that the PQlice be called to 

deal with the youngsters sniffing paint, tne Park officials replied that 

" ••• they I{the Poli ce) won't come. And even if they did, what could they 

do about the boys? Arrest them?" Th~ boys themselves, iihen as~ed why 

they !;ni ffed pai nt, answered, "Just because. II 

V II Corrment 

A. ~is is fundamentally a necessary par-/( and well located brlt not 

. - -------....... • ..... ",,... ... ..,ISUlIWa ..... 
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rele\fi'CIt in tel~ of flJ11cticm or design • 

... ,1 ."...r 

B. It is used and ~i'terany perc~hed as the location of substantial 

negative b:cltnvyoV' not I:nmm by the city. 

A 52 

c. Observahle ne~tive physical ~nd visual effects reduce tlle quality 

and use al' the pam. 
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This city ranf.ted 2nd in open space with 13.4 acres per thousand population. 

The city has 2,117 acres of parks in 46 locations. In 1970 it ranked 9th 

in In~ Ci"ime with 59 Indf:>t offenses per thousand populati.o!). The 1971 

$2..3 mll'lon oparating budget is apprmtirnately 12% less than 1970. 

Parks tend -to be either very large in size or vevy small with 

few middle-size spaces. 

City councilmen and others are concerned aboot reputed crime in parks. 

They are considering introduction of a separate park police force 

although the park administration favors use of park "rangers." 

City recently lighted five play·;,rounds for nighttime recreation such 

as basketball in order to generate more socially producti\~ utilization 

of parKs and to reduce vandalism and hostility. 

Also, a new program was introduced in the summer of 1971 to the City's 

2.119 acres of parks, 42 playgrounds, 15 sl:illilling pools, lake, ZL"J, 

gal f courses. 5 recreation centers. 300 youngsters "tere employed by 

... the city under Model Cities and other work pi"Ograms to service instant 

play lots, mobile program vehicles, musical ~~penings, arts in recreation. 

as ~~11 as sports activities. 

The parks leadev~hip and small staff are in~ovative in programnnng. 
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CASE STUDY ns 
PARK HA-C-32 

II SurroWidfng Area 

A. Socio-EccmOOlic Factors: The park is centered in an old laV'~ly 
I 
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Italian, pred~nately high incolr.e rteignborhood \,ffiidl is slamng W!clil1il'lg. 

B. Structural CorrqJositioo of Area: About ooe-thi rd of th2 park area 

is legally in an adjoining twn to the south. A nearby Catholic high 

school i1ithol.lt playground uses city pari~ land for fuotball and otilev­

sports to \tMch some residants object. The residential area of light 

density cantains large single fairily homes. 

c. Physical and Visual Quality of Area: The park neighborhood is 

outlying in this cm9)act city with good visual qualities and IOU sur­

rounding densities. The rolling, scenic quality of the park with lake 

and 27 acre golf course dominates the area. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The irregular contour of the park encloses 237 

acres. It is the largest ~f the 64 parks studied. 

B. Usage Design: This very co~lete facility offers golf, a children's 

fishing po;:.:!. tennis courts, a li:rga swimning pool, playground equipment 

and recreation buildings. The park's design relates to conventional 

appearance and facilities to meet typical passive and recreational needs. 

c. Security Elements: Minimal. Certain areas were provided i llumina-

tion iro 1970. 
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PARK HA-C-32 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: The park is utilized by all age groups \'Iith older 

A 55 

male golfers predominately visible. Young male blacks and Nhite girls 

ti)e swimming pool as interracial meeting place. 

V Public Perceptions of Park 

A. Security: People perceive the park as underpatrolled and too dark 

at night. ~lhites are "concerned about blacks taking over.1I Hany 

respondents speak of kids drinking beer in the bushes and wooded areas. 

Area resident mothers apprehensive about daughters using park by day 

and have asked for constant police patrol f~'om 8:30 am on. No area o residents say they use park by night. ()rle young adult white male said 

"park people could rap with people instead of just handing out balls. 

They don't associate with people. Work with tots instead of teens." 

B. Design and Facilities: Respondents did not express major needs or 

changes. There were very few complaints other than presence of glass 

in pond. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: Parks offi ci a 1 s aware of user and nei ghborhood attitudes. 

Would like to develop cadre of young employees who could be visible, be 

actively helpful to users, help control or prevent minor incidents, 

promote goodwill and confidence. 

B. Usage: The Director of Parks and Recreation of this city strongly 

believes the physicla facilties are obsolete in terms of responding to 

changed neighborhoods, different needs of various ethnic and age grou~s. 



r' 
l 
• 

t, 

i 
t 
I , 
. 
7 

:/< 

... ~ 

:, 

" 

r 

! , 

'I 

CASE STUDY #8 
PARK HA-C-32 

..... ~ ... ""'I ........ , • -~.. ~~ •• ~.:""'."-,.' ~ .. 

uParks must assume a new relationship with the people they serve." 

VII Comment 

This park typifies others there with a negative imdge del'ived from 
, 

changfng uses (lnd neighborhood stability. T\\lO major problems are 

A 56 

associated \'lith teenag<! mobility: territoriality and increasing use 

of automobiles (parks not designed to accommodate ver.icular traffic). 

---.------. . 

C) 

() 



, .......... H 

• 

10.. 
.~ "-

. >". 
-::->. " 

CASE STUDY #9 
PARK JA-N-34 

I Background 

This city ranked thirteenth in Index Crimes among the cities studied, 

with forty-eight offenses per thousand population. 

A 57 

Since consolidation in 1968 \.;ith most of Duval County, the city contains 

766 square miles, much of which may be considered undeveloped and 

subul"ban. Contained within the city are about 1,253 acres of park and 

recreation open space or about 2.37 acres per thousand population. The 

per capita expenditure for parks and recreation was $5.70 and ranked 

15th among the study cities. The city's most severe shortage of park' 

lands is in the older areas of the community. A significant number of 

outlying raw tracts were gifts from developers, and others and are consi­

dered to be "junk" parcels. Many small recreation facilities are school 

playgrounds leased by the Department of Recreation and Public Affairs 

from the School Board at one dollar per year. 

There is no curfew on park lands. There are no special park police or 

patrol tactics. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park borders a high density, low 

income, deteriorated public housing project - Blodgett Homes. The 

black populathn of approximately 3,500 includes some third generation 

", ___ ...... "_W'=AUO"""_. ,_, ______ _ 
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children raised in the project. Surrounding density may appear low 

compared to other sections of the country but is highest in the city 

with 14 dwelling units per acre . 

B. Structural Cow~osition: The park is in the city·s urban core 

A 58 

where most dwellings are old and many blighted. The city has planned 

major urban renewal of the area around the park including renovation of 

the housing project. Presently, the proj~~t contains stuccoed buildings 

arranged in clusters like garden apartments. The open courts between 

bays are equipped with conventional tot lot facilities. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Maintenance of gl'ounds and buildings 

in housing project is adequate but obso1escense of design and facilities 

is evident. Nearby private residences are also old but vlell maintained. 

III Physical Site Description 

~ 
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A. Size and Shape: The flat rectangular playground consists of 5.4 acres. 

B. Usage Design: Lighted basketball courts, softball diamond, tot lot 

with playground equipment, two tennis courts with steel nets and a 

swimming pool with bathhouse and restrooms are arranged in conventional 

fashion. There is no formal circulation pattern and access is from all 

directions without fences. 

c. Security Elements: None. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: The facility·s principal users are children, young adult 

and teenage males. 

" 
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B. Activities: The playground ;s very active during the day, 

especially the basketball courts. 

at night. 

v Publ i c Pel~cept; on of Park 

Teenaee partie~ are sometimes held 

A. Secur.!!>:.: The park is perceived by the general neighborhood 

residents as unsafe at night. Rape is reputed to occur near the s\'limming 

poo 1 bathhouse \~hi ch is un 1; ghted. 

up" of dope occurs day and n1 ght. 

Several respondents state "shooting 

B. Design and Facilities: The playground is perceived as old but 

well maintained. Host area resi dents want fencing installed to protect 

very young children from cars driven at excessive speed on surroundinq 

residential streets. 

C. Usage: Many local residents feel park is not \lorking well and are 

reluctant to use facilities because of inadequate supervision and control 

of teenagers or loud obscene language. Lights are frequently turned on 

by teenage males in order to enjoy basketball at night. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: Swimming pool supervisor is occasionally threatened 

by gang members displaying knives. Pool is then closed briefly. Police 

are aware of drug activity. 

B. Usage: The playground must be cGnsidered a needed asset to the 

I 
--I 

-community. Greater utilization by other age groups and females could be 

secured \,Iith additional space, (fOre rrodem facilities, more lighting and 

security. 
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VII Comment 

This playgl"Ound illustrates the fl''equent phenomenon of an obsolete 

facility actively used because of lack of alternatives. It is unknoim 

hOOd many additional users \.,ould participate if the perceived threat of 

violent crime was removed. 
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r Backgl'ound 

---------
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The park system in this city had its beginnings as early as the 1850 ' s. 

The first parks were acquired in 1882 and by 1909 the city had acquired 

t\'lenty separate units including a single tract of 1,300 acres. 

The open space and boulevard neblOrk in this city is based on a plan 

adopted in 1895 and Nhich still is being u~ed as the open space 

acquisition guide. Today, the city has almost 13 acres of open space 

for every 1,000 residents~ nearly 6,500 acres, ranking third among the 

cities of this study. 

The city has a small, three-man park police force and is attempting to 

enlarge it. 

Parks and recreation in this city are financed by special assessments 

in "Park Districts." Administration is under a board of commissioners 

appointed by the Hayor. 

The city's crime rate, compared with the other sixteen cities in this 

study, is moderate -- ranking tenth. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: This neighborhood park is located near 

the center of the city. The immediate area is a World War II housing 

develQpment, renter occupied, of economical iy depressed ~/hite families. 
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CASE STUDY #10 
PARK KC-N-39 

Figures \llere not available but the median income of the area is 

estimated by the city to be at or below 50% of the median family 

i nr,OrTrc! of the ci ty • 

Thirty-eight percent of the service area's population nu:tbers children 

under aga 18 \'sith 21.6% being between 5 and 13. Sixty percent of the 

adult populat1cn over age 25 are I'lomen. The area has a significant 

juvenile delinquency problem. 

B. Structural Composition: The inmediate area is principally 

residential. On the south and east, there <Ire many bars, t'E!staurants, 

cmd retail stores. To the north is an in1ustrial/l'/arehouse area. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Generally poor, with pockets of 

rehabilitated houses to the south. 

III Physical Site Description 

A 62 

A. Size and Shape: The park is rectangular and about 4 acres in extent. 

B. Usage Design: The park was acquired and the recreation center built 

in 1909. The southern two/thirds of the park is devoted to the recreation 

building and a soft ba~ 1 field. The recreation center di vides the park, 

with the north~m th; rd tji v·j ded into a passi ve s1 tting area of 01 d trees 

and on the \':esta children's play area \'!ith two wading pools. There is 

also a new multipurpose court t~ the east of the building. 

C. Security Elements: There are no built-in security elements except 

for the substantial fortification of the recreation center building \'lith 

steel window $creens and multiple locks on the doors. There are few 

outside lights except for street lights on the ~erimeter. 
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CASE STUDY III 0 
PARK KC-N-39 

The area is regularly patrolled o however, by two police officers 

speci Cllly assi goad to the nei ghborhood. 

IV Usaqa Observed 

A 63 

A. Users: The park is almost exclusively used by children and 

teenagers. Heaviest usag2 by teens is at the recreation center \'1hen 

it is opan Clnd by children at the wading pool. 

B. Activities: Observed usage of the available facilities and the 

attitudes eXpt~ssed by local residents suggest the park is not 

adequately serving the neighborhood. Young people in the area want 

the recreation c~nter left open late at night (closes a~ 5:00 pm ;n 

summar and 9:00 pm in I'lintel-) so they can dance. A large gl"OUp of teel\S 

were found standing around on a street corner next to the park \"iith, 

in their \"lords " ... nothin' to do." Smaller children (8-13) used the 

west perimeter -- overgrown \'sith bushes and trees -- to play hide and 

seek and othe~ games. rather than the fenced in "creati ve pl ay area" 

60 feet away. 

V Pub~ic Perception of Park 

A. Security: The attitudes of local people on security, as on usage 

below. is best described as apathetic. Most people pointed out that kids 

drink, smoke pot and 1I ... stay out til t\'{Q in the momin' anyway so ... 

why \"iOrry about the park? They're all over the streets. II 

B. Design and Facilities: In general the people felt the park Itas not 

the best but were unable to define \'i~at they needed. 
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CASE STUDY 1110 
PARK KC-N-39 

c. U~age: The teenagers therrselves were apathetic about usage of 

the pi!rk. Most expressed the wish the "rec center" was open later 

but \"4hen asked \'Ihat they would do there they " ..• didn't know." As 

it stands, they don't use the park presently in any significant \'1ay. 

VI Ci ty Percepti on of Park 

A. Secllrity: The city reC'.ogni:~es the whole area as a "high crime" 

environment. It is pOinted out that vandalism and other juvenile crime 

both on the park and elsewhere in the area are all-eady substantial. 

B. Usage: Responding city officials do not havp. precise measurements 

or notions on the site's usage. The local foot patrolmen, however, 

A 64 

indicated the park was avoided by the young people in favor of " ... their (~) 
street comar. II These offi cers had specifi c recomnendati ons. to make 

with regard to supervision, operation of the recreation center and their 

own role in providing security. 

VII Cornrent 

The management and equlpment of this park, like many encountered in this 

stuciy, are non-responsive and inadequate. The site itself, \,/hile adequate 

in extent, \'ias designed for the assumed recreational needs of a different 

cultt~ral population in a different time • 

The recreation center, although it looks forbidding, has a substantial 

amount of room in it and is in excellent condition. It is inad~quately 

staffed and programrred, however, given the leisure time needs of that 

blighted neighborhood environment. 
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CASE STUDY fill 
PARK MI-C-44 

I Backgro~~ 

This city ranks number one among-the study cHies in expenditures for 

parks and ~creation I'Jith a per cap; ta expenditure rate of $23.28 fpr 

a total budget of more than $10 million. 

With nearly ~,OOO acres of par.~s and recreation land, the city ranks 

5th of the studied parks in open space per thousand population (10.35). 

In other are:!s, it ranks fairly low: 11th in Index Crirre (11 per thousand 

population); 12th in per capita expenditures for police services ($14.75 

pel' capita) and 13th in size, with 434,000 people in 1970. 

The community in which this case study site is locate~ very nearly matches 

the statistical profile of the city in population, housing, income, age 

distribution and socio-economic areas. 

Parks and recreation in this city are operated by an independently elected 

conmission. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is located in a community vlhere 

the value of owner-occupied housing units fall Wlthin the $10,000 - 19,000 

bracket and serves a populatior ~stimated at around 50.000 people. Of 

the total population, 89% are white. The community contains the highest 

number of renter-occupied units in the area -- 23% of the city's total 

----.~ .. I'I .... '-.:;I 
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CASE STUDY #11 
PARK I1I-C-44 

populaticm -- and the fourth highest concentration of single people. 

The median family income for the surround community is apprOXimately 

$6,000 with the majority of the labor force employed in the clerical 

and sales areas. 

B. Structural Composition': The park lies close to the ~rban center 

and has characteristics associated ~Iith such an inner location: great 

number of multipl~ housing units, high number of renter occupied units, 

and a hi gh pl"oport; on of scattered nei ghborhood stores and servi ces. 

C. PhYSical and Visual Quality: The service are~ of the park includes 

A 66 

substanti ally bl i ghted and deter; ol'ated ar?aS ~Ii th !Jocke.·ts of rehabil itated 

housing and shopping areas. 

111-- Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The park is a 64-acre rectangle. 

B. Usage Desi gn: The park was acqu;'red and developed around 1890 

within the design elements typical to that era. The park gets its name 

from the powderhorn shaped lake which serves as the ~ark's focal center. 

1\10ng with the scenic features: lake, a rolling topography and a "natural" 

environment, the park contains four toilets, one basketb~ll diamond, ten 

tennis courts, two drinking f0untains and one band stand. 

C. Security Elements: The principal security factors on this park are 

its extensive use and patrol by the park police. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: The ;Jar'k draws users frot:} all a;r,ejsex/race categories both 
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CASE STUDY #11 
PARK MI-C-44 

A 67 

singly and in gl"OUps. No single group or population category appears 

to dominate the park. 

B. Activities: A limited but year around program of recreational 

and leisure activities are provided. Arts and crafts, music, individual 

sports, social activities are open to boys and girls of a11 ages under 

"the leadership of the parks recreation director and her staff. Senior 

citizens are encouraged to participate in many of the programs offered 

to the younger children (i .e. playing chess and checkers). However, 

adult social, cultural, and athletic activities appear to be almost 

nonexistent. The park is sporadically used for comnunity picnics and 

/'-" group get-togethers, for solitary walks, jogging, sitting, and in the 
fl ~; 
,,,/ winter, ice skating on the lake. 

r~ 
\ l' 

'''I'il'"~ 

V Public Perception of Park 

fl.. Security: The principal ::!xpressions of concern related to the 

conflict of ages -,. older people using the park being put-iJff by the 

uninhibited behavior of the younger park user:,. No other single pattern 

of specific concern was i8entified. 

B. Desi gn and Facil ities: The perceive\.' needs of the park USf.o'S 

appear to revolve around providing more tot-lots and children's play 

areas, generally refurbishing the park, preserving its essential beauty 

and providing a wading pool, more lights, parking areas, a gymnasium 

and a full sized sl'limning pool. The pollution of the lake \'Ias seen as 

another pressing problem. 

C. Usage: There is a generai conse ',lSUS that the park, 1 i ke many developed 

a ------ .. 
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CASE STUDY Ifll 
PARI( HI-C-44 

during the early part of this century, is obsolete. A local citizens 

group has joined with the c.it.y in t~;e development of a new play area 

for equipment, facilities and programs more l~levant to the present 

user needs of the service population. 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: City offici~ls generally believe the fear of crime to 

be exaggerated and not justified. They perceive their biggest security 

problem to be vandalism prevantion and continued support of the positive 

public relations image assoc'lated with having a park policeman nearby. 

B. Usage: The city recognizes the usage problems associated \~ith this 

site and, as mentioned, have joined I'lith a citizen group to revamp the 

park. A two-year rehabilitation prJgram was approved by the City Council 

in March 1971. Phase I involves the physica1 redesign of portions of the 

parf: and limited program changes. Phase II will involve completion of the 

construction and implementation of the full operational program. 

VII Conment 

This park is interesting in that it is a rare example of combined city/ 

citizen effort to remake a cornnunity park based on careful an,ilys; s of 

user need~, and has implications for similarly planned efforts else~lhere. 

# 
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CASE STUDY # 12 
PARK NO-C-48 

I Bac{(qround 

This city, I>/ith just over 593,000 people, ranks 6th in size among the 

sixteen study cities. It also ranks 6th in Index Crime with 60 offenses 

per 1,000 population in 1970. 

With approximately 3,000 acres of public space, this city ranks 11th 

in acres per thousand population (4.89). The city's rank for per 

capita expenditures for police service and parks and recreation is 

10th and 11th respectively. 

The responsibility for providing parks and recreation services in 

this city is divided among six city agencies, boards and commissions. 

Because of the complexity of coordinating this public service between 

these bodies, the city planning department has an unusually detailed 

association with parks and \'ecreation. 

Although there b no park police agency, a special section of the 

police department provides security patrol$ for park and recreation 

locations on a semi-voluntary basis. This case study site, at the 

time or our observations, was making substantial use of this patrol. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The area in which this site is located 

is an upp~r middle to upper class white community. The city estimates 

the median fmaily income of this area to be well above the city wedinn. 

' .. _--- -------------.~ .~ 
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CASE STUDY # 12 
PARK NO-C-4B 

The population dfmsity is very low in comparison \'1ith the whole city. 

B. Structllral Composition: This study site is the only beach 

selected for analysis. It is part of a long parkway bordering a very 

large inland lake north of the city. The area beloi'l the park\'/ay is 

strictly residential with hrnr~s representative of th~ upper cost 

bracket for the city. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: This area of homes with spacious 

grounds is one of the most beautiful areas in the city. 

A. Size and Shape: The park is crescent shaped. following the contour 

of the lake front and about 15 acres in extent. 

B. Usage Design: The park is designed around the beach. At the east 

end of the site is a bathhouse conta'ining rest-rooms and a c10t,hes 

changing facility. The beach itself is actually a stepped conc'{'ete 

levy about six feet high. At low tide there is a small area of sand 

at the bottom. The enti re area back fr'om the edge of the levy is in 

grass and trees. There is also a children's apparatus area, picnic 

tables and a first aid station. 

C. Security Elements: This park is the roost "secure" park we 

encountered in the ,,) cities of the study. The enti re beach and 

waterfront area is bathed in illumination-from mu1t~p1e area lights. 

A 10 foot bank runs the length of the beach between it and the parking 

'-
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CASE STUDY 1.1 12 
PARK NO-C-48 

A 71 

lots and parkway. TIle top of that bank is a five feet wide foot path. 

Concrete stai rs allovi access from the parking lot to the beach area in 

two places. 

At the times of our obser'vations the site never had fewer than 12 

polio" 0fficel's and a substantial arrount of supporting ~quipment. This 

included two horses I'/ith a trailer. two rrotorcycles, two squad cars 

and a paddy wagon. 

A detailed foot patrol schedule was maintained with no fewer than six 

men in three pairs ah'lays distributed over the park. One pair cf 

patrolmen was assigned the separation bank and the men were rotated 

on it hourly during the day. The seniOl' police officer was a black 

Sergeant. The park is patrolled after closing by four men in two 

teams. 

IV Usage Observ~ 

A. Users: During the three separate observations of this site the 

average on-site population was estimated to be between 400 and 600. 

About 90% of the users were white. Blacks using the beach tended to 

come in families or groups. There were a large number of "singles" 

among the white using popu13tion. 

B. Activities: The park I'/as used almost exclusively for swilTJT1ing 

and picnicing. 

V Pur-lie Perception of Park 

>---------
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CASE STUDY ff12 
PARK NO- C-4B 

A. Security ~ 

of the police. 

The users of this beach were very aware of the presence 

Except for some of the young people, most respondents 

were happy they were there. In gene ral the bi ggest concern expressed 

by whites was- the usage of the beach by blacks. The area had been the 

scene of several sigilificant civil disturbances ;n both 1969 and 1970 

all with racial overtones. 

B. Design amd Facilities: Evel"yone intervie\lled reacted positively 

to the \'Jell rna; ntai ned area. The one uni versa1 compl ai nt was over 

pollution of the lake and the presence of glass in the swimming al"ea. 

C. Usage: With respect ta usage, the single most salient obser-

vation of the various white age/sex groups was concern over mixed 

racial use expressed in great variation. 

VI . City Perception of Park 

A. Security: . The most cogent statement of the city's recognition 

of the park as potentially troublesome was the presence of 12 

policemen patrolling this 15 acre area. Although essentially, 

" conservative, the city's concern was demonstrably with keeping the 

~~ace in a socially-constructive way. This was attested to by the 

even-handed patrol tactics and the presence of the black sergeant in 

charge of the white patrol. 

B. Usage: Apart from concern over the glass and pollution in the 

swirrrning area, city officials appeared content \~ith the existing usage 

pattern and facilities. The actual presence of black users seems to 
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CASE STUDY #12 
PARK NQ-C-48 

A 73 

attest to the success of their policy and program for integration of 

these facilities. 

Thougho'.lt the course of our talks with officials in the 16 cities of 

this study, there has been an almost unanimous wish for more and 

better police patrol of city parks -- especially the troublesome ones. 

This city implemented such a program at this site by making the patrol 

of it a voluntary, paid overtime assignment. All local people agree 

that the tactic is successful in reducing anti-social behavior and 

crime. 
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open space ~r thousand and population. "The city has over 18,000 

acres in park and recreation land, approximately 14,000 of which is 

a large mountain park in the southern pal-t of the city. 

The dty,.spread ovel~ 187 square miles has one of the lm'Jest population 

densities of the study cities with only 4.9 people per gross acre. 

Parks and reacreation in this city are administel~d by a fully 

professional staff. Planning and policy guidance are provided by a 

five member board. Funding is by bond issue and regular city taxes. 

The parks department does not have a park police force. On-site 

security is provided by a small staff of night watchmen but principally 

by the city police department. The Selective Enforcement ~;t of the 

city police depariment reacts to special situations in the parks -­

principally .lfter-hours gathering5 in 'i..ile parks and drug consumpUon -­

and regular uniformed officers patrol the parks on their beat. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The area of this community park has an 

essentially homogeneous white, middle class population. The income of 

the area is in the median range of the city -- $5,000 - 10,000MFI. 

Average family size is 3.1 to 3.6 persons and relatively young wit.h a 

PreGeding page b!ank 
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CASE STUDY #13 
PARK PH-C-52 

median age bet~een 20 and 24. Thirty-seven percent of the area's 

population of 14,025 is under 15 years of age. Pre-school, elementary 

and high school age groups combined "ccount for 45.2% of the total 

population •. 

B. Structural Composition: Area is essentially residential \~ith 

large tracts of surrounding open land partially in agricultural use. 

The population density for the area is in the high range for the city 

(just under 4.000 people per mile) and rapidly cl irnbing. Bet\~een 

1965 and 1970 the population of the area increased 46% and is expected 

to increase 134% by 1990. The inmediate area of the park includes: 

on the east p2rimeter, a water treatment plant; on the south, open 
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.1and, a school and resida'ntial areas; on the north, open land, separated (-') 
,~. 

from the park by an irrigation canal; on the west, a new housing 

development. The park is bordered on the south and west by heavily 

travelled arterials. The southwest corner of the otherwise rectangula~ 

shaped park is the site of a small shopping/service area with parking 

comprisal of about 10 stores'and a gas station. The stores include a 

pizza carryout with substantial business traffic. 

c. PhYSical Visual Quality: The area is essentiaily c.,len with 

relatively well maintained scattered hc.'l1Es. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The park has 28.57 acres and is rectangular, 

running north and south. The northern edge slants southeast alonq line 
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CASE ST~DY #13 
PARK PH-C-S2 
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of a canal and t~e southwest corner of the site has the small shopping 

area de~cribed above. 

B. Usag~ Design: TIle site is designed for full range of outdoor 

recreation uses i ncl uding boati n9 and horseback ri di ng. The 1 atter 

are proposed activities not yet available. The northern third of 

the site has three lagoons joined by foot bridges. Adjacent are 

rest rooiils and a boat house (not used), The mi ddle thi "d of the pa"k 

is dividied into l!/estem half passive children's recreation including 

sheltered picnic areas and (eastern) softball. volleyball and other 

active sports areas. Th~ southern third is devoted to a community 

swimming pool, bathhouse and associated parking. There is also 

onto-to-site auto ill.:cess in NI4 comer with parking for approximately 

50 cars. 

C. Security Elements: Security elerrents of par/( include path\'/ay 

lighting throughout the park; ball field lights on fields on eastern 

half of park (intermittent operation); high level of lighting surrounding 
o 

pool and associated parking on southern third of site (parking, 

continuous; pc,ol lights, tined); access to cO!"1rercial establishment~. 

telephones in pOQl building and at service stations at intersection on 

south\~est corner. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: Heaviest daytime usage observed wa~ by children and 

families in pool area. Other daytime usage limited except that 
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CASE STUDY #13 
PARK PH-C-S2 

approximately 20 young people in scattered gl"OUPS sitting in grass 

around lagoon area at 10:00 pm and again at 4:30 pm. At night there 

were apPl''Oximate1y 150 young people scattered around the 1 agoon area • 

boathouse and picnic area in center of the 'park at 8:30 pm and a 
", 
slightly smaller group at 12:30 am. 

Principal [15el"S appear to be family groups (mothers and chil dren) 

picnicing and at pool and young people (teens-young adults) lounging 

in the grass around the lagoon. 

B. Activities: Princi~al use of site appears to be passive. 

Baseball fields receive minor usage by groups. 

V Public Perception of Park 

A. Security: Perceptions fell into two groups: adults and young 

lA",orle. Adults: not concerned with safety per se but w.ith " ... th~ 

free love atmosphere around the lagoons." Behavior of young people 

generally biggest 13sue. Young People: Mixed reaction - several 

young people (10-19) expressed concem over drug use and traffi cking 

on park. On the other hand, several others expressed unhaiJpiness \'lith 

IIhass1ingll by the cops. 

B. Design and Facilities: The pari: is nel'i (3 years old) and most 

people found it satisfactory. A few minor ~omments concerned 

maintenance or vandalized walkway lights. 

C. Usage: ~here is a commonality of attitude expressed by age 

groups: 1I ... we use our section (the pool) and they use theirs. II 
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CASE STUDY #13 
PARK PH-C-52 

VI C1 toY Percept; on of ParI< 

A. Security: The parks and recreation and police officials' chief 
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concern is Qver the use of the city's parks for drug sales and consumption. 

Apart from d~'ugs and vandalism, the officials felt there was little 

crime in theil" parks. To counter the dr'ug traffic. the police d"'pdrtmznt's 

selective enforcemant unit regularly infiltrated and harassed vlith 

i rregul ar rai ds. the 1 arg2 gl"oups of teens and YOU\lg adults typi ca 11y 

found in the parks at night. 

B. Usage: In general the city is satisfied \'lith the usage and 

adequacy of the parks. This particular park, because it is only 

three years old has (lot, in their opinion, yet become a part of the 

community. Progr~ms planned for next year and additional supervision 

is expected to solve some of the worst behavioral problems. 

VIr Comment 

This park is located and serves an extr~mely mobile, generally middle 

class population. The park's planning and design is typical of the 

nei ghb(H~t1.Ood and comnunity parks throughout the city. Sim"il ariy, 

usage of the park appears to be normal for the city -- with most inten5e 

u~a.ge occurring in late afternoon and evening. 

The park, by virtue of its relative t but temporary, isolati\."ln from 

close resi dent; a 1 observati on offers good opportunity for ni ghttime 

secluded activities. The park's gently rolling terrain, especially 

near the lagoons at the north end, makes night observation very difficult. 

The problem has been compounded by the vanda11zation of the lights. 
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eliSE STUDY #14 
PARK SL-N-55 

I Bac/{qround 

Arnong the 16 cities of the study, this city ranked first in per capita 

expanditures for police services ($39.59) and it had the second hi\.,hcst 

Index Crime rate in 1970 with 74 offenses per thousand population. 

The cHy's park system is old with many fine examples of It:PA stone work. 

The city has about 2,700 acres of park space spread over &3 sites. 

The city has a substantial park police departmant and during the course 

of this study added mounted police to thE force for use primat'i1y 

in the city's largest parI<. 

Surroundin~ Area 

A. Sod c-Economi c Factors: The area surrounding this case study site 

is a blighteJ, low income white area. The service population of 

approximately 6,600 people has a very high percentage Qf children and 

a median family income level estimated to be less than 30% of the city 

wide median. 

B. Structural Composition: ihe area is mixed residential (estimated 

at 15% rental) with bars, pawn shops, hamburge~ shops, and to the 

south commercial. There are substantial numbers of houses below code 

standards. 

c. Physical and Visual Quality: The city describes the area as "in 

transition. II Structures are run down and the visual impact ;s one of 
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CASE STUDY 1114 
PARK SL-N-56 

shabbiness and poverty. 

III Physical Site Description 

Size and Shape: The park is a square city block about 11 acres in 

extent. 

B. Usage Design: The park has an interesting topography fall ing 

about 15 feet from east to west. It contains a small "lake" on the 
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west which the city stocKs; an older recreatiol1/storag~ building on a 

knoll in the park's eastern centl Adjacent to the building is 

play apparatus, a drinking fountain and a decorative fountain/play 

pool made from an old circular metal watering trough. The remainder 

of the park, which is criss-crossed by walks has about 150 trees 

providing shade over substantial grassy areas. The southwest corner 

of the site also contains an old public building now closed and a 

two-truck fire house. 

C. Security Elements: Lighting on th~ p3rk is by scattered street 

lights. The fire station, manned 24 hours, also provides an element 

of security. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: The park appears to b~ used to a minor extent by all agel 

sex groups but children and old people presently benefit most. The 

small recreation building is used almost exclusively by male retirees 

who play cards on picnic talbes set up inside. 
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V Pub 1 i c Percepti on of Park 

A. Secut"ity: The public view toward security on the park is 

cautious indifference. Juvenile drinking seemed to be the biggest 

concern but no one intervtewed particularly avoided the park because 

of it. No one seemed to view the parK as ~artlcularly unsafe. 

B. Design and Facilities: The people interviewed gave vague and 

indifferent replies to Ii/hat they liked and didn't like about the 

park. Two principal comments were that the recredtion building ought 

to be used by ",. ,everybody, not just the 01 d men, II and that the 1 ake 

ought to be cleared out because of the glass in it. 

C. Usage: The principal concern was over children wading and 

swimming in the lagoon. Apparently some had received severe cuts 

from glass, 

VI City Perception of Park 

A. Security: local police officers considered the park safer thal1 

the surrounding streets, painting out the extremely high local robbery 

rate but that they could't" remember a robbery on the park. 

B. Usage: Officials recognized the relatively 10~i usage of the 

park but indicated budget problems prevented any concerted program 
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developmant. It was not clear what programs \'iould be instituted if 

budget was not a problem. 

VII Comment 

The condition of this park -- its physical decline, low level of 

organized programs and indifferent impact on the neighborhood -- is 

very typical of many of the parks encountered in the course of this 

study. It is a natural resource. scenic by turn of the century 

standards, but offering little contribution to present community 

leisure-time needs. 
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I Background 

This city ranked thil~cl among the study cities in size \'Jith 716,000 

people. In 1970 it ranked first in Index Crima among the cities, with 

80 offenses per thousand population. 

The city has about 3,600 acres of park and recreation open space for 

about 5 acres per tholJsand population. The city ranked second in per 

capita parks and recreation expenditures \</ith $22.48 pei' capita. 

Officials in this city are very concerned over the question of public 

safety in parks. They pOinted to significant amount of arson of park 

buildings in recent years. The city has a park police agency used 

alliDst exclusively in the city's 'largest park. The manager of the 

Recreation and Park Department has been personally invol~ed in 

. t-esearch and development of programs related to secul"ity. 

:' 

At the city's request, an analysis was mad'.: of the reported crime 

occurring on the four parks selected for this study. The site 

described in this case surrl'llary had 11 Index Cril1l2s in 1970. The 

eleven occurrences on the park represented 2.2% of all the Index 

Crimes committed outdoors in the park's service area during 1970. 

II Surrounding Area 

A. Socio-Econor.rlc Factors: The park is centered in a predominately 

low income area with a mixed population of whites, blacks. The dense 
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CASE STUDY #15 
PARK SF-N-58 

population of ab£>llt 16,000 people is about equally divided betl'leen 

renters and home owners. Despite the generally low income nature of 

A 86 

the neighborhood. there exists a degree of diversity in the occupational 

and economic make up of the residents. A number of them include 

longtime I-/el1-to-do citizens l'lho moved in to the neighborhood at a 

time when it was considered to be one of the most desirable I~sidential 

areas in the city. 

B. Structural Composition: The park is surrounded by apartments and 

old victorian to.tnhouses along I'lith a French bilingual school add a 

Catholic Girls' High School. To the north lies an area of intensive 

urban redeve10pment in the form of new apartmants and multi-ftimi1y 

1iving units. 

C. Physical and Visual Quality: The neighborhood is recognizably 

old. It has not s however, deteriorated to the extent commonly 

associated with core-city neighborhoods of similar age. There are 

signs of renewal of the area; a number of the townhouses and larger 

single houses have been acquired and restored by middle and upper class 

professionals in recent years. 

III Physical Site Description 

A. Size and Shape: The pari< is a "square" about, 13 acres in extent. 

B. Usage Design: The park's design dates back to the City 

Beautiful era. It has a sloping topography al:d a splendid and famous 
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view of the city's skyline. The only recreation facilities are a 

small childrens' play apparatus area' and two tennis courts. There 

is a rest room facility (locked up), about 100 mature trees, criss-

crossing paved \~alks but no significant lighting. In the center of 

the park there is a picnic area, approximately 30 feet in dia~~ter. 

almost completely enclosed lrith a dense, opaque ci~cle of evergreen 

trees and containing five or six picnic tables • 

.' . .. " ." 

C. Security Elements: None 

IV O~SERVED USAGE 

A. Users: The park ' s'principal users are teenage males, and older 

people and children of both sexes. 

B. Activities: The use of the park is essentially passive. Older 

piople come to sit and people walk their dogs there. There is a very 

limited or~an;zed program of recreation activities for the neighbor-

hood children which reflects the passive nature of the square. Though 

there are tennis courts on the park grounds, they appear to be unused. 

The par'l< is reputed to be a gathering place for gangs and for selling . .. : ~, .': 
drugs. 

, ' 

v Pubiic Perception of Park . 

A. Security: The park is generally perceived as unsafe. The 

enclose~ picnic area. the poor lighting, and lack of supervision 

.,·con.tribute to local residents belief that the park is a drug 

·traffic center. . , ... . .. , . ' ... "' . , 
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.' 

B. Design and Facilities: The park is perceived basically as an 

attl'active asset to the community. Several years ago the residents of 

the area acted to defeat a Parks and Recreation plan to rebuild the 

parl(-:into an "actual" rect'eation site • They generally prefer the 

more passive atmosphere of trees and grass. They apparently feel 

that more could be done to update the park and still preserve its 

"parkfl at~sphere. r~ost suggostions had to do with better maintenance 

of facility and substantially rrore in the \'iay of prog"anming and 

supervision. 

C. Usage: At present, local residents expressed reluctance to 

use the park because of the perce; ved "undesi rab 1 eel ements fI \'Iho use 

it. annoying and threatening others. They would like to see the park 

managed so that the recreation needs of the neighborhood children are 

met while iJreserving the atrrosphere preferred by older park users. 

VI City Perception of Park . 

A. Security: Both the parks and recreation department and the 

police department have been advised of the neighborhood feelings about 

the park's security. A representative of the park department was 

meeting with local leaders to work t~ard a solution of both the 

security and usage problems of the park. 
' .. 

B. Usage: . The parks departl!'ent. as noted above, had earl i er 

attempted to restructure the park for recreation uses, a move resisted 

by the neighborhood. The department is obvIously aware of the park's 
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service shortcomings but 'is moving more cautiously in attemptin9 to 

bring change. 

This park is representative of a phenomenon found, tlith varying 

degrees of severity, in many study cities. 

The situatiol1 that usually obtains involves the cHy proposing to change 

the character of an existing park. This may take the form of addition of / 

new recreation facilities or the complete concej>ttlal rebuild of the park. 

The neighborhood cha"acteristics (Hoe such as to require and justify the 

o capital investment in the changed or added service facilities. Frequently 

the neighborhoods are above the poverty socio-economic level. NotHithstanding 

the residents object to and resist change. 

T~~ community people frequently state they prefer the park as is. Can 

it be they are not satisfied with previous efforts and regard modernization 

as more threat than promise o~ benefits to come? Or is it the desire to 

retain an existing level of "atllOsphere" and provided facilities? 

Whatever the rationale, the problem posed is how best to expand the 

utility of the park and delivery of needed services in a manner acceptable 

to the consumer. 
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CASE STUDY #16 
PARK SE-Nw 63 

I Backgrcund . .... . ~ ;. 

Public safety in parks has been an issue of concern to the city 

governrr~nt for several years. A result of that concern was the 

completion in 1970 of the fir'st comprehensive analysis of the occurrence 

of crime in any city's parks. The study, prepared by city personnel, 

involved the analysi~ of the number ·of occurrences of FBI Index Crimes 

and selected other offenses, over a three year period in 32 of the 

city's 142 o~n space units. 

. . 
Tha park selCicted for individual desr;riptiol' here \,ias one of the 3~ 

parks in the city's study and is one of 20 parks in this national 

study on \,/h1 ch crime occurrence data was collected. In 1970 tl'lO Index 

Crimes were committed at this location O(·.t of 472 that \'Iere committed 

in the census tract. 

Additionally, the city has a history of support of park and open spaces. 

Recently a major bond issue was passed by the electorate and suhstantial 

park design and construction is 1n process. Many units will be installed 

1n the 1.'.Jdel Cities' area. 

I I Surroundi n9 Area 

A. Socia-Economic Factors: The park is in a 10\'1 income mixed ethnic 

and racial area within a mile of the city center. The total estimated 

population serviced by the park is 2,880. A high percentage of the lower 

Preceding page blank 
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and middle income Oriental population of the city live in the park's 

servi ce ar'ea. 

B. Structural Composition: The park is surrounded by Oriental 

religious and cultUl'aj buildings and is located only thr-ee blocks 

from scattered conmerci a 1 lll'Id 11 ght industrial areas. The area remai ns 

pr-incipally residential p hl.lWevel". with a 1970 population density of 

j15 peop1e per aCI"e, just IJfld~r the llvera~ city density of 17 people 

per acre. 

C. Physicnl and Visual Quality: The neighborhood is mixed in 

~hysical-visual terms. Significant portion of homes I.\I! over ten 

years old but many are ~/ell maintained. Area 1s suffering encroach­

ment from non-residential functions with a corresponding decrease in 

visual quality. " 

III Physical Site Description 

. . 
A. Size and Shape: The site is rectangular. three acres in extent and 

is interestingly landscaped into three terraces. 

B. Usage Design: The upper terrace contains a gymnasium. old 

recreation center. and ba~ketball courts. The middle level is devoted 

to children's play equipment, wading pool; and bench area for picnics. 

The lower level serves as a Little League playfield. The terraces are 

modestly separated by trees and shrubs and are connected by stairs. 

Access to the site is from 360°. 
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c. S~curity Elements: Lighting is inadequate street style. The~ 

is no public telephone on the site. 

IV Usage Observed 

A. Users: Users are of mixed age and raci&l groups \'tith significant 

numbers of family groups. 

B. Activities: Usage is both passive and active with ~ll three 

levels of the park l"eceiving a high ~egree of usag~. Early mornir.g 

~nd afternoon use is mainly centered around the recreation center with 

.' its arts and crafts. dancing, and other activities that the center 

offers. Late afternoon, the wading pool appea~d to be the heaviest 

drawing facility on the park grounds. The park in the evening is the 

scene of many famil ies cooki ng thei r dinners on the barbecue spi ts 

managerrent provides. 

. 

V Public Perception of Park 

A. Security: Consensus of users is thmt safety is not an issue 

of concern. 

B. Design and Facilities: The ,park is perceived as being quite 

satisfactol~ in meeting local recreation needs with the following 

exceptions: not enough cirinking fountains, poor level of park 

maintenance, too few shade trees, few tables and fireplaces to cook 

on,' the poor quality of the 'existing play e~uipment, and the lack of 

benches for people to sit on. ' . !.- : 
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CASE STUDY #16 
PARK SE-N-63 

c. Usage: People II/ere found sitting in thei r cars along the sidg 

of the park wi th the doors of thei \' car open so as to enjoy the 

afternoon breeze. ~nerallYt park is perceived as the neighborhood 

outdoor living room and as a IIfamily place. II 

VI City Perception of PiH'k 

A 94 

A. Security: This site was one of three playgrounds and plqyfields 

identified in the city'~ crilTl2 study wtwro almost all major offenses 

occurring in these types of parKs were recorded. The city believes 

this is due to the relatively higher crime rate of the area, however, 

rather than to any specific factor on the park~ 

B. Usage: The park is sufficiently well used that the city 

justifies maintenance and staffing of t.he recreation center and the 

provision of "portable ll equipment such as tether ball units. Rehc.bil­

itation of the site is planned by the city. 

. . 
VII Comment 

Generally this site would be considered a "successfuP park in spite of 
~ 

the facility deficiencies noted by the users. These will no doubt be 

corrected in the rehabilitation program planned. 

This site-is interesting in that it is not perceived as unsafe by the 

users, in sharp contrast with the expressed concern of the city. it 

may be that, in this case t and given that there were only two recorded C) 
offenses on the park in 1970. that the "\.Isers have a more accurate pi cture 

of their relative safety than the city. 
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Data Co11ect'lon Information Letter for Participating Cities 

Safety in Parks Study 

1 June 1971 REVISED 

Harold l.ewis Halt Associates Inc. 
Environmental Planners and Urban Designers 
Washington, D. c. 
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Data Co11~ction Information Letter 

This infonnation letter has been sent to you in preparation for 
the data co1lection visit to be made to your city under the HUD 
sponsored study of public safety in urban parks, The visit wil1 
be made by a member of the study team from HAROLD LEWIS W~L" 

, ASSOCu\TES. 

7he Pu\"p'Ose of this visit is to collect the data required to meet the 

objectiy.es of the study. In general. these objectives include: 

1. Identifying the level and seriousness of criminal activity in 

urban pa\·ks. 

2, Identifying those physical and social factors which differentiate 

parks • 

3. Identifying the factors that appear to be most influential in 

mtintaining a low crime rate and ascertain how these 

factors can be efficiently applied in areas of need. 

4. Preparation of an outline for a demonstration to reduce crime 

in park areas and identify possible demonstration sites u~on 

which to verify and supplement the findings of this study. 

Two end products are required of this study: 

1. A report detailing the findings of the study. The re~lrt will be 

analytical in form and describe in detail the phYSical attributes 

of both low and high crime parks. 

2. One or more outlines for demonstrating methods of reducing crime 

.. in parks:" The-models \,';11 include rec"<)rranended demonstration' sites 

and criteria for evaluating the proposed de~nstrations. 
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Two '(lnds of information are required for the purposes of this study: 

1. Design, layout. management, operations, crime, and use data on 

foul' park sites. 

2. Attitudas and perceptions held by users of these parks on the 

level of crima occurring in them, and the nature of the park 

envirowaent. 

The parl< site data \'fill be collected by the study team representative 

while visiting your city» using Form 1. Other, mD\'e general infor-

mation on the parks will be requested on Forms II and III. Attitudes 

of pai'k use\"s will be collected on Fot'm IV. Copies of all these 

forms are attached for your information. 
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. Each city is requested to identify ~even (7) park sites .~~ior 

to the study team member I s arrha 1. Four (4) of these sites 

\-1l11 be sel€:1:~ed rcrr study by the team w.~i1ber and Ht! city 

together. The alternative sites st~uld: 

1. not have highly specialized services such as a zoo or' 

amusement park; 

2. be inside the central or core area of the city; 

3. generally be a IIrecreationli (including both passive aoo 
~o!tive) site; 

4. ba typical or representative of similal" open space sites 

elsewhere in the citYi 

5. may include a single use facility (tot lot, playground) if 

representative of general park situation in city; 

6. should include a few sites which the police department has 

identified by name in its record system. 

These rartmeters are designed to narrow the potential list of 

candidate sites to essentially. recreation facilities. Some 

sites may be selected \'lhich do not fit this general definrition 

but tIle total number fi na lly selected wi 11 not exceed 20%.. of 

the national sample. 

The alternative sites should include e'xamples of the city:s 

sub-neighborhood, neighborhood and community parks. Sub-neighborhood 

parks would include tot lots, mini-parks and similarly small 
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facilities, Neighborhood parks are those facilities used by 

a population typica1'ly approximating that served by an 

elem~nuwy sc(\ool, These ar'e open spaces \'/ithin \'1alkirrg reach 

of children with 1 ittle or no adult superlJision. Playgrounds 

h~uld generally fall into this category. 

Community parks are those facil ities serving bro to, four 

ne1ghoorhoods. The use population might approximate that 

served by a junior high school. 

T~e parameters are not to be considered absolute limits but ~s 

benchmarks to the type of park sites \'1e are generally tifter. 

The study sel:1ction process described in the Schedule of Activities 

wl1l require ;~:; much as possible of the infonnation listed be10\'/ 

1n so far as it is immediately available. 

1. a large scale map of the city with the seven (7) alternative 

park sites identified on it. 

2. a map sho\'Jfng the poiice department's infonnat10n or 

statistical reporting areas or a census tract map of the city. 

3. a design plan or layout 'map of each of the alternate park 

sites if available. 

These maps will assist the study team member in getting acquainted 

'. with the city and the location of.the parks relative to the city's 

boundaries and special areas. 
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FIRST DAY 

.General Review of Project 
Objectives 

.Discussion of Cit.,·' s Special 
Probl (:l1S in Pal"ks 

.Discussion of Park Alternates 

.Visits to A1ternative Sites 

.Discussion of Park Alternates 

.Discus~ion on Site Selection 

.Evening visits to sites 

.. <.:._.-----_.-----

SECON[) DAY • I 

.Data Collection at 
Selected Sit~s 

.Discussions with local 
patrolmen, park supervisor, 
etc. 

.Evening visits to sites 
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BOSTON -- Par~ A 

--------------------------

SAl'.?LE PRINTOUT 
S~rETY III PMKS CRJ:lE OI\TA 

Reportl n9 Areas 702 - 70) - 720 

; . 

.. ,. 

01 i KOIIIlI HAR) 

.crime Code Address/Peric 

0111 1234 Southway 
0111 • 1771 Southway . 
0350 • 1771 South>lay 
2625 * 1771 Soutlr.:ay 

Ji21 
} 

2447 Peary 

TOTAL CC 179 
TOTAL • 79 
TOTAl 0 40 

02 
{fm *1171 Southway 
0740 3221 l~cCarthY 
1404 * 177 S Southway 

) 
TOTAL CC 180 
TOTAL * 30 
TOTAL 0 37 

03 

) 
Total Year CC 
Total. Year • 
Totd Yar 0 

_~ __ ~ _M' ____ ~~_~ _ .. 

\.'::~ .•• - ",:~',:""" 6'·';""',~~r"'-"~ 

I/O UATE 

I 
0 
0 
0 r 
I 

0 
() 

0 

J 

01-01-0 
01-01-0 
01-02-0 
01-P3-0 

I 
J 

01-30-0 

02-01-0 
02-01-0 
02-02-0 r 

~:.. .. :>- ," < • ..;. '. 

TlHE CASE 110. CEI/SUS 

1700 903-811 
1430 904-611 
1200 905-609 
23CO 
r ) 

2100 

lBOO 906-111 
1400 905-441 
2200 

J f 

TRACT 

EO-71 
(fl-11 
EB-71 

'EO-71 
;-

EB-70 

EB-71 
£B-n 
lB-71 

f 

CENSUS 
BLOCK 

.,' 

' •• ,. ~ '. ~ ... -..-' ~...- ~.,. ...... ;:to;"". 't:, 
> ___ ._ i 
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(Code Oefinitio~) 

(murder) 
'(murder) 
(unarmcd "obbery) 
(invest-park closing viall 

.I 
(Invest fu~{t{ve case, 
no arrest) 

(tele brcakin-outsidc bldg) C-) 
(stolcn car) 
(damage to property) 
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2. 

3. 

4a. 

4b. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Nonth 

, LI HE ITEr,IS: 
Crime code, 
(Name) 

Street Add. 

OR 

Park Name 
(or Identic:) 

Indoor/Outdoor 
Code 

Date 0 f 
Occurr'ence 

Time of Oc 

Case D 

Cens us Tt 

Block No. 

TOTAL S· r·lOrITH: 
'fu ta lATfCc' s 

Total cc 's ~tl th 
Park Ident. 

Total Outdoor 
.. Codes, . 

yt;I\I{-TOTALS 

I' 

o 

o 1 0 1 (Murder) 

1 234 Southway ·0 @ 

IRWIN FIELD 0 ® (* 1 7 7 1 Southway) 

1 Indoors I CD CD 2 Outdoors or 0 

0 0 7 0 

7 0 0 

Z 1 5 5 1 1 

Y 5 

Y 5 9 1 

7 9 CD CD 
7 9 0 @ 

4 0 @ CD 
SaJlle as /oionth but for a 11'1 
1970 

Use city's code, Print­
ed title optional but 
codebook reqUired. 

Address may be code for 
street name but code 
boo!: required. 

If park name not in 
system. use asterick 
next to street address 
or code. 
Indoor-Outdoors code may 
be numeric, check mark 
for "out" with others 
vacant or other varia­
tion. 

Year not required or 
may be one digit -- O. 

Time may be standard 
or military clock. 

If Part III services, 
and not case number, 
leave blank. 

Tabul ati on of all crime 
codes listed. 

Tabulation of entries 4b. 

Tabulation of Entri es 5. 

.. 
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SUI·jf·lJ"P.Y PROCESSII1G SCIiE/·jATI C 

SAFETY .111 PARKS CrmlE DATA EXTRACTIOIl 

11 Central 
Records 
Storage 
~11970_ 

-!.!..--­
Sort Hecords 
To Identified 
4 .Re; . 'tip!) 
Area!> I 
-' '", 

Reporting Reporting 
Arp.a fI} Are~ C) 

A 106 

~y/ Rea~ 

~
'-ornT=- II [~rfS': 1\ s~s;---::r1 S-;-~ts'!t=--'Tl 
1. l.ly f.ionth - 1. [3y I·lonth --.' 1. By lior.th ~1' By /,!onth --h 
2. By I~umeric I 2. [3,: Numeric 2. By Numedc 2. Ily !:umc\'ic 
order of crima ol'de'l' of cr,~me order of crime ol'dar of crir,le 
code. ~ code...l ode f...J ode ---'""' (~) 

Tabu'late ~T-a:":b-u-,], ITob:",," Ie,,:;" 
~ __ ~~~~ __ ~T=o=t~a~l_S~ __ -A~~~ __ ~:::~ ____ , Tot~~ Tot~s 

, ". I 
List Entrles 
and Totals I List Entriec; 

and Totals 

" ~~i ::t~~-"-l'U 
Completed 

~ 

Li st Entri as 
and Totals 

The appropriate reporting areas will be identif~ed by the 
Study T~am Representative l'lith the Department's record people 
after the Study p~rl:s h"ve been selected. 
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FermIII City 0 ficials Interview 
..... 

CITY DATE __ _ TIHE __ 

OFFICIAl. OR GROUP (Identi fy Respondents ) ________ _ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

~t do you believe to be the single biggest problem in your 

partes? ____________________ _ 

What do you think the users of your parks believe the biggest 

problem is? 

Do you think crime is a problem? ---------------

Do you think the user~ of your parks are worried about crime? 

5. Do you think the design of your parks is a factor in 

contributing to any crime that occurs in them? -----

In ~hat way? __________________ _ 

6. ~lhat changes in the parks GO you think would be most .~ffective 

in affecting the actual crime that occurs? _______ _ 

1. What changes could be made in the parks that would be most 

effective in affecting park users fear or concern over crime? 

" 

" 

'. ,.x \' 
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fOI"fl1 II I City Officials Interview 
A 108 

HLMA 

8. We've heard a lot about lighting as a security ractor. If 

you co~ld, would you light all of your parks all night? 

Hould you bathe the entire park in light -- or just parts 
of it? ___________________ _ 

9. Do you have any feel for the extent to which on-site 

supervision affects park usage? _________ _ 

10. He'll! about organized activities? Do they help? ___ --" 

11. Is park vandalism regularly reported to the police department 

and investigated? 

12. If only soma vandalism is reported, what is the criteria for 

reporting and investigating? __________ _ 

13. Has the city taken any specific steps to improve park security? 

14. How effective have these steps been? _______ _ 

15. Are there specific things you \OJ'ould like to try in this area 

but haven't been able to for one reason or another? __ _ 

; ....... :, .... '" ., ... ",; .. ':' ................. ..,. 

--- . 
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form Ii General Pal'k Dcparl.ent Information HLHA 

CITY __________________ ~--------RcNr~s------------------------------------

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

HOI( m.l~y parks in dty of co;::nunity. neighborhood and sub-neighborhood types? 

lIhat was dep,~rtn>ent's 1970 budget for: 

a. /.cqui s it i on ............................................... $ 

b. flaintenance (If Avaflable. for vandal1sm) ••••••••••••••••• _____ _ 

c. Pa~ Patrol {if appropriate) ••••••••••••••••••••• '" ••••••• _______ _ 

d. Operat Ions ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

e. lotal .................................................... . 

!.'hat is total acreage of parks in the city? _____________________ _ 

HOIl r.1any on-sHe supervisors In the department? _____________________ _ 

flames of city ,-gencles or other group:; regularly using par~s for group or c~un1tJ acl1vities (also 
give name of directar or oth~r contact with the gro~p and address and phone nur.ber). 

6. Does the departn~nt J::dntain a staff of professional park designers? 

7. Docs th~ d~partment regularly seek citizen (consut;f.!r) advice on site $election and desigr.~ 

, " 
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CITt 

PARr. :W1C: 

lCCAi!O~ 

1, 1'.,..1 old is tile park? 

2. }''hat \la~ original 3ccp"lsition and d~v~·lor!T.ent co~t1 

3. i:hat trc a~proximate annual costs for t)nol,.,al 'l~intenance 
h)v3ndalHI1\ 
c)total 

4. Hh!t is approxImate annual "oper~tl~g· b~dget, 
(Includes park supervi~or. any as~istants. recreHIon 
program cat~rlals. etc.) 

S. Chr.ek appropriate op~rating cate~ory: 

A 111 

I'L~'!I\ rark C ! ::~. __ _ 

RCi~rl.~ ___________ _ 

e. or-slt~ supcrvision, 
day & cve~i ng. 

CI b. on-site SU)!Cr'llsion,D c. or,ly special events t:l d. none 
day & ev~ning. supervision 

year around n~e or tl,o season, only 

6. If rar~ Fulice Oepartr..:nt. Chec~ appro;>rlate b01.es: 

~. park has I or more 
full,ti;:;e on-site 
patro1::Jen 

Cl b. park hH full tloroC 0 c. 
patrol in sur.:o:er 
only 

7. Identify appropr! ate usage c~tegory: 

I. park is fully used year 0 ~. park Is fully utll!~~d t. 
around utllhed In sur-oCr t:l 

Jllly 

par~ has patrolr.'en 
only for special 
events. regular 
patrol other tir:es 

park l~ ge::erally 
unJ~r-util ized i>t 
all til11"s 

9. If fence.:!. is peri: locked l.nd 'JTI:o~kc';? Uh~n1 __________ _ 

o d. pbrk not patrolled 
by park police 0 
but by city p.d. 

d. PHi: has been 0 
·tak~n ever" b~ ~ 
speci~l S!!g-c"r. of 
a tQt~l potcr.t!al 
use porul at lon. 

jQ. Is th~s ~.'1rk IJ$.!:~ !J~I oth~r tj"~!J:>:: l)'la ~~Lrlcf"s for r«!I}Jlar g.·o\.l~ "r !.o:.crlsor~d !·':t1ylt';!~? ..... 

Preceding [J3ge blank 

.-------------------
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CITY 

F-""'), '" ,,,, 
Park Site Oata Collection Fonn HUiA Park Codl" '-:>. 

Remarks _________________ _ 

PARK NAME _______________ _ 

-a -CD 
n 
CD 
c:Lo :5. 
c;q 

"CI 
~ 
(1q 
CD 

c::r -~ 
::3 
~ 

LOCATION 

SIZE 

TYPE 

rA_~~ rU\TU?Al ELE~~ENTS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

SU8JECTIVUl.f1?L1T1LAPPEARI\NCE 

'.l. good 

TOPOGRAPHY 

a. extremely hilly 
(cliffs, sharp 
embankments, etc.) 

TREES I\HD SHQUSS 

a. 

W!\TER 

a. 

more thtin 50% of site 
arc~ has trees, shrubs 

large streams, lakes 
ponds, beaches 

5. SHAPE 

a. combination ~'lape 

b. 

b. 

b. 

b. 

fair 

rolling 

betwpen 25 and 50% of 
site area has trees. 
shrubs 

small streams only 

b. focal shape 

c. poor 

c. flat 

c. less than 25% of area 
has trees, shrubs 

c. none 

c. linear shape 

;:;:,,~ 
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Form I Park Site Data Collection Form 

PART B NAN-HADE AND USE ELE~lcNTS 

6. 

7. 

BUILDINGS 

a. administrative or 
recreation and rest 
fac; 1 ities 

DRIVES AND PARKING 

a. thru-access with 
internal circulation 
and parking 

b. 

b. 

rest facilities 
only 

on-slte access with 
1 imlted parking 

8. ON-SITE WALKS (exclusive of hard surface play areas) 

9, 

a. prepared' access to 
a 11 quadrants 

ONTO-SITE W~LKrNG ACCESS 

i!. from 270° or more 

10. ACCESS AND US;:: CONTROL 

a. no fences and no 
curfew 

11. ORGANIZED SPORTS AREA 

A. 

a. 

Yes 

Amount 

occupies less than 
25% of total area 

b. 

b. 

prepared access to 
1-3 quadrants 

from 90° to 210° 

(exclusive of swimming pool areas) 

b. no fenci:s hut 
e:lforced curfew 

(hard surfaced) 

o. 

No 

occupi es betv/een 25% 
and 50% of total area 

HLMA Park Code 

c. none 

. , 
c. peripheral only and 

no on-site parking 

c. no formal internal 
circulation 

c. from 90° or less 

c. completely controlled 
access 

c. more than 50% of total 
area 

J. 

I' 

.. 

\ 
l 
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Fonn 1 Park. Site Dat~ Collection Form 

11. ORGANI7ED SP9RT~ AREA (hard surfaced) contd. 

B. Use Design 

a. has markings and b. ~as either markings \~ 
equ~?ment for organized equipment for organized 
sports sports 

t 

Describe: 

12. ORGANIZED SPORTS FIELD (not hard surfaced) 

Yes. No 

A. Amount 

a. occupies less than b. occupies beb~een 25% 
25% of total area and SOX of total area 

B. Use Design 

a. has marr.ings and b. has either markings or 
equipment f~r organized equipment for organized 
sports sports 

Describe: 

13. SW1I,i1,lI NG 

a. full-sized pool, changing b. wading or water play 
and wading facilities filcilities not 
requiring supervision 
(include beaches here) 

requiring supervision 

c. 

c. 

c. 

c. 

'/ 
,. /',' .­

/' 
/ 

HLMA Park. Codl' "0. _ 

unmarked and nQ 
equipment 

more than 50% of total 
area 

unmarked and no 
equipment 

no water 
play facilities 

efr~ 
~" 
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t" it 
1$ 
~ 
f%i 

% 
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f 

\D 

-< 

Far ...• 

H. sr'-ALL CHILD PLAY AREA 

a. 

Yes 

~Iith separation from rest 
of site, play equipment. 
~enches for parents and 
some shelter 

15. PASS IVE USE tLEt1E1ITS 

a. tables, benches, 
fireplaces, shelter. 

16. DRINKING FOUNTAIIlS 

a. more than one each­
indoors / outdoors 

Park Site Data Collection Form 

b. 

b. 

b. 

1-:0 

not separated and no 
Shelter 

benches only (including 
picnic tables if fi~­
places absent) 

only one, outdoors 

HLMA Park Codr "0. 

c. play equipment only 

" 
c. none provided 

c. none 

17. ORGANIZED SITE USE (exc1usive of swimming and recreation dept programs) 
a. site is location of 

substantial organized 
use in sumer 

18. SITE PROGRA,\l~-lING 

a. location of indoor 
and/or outdoor 
supervised recreation 
department activities 
(inel. s\~i!lT.ling) for 10 
or more hrs/day 
throughout SUf(J:ler 

b. 

b. 

site is location of 
occasional special 
event or limited 
organized use 

location of supervised 
ac~ivities not fully 
qualifying for "a" 

19. AREA OF ORGJi1IIZED USE (for 17 and 18) 

a. organized use occupies 
75% or more of park. 
site 

b. use occupies between 
25X and 15% of park 
site 

c. no organized use 

c. no supervised 
activities 

C. occuoies less than 
25% of park area 

~; ---------
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l' / ~ . • A ~~ » ~ 
t ,x '1'-;' ""d ~.. ~ . 
; ( Form 1 Park Site D,ta Colleeti" Form "lIlA Park Code I 
II 20. CULTURAL AND .''-'''ENTAL ELEMENTS I 

I plazas, fountains~ 
monuments, statues, atc. 

b. 

:' 

" ~ , . 
! 

{ 
t: 

~. 

~. 

• ,. 
~ .' 

" ! ' .. ' I 

!I.' 
f 
~. 

" .' '" ii' 
~ 

I 

a. 

21. PREDOMINATE USE 

A. 

PART C 

active and passive 
users/ mixed population 

SECURITY FACtOR 

22. LIGHTING 

ll. more than 50% of 
park lighted at 
nilsilt 

b. 

b. 

none 

active, mixed 
population 

25-50% of area 
lighted at night 

c. active, children 
only 

c. less than 25% of 
area lighted inc'. 
none or peripheral 
only Describe _______________________________________________________________________ __ 

23. C014MUNICATrONS {on-site or same side of street} 

a. outdoor police call 
boxes, phones and 
fire alarms 

24. SECURITY PA~ROL 

a. I.JS fUll-time on-site 
security/supervision 
during summer 

b. telephone only 

b. regularly patrolled 
by any security 
agency 

25. ITEM 10 with factors " .. " and tic" re·tersed. 

a. completely controlled 
access . 

b. no fences out enforced 
enforced curfew 

c. none 

c. not regularly 
scheduled patrol 
stop by any agency 

c. no fences and 
no curfew 
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Form 1 

26. VISIBILITY (day) 

a. all Quadrants from 
a 11. perimeters 

27. VISIBIL11.Y. (night) 

a. all quadrants from 
ail perill'.eters 

PART 0 ?ARi</CONNUNITY RELATIONSHIP 

28. ~ 

a. center of community 

29. CONMUNITY DEVELOPI·IENT IS 

a. mixed residential, 
commerci a 1 and 
i ndustri a1 

30. DEVELOPHENi DENSITY IS 

a. intense (row houses. 
apts J stores) 

31. "CONDIJrON" OF Cor·IMUNITY 

a. new 

32. STREET USES 

a. heavy thru-city 
traffic 

....... , 

" / 

" 

o 
Park Site Data Col1ectiol: Form 

b. all :uadrants from 
2-3 perimeters 

b. all quadrants from 
2-3 perimeters 

b. . on edge of community 

b. residential only 

b. moderate or broken 
(single family homes. 
stores. apts. vacant 
lots) 

b. old. but in good shape 

h. local arterial 

HOO Park Coe '10. 

c. 2-3 quadrants from 
1-2 perimeters 

c. 2-3 quadrants from 
1-2 perimeters .. 

c. separated from 
co~unity (by rr. 
freeway) 

c. other 
(describe) 

c. light (single 
homes~ other open 
spaces) 

c •. poor 

c. local residential 
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Form I Purk Site Data Co11ection Form 

~3, STREET ENVIRON~lENT 

we11 lighted a. b. moderate1y 1ighted 

Identify any Icompet1t1on"in community to park. , 
(Nearby river. schoo' grounds that are open, IIbig yards," etc.) 

.:= ;!! .. ,.:::..-. 
~..::-------..:::. .. ~.: ;..'::; 

!...::::.~ 

HUlA Park Code ",. 

c. poor1y 1 i ghted 
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Purpose: 

The purpose of the park user interviews will be to identify the extent 

to which park usage decisions are affected by desIgn considerations and 

the knowledge and fear of crir.e. The intervie\ys will be structured 

around the cr1100 and phjlsi cal data col kcted on thf! llmost crime" parks. 

The interv1eMS \'1111 be dasigned liO th~i it 1'/111 be possible to correlate 

user responses to the rooElSl!l"fild cn rna llnd park de~,1 gn factors. 

Procedure: 

The user intervieVis \,Iill be desi~l1ed upon completion of Activity F. 

The procedure to be used \>J111 be: detailed 10-15 minute interview carried 

o out in person. 

The survey \'Ii 11 be structured to support and supplement the prel iminary 

End Products: 

1. Define the Fear of Crime. Establish whether and to what extent the 

fear of crime affects peoples'decision to use their parks; identify 

the basis of that fear: newspaper accounts,having been victimized, 

or kpo~/ing sorreone who was victimized, IIseeing the police dOl'/n there 

all the time" responses and others. 

2. Define User Percepti~1s of Park. Establish what physical factors 

.. people "seen or think of when considering rark usage: well lighted, 

dark, clean, attractive, facilities, etc. 

'" ·l~ 
-""" 

3. Define Usage Justific<ltions. Determine extent to which fear of 

use has basis in fact; high f£ar low measured crime J indicates other 

factors involved in attitudes toward park environment. 

Preceding page blank 
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HLMA Park Usage Survey 
Cover Sheet and instructions 

This form is to be used both off-&ark and~k intervi~~. 

, 

7/6/71 HLt1A Form IV 
(b\13 #63-S71 0:)8 
EApires Dec. 31, 1971 
~lock 2 Approval 

Note instructions in questionnaire that distinguish between on ~nd off-park interviews. 

Read general instructions for identifying r?spondent required for this intervierl and 
for approaching respondent . 

Tally ~he number of persons approached, to obtain willing respfr~~~t, in tally box. I r:;:"P1e TaIlYT-~- ----- ------~laT1y Bo')( 

If this is an off-park interview, ask following scr~enir,g quastions: 

a. Do you live within (4 if sub-neighborhood / 7 if flei~hboi"hG(}d) blcc~s of' Park? 

Yes - No --- --

R""'~ 
r""" \ 

". f 

b. Do you ever go to or use Park or any of the parks in this city No __ Yes __ 

c. Have you used one or more parks in this city, for any reason, 
more than 3 times in the last 3 months. 

d. Do you anticipate using one or more parks in this city more 
than 3 times in the next 3 months. 

No Yes 

No Yes 

If you receive a N~ on question A, thand respondent and seek netl respondent. If you 
receive a Yes on question A, ask question B, C and O. If you receive No on B, or both 
C and D, proceed with off-parl<, non-user intervie\~. If yotl receive a y~s on B or 
either of Band C, thank respondent for cooperation and seek lIe\'i t'asponcl;:nt. 

Following procedore in 5 and 6 above and general instructions, complete off-park 
intervie\</s. Proceed the park and complete intervie\'J schedule. 
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PARK USAGE SURVEY 

• ~~, 

~ .. -. 7/6/71 
HSA/HU--.A Form IV 

Time Interview Began 
Time Intervie'.'1 Ended 
Total Minutes Spent 

City Name _______ ~ ______ _ 

Intervi e\,/i ng 
Park Name ..,----, ___________ . 
!?ate of Interviet1 ---------------------'-on-park __ Off-park Park user Park nOil .. usar ____ _ 

1. Thi:1king about things here in REPEAT NAt'\1E OF CITY. t'ihat do you think is the 
ONE biggest problem in the city? (IF DONIT KNOl~,h ASK:I l,jhat liiOS"l. bothers l~ou? 

2. And what about this neighborhood? What;s the ONE biggest probl€m here? IF "DON'T KfJ(xJ," ASK: 
What most bothers you about the neighborhood? 

3. Our city provides a lot of service£. Providin~~arks is just one. Thinking about other 
problems of the city, like (REPEAt ANS\~f~ TO QUEsiloN '0, how k~ortant is rr.aintaining 
our parks -- more important, just as important, or not as lmportant? 

1. __ more important 2. __ just as important 3. ___ not as important 

[flITE1WIEWH:G Q.Ef PARK L:..E QUESTIONS 4 THROUGH 7a. IF 9~ PARK SKIP TO QOtSTIG1f8j 

4. You have indicated you never or rarely use the parks in this city. can you tell me why, 
specifically, you don't go to the parks? 

5. Do you go to parks outside the city rr.ore frequently? 1. Yes 2. No 

Sa. Can you tell me why? ____________________________ _ 

5b. How do you usually get to t:'Qse par~s? _______________________ _ 
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7. 

7a. 

" '~M-' ""¥~ 

~ Can you give me an eXar.'!ple? ________________________ _ 

I am going to read you a gzneral list of things S~~ people do in parks. 
me whether or not it is scmcthing you like or don't like to do. 

As I read each. tell 

liKe Don't like 

a. Wat.ching or playing sports including swimming 1. 2. 

b. Meeting or being near ~eople l. 2. 

c. Having a picnic L 2. 

d. Just sitting 1- 2. 

e. Reading 1. 2. 

f. Mal!dng or jogging 1. 2. 

g. Sightseeing 1- 2. 

h. Ca.-:iping 1. 2. 

Which of these things would you say you like to do most? 
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8. How do .you uSt::,lly (come) (go) to the park? __________________ _ 

9. When you (come here) (go there) what do you usually do? PROBE ___________ _ 

.10. I am going to read you a general list of things some people do in parks. As I read each, tell 
me whether or not it is something you like or don't like to do in Park. 

Like Don't like 

a. Watching or playing sports 1. 2. 

b. Meeting or being near people 1. 2. 
(like at a concert) 

c. Having a picnic 1. 2. 

d. Just sitting 1- 2. 

e. Reading 1. 2. 

f • Walking or jogging 1. 2. 

lOa. Which of the~e things is the one you like to do best? 
IREREAD LIST IF NECEssARV; CIRCLE ITEH NA.":lEDI . 

lOb. Is there something you like to do in parks but can't? 

1. Yes I 2. No 

lOco And \'1hat is that? _______________________________ _ 
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lla 

l1b 

12. 

(Ht~E1w i1t~:l on~5'R) Park has d1ff~~1t areas 1R it. 
-me b:"rc'wV' tMn ot\1ilY"S ), 

m t1'l..~ tm.Y (woos ci' t~ park you 

1. Ves, ~~";3 L 2. fJo .. ~~ 

Ml11ch specific area do yoo like best? ----------------"":'.lr.". _________ _ . 

\!oy do you 11 Ice that Clrea bast? 

Are there ar~as of the park you dislike or &vofd using? 

.. 

t 
\ 
I 

: • Yes I 2.!!o • 

l~a. Which .... a ;s it? r 
120 l!lhy do you dislike or avoid that area? ( 

I 
~ ~ ", ~ 

+~ fj 
~ 
!!~ 

12c Do you avoid it all the tim2 or just so:ne t'l~s? , 

1 . 1.11 tne tilTte rz:= JUst ~ tir::.es I ,~, 
., 

t >., f .... : 
L_ D h2cc And when is that? J~ 
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,-".) t ___ 

(TAtFOllOWI NG QUESTION HAs Al'rtRI-i;; I 
~OBE_ASKING FOR A RESPONSE. 

r ...... · 
l I 
"_./ 

13. The purk (does not have) (has) a fence around it. 

Do you think the parr. should or should not have a fence? 

1. Fence 2. Not a fence 

< 
~. 

\ .. / : 

13a ~ do you think that? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

14. Does this park have a curfew or closing time? 

1. Yes 2. fl~ 3. Don't knew 

14a What time is it? 

15. Do you think the park should or should not have a curfew? 

1. Ye~t should 2. No, should not 

l5a Why do you say th~t W1h~ BOTH RESPONSE~? 

16 Thinking about it, carefully, what three things bother you r.~st about the park? 

1. i 

2. :: I 

, 

I' . 

3. ::g 1 

, " (IF "NOTHING" '" "DON'T KNOW" ASK:] What would you like to ,ee changed or improved? -- ---- J J 
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17a. 

Considering everyting we've been talkingaoout, how satisfied are you with this Park 
completely satisfied, quite satisfied. or not satisfied at all? 

1. Completely Satisfied 2. __ Quite Satisfied 3. __ Not Satisfied 

What particular thing causes you tll saj that? _________________ _ 

18. Soma people I have talked to have said they were concerned about their safety in the parks. 
Is this so~~thing you are concerned about or not too concerned about? 

1 • ConCi~rned 2. __ Not concerned 3. ___ Don't know 

19. Uhen I-'le IT'.ention i'SAFETY" soma people tell us about crirre. Do you think crime in the 
neighborhood is a big prolJlem or not too big a problem? 

1. Big problem 2. Not too big 3. Don't know 

19a. Why do you say that? ___________________________ _ 

20. Do you think there is a lot of crinE in parks or not too much eriw~? 

1. __ Lot of cri me 2. Not too much 3. Don't know 

20a. Why _______________________________ _ 

20b. 

~K UStRS ONLY\ 

Compared to the re~t of your neighborhood, do you think the park is more safe, about as 
safe, or less safe? 

1. Hore safe 2. About as safe 3. Less safe 

21. Does the crime, either in this neig;',borhood or in this park, affect your using the park? 

1. ___ Yes. affects usage 2. No. does not affect usage 

21a. IF I"YES" ASKiJ What h:ls its affect been? ___________________ _ 

I ,_ ,, __ .. ~L ___ • 
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~f L[IDJrn'ION 22 IF Off-PARK 2ft ON SllS-fI!£Iti'ilJOiiHV!)~~;-,~ \:,::,.1 ~ : 

<2. In l park, is there. particul.r place that is ""I'SO than tOO rest for crime? I, 
1. Yes 2. fro i 

22a. Hhe~ is that ~ 

22b. 

. -:--­
I 

Why is that place WGrs~ for' cMi'Ze? ______________________ _ 

23. Do you believe there is an)~i~g that CGn ~ ~e in pnr~s to step cwi~s or vn~d~li$m ~nd 
other annoyances? 

1. Yea:.. 2. ~~ 

23a. What do you think can be ~? ______________________ _ 

JilWiIr Would you explain that ~ret 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
!ASK QUESTIONS 24 IHI-!OOGA 28 ONLY Of JSEUJ3LE 6kJ bl'6~'45l 

24. De; you kno\,1 if there is a public telef>i1rme n2arny or riot? 

1. Yes, one nearby 2.- Ko, VUlt Om! 

25. Would you say the lighting in P~rk at night is p~tty ~~do OT not verY good? 

1.' Pretty good 2. rt.,t '\reF.1 gwd 3. ~I't knVd 

~a. W~~yoos~~"'_~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~ __ ~~ 
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[If1{rSPONDENT SAYS "NEVE~N PAnK Ai 141001" ASK:} 

25b. 

26. 

26a. 

26b. 

26c. 

26d. 

27. 

28 

Why don't you use the park at night? ______________________ _ 

Do you ever see policer.~n in or near the park? 

1. __ yes 2. No 

Is h~ usually llJalldng, in a car, on horseback. or riding a motorscooter? 

1. Walking 2. Car 3. __ --'Horseback ~. Moto rs cooter 

~Ihith kind of patrol -- walld;,g. in a car. on horseback or motorscooter - do you think l' 
is the best? 

1. Balking 2. __ Car 3. __ Horseback 4. ~~torscooter 

Why? __________________________________________________________ ___ 

Have you ever talked to a policew~n 'in the park? 

1. Ves 2. No ---
Would you prefer to see more, about the same, or fewer police officers in Park? 

1. t".ore 2. ____ SaIne 3. Fewer 4. Don't know 
--....; 

Some cities have special police officers assigned to patrol parks. Does this city have 
speci a 1 Ptll'k Pol ice? 

1. ___ Ves, has Park Police 2. No. does not 3. ___ Don't know 
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29. in the last 12 months, have, you~ personajly~ been tme victim of a eri~? ~ 

29a. 

1 2. Ho, have not ~e~n victim -.?Ifio TO Qu£sr~' I; 
IF "VES" ASK: What happened? I, 

~. 

IN : 

~,' zst.. rr-uYtsrrASK: Did it happen in or near (REPEAT ~~iE Of pf-,m<) Park, or so:;.:n-;here ~lse1 ;~ 
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30: 

3( l a. 

JOb. 

JOe·. 

31Jd. 

30e. 

30f. 

1. In or near park->Y.iO TO QUESI'W~ ;;sq" 2,, __ -: 

What were you doing at ~ tima? 

~ere exnc~ydid ithap~n? ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~ 

What time of day was it? __ ~ __________________________ _ 

vIas there anyone eise around? _____________________________ _ 

Was the person who <2i d it someone you h~d seen before or lens-if? ________________ _ 

Have you s!!en the person since ~~ either in the park or sOli',swilere else? ____________ _ 

Did you report it t~ the Police? 
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31. In the last 12 months. has a member of your fami1y or S0ID20ne you ~now personally bee~ the ,victim of a 
~~? r 

es 2. No-') f$O 'to @'fION 3)] 

31a. IF1'Y!:$1I71SK: W'nat happened? ______________________________ _ 

31b. IF lIy£s1Tf\Sl(: Did it happen in or near Park. or sc;n~here else? 

1. In or near park ..,. t®:01o QUESTION 32'" 2. . SOlnelifflere else->W!O QUESTION 3]; 

~2. What were they doing at the time? 
, . 

22a. Where did it happen? 

32b. What time of day was it? 

32c. Was there anyone else around? 

32d. Did they recognize who did it? 

32e. Was it reported to the Police? 
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SKIP TO gUESTl.)N3E If OFF-pARR 

33. DFr1t"~~) weather in the slfmmar~ how many t'imes tl Heel; do you usually come here to tile pDI'~.? 
1 DON i I\~nw;r '[DEpENDS" OR I VARIES" Ask: About hm'i many timeS a \-leek? 

1. I ~:ss than 
---cnce a week 

2. Once a week 3. TtlD-three 
---time:: a w~e~, 

11 • Four ti I1i€S a 
---:''ieek or more 

~t 
i~ 

~ 
,~ 

~ 
~ 
ill 
·fJ 
Ii 

33a. 

34. 

During the 'lintel', how many times a month do you u~ually use tile par~: 

1. __ -.:[RSS than orc£; 
a month 

2. Once a month 3. Th'O-three til:~s 4. Fourth til'i"les a 
'---a mont;, month or more 

About, hoI'! 10n9 do you t.sual1y stay \then you do come? 

i 

r 
2. I~ore than an hour 3. Half a day 

--( 11 hours or so) 
4. A11 day 

--(:mre than 
1. ___ Less than hour 

8 hours) 

35. Do you usually come dUl'ing the week, on weekends, or both? 

1. ______ During the wee~ 2. Both 3. Weekends 

36. Jlnd when in the day do you mast use the park? 

1. __ Before noon 2. Noon - 3:00 3. 3:00-6:00 4. After 6:00 

37. How many blocks do you live from here? 

1. One~ ~wo 2. Three-four 3. Five-six 4. Seven or IOOre 

38. And finally how many children are there living at your house? ______________ _ 

Thank you for your cooperatio'l. I've been asking a lot of quostions. Do you I:ave any to ask me? ___ , 
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Sex of Respondent ••••. 1. t~le 
Age Group ..•.........• 1. ~O-19 
Race .••••••••••••••.•• 1. --blhi te 

2. Fe.o:nale 
2. 20-29 
2. __ Non-white 

3. 30-49 4. _____ 50 or over 

Is respondent accompanied by child (ren)? 1. _____ yes 2. No Ii __ _ 

UDY of Intervie\..rer ________ _ Vedfied by Supervisor 1. _Yes 2. __ No 

Intervi~er # __________ _ Deck /1, ____________ _ 
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AN ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SAFETY AS RELATED TO THE INCIDENCE 
OF CRIME IN PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS IN CENTRAL CITIES 

-
HUD Contract H-1481 

ACTIVITY REPORT - Phase It TasK' 

City and Park Selection Analysis 

HAROLD LE~IIS MALT ASSOCIATES 

18 December 70 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report covers the activities carried out in completion of 

the contractual requirements for Task 1 of HUD Contract H 1481. 

These act; viti es Itlere completed on Oecember 18 and work is 

commencing on Task 2. 

The purposes of this task included: 

a limited survey of available police data to establish the 

level and'seriousness of criminal activity in parks, and; 

the selection of cities to be recon~nended to hllD for study. 

A 139 

On the basis of the preliminary survey, a general approach to data 

collection was developed for detailed consideration in Task 2 and an 

analysis of the types of parks to be studied was begun. The park 

site selection and detailed data collection procedure will be completed 

in Task 2 and described in the Phase I report. 

The initial survey of police records and the apparent level of 

police activity in parks indicates greater depth of study in somewhat 

fewer cities is desirable. The large number of incidents found in the 

surveyed files indi'cate we ItJill need to obtain detailed infonnation 

,on certain categories of crime to be able to establish relationships 

between those categories and the design and management of the parks • 

It was not possible to establish specific distribution of police 

file incidents between discrete crimes. The police departments that 

we talked to, however, all indicated they "thought" that serious crime 

Preceding page blank 
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• 

• (person to pel'son cd Illes) was fai rly 10\</ and p"operty crimes 

(vandalism) was fairly high. 

CITY SELECTION PROCEDURE 
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An initial list of forty-nine cities \tUIS compiled by the study 

team and BUD representatives and approved by the acting DirectoY', 

Office of Resources DeveloplWl'lt. The names, titles and mailing 

addresses of ~he lMyor, chi ef of pol ice and di rector of parI,s 

and recreation fur the cities was compfled. Each of these officials 

\~as sent a letter and general pr'oject description l"equasting they 

di scuss the project and i ndi cate \llnether thei r ci ty \'4as i nteres ted 

in participating in the stUdy. A copy of the letter and the list of 

cities are attached to thfs report. 

A response control form was prepared and follow-up criteria d~veioped. 

Any city sending replies from all three officials or from only one 

but indicating a \,/illingness to make some resource committment to the 

study, \'/ere identified for follow-up. In two cases, r·linneapolis and 

Rochester, their letters indicated a need for ~dditional information 

. and were responded to by phone. Telephone follow-ups were made to 

. seventeen· of the cities and eight were visited. Table I sh~#s the 

responses and the category of those responses. 

\ , 
. . 
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CITY SELECTION CRITERIA 

The criteria used in the city selection were: 

a. adequate geographic represe:ltation 

b. adequate distribution over size range 

c. representation of park police agency 

d. representation.of NRPA study central cities 

e. crin~ data compatibility among cities and ease of access 

f. willingness and capability of city to devote resources to 

and assist in the study 

g. representation of cities with areas offering competition to 

pllrks. 

A size/location table was made to show the relative distribution 

of the cities (Table II). 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
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A total of fifceen respondents fell into the Strong Interest and 

Support category. All were followed up by phone and eight were visited . 

Three of {:,e cities in this cate:;ory were eliminated from consideration 

after being visited: 

Ann Arbor - due to very difficult police record situation (manual) 

and inability to assist in study. 

Detroit - due to very difficult financial and manpower situation g 

o Atlanta 
• 

i "," .. --------

L ..... > .... 

/ 
I • 

and inability to assist in study • 

- same as Detroit. 

~ 
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Four Qf the cittes in the Interested category were'chosen for 

inclusion in the selection/alternute lists on the strength of 

their reply and/or phone response: 

Billings, Montana 
Kansas City, Missouri * 
Ninnespolis. Ninnesota * 
San Franci SCQ, Ca 1'1 forni a 

The four cities identified as Alternates are prelimina~ selections 

subject to further confirmation and study needs. 
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Kfll i 
11/5/0 j 

. 
Location 

1 ALBANY! fl Y 

2 ANN ARBOR, !-nCH. 

3 ATLANTA, CJl.. 
-

4 BALTII'oORE, HO. 

5 BILLINGS, HOaT. 

6 BIRI·lINGHAH, ALA. 

7 BOSTON, !<!ASS. 

8 CHARLOTTE, II C 

9 CHICAGO, ILL. -

10 CINCINIlATJ, 0 

11 CLEVELAND 0 

12 DALLAS, TEXAS 

13 DAYTOIl, 0 

14 DENVER COLO. 

15 DETROIT, J.llCH. 

16 EL PASO, TEXAS 

" GREAT FALLS, HON. 

1& HARTFORD. CONN. 

., .. ,.'., ... j. ,." .. 

,,-
, -

A 143 

SAFETY Itl PARKS STUDY 

Phase I / Task 1 

f'ROPOSED PARTICIPr.!n CITlE,S 

Geograp • Approxi~ate Size: 
. NRPA Park Arca 100- 250- I 

~ 
Study Police liES H (lOOK 250K SOOK m >111 __ 

X X 

X X 

X ~ X 

X X 

X X 

. X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

• X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 
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SAFETY IN PARKS STUOY 
Phase I I Task 1 
PROPOSED f'ARTlCIPAtn CITIES 

2 

Lcation 

19 HOllOl ULlJ! HIIHA II 
, 

';;;;) IOl1r, CITY! IWA 

21 1/:01 AlIArOLIS. WD. 

22 JACKSO!JV1 LLE, FLA. 

23 Jrn~SON CITY, TENN. 

24 KANSI\S CITY, 110. 

,25 LOS A/:GELES, CAL. 

26 NE 1'0 Pill S. WIN. 

27 1·IIN4I, FLA. * 

28 NILI'/AUKEE I·HSC. 

29 NI NfI[APOLl S, HIN~I. 

30 NASSrlU COu::ry, tI Y * 
31 tlEI'/ 1111 V (1/ , co:m. 
32 tiE}) ORLWIS, LA. 

33 NE~1 YOnK, N Y 

34 NORFOU:, VA. 

35 NORTlliIf·1PTOil, /·1,'55. 

36 OAKWW, l-rL 

37 Pllorra X, AR I Z • 

PITTSBURGH, P/i. 

3~ PO~TLNl[J, ORE. 

.,0 PROVJ[l[llCE, R J 

~ 

Gaog. 
NHPA Park Area 
Study Police II E S 1/ 

I 
.! 
T 

X 

X 

X 

X X X 

X Y. X 

X X 

X 

X X X 

X 

X 

.L X 

X I 
X Y. 

X 

I-~ -H X 

Ix 

I I i I 
X Ix 

I 
X X 

X 

'!. 

\ 
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!Ipproximate Size: 
100- 250- 500-

lOOK 250K SOOK HI HI 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
I 

X 

X 

>: Cl 
X 

X 

! * Po Cou ts for /lYC Xl I X -
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
I 
I X 

X 

I X 

o 
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", il 



LCBtion 
~RPA Park 
r>tudy roli ce 

111 RICHHQllD VA. 
. 

42 ROCllCSW1 Il Y X 

43 ST. LOUIS. 1·10. X? 

I 44 SAN DIEGO CAL. 

45 SAN FRAllCrSCO CAL. 

46 SAN JW,:'. PUERTO RICO 

47 SEATTLE, WASil. X 

48 SPOK/vIE HASH. I 
49 TOPEV,A. KA. 

, 
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Geog. 
Area 
IlIE'S H 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

!~ 

X 

X 

X 

I ApproximJte Size: 
100- 250- 500 

lOOK 25(1K 500K 1f.1 111 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X -
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"ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SAFE'lt I\S RELATED TO THE INCIDENCE OF CRII'.E 
IN PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS IN CENTRAL CITIES" 

This background Pi per provides a brief ,'esume 0': the scope and 
expected results c.f this study. Cities interes'~ed in participating 
in the study should address replies to: 

Mr. Haro1d L~qis Malte President 
Harold Le\'iis Nalt Associates 
1049 Thoma~ Jefferson Street N H 
Washington, D. C. 20007 

If addi ti cnlll i nfn-ma t1 on is needed contact: 
Mr. Malt (202) 338 4010 

or 
11r. DI'light Rettie. Director 
Open Space and Urban Beautif i cati on 01 vi!, i on 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop~!nt 
Washington, D. C. 

(202) 755 6280 

Criminal activity in parks and recreatiolJ areas is thought 
to be a significant problem for local units of 'iovernrnent and 
individual park users. As crime rates increase. the use of parks 
and recreation facilities often declines. Whil.: the problem seems 
to be the most aCvte in large cities, it exists to varying d~grees 
in all urban areas. 

Inforrr.atior on the magnitude of the prob;em of criminal 
activitie:; in urban parks and recreation ~reas ,nust be established 
befol''' ways can be sought t" reduce these activities. Dealing with 
park crime involves more than surveillance. It involves park 
planning, programning (scheduling of activities), design, equip~ent, 
management, and the neighborhood environment in general. 

This research project is designed to pro'/ide insights into 
the planning, desi gning, and programming of par;,s and park security 
to reduce criminal activity. This information and the resulting 
report should be useful to local communities in making mor,~ effective 
use of parks and open space. The application of the findings of 
this study can he~p bring millions of dollars ~f recreation areas 

J and p, "ks back to the; r intended use. 

Preceding page blank 

I , 

u 



\ 

\ 
\ 

'\ 

\ 
\ I 

\ 

/ 

.:,. .. '.' ,~-~ ... 
. ,~.' . 

:rj~~~~"_~I __________________ __ 

}; 
\ 

~:' "j 

" "' 
~~ 
~ 
! 

"<t < 
! 

f 

1 

J 

, : 

• 

, 

A 148 

The study team, in the course of this project, ~lill; 

A. 

£3. 

c. 

D. 

Estab" ish the level and seriousness of criminal 
acti v' ty in urban parks and recreat; on areas and 
ascerl,ain hoI'/ the level of crime in a park compares 
with the level of crime in the surrc undi ng area or 
in tht: ci ty as a whole. 

Examine the frequency and severity cf criminal 
activity by types of ur,an parks. 

Identify those physical and social Jactors \1hich 
differentiate ben/eeo parks that have high and low 
cri me ra tes • 

Evalucte the fac:ors that appear to be most influential 
in maintaining a low crime rate and asce,"tain ho,,/ these 
facto,s can efficiently be applied in areas of need. 

E. Prep'He a r-eport ot:tlining demonstrations (includin£, 
recomfl'ended sites) in which the findins;" of the project 
can be tested and e>(panded. 

The study entails co'jlection of information on urban [Jcl'ks, 
on criminal acthity in those parks and on the ~xtent to "Ihidl the 
people US"' n!,l we P'lI"'<S H:t1r cnme. 

The project has a fifteen month schedule and will be carried 
out in a phased procedure involving five general tasks: 

Phase r -,-_..:..R:..;;..cs;:;...;e:;..;;a.Jch Reguirements and Evaluation 

Task 1 City and Park Selection 
Task 2 Problem Analysis and Survey Design 

Phase II .;...:.;..=.;:~~-.::.S.:.:..ur:...v:....;;'e",-Y, Analyses and Evaluation Criteria Specification 

Task 3 Data Survey and Analyses 
Task 4' Ev~luation Criteria and Summary neport 

Phase II I .:...;..;.=.;::-.::.;:....;;...-.::.D.;:;;em.;.:..o~n~trat'ion Design and Final Repor!, 

Task 5 Demonstration Development and Final Report Preparation 

Approxi mate ly ti fteen citi es I'd 11 be selected for the project. 
Within each city, four to eight park sites will be identifier for 
study. The park~ ~lill be selected on the basis of scale of service 
(neighborhood, ccmmunity, etc.), the socio-economic nature of the 
park's service area (hi9h income, 101'1 income, etc.) and the crif"g 
rde in the arCd (ili~h, F:r:illl:1 , 1(1'.-:). 
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l'relimillury visits 1·1i 11 l;(\ II/Jue to <1 fl!W cities Lo 
obtain infol"'Il1atiJn on crime data recording fo'mats and to 
test alternative park data collection procedu'es. 
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During Ph~se II of the project all the selected cities 
will be visited and data will be c01lected on 

A. The cdminal activity reported in ':he selected parks. 

B. The p!rks themse1ves. 

C. Park lser attitudes toward crime. 

Besides tle demonstration design. a rer·ort summarizing the 
study findings ~/j1i be prepared discussing the relationships 
found between pa 'k desi gn, management and seclIri ty factors and 
the level of cri ne in those parks. The citie~ participating in 
the study \·,;11 b~ identified. but the individllal pal~ks and t.heir 
neighbomoo':'s wi 11 be disguised. 
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TABLE I 

CITY R(SPO~SC, INTEREST LEVEL AND FOLLOW-UPS 

Cdr.e In Parks Study, Phase I , Tas~ I 

Ho Response 

.. BI mlngham 
Chi ca~o 
Iowa City 
Johnson City 
Hlht3u~ec 
Providence 
Topeka 

rentat I ve Select! ons 

Oll1lngs 
Dos too 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 
Cenver 
EI Paso 
Hartford 
Jacksonville 
Phoenix 
Saint Louis 
San Francisco 
Soattle 

CondltioMI Interust 

Charlotte 
.. Dayton 

Great Falls 
Ilew York 
Pi ttsburgh 
Richnond 

~ Rochester 
Spokane 

Alternates 

Baltimore 
Kldlsas City, fob. 
Minneapolis 
Hew Orleans 

.. Included In IIRPA-HUD Central Cily Study 
'" Telcyhon~ foll0tt-Up 
v Visits 

Interes ted 

Albany 
Billings 
Dallas 
Honoluly 
Indl ~napol I s 

.. i:ansas City, Ii:l. 

... los Ang~les 

.. f<iemphis 
Hlaml 

.. IlInn~apolis (p) 
flassau County 
flett Ha \'Cn 

.. Norfolk 
Horu,arnpton 

.. Oa!-.Ia~d 

.. portland 
San Diego 

(p) 

San franc1scD(p) 
San Juan 
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Strong Interest £ Support 

Ann Arbor lP vl ., Athnta p'v 
Oaltlnnl'C P'V! 

.. Boston (p:v 
Cleveland (p,v 
Cincinnati (p,v) 

.. Denve.' (p) 

.. Detroit p,v) 
EI Paso p) 
Hartford p,vl 
Jacksonv! lle p ,v 

.. l;ew Orleans pI 
• Phc~nll\ p 

St. Loul~ p,v) 
.. Seattle p) 

.... -_._._---------------------
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',. 
TASlE 'I 

DISTRIBUTlOtI OF .mEn CInES 

C , 'i P ls St d Ph s I Task r rr':. n dr u ~I J e--!.L,....!.:_ 

POPULATIOII SIZE ( 19GO Census I 
(1001:- 0' - ;OUK soo-:-n~ >U~ 

Northampton Albany Pittsburgh New York 
BOSTON Nassau County .. lliiliTIORD Oal tllOOre ... flew lIaven .. ... Providence 
Rochester 

Ann Arbor Dayton ClIICltINATI DetNlt 
Great Falls HI nncapol!!. mVlThF Chicago 

J:: lndi~napoHs 
~ 
0 Hilwaukee 
>:: 

Johnson City Atl anta Dallas 
BI rmlnghatll lie\< Orl~an!O 
Charlotte $1. LOUIS 
JACr50lNl LlE 

.c 
HCIl'phis ... r.i~ml 

'" NOfiol k 0 
In Ri (hnlOn1 

Si'U Juan 
[( PASO 

BILllliGS DENVER PHOENIX San Diego los Angeles .. Iowa cTIy lfOiiOiul u pOi'Hdiid sm rRN,CISCO ., 
KansasaCity Spokane SfA'f'iT[---

~ Oaklan 'Topeka' 

"£!IT ~AAE· c Tentative Selectlon "fHy. Name" E Alternate {See p 8i 
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REPORTED INDEX eRnIE INCIDEtlCE BY CITY fon fOUR STUDY AREAS (1) 
III rIVE ClTlES 

-----------,T~ot~A~I~t~o~ur~~Tr-cTta~l~ln~d~cx~~y.lo~tdl~~re~c~t--~Jo~tar1n~r.;x~~l'-o"ta~l'O"u .. t~~r~--
Service Area Crime for In<I.:lx CrlnlP. Cri"" Four Index Crime for 

ctty Populations Service Areas for Srv.l\rcas Study Parks Service Area,(ll 

BALTIMORE 32,813 2,385 1,007 70 1.077 

CINCINflATl 20,241 1,454 463 7 470 

SAUlT LOUIS 41.303 1,280 493 1 494 

SM FlWlCISCO 53,B75 2,639 590 25 615 

SEATTLE 19,171 100 80 5 B5 

TOTAl. 167,463 7,B58 2.633 lOB 2,741 

(211 HUlA Park CMlTe Analysts 
() Subtotal for Total Streel ~nd Park Index Crin", for Service Area 
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OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIHE CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY 
AREAS IN FIVE CITIES (1) 

Index Crime Categol',y 

MURDER 

RAPE 

ROBBERY 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

ALL OTHER 

TOTAL 

Area (2) 

32 

75 

807 

552 

6,392 

7,858 

(1 ) HLHA Park Crime Ana lysi s 

Street 

15 

24 

515 

283 

1,801 

2,633 

Pal'k 

1 

7 

37 

11 

52 

108 

(2) Includes all reported Index Cri~~ Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 
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OVERVIEI-I OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRmE CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS 

BALTIt·1ORE 

Index Crime Category Area (2) 

1·1UR~ER 6 

RAPE 8 

ROBBERY 234 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 195 

ALL OTHER 1,940 

TOTAL 2,385 

(t~ HLMA Park Crime Analysis 
(2 Includes All Reported Index Crime 

,; '" ,.'. 

,\, 
'I'" 

.;' \ 

(1) 

Street Parl< 

4 0 

1 3 

153 18 

109 7 

740 42 

1,U07 70 

Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 

;. . 

-~" 

~ 

r 
, 



" 

/' 

...... 

\ 

RePORTEO ItlCIOEtler IW lHOEX CRIME CATEGORY IJIO SERVICE IJl.F.A POPULATION l/I fOUR STUDY I.J!£IQ: 

DAlTIHORE (1) 

Park 
All Heported Index Crill'C Incl~nce 
Hurd~r Ra~c P.obberl 

IlIllO'rI Servlre Area P02ulotion ~814 581q 5814 
AVENUE ](rea 1 1 liS·, 
PAA~ nrect 1 0 ~~ 

rzat~ I) --U !l 

HT. Service Area Po~ulatlon 3738 3738 3738 
VER«Otl );n.>a 0 Ii 59 
PARK 'Street 1) 0 ~~ 

fiDrlt 0 0 I 

BURDICK Scrvlce lI.rca Poeulfttlon 5687 5607 5687 
PAAK 7irea !l I Hl 

!trcct 0 1 S 
l>.ii'I: 0 0 II 

PAnERSQ:l $cr,fce Area Po~ulatlon 17,634 17 ,634 17 ,634 
PARK ],rea , G 1M 

!free!: ~ !l 63 
hrk 0 3 II 

TOTAL Service Area Pogulatlon 32,873 32 ,873 32,873 
Area n !! 2l~ 
Sfi'eCt ~ 1 153 
ParE 0 l III 

(1) IflJlA ~ari: Crille malysfs, 

". . 
I 

A29r •Aslt • All Other 

5814 5814 
52 ~2!l 
21) IllS 
D I 

3738 3738 
I' 21.i2 
11 s:l 
0 l! 

5687 5587 
12 Wi 
5 m 
0 !l 

17,634 
m 17 ,631 

1111> 
'67 32G , 

J~ 

32,873 32,873 
195 1.~40 
109 ,~o 

7 ~z 
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Total 

5814 
5""--
l~ti 

1 

3738 
358 
)~ 

3 

5687 
4JI 
Isr-

0 

17 ,634 
',04r--
~rr-
6il 

32,873 
2,~S5 
t ,007 

70-' 
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OVERVIEH OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS: 

CINCINNATI (1) 

Index Crime Category Area (2) Stt'eet Park 

14L'RDER 9 4 0 

RAPE 15 3 0 

ROBBERY 195 123 6 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 112 44 0 

ALL OTHER 1123 289 1 

TOTAL 463 7 

(1) HLMA Park Crime A,alys;s 
(2) Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 
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IU.rORT[u IIICIOCIlCl BY lIlOU CIlJ}',E CATlCtORY NlD SERVICE ARf.A POPULATlOf/ HI FOUR STUDY M£f>S: 

,/ CIIlCIllIIATI (1) 

,,/ All ~ported In~x Cri n~ Illclooncc 
/' tar!: ~Iurdcr Rd[U Roblx>r~gr.Aslt. All Other 

OE/HIM ServIa Area Po~ulatlon J.t!l2{ 7,008 7 ,SOil 7 ,OO8--L.i.:J5 
PARr. Are"a:- 5 27 1~ :~q7 

rtr-eel 1 1 1~ 6 S3 
Vir!: 0 0 0 0 D 

' .. HAIII/ll Servl cc Area ropula t I on 2,946 2 ,946 2,946 2,946 2,946 
PARr. Arca ~ 4 69 26 m 

Street 1 0 S~ 18 17 
FIlIii 0 0 0 0 0 

1If>SIIINGTOII SCI'Vlcc Area Population 
PARK 'ArCa 

3,~f\0 
5 

3 ,<00 
6 

3 ,400 3,400 ...,2,400 
!i9-- 46 251 

~Cr'ect 2 2 35 15 76 
PaMi 0 ,0 2 0 1 

I/M)()O Sen-icc fIr'i!! Population 6,087 6 ,097 6 ,OE7 6 ,°87 6.097 
PARK Area 0 0 ~O 21 m 

~t 0 C ;:\3 5 83 p-T"' an: 0 (i. ~ !l 0 

/ 
TOTAL Service Area PopulatlO'l 20,241 20,241 20,241 20,241 20 ,241 

/j ;.rea . 9 IS 195 11.! 1,123 
Street 4 3 123 4,r m 

• Fill 0 0 !) (;- I 

/ 
/ (1) HLMII Park Crhlil Analysis 
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OVERVIE\~ OF P.EPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRII-lE CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS: 

SAHIT LOUIS (1 ) 

Indl)y' Cri me Category Area (2) Street Park,. 

f·1URDER 4 ~ 0 

RAPE 9 5 0 

ROBBERY 77 44 1 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 62 44 0 

ALL OTHER 1128 397 C 

TOTAL 1280 493 1 

~l) 2) 
HLl1A Park Crime Analysis 
Incl udes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 

\ 



r r-~~b."""~-'-"-- ,,-I "'.. 
I A 162 

REPORTED INCIOCflCE BY IXDEX CRIHI: CATEGORY MD SERVICE MEA rOPUlATION IU FOUR STUDY AAF,IiS: 

! j 
I 

: I 

SAINT lOUIS (1) 

All Pepol·ted Index Crl.-e Incfdence 
P.ri: Murder Rape Robbery 

#8EP.G ServIce Arca Peru 1 at I (1;1 3,065 3,065 3,065 
PAkK A-rea 0- , 2 

StrCt't 0 0 fJ 
fJ,-k 0 0 0, 

BEIIlW Service r.rea Pe2ulation 13,237 13,237 13,237 
PARK Xiu .j 2 2~ 

5l"il.!et 2 , 13 
~wE :L 0 0 

HrOJE Service Arc~ Population 6,5H 6,579 6,579 
PAAJ: Area 1 5 41 

Street , 4 25 
Put: 0 0 I 

FRA:(CIS Scrr\ce Mea Population 18,422 18,422 ~ PAAA ~ 1) 1 
S1r~t 0 0 6 

lOTt-t Service Arca PO,EYlatlcr. ~ 41,303 ~.L303 
7:rea 4 • g II 
Street 3 5 1.1 
~ut 0 0 , 

(ll IIUIil 1'.,1: Cdlre hlalysh. 

AQqr.Aslt. All Other 

600 

13,237 13,237 13, ,'37 
26 401 ~ 
15 14"6 m 
0 0 0 

6 ,579 G,579 6,579 
35 m m-
2a---n"9 nr--
0 li 1 

18,m ~m 
0-' 31B 

18,~22 
329 

0 102 16r-

~1,303 41 ! 303 41,3~3 
bl 1,128 17HO-
~4 '397 (~J 
0 0 1 

C) 
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OVERVIE\,! OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIIIE CATEGORY IN Foun STUDY AREAS: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Index Crime Category Area (2 ) 

MURDER 10 

RAPE 36 

ROBBERY 254 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 159 

ALL OTHER 2180 

TOTAL 2639 

(1) 

Street 

4 

11 

143 

69 

363 

Park 

o 
4 

12 

3 

6 

25 

(l) HLHA PL.-k Crime Analysis 
(2) Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 
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R£PORTED INCIDEIICE BY IIIOEX CRIIE CATEG()RY MD SERVICE AREA POPULATlO'I III fOUR STUDY APIAS. 

SAIl FRMCISCO (I) 

All Reported Index Crime Incidence 
Parle Murder Rape Robbery Ag9r . As1 t. (,11 Other 

5,722 5,722 5,722 

A 164 

Total 

5 ,722 

.. , ".~ 

( I 
\..-" 

ARG01I11E Service Area Population 5,722 
PlliYCHOUtlO "Ai::re=a_::o---------:2:,-----;;----...,..----+---:.;;~---"'""'Ti 

Stre~c~t __________ -,I~ _____ ~---~----
3 9 
0 , 5,722 

3 f21 138 
1 ~~ ~I-

AlAlIO 
SQUME 

OeEAII 
VI Ell 

J!Ftr 0 

16 ,632 Service Area Population 
7\rea 8 
Strec~ 3 
Park o 
Service Area ~opu1atfon 
Area 

11,865 
o 

Strt'at o 
Jiark o 

I 

16,632 
19 
10 
1 

101,865 
9 
1 
1 

0 0 0 

16,632 
182 

'--nl 

16,632 16,632 
124 1,215 

b9 220 
8 0 2 

11,865 
25 

II ,865 il,865 
11 2b'~ 

6 2 17 
0 1 3 

mSSIOtl 
DELORES 

19,656 19,656 
5 38 
0 19 

Servf ce Area Popu1 atfon 19 ,656 

~Ar~e=a_::o-------------£~----*_---~~----Street u--

19,656 13{j5 z-r---' "9 
-'---~4 

P.l"rk 0 I 4 2 1 

53 ,875 53,875 
l~ 254 
11 141 

53,875 53,875 
1M 2,1&0 
69 3&3 

lOTAl SCl'Yfce Area Population 
~rca 
treet 

o 4 12 3 Ii 

(1) MOO Pu~ Cdmc hla1ysfs. 

1 

16 ,632 
',54V--

403 
1~ 

11,865 
309 

-rr-
5 

19,656 
643 
1')1\ C) .. 

n 

53,075 
2,".w--

590 
25 

C; j 
.J 

~ 1 
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OVEitVIE~i OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIfI£ CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS: 

SEATTLE (1) 

Index Crime Category Area (2) Street Park 

MURDER 1 0 1 

RAPE 7 4 0 

R03BERY 47 47 0 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 24 17 1 

ALL OTHER 21 12 3 

, 
TOTAL '" 100 80 5 

(l) HU4A Park Crime Analysis 
(2) Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) 
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RLPORTEO IIlCIOEIlCE BY INDCX CRlf:" CAT£c,oRY 11110 SERVICE AREA POPULATlOII HI roUR STUDY AREAS: 

SEATIlE (1) 

Park 
All Reported Index CrfDe Incf(!.)nel! 
Hurder Ra(!e Robberz: ~gr.A<1t. All Other Total 

QUEErl Servf ee Area Po~~1 atl on 3,700 3,780 3,780 3,780 hl!19 3,780 
AiIN£ 'Ari!a 0 "2 j ~ 0 -.,-
PMK 5trl'et 0 1 3 l! 1i li 

Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DEIUIY Service Area Po~ulatlcn 2,321 2,321 2,321 2,321 2,321 2,321 
PARK 7m'!1I 0 J 19 4 1i 32 

rtrec£ ti .1l 19 3 3 l!S--
Pari( ri 0 0 1 1 l! 

COLLI/IS Service Area P02ualtlon 2,880 2,SBJ 2,880 2 ,saG 2,880 ',eao 
PAA~ Fea il Ii 17 l~ 7 3S-

St1'eet !! C 11 9 5 --n--
ParK il Ii 0 /J !! 0 

RAVENNA Servfce Area P02ulatfon 10,190 10,190 10,190 10,19t) 10,1~0 10.150 ( C(),/Elt Area I ~ !l 4 li ~3 
PARK ~freer-- 0 3 Ii ~ ~ 1ti 

Pm: I !l 0 1) • ;r-, 

TOTAL Service Area P02ulatfoo 19,171 19,171 19,171 19,171 1~1 19,171 
Area 1 1 ~7 ~? 1 100 
Strt:et 1) 4 47 17 H so-
JiarK 1 [j II 1 3 -:::c. 

(1) HlHA P~rk Crime Analysh. 
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RAllY-We, or CITIES OY Pt., uLATlOlI, timEX t:Rl/l( 
INClOENC( rLn ClIP I TA EXPEIlOlTur,rs. AI/o AC~,[S 
Of PMK lA.'iO PER 1.000 PO?ULATlOU 

---.-----
Ir,dex Cdre nolllklng PER CAI'IlA EXI'U!OlTURES IWiKWG ' 

Populat lOll Bas~d ," l"cldonee p;;nCU--.'drona-
Chy R.lnl:lng Per 1.000 PopulatIon Total Exp. Protf.'ctlon RecreatIon 

IlALTlBORE 4 Z 3 8 

DILLlHGS 16 15 14 15 14 

BOST(Xf 4 5 2 13 

CIIlCIIlllAn 12 14 5 9 3 

CLEVElAllD Z 7 10 5 51 

DElIVER 10 3 6 11 4 

El PASO 14 16 16 14 16 

IlARTrr,10 . 15 \I 4 6 7 

JACKSONVI LLE \I 13 15 16 15 

IWISAS CITY 11 10 11 7 10 

I1I1lHEAPOLlS 13 11 12 12 

Hru ORLEAIIS 6 6 0 10 11 

PHOENIX 7 12, 13 13 12 

SAl/IT LV'JIS 5 2 7 5 

SAIl FRANCISCO 3 3 4 Z 

SEATTLE O· 8 \I 8 6 
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APP£lIOIX I: CITY I OV£RI'IEII 

• 

1970 Total 
1970 IndcK frll>1 

City Population Incidence 

AALTHIOr.E 905,759 62,150 

BILliNGS 61,561 2,On 

BOSTO/l 641,071 38,294 

CItICINMTl 452,524 17 ,395 

CLEVElAND 750,930 44,564 

DENVER 514,678 37,035 

El PASO 322,261 9,333 

HARTFOaO 158,017 9,305 

JACKSONVILLE 526,865 25,223 

KJIIISAS CITY 507,087 28,995 

HIIIlltAPOlIS 434,400 23,420 

flEW ORLEAIIS ~·93 .471 35,371 

PHOENIX 5e) ,562 29,483 

SAIIIT lOUIS 622,2:SG 45,915 

SAIl rr.AlICISCO 715,674 57,136 

Srl,TlLE 530,831 31,176 

• Includes u Iknown nU1l'bt!r of parks out of city • 
.. Estimates compiled from five d9!'ncies. 

",u Includes t1lree canipsites. 
• Includes 14,000 acres of South tIountafn Park. 

. ... 

~---------------

" " 

1965-1957 CITY EXPEIIDITURfMOOQ'Sk-
ro'l.lCl1Y--Vom-e-- arhTn 
[xpenditures Protection Recreation 

299,889 29,725 10,523 

4,011 544 370 

295,813 22,976 6,365 

93,000 8,731 9,051 

78,873 19,990 8,462 

84,657 B,610 8,860 

'13,733 3,065 1,379 

46,491 3,667 1,950 

28,943 4,069 3,017 

51,944 10,920 5,634 

43,567 6,409 10,111 

65,190 10,459 6,222 

38,561 7,BOO 5,880 

100,349 24,633 9,729 

232,144 21,621 16,087 

55,628 10,587 7,375 

A 170 

.~ 

~1 

PARKS 
lliimSCr lotal 
of Units Acreage 

346 5,906 

9S 58l 

226 2,258 

246 5,389 

226 3,166 

142 3,354 

n 944 

46 2,117 

213 1,253 

125 6,474 

153· 4,~91) 

161" 2,905"'"' {) 
112 18,188· 

83 2,64" 

129 3.575 

142"· 3,834 
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