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-The study stresses the notion that the problem is not one primarily

-various size and Tocation is described. Mayors, police and park

Bt caid t oo I LE e e Lhke paiadd EALE o CITYIYRYR R AT
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It {s widely thought violent crimz is the most irportant singie
issu2 that affects use, acceptence and productivity of tha Hation's
urbea parks and recreation spaces.  This study addvesses the need
to kncy wore aboul the nature, frequency end severity of stranger-

to-stranger critm in pavks.

of law enforeutent but vather public perception of park activities
oad facilities. Correlations ave sought between crime/physical
eavivosinent/public purceptions. fa Outline has been prepared for a
Damonstration to test findings and conciusions and %o validate

recormaadations.

Chapter One discusses the background and implementaticn of the Study.
The Dapartment of Housing and Urban Davelopment's longstanding concern
over the problems of city parks and its commitment to “...provide,
preserve and develop open space land which is essential to the ...
walfare of the Nation's urban areas..." are reviewed. The qoals ¢” tha
study are discussed along with a brief discussion of procedures and

methcds used in the study.

Conduct of the field research in a representative sample of cities of

officials in 49 cities were solicited for interest, 42 responded

affirmatively, 16 cities ware selected.

H
3
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Next, three service categortes of parks were defined -- community,
neighborhood, sub-nefghborhood. Then, four parks were selected in

each city for a totai of 64 study sites.

Chapter Two éiscusges the resﬁ1ts‘of an investigation into the
wount qf serious crime raported on twanty parks in five ciﬁieé.

Th2 comparative frequency and severity of thoséAcrimas sre discussed
in terms of all outdoor crime. The data indicates that the emount
of reportad Index Crimes in pavks is substentially balow populsrly
assumad Tevels. In 1970 five cities had a total of 7,853 criminal
acts in natghborhood aveas of which 2,633 were on streets suprrounding
the parks and only 108 on the twanty parks themselves. On the basis

of reported crime, parks appsar to be wnuch safer than their surrounding

areas.

The nature of paople's attitudes towsvd parks and crims {s the
subject of Chapter Three. 419 respondents ware queried at the 64 study
sites. Analyses include the dffferences betwz2en people who use parks

and those that do not, as well as differences between the attitudes

of men and \omen.

It appears that parceived risk or fear of’crime especially at night is
significant. But it is not the principal thing keeping noi-users out
of parks.  More 1ikely non-users simply prefer forms of recreation not
found in parks. However the fact most non-users also perceive parks
as importany as other city services indicates both regular park users

and non-users apparently derive "benefits” from the existence of city

parks.
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Chapter Four contains material on the physical and prograsmatic
aspects of the sixty-four parks in this Study, with special
sttenticn given to the secuwity aépects of the three studied park

categories.

A major finding is that the majority of parks -- theose of commmity

wnd neicibovhand scale -~ ave still in the mode of the pasteral and
passive eavivoamaat developsd civea 1670. Their progrems and facilities
are of Timited response to curvent cozmmity nmeeds uaad sccial goals.
Major conswar groups -- teenays givls, blacks, elderly -- ave

inadzquately served. The range of activities provided other groups

. is Hmited. Nighttize usage is not encouraged. Concern for perceived

or actual pudblic safety is not now a design criterion. Security

perforeance standards and guidelines ave not avajtable.

Chapter Five brings together the findings and conclusions of the
previous ‘d*lapters. Interpretations are discussed and recommendations
made, The HUD-suggested mechanism for test of study findings by means

of Demonstration Parls is endorsed.

The Appendix contains the Outline for the Deronstration Parks follow-on.
The process is defined whereby public acceptance of more relevant
park programs, site improvements and security features will be measured

and evaluated.
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A, Introduction

Putting things in paprspeetiva, this ropert is moro ebout peoplo
then about parka or gven crime,

Peopie have always had attitudes abasut their physieal surroundings ‘
and 1¢ {5 the environmsnt that hes changad and evelvad {n raspense

to behavieral patteme, rot vice verza.

Thera was a tim3 when 1¢ was enough to set aside ge-caliad "green
areas" 1n the ofty end guardians of the Tand atteinted to reteil
largs pioces of public property for the asthetic apprectatien ef the
public. In those circumstancos, tha titie "Park Lend" sam@tfmés
became a auphemigm fok UKagp OFf the Grass," "No Bicycles,” or mowm
simply, "Ho Life Allowed." |

Later the function of the central city park begen ¢o be gesn as an
environmnt for recreation and activity and not only for passive

contemplation. HNow the shortags of open &pace in Tew-incoms, high

density neighborhcods has made more urgent the acaquisition of additions)

space and the full utilization of these resources. So that in the 70's

the ratention or acquisition of non-fully used land masses in the

central ¢ity is an insupportsblae practica.

In.Decembar. 1968, Parks and Recreation Magazine containad an-article

written by three recreation specialists entitied "Law and Order in

Public Parks.” It dealt with the rapidly groQ1ng problem of vandalism,

theft and other major crimes in Amarica‘s parks and set in motion

threa years of extensive national dabate, discussion and analysis of

the problem of park crime. (1)
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The subistantial cozwiteent of the Departesnt of Housing and Urban
Davetonzent to deal with the issue of park crime and the presuzed
effects theveof has been apparent from the beginning of these debates.
Initially, the Dapartzsat spoasored a series of vegional forums oa the
subject with thie Kational Racreation and Pavk Association. (2) These
forums brought together Taw enforcesznt, parks and recveation and
exacytive personnel from all levels of governsent. The principal
result of these discussions was the realization by everyone involved
that simaly not enouch was Known about the nature, level, frequency and

severity of park crim.

By early 1970, HUD had decided there existed a suffi cieni body of
knoiedor to Justify a natiﬂ';'!&ﬂ study of the problem and in Jduly,

- requasted proposals by firms interested im carrying out such a study.
Ultimately, HLHA was selected to do the study, principally on the basis
of a technical proposal which stressed notions that reportad violent
crime would be found to be not sienificant; that the problem was not
one primarily of law enforcement; that the mcjor questions revolved
about use and perception of the park physical environment. It was

- proposed to acquire and analyze data on the interrelationships of
crime/enviro..ment/user. .

(1) "Law and Order in Public Parks" by Frederick L. Campbeil, John C.
Hendee and Roger Clark in Parks and Recreation, Vol. III, Ho. 12,
December, 1968.

(2) The forums, concluded in September, 1970, were held in Washington,

( } , D. C., Chicago and San Francisco. Each was structured to elicit

the views and opinions of the attend®ng park and police nfficials

on the question of citizen safety in parks. The transcript of these

forums are available from NRPA, 1601 North Kent Street, Arlingtnn,
Virginia 22209.
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(3) HUD project briefing notes, November 2, 1970.

P L R Ty
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Specificaily, the objectfves of the contract were to:

A. Establish the level and serfousness of criminal activity in urban
narks and recrestional areas and ascartain how the level of crime
in a park compares with the Tavel of crime in the surrounding -

- area or in the city as a whole,

B. Idantify those physical and social factors which differentiate
between parks that have high and Tow crime rates. )

C. Examing the frequency snd severity of criminal activity by types
of urban parks and by various classes of cities.

D. Evaluate the factors that appear to be most {nfluential in.
maintaining & low crime rate and ascertain how these factors

can efficiently be applied in areas of need.

In addition, we were to prepare an outline for a demonstration of how

“to positively effect park usage and “{dentify possible demonstration

sites upon which to verify and supplement the findings of this study."

It was recognized by both HUD and HLMA that this project represented

a first attempt at relating {ndicators of three separate kinds of
1&fofmation to achieve a‘specific goal. As one HUD official put it

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

of where the problems are and how o0 begin to correct them.” (3) The

] Department's commitment was to a practical end -~ a real world capacity

to act and to provide the President’s Open Space Land program with
usable insights into the role of open spaces in central cities. Qur
mandate was tc produce a workable demonstration for increasing park

security and usage.
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The concliusions reached here and the dasign of the accompanying
despnstration cutline, were veached in the pragmatic way sought

by HUD. They were achieved by desigmers, social scientists, park

and vacreation professicnals and others sifting substantial quantities
of diverse information on crimz, people’s attitudes and the natuve

of the parks themselves. Because there was no precedent to this

effort, we have had to bridge a nusber of gaps with intuition. Many

of the final observ§ﬁicns are based on covvelations veached by

reading betwega the Tines of the respopdents' answers to the questionnaire

as well as on what we saw but cannot document with tables oy references

to the literature.

Even though the analytical tools are unpretentious, the conclusions
reached are of significant merit. As one park official put it “...{this
demonstration) is something that's needed doing for more than the thirty

years I've been in this business." (4)

B. General Approach of the Study

}. Rationale

Fundamentally, the study was structured to achieve a human goal:

to acqujwe and analyze data which appeared to lead toward sélutions by
which park users could themselves assume responsibility for insuring
a safe, satisfying, useful and well-maintained recieation environment.

(4) Data collection notes, Kansas City, Missouri.
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The data looked for was that which would give information on

capitalization of the natural productive impulses of park users as

a source of solutions, rather than the surrender of informal

social responsibilities to move formal police authority.

Our unusual approach attempted to determine correlations between
three different kinds of data requived by the study's abjectives.
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 and management of the parks,

¢. perceptions of peopie toward their safety in parks.

Specifically, we hoped to determine just what crime was occurring on
parks; how the parks were desigred and operated; how they were used,
and; what people thought about them. Were people actually being
mugged and raped as according to the conventional wisdom? If so,

what seemed to be contributing factors; if not, just what crime was
occurring? We wanted to learn what activities parks were designed for
and whether they were used that way. We wanted co see how secure

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

more secure. And, of course, we needed to find out whether people

_were as frightenad of parks as they seemed.

2. Mork Plan

The work of the study was broken into three phases:

PHASE [ - Reconnaissance and Study Design
PHASE IT - Data Collection and Analysis
PHASE III - Write Renart and Nomnnetratian Ourtlina
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Phase I was devoted to a general assesseznt of the study's

pmp@siticﬁs with particular emmhasis on the Tirst study objective.

The aim of that assesseent was to identify and develep a pruceduve

to study in dapth, thoss aspects of the problem wost apt to produce

useful courses of action resulting in a decrease in parl crime or

the

fear of that crime.

This overview of the study issues iuvolvad either a veview or

analysis of:

2.

b.

C.

a crime in parks study done in Seattle,

several staff reports for the President's Commission on

Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,

the resulis of a tem-city survey carried out by the study team,
an in-depth analysis of park crime cccurrence data in Cincinnati,

Chic.

In addition, literature on park design and management was reviewed

along with the published reports of several other Presicantial

Commissions, the annual reports of a number of police despartments,

and other agency reports or publications.

During this phase, participant cities were identified and criteria

for the selection of study sites within those cities Qere written.

The vesults of the Phase I work are discussed below aiong with the

subsequent results of Phase II work.

Emphasis was placed in Phase II on an expanded national survey of the

attitudes held by the park users and non-users tcward the public

safety issue. e,
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The originial study plan called for a limited survey of park users

only in two cities. Primary concern, initially, was on crime data

coltection and analysis.

associated with collecting crime data in sixteer cities, when combined

with the limited utility of the figures, however, prompted a change

in emphasis subsequently approved by KUD.

The expanded survey planned and finally approved was structured to

provide the first, and very preliminary, national baseline park usage/

public safety attitude data for 211 population groups. These data

were to be collected in conjunction with detailed park site physical

data at 64 park lecations in the sixteen cities.

*Upon completion of the park site and attitude surveys, case studies

vere prepared on 16 parks representing the range and nature of

circumstances found in the €4 study parks. These case studies are

in Appendix II.

Phase III involved the preparation of a report documenting the study

results and outlining one or more remedial courses of action.

C. Initial City Reconnaissance ' (5)

(5) The cities in which the survey was made weve chosen on tne hasis of
the responses received to a Tetter 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,

study files.
~Aan Arbor
Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston
Cincinnati

Notes on these convarsations can bz found in the
The cities visited were:

Cleveland

Detroit

Hartford

Jacksonville

Saint Louis

The substantive and methodological problems
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1. Ghiective '

Tha objective qf this reconnaissance was to dzterdsine the feasibility
of mzesuring criminal activity in parks, the nature and availability

of data documanting that activity and deterwine the concerns and needs
of Tccal parks end recreation officials. A total of 3% police officials
and 18 park and recreation officials ware interview;d. Each was

asked to describe:

2. the biggest crime problem in their parks,

b. tihke parks experiencing those probless,

c. thz probable causes of those problems,

‘d. the actions they had taken to reduce crimm.

" In addition, each city was asked to provide copies of any crim%_

statistics for their parks and whether they were satisfied their

parks were fully.utilized.
2. Results

The interviewees were_a]nnst unanimous in citing vandalism as the
biggest problem. The second most frequenily cited issus was the

youth-drug-hippie problem.

Hith respect to the problem of crime in the parks, all of the cities

have one or two "problem” parks where "...90% of our problem..." is

located. These were the parks where the "kids" hang out or where some
special circumstance prevailed. But most parks were considered safe

and gererally troublefree. The causes of what problems did occur --

TR
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especially vandalism -- eluded the interviewees. (6, The problem
of vandalism was %ound to be so acute in one city that a special
two-year study of the problem had been instituted. The other
probiems such as hippies and drugs were identified with the troubles

of the Targer society,

The actions taken by the cities to dcxl with their particular

crime problems were varied. One city was expanding its superviéion
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 Tevel and seriousness of park crime. This was true of cities
with park poiice as well as those without. Furthermore, while most
of the cities maintained 1970 Part I or Index Crime (7} occurrence
data at the beat or census tract level, few of the cities maintained
statistics on Part II occurrences at this level or even for thg city
as a whole. It was clear that any extensive attempt to document
¢criminal activity in the parks would treguire, in varying degrees, some

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

PO

(6) The problem of park vandalism, while technically a property crime,
is too complex for detailed treatment here. An NRPA ctudy prepared
several years ago remains the best guide available for use by
localities in dealing with the occurrence of vandalism. The costs

of vandaiism, both in dollars and defaced parks, warrants a serious
study of causes.

(7) Index Crime are those offenses used by the FBI to calculate the

crime trend in the U.S. The crimes are murder, rape, rohbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny over $50 and auto theft.

(8) A number of special problems are associated with the collection
and analysis of offense data from police records. Specifically
“.:.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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The citles ware avbivalent on the question of pari usage. Host

felt their parks were "wall used, expacially in the sw=mer..."

but they also feit the parits could be used more. Again, however,
vary Tittle docuzmentation existed in the cities on park usaga.
Saveral hed entensive data on the use of supervised facilities but
neRe t2re able to give any bencimark against uhich the usage nusbers
could bz cvaluatad. RIT of the paris and vecreation poople we talled
o sgreed that ft was jopossible to reslistically estimate the actual

or potential usage of apen, wmsupervised parks.

Finally, a1l the interviewess at sozz time or another referved to

the citizens' fear of crima. Host of these officials weve of the
opinicn that "...people are afraid to go in the parks. Especially

at night. The women worry about c2tting raped and men worry about
getting robbed."” HMost interviewees thought lighting would help but
some were 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, however, only intuitively.

(8) society or any of its jurisdictions and that tue 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 Enforcemeni in Major Metropolitan Areas,
Volume T, 'the university of Fichigan for the Office of Law
Enforcement Assistance, Department of Justice, GPO, pp. 1-3) The
problem of crime validity is discussed also in the Univorm Crime
Reporting Handbook (UCR) published by the FBI. Reiss' basic
conciusion is that all existing crime rate measures provide results
that are essentially meaningless for planning and analysis purposes.

For our purposes it is sufficient to point out that any measurement
device we might use to document park crime will be subject to the
same shortcoming.
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D. Participant Cities

1. Selection Procedure

P initial Tist of forty-nine cities was compiled by the study team
and HUD representatives and approved by tﬁe acting Director, Office
of Resources Davelopment. (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 was sent a letter
and general proiect description requesting they discuss the project
and indicate whether their city was interested in participating in the

study.

A response control form was prepared and follow-up criteria developed.
Any city sending replies from all three officials or from one or two

but indicating a willingness to mcke some resource commitmant to the
study, were identified for follow-up. In two cases, the cities indicated
a need for additional information which was furnished by phone.

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

were visited.

2. Selection Criteria

The criteria used in the city selection were:
a. adequate geographic representation,
b. adequate divtribution over size range,

———

(3) The Tist of cities and their response classifications are in
fopendix I11.

—
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c. representation of park police agency,
d. willingness and capability of city to davote resources to and
assist in the study, ‘

e. representation of cities with areas offering competition to parks. -

Sixteen cities were finally selected. Four of these cities, Baltimore
Kansas City, Minneapolis and Hew Grleans, were originally identified
as Alternates. The étudy's requirements were such, hodever, that they

were included as participant cities. The cities are:

Baltimore ‘ Jacksonville
‘Billings Kansas City, Missouri
Boston ‘ - Kinneapolis
Cincinnati Hes Orleans
Cleveland’ Phoenix

Denver : . . Saint Llouis

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

J. Selection Criteria

The selection of study parks in the cities proceeded on the basis
that tbe parks selected for study should provide results rel af:ing
to the majority of central city park sites. Recognizing the variety

of parks to be found in a national survey and to give the study
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TABLE 1.1
Study Cities Background Data

City Size/Rank Crime Rate/Rank Parks/Acreage/Rank

Baltimorz 1 4 9

Billings 16 15 6

Bosten 4 5 14

Cincinnati 12 14 4

Cleveland 2 7 12

Denver 10 3 8

E1 Paso 14 16 15

Hartford 15 9 2 .
Jacksonville 9 13 16 ‘{w

Kansas City, Mo.
Minneapolis

New Orleans
Phoenix

Saint Louis

San Francisco

Seattle

11
13

0 w ;N Oy

Source: Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 1969. U.S. Départment of

Justice, Washington, D. C.
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maximum scope withind the objéctives, it was decided to establish
J fairly general criteria for study site selection. The criteria

stated that the parks selfcted should:

a@. not have highly specialized services such as a zoo or
~~-\ | . amusement park, . .. .. . ...
b. be inside the central city or,
. €. ganerally be "recreation"(inclﬁding both passive and active)
g sites,
E .d.. be typical or representative of similar open space sites else-
i

where in the city. °

l In addition to these in-city criteria, final site selection took
( ) into account: ) .

E ' a. distribution by size and number pér size range,

- b. that both active (recreation) and passive (scenic) uses are
‘represented, v e

c. that both high and low crime areas are represented.

These criteria vere sent to the participating cities with an information
. letter requesting they prescreen their parks and select seven to ten
“sites f.r preseleépgd visits Ly the study team. Altogether, nzariy

300 parks were visited and evaluated against the selection criteria. (10)

2. Park Selection

- .
. P X

¢ - Hithin this broad frgmewo%k, study sites were chosen which were

( ) representative of sub-neighborhood, neighborhood and community parks

D o U RN L U S

(10)The Operations Plan, data collection forms and other administration
materials are in Appendix IIl for review.
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within the cities.  These categories corvespond voughly to the
park classifications recomnendad by the National Recreation and
Park Association (NRPA). The size, name and classificaiion

correlations are shown on Tahle 1.2.

TABLE 1.2
Study Site Categories

HLMA STUBY CATEGORIES H NRPA CLRSS!FICATION§

Hama Size Range H Kama Size Range

Sub-neighborhood Park up to 1 acre}} Play Lots up to 1 acre
. Vest Pocket barks up to 1 acre

Neighboarhood Parks 1 - 20 acves i Keighboriood Parks § -~ 20 acres

Cosmumity Parks over 20 acrei District Parks z0-100 acres

It was decided to select in each city one sub-psighbarhond, two

neighborhood and one community park., The neighborhood parks were

generally divided between active and passive use design. Many of

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

‘-we'believe, abproximates the national distribution of central city

parks as well as providing a potential chardcteristics data base that

is manageable in terms o% the correlations requirad.
The study sites in each of the cities are listed in Table 1.3.

Detailed crime data were collected and analyzed for twenty ol 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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TASLE 1.3
List of 64 Parks Selected for Analysis
Paric Location / Hame Parlk Coda
BALTIMORE, MARYLARD:
Hillow Avenuz Playlot ° BA-S-01
Mt. Vernon Squares BA-N-02
Burdick Park BA-H-03
Patterson Park BA-C-04
BILLINGS, MONTANA:
Burg Park BI-S-05
South Park BI-N-05
Veterans Park BI-R-07
Pioneer Park BI-C-08
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS:
J. Defilippo Piaygvound B0-5-09
Almont Street Playground BO-R-10
Billings Field BO-N-11
Common : B0-C-12
CINCINNATI, GHIO: : '
Denham Street Park £I-5-13 .
Washington Park CI-N-14 !
Hanna Playground CI-K-15
Inwood Park CI-C-16
CLEVELAND, OHIOQ: i
83rd and Quinby Playlot = = CL-S-17 ;
Lincoln Park C'-N-18 {
Povtland Outwaithe Rec.Center CL-H-19 H
Hoodland Hills Commun. Park CL-C-~-20 o 3
DENVER, COLORADO: | ;
St. Charles Place DE-S-21 ;
Eisenhower Park DE-N-22 3
Lincoln Park DE-N-23 :
Bornum Park DE-C-24 :
EL PASO, TEXAS: ' !
Madline Park EP-5-25 ;
Public Service Board EP-N-26 :
Thomas Manor Park EP-N-27 :
Eastwood Park gp-C-28 :



\ {" o fﬁ,.LE‘?ﬁﬁéit&{gmmmwﬁwm-‘.,.m
L lem '
v b
L
% jﬁ
i
g HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT:
h 2 é; West Clay Playground HA-S$-29
.- s De Lucio Playground HA-N-30
\ P Rice Heights Playground HA-H-31
v Goodwin Community Park HA-C-32
g JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA:
§ Orton Street Playground JA-5-33
¥ Jefferson Park JA-N-34
2 Reed Center  JA-H-35
oA Roone Community Park JA-C-36
_ g KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI:
' 27th and Jarboe KC-S-37
o 26th and Chelsea KC~N-38
H Garrison KC-N-39
i F Loose KC-C-40
1 3 ’
f; MINNEAPDLIS, MINKESOTA:
4 Glen Gale MI-S-41
g Kenny MI-N-82
& Mathews , MI-H-43
) § Powder Lake MI-C-44
! 1]
’ g NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA:
L Atk Haydel Playspot NO-S-45
\' . i Washington Square NO-N-46
: Stallings Park NO-N-47
014 Beach NO-C-48
R PHOENIX, ARLZORA:
S~ . -
3rd Avenue and Hest Mini PH-S-49
e Madison PH-H-50
Hayden PH-N=-51
Cortez Parx PH-C-52
SAINT LOUIS, MISSOURI:
Amberg Park SL-S-53
Benton Park SL-N-54
4 Hyde Park SL-N-55
P A francis Park _ SL-C-56
:
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFGRHIA: .

Argonne .Playground SF-5-57
Alamo Sguare SF-K-58
Ocean View Playground SF-f~59
Kission Dolores SF=C-C0
SEATTLE, WASHINGTC:: '

Quzen Fane Playground SE-$-61
Denny Park SE~[-62
Collins Park SE-I-63
Ravenna Park SE-C-C4

performad -- four of people using the park and four of pedple SOns;
where in the surrounding area who were identifisble as non-users. The
interview schedule was designed to obtain results. ia all age/sex

specific categories. The results of these intevviecws are discussed

in Chapter Three.

Each of the 64 parks was visited twice by one or more members of the
study team. Approximately 20 were visited during late winter and early
spring as well as in the summer. A detailed 1nventoyy of each park's
characteristics was completed and later analyzed in comparison with other
sites in the same category. All of the parks were photographed in either
color or black and white. The results of the analy-es are discussed

in Chapter Four.
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& A, Limitations on Crime Heasuves
} Gf Crime reporting in the United States, it is generally accepred,
. .
| suffers serious qualitative and wathodological shortcomings. (1)
. , Ra understanding of the seriousness and magnitude of these shortcomings--
,j amply documented in the staff work of tha Rational Commission on the
g Causes and Prevention of Violence ' (2) -- {s pertinent to a reading g
i of this report and evaluation of our conclustons. :
; 'E Each of the four performance objectives originally written for this
o study required the use of some form of crimz mzasure. Summarized,
the m2asures required were:
: 3 é“‘}, 1. the “"level and seriousness" of crime seccurring .in parks,
% il 2. the "level and seriousness" of crime in the surrounding area,
4 L
% 4 3. the determination of "high" and "Tow" crime rates for parks,
i 4. the "frequency and severity" of criminal occurrences {in parks. (3)
2 .
; é Functionally, the determination of "level," "seriousness,”" "frequency,"
% i and "severity" either follow or are based on an estabiished "crime rate."
PO
: § The definition of a rate is the number of incidents divided by the
; % population subject to the risk of being the victim in an "incident."
: 3 The formula would read: - Number of Incidents = Rate
voR o L ' Popul&tion
E ;. (1) See Note 6, Chapter 1. i
ar {2) Crimas of Violence, Vol. 11, A Staff Report Submitted to the National
"~ Comgnission on the Causes and Preventicn of Violence, Donald J.
e Mulvikill and Melvin M. Tumin, Co-Directdrs, December, 1969, Chapter
CE 5§ b 2. Known as the Eisenhower Commission.
S R S : ’ . : :
- F “(3) See p. 4.
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One problem here is that the crime rate measures required by the
objectives invoived using a numerator, the number of incidents,
established from Police Department records in the study cities.

‘This meant that, assuming complete and accurate records, the
calculation of the rate would be based only on known 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 unreported. (4)

Furthermore, the analysis of risk (establishing "seriousness" and
"severity" measures) should take into account a person's exposure
to all possible kinds of offenses from murder to petty larceny. 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 derominator. :
Dr. Peter Ross? posed the problem 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 parks times the amount of
time they spent in parks (expressed in terms of hours). The

" rate ther becomss the probability of being a victim per hour
of time spent in parks...Perhaps what has occurreu is that
people spend so 1ittle time in the parks that even though the
probability of becoming a victim is higher in the parks, the
Tow level of exposure to risk is such as to bring the number
of crimes taking place in parks to a very low level.

"Suppose furthermore that people withdraw from circumstances
where they have a free choice and where the circumstances

carry with it a high probability of being victimized in a crime. L
The crime rates for such circumstances when computed with a P
denominator that does not take into account manhours. subject ; ) |
to risk could show an initial high rate and then a decline N/
people withdraw from such circumstances. My suggested definition

RO S SRR VE R P WAL TP N

i
PTLSRICTO S SPLEP

—

Y e

(4) See Crimes of Violence, op. cit; Note 8, Page 10 above, and 20
Note 9 below. o ;
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would show a constant crime rate even though the crude crime

: rate for such areas might show a decliine. In other words,

I I am suggesting that it is possible people are acting quite

. rationaily and staying away from parks because of their correct

: perception that the probability of being victimized is high." (5)

R

EstabTishing manhours of risk was not possible.within the context
of this study. To achieve this goal, accurate measures of park :

usage were necessary. Obtaining these measures over a sufficiently

[T AR B AW TN

i . long time frame and in a large enough number of parks to provide

base Jdata would have consumad all the resources of the study.

B R

Pt

The treatmeat, therefore, of park crime in this study is limited to :
general risk rates for Index Crimes only. The decision to concentrate
- on Index Crimes for the crime enalysis was based on two considerations.

&

‘kﬂy§ First of all, they represent the most significant criminal occurrences

PO
oy o ey
T e .

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

POCALIN S NSRS R

America, crime is an emotional subject. Pecple tend, first, to think

of crimes they have experienced and then of those they sense with

i e e g < P g Y

greatest horror. Index Crimes are generally <onsidered the most violent.

(5) Ltetter to Harold Lewis Malt from Dr. Rossi, Johns Hopkins University,
dated 10 June 1971 commenting on preliminary study findings It
was not possible in the time available to develop realistic "risk
rates" based on hours of exposure. Although we found that 80% of
tha people we interviewed who used parks said they stayed between
one and four hours, when they used their park, it was not possible
to estimate or calculate the total population using the parks.

He counted or estimated the populations on the 64 parks at the
times we visited them but have no way of determining whether those
numbers 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 ocur analyses comrarable with other work

5 } referenced in the study.
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i ;
ig Second, Index Crime records were more complete and uniform than (1 .)
£l -
i Part 1I offenses. As already noted, a few cities had Part II
C A.w ’ .
jj offenses in their record system but the extensiveness, reliability,
b
¥, and completeness of these records varied considerably. Even in those
{% cities where record entries existed for Part II offenses, most did
g
% not contain a code or other Tocation-of-occurrence indicator. This
:3 made it impossible to identify park versus non-park occurrences short
ﬁ of reading every offense report. (6)
.5 It is necessary, in reading the following discussions, to take into
_é account that for the most part crime rates and other level and security
? measures are at best rough approximations, not definitive risk
2 indicators.
% B. Previous Research Findings (&_n>
¥ . . o .
B The most comprehensive documentation of American crime was found in
:% the staff reports of the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention
«é of Violence. (7) The Commission staff, drawing on the earlier research
?% carried out for the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the
3% Administration of Justice and upon its own research, compiled in the
5% three volume Crimes of Violence the most thorough documentation of
ok
4 i ——————.
i ) :
i§ (6) This would have been an impossil:ly prodigious task. Baltimore,
: for example, which supplied us with a computer printout of all
E their 1970 record entries for the neighborhoods around four
h parks, had 763 pages of computer printout 1isting over 18,000
af Part II and service entries just for the service area around
& one park (Patterson Park). These entries did not have a location
4 code and each file would have had to be pulled and read to
: separate park and non-park occurrences. (‘~w)
N (7) The Commission, chaired by Dr. Milton Eisenhower, was established pR
i by Executive Order #11412 and completed its work in December, 1969.
: It is referred to hereafter as the Eisennower Commission. The
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice is referred to hereafter as the Crime Commission. &f“
Y, W W et e Ap A % isew ar A e on Aamem evoaw co < e mamae o e R s . . N 'A“r‘._;n M
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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 NORC Study

A study done in 1966 for the Crime Commission “...sought to egtab1ish

the nature of the crime, (and) where and how it took place...” (8)

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

sample of 10,000 households in all parts of the United States, and was’
designed to circumvent the problems associated with analyses based on

pélice department statistics. (9)

The study reports two conclusions pertinent to this study. The first

is "...that at Teast twice as much major crime as is reported occurs,

and what minor crime is about twice the amount of major crime." (10)
The implication here is that police officials, using their own
étatistics to evaluate the "level and seriousness" of crime, are probably

understating the situation by one-half."

The second conc]usion is that the study shows "...the ]ocus 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
Report of a National Survey, National Opinion Research Center:
" “University of Chicago for the President's Commission on Law.
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, May, 1967.

(9) Ibid. pp 1-2. "These difficulties (with police data) include the

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."

(10)1bid., pp 13-14.
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on the public streets." (11) In support of this conclusion, the
study showed that fully half of all crime is committed in or immzaiately
nezr residences and that about a quarter occur in public placas. The

percentages are shown in Table 2.1 (12)

-

TABLE 2.1

" PREMISES OF CRIME OCCURREKCES, NORC HATIONAL SURVEY
DATA, 1956

Place v ' g
In or immediately acdjacent to private residences 62
Inside public buildings . 6
_Outside public buildings 18
A1l other ) | 4

100 % Total

: 1
Public places is defined to be streets, parks and beaches. Regrettably

the study tables do not show parks separately. Another study prepared

for the Commission does, however, show park crime.

2. Th% Michigan Study

The Michigan study, also 1ike NORC, attempted to deal with the problem
of the measurement of crime. Unlike the NORC study, it dealt with a
wider raﬁge of law enforcement questions using a smaller study population

(11)Ibid., p. 40. .
(12)1bid., p. 36 and Table 19, p. 37
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and a more limited list of crimes. (135 This study also
attempted to deal with the limitations of police depariment

4tatistics in its analysis.

That portion of the study dealing with the premises of victimization
is based on a special analysis of Chicago crimes between September
1965 and Farch 1966. (14) The results of that analysis are
displayed in ten victimization tables showing the sex and race of
both offenders and victims and the place where the victimization

occurred. Table 2.2 shows the summary results of those data.

Although we would expect park crims to be & small fraction of total

crime, these data show the proportion of park offenses to be

.- significantly below any reasor.able assurption of a "minimum.” (15)

3. The Eisenhower Commissiun 17 City Survey

The Eisenhower Commission's Task Force on Individual Acts of Vielence,
in response to the Crime Commission's plea for more investigation

undertook "...the first survey of national dimensions on victim and

Ca——

(13) Ibid., pp. 1-17. This study focused on violent crimes against persons,
(14) 1bid., p. 105, Table 24 note.

(15) The NORC Study found a higher percentage of crime occurring in or
adjecent to residenses than these Chicago data show. Thera are
saveral factors which account for the difference:

a. The NORC survey tabulated responses on all crime while the
Chicago study dealt only with viclent person crimes.

b. The NORC survey was specifically structured to pick up and
account for unreported crime ~- which it did -~ while the
Chicago data is based essentially on reported crime,

c. The NORC study covers a national sampie and the Chicago data deals
with one major metropolis. The proportion of street crime is
higher in urban areas than the national average.
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: R ‘ TABLE 2.2 '

: - Percent of persons of a given race and sex victimized by

. - an offender of a given race and sex in all major crimes
'; : : against the persoh, except homicide, by place of vccurrence;

3 Chicago, INlinois, 1965-66

E

g OFFERDERS

Place of white male {wm) vhite femaie {wf) negro male {nm} negro remale (nf)

: Occurrence wvm{ wfl nm{ nf v | wf [ nm | nf win | wff nm| nf v ] wf | nm | onf
g paRk 1) x| el - - v o« v - - -
} STREET 441 291 51} 3¢ 21 38 117] 14 50 t 541 49| 26 246 1 44 {20 ( 38
1 ALL OTHER 551 69| 49| 64 87| 60 | 831} 86 49 | 451 49| 73 751 56 | 80 | 62
] s TOTAL 100 | 1001 100 } 100 |{ 100 {100 [100 | 100 j{ 100 {100{ 100} 100 {i100 |100 {100 }100
3 TOTAL ‘

: VICTIMS 1981 [1147{ 139 | 58 86 | 152 6 7 {1272 [492 13909 {3311 41 | 68 1612 1431

.- v r w59
E - = none

: - Source: Reiss, op. cit. Summarization of Table 34, p. 125. The table identified 20 “places” of
d - occurrence, but shows streets and parks separately. The other 18 categories are grouped
- here in "All Othee.”
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offender patterns in four major violent crimes: criminal homicide,

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

The survey sought a 10% random samplie of 1967 affense and arrest

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

The Commission's sufvey addressed itself, among other things, to the
spatial relationships found in the studied criminal occurrences. (18)

The findings of that analysis are summarized on Tablie 2.3 below.

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

NORC and Michigan studies. The NORC victimization study showed a
significantly higher percentage of victimization dccurring in or around
homss than did the Commission's survey. This is not surprising in view
of the broader range of crimes included in the NORC study and in view

of that study's finding that significént amounts of crime go unreported.

*"The wost striking aspect of the survey's results, howsver, is the
relatively Tow level of incidents in parks compared to any or all other
possible victimization locations. A person for axample is 86 times more
1ikely to be the victim of murder in a home than in a park and 91 times
more Tikely to be killed anywher: else outdoors than in a park. Even

(16} Crimes of Violence, Vol. II, op. cit., page 207.

(17) Eight of those seventeen cities were selected for this study. They
are Boston, Cleveland, Denver, Minneapolis, New Orleans, Saint Louis,
San Francisco and Seattle. '

(18) The Commission received and processed records on 6,582 “offender-
victim interactions." An extremely sophisticated weighting and
analytical formula was developed and used for describing the
distribution frequency by offender-victim-place-weapon etc.
relationship. See Crimes of Violence, Vol. II, p. 240-241 Note 2.

: / e \\‘ /'; |
'/,' : / ) ’ L ',: '/" .
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TABLE 2.3

Place of Occurrence by Type of Crime (19)

1967 Data,

17 Cities (%)

Location of
Occurrence

MAJOR VIOLENT CRIME TYPE ° ~

Murder Aggravated

Forcible Avmed

Unarmed

Assault Rape Robbery Robbery

HOME, INSIDE 34.3 26.3 £1.5 6.2 16.4
ALL OTHER g
INDOOR LOCATIONS §26.2 19.3 13.9 34.0 9.2
STREETS AND .

ALLEYS 25.8 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 20.2. 19.1 16.2
UNKNOHN 2.5 2.2 0.7 0.4 0.0
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 109.0 100.0 100.0
{Number of '

Incidents) (668) (1493) (617)

(509) (502)

LI R LA DAL AL £ Y MY LS LA

(19)Crimes of Vioience, Vol. II, Table 7, p. 221
The TabTe s based on adjusted offender-victim interactions, with
frequencies weighted 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 below any amount
Justifying the level of fear assumed to be held by central city park

users.,

Similarly, tho other four types of incidents are Tar wmore Tikely to
occur anywhere except on pérks. Rape, for example, occurs 22 times
move often im homes than in parks; aggravoted assault 14 times and
armad robbery almost 13 times as often. Only unarmed robbery had an
occurrence frequency in homes even close to that of parks -- and it was

still 2.2 times that of parks.

The ratio of park occurrences to other outdoor locations are similarly
broad. Hurder occurs on streets, alleys and other outdoor locations
more than 90 times as often as on parks. For aggravated assault the
ratio is‘26 times to 1; rape almost 14 times more often and unavmed

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 survey.

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

being 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 higher in the non-park areas thus
explaining the higher vate of crime‘ih these areas (see Dr. Rossi's

comments, page 22).
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4, Yhe Seattle Study

The Seattle crime in parks study is the principal document we

found treating park crime as the object of the study. (21) The
study, Tike the Crime Commission studies, dealt principally with
Index Crimas. (22) Also like the Commission studies, it provided
for a comparison of park crime versus all the measured occurrences.
The Seattle study, however, dealt with discrete gzographic areas
within the city as the units of comparison. This approach contrasted
with the Hchigan study which treated Chicago as & whole measurement
area and the Eisenhower Commission Survey which aggregated the 17

city data.

* The study deals with reported crime in 34 of Seattle's 200 parks and

recreation areas. A partial summary of the report's date -- covering
21 of the studied sites ~- is included below on Tables 2.4 through
2.6. (23) As can be seen, the level of crime cccurring in the Seattle

parks corresponds closely to that shown in the other occurrence

lanalyses discussed above and to the beliefs of park and police officials

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

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

park analysis and the longar time span of the éeattle study.

g

(21)Robert A. Landles, Criminal Activity in Selected Seattle Public

. Parks, Department of Parxs and Recreation, Seattle, Hashington,
October, 1970. '

(22)The study also indicates “"property damage" in the parks as a
separate line entry.

(23)The percentage relationships are HLMA computations. Notice that
there appears to be no discernable crime "pattern" distinguishing
the Seattle categories of parks,

(2N
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TASLE 2.4
Violent Criminal Actfvity of Six Seattle Playgrounds
Compared to Surrounding Open Space and Yotal Census
;  Tract, Over Three Years and Four Months
i
i PLAYGROUHDS
Location of Occurrences Beacon Hill Van Asselt Ballard Highland Pavk Woxhill _ Victory Reights Callln
PARY. 0 12 8 ) 6 1 4
! ALL OUTSIDZ AREA 56% 358 349 561 52 700
TOTAL CERSUS TRACT CRIKE 1590 1468 911 1990 241 1788
—~ i
CJ ;
PARK CRIKE AS &% OF
OUTSIDE CRIKE 0 3.3 1.7 1.1 1.9 .6
PARK CRIME- AS X OF
TOTAL CEKRSUS TRACT CRIME 0 .B .2 3 4 .2
Source: Sumrarization of table data in lendles, Criminal Activity in Selected Seattle Public Parks, op. cit,
Note: These data do not include “"property damage™ occurrences.
»
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TABLE 2.5

Yiolent Criminal Activity of Six Seattle Playfields
Compared to Surrounding Open Space and Total Census
Tract, Over Three Years and Four Months

tocation of Occurrences

PLAYFTELDS
Garfield

H/E Queen Ann Laurelhurst Delridge Viewridge Broadway H.HMagnolia Sound View

PARK 10 2 3 n 1 9 1 1
ALL OUTSIDE AREA 609 213 178 665 87 61 259 7
TOTAL CENSUS TRACT CRINME 1732 753 733 1354 2N 2344 698 633
PARK CRINKE AS % OF

OUTSIDE. CRIME 1.6 g 1.6 2.0 1.15 1.18 W33 .57
PARK CRIMNE AS % OF

TOTAL CENSUS TRACT CRIME -5 3 .4 .8 34 37 14 16

Source:

Surmarization of table data in tandles,

Criminal Activity

in Selected Seattle Public Parks, op.cit.
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P TABLE 2.6
[ i
1 violent Criminal Activity of Six Seattle Local Parks ,
g Corpared to Surrounding Open Space and Total Census
[ Tract, Over Three Years and Four Honths 1
o ¥
£ < ‘
Lot TOCAL PARKS
: . Location of Occurrences Ravenna Leschi Atlantic Kagnolia Schnudtz Denny Kinnear
S PARK 5 3 15 7 12 6 4 '
it
Pl ALL OUTSIOE AREA 85 610 599 223 323 137 558 :
Poog 3
5 i
' 3 P TOTAL CENSUS TRACT CRIKE 2308 199 2013 545 1007 6341 1546 !
. ‘; PARK CRIKE AS % OF :
b QUTSIOE CRIKE 5.4 A9 2.5 30 3.5 45 ] I
. 'j - - l'“
b ‘f } PARK CRIME AS % OF ‘
id TOTAL CLKSUS TRACT CRIKE 2.3 A5 .75 1.3 1.1 09 . .26 §
> “ . H
; £
© R == ‘
i« :
; hi Scarce: Summerization of table dats {n Landles, Crimfnal Activity in Selected Seattle Fublic Parks, op. cit. !
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Tk C. HLMA Park Crime Analysis

AT

é 1. Purpose and 5c0pe

On the basis of the findings reported above, it was recommended at
the end of Phase I that detailed crime data collection in all 16 cities
be reduced to include only 5 cities and the additional resources be
.. channeled instead into an expanded survey of attitudes toward park-

Pl related crime. This recommendation was accepted by HUD.

l Analysis of reported crime was carried out for 20 parks in 5 of the
study cities. (24) The cities in which crime analyses were carried

out were Seattle, San Francisco, Saint Louis, Cincinnati and

Baltimore. Cincinnati and Baltimore served as the test jocations for

the data collection instruments in this study.

The data analyses completed provided a limited national distribution

T s e WA e e 2

of park crime data.

2. Survey Results

-

The gross results of those analyses, shown in Tables 2.7 and 2.8 bear out
. the trends and findings in the studies already discussed. Index Crimes

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

¢ Park crime represented a slightly higher, but still insignificant

proportion of street crimes at just under four percent.

1

'X i~ (24) Details of the individual park analyses are in Appendix IV.
1 )} ‘ ‘
\

nearly eight thousand crimes committed in the areas surrounding the parks.

()
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E TABLE 2.7 {
©ohs Index Crime Commissions in 20 Parics Compared to Commissions in Public :
Ck Streets of Service Area and Total Index Commissions in Service Areas i
» by Category of Park, 1970, * J
: Total Index Crimes  Index Crimes in Index ;
. in Service Areas Streets of Crimes in :
LB : . Service Areas  Parks Fy
Sub-Neighborhood Parks ‘ ;.
. (5) : 1,114 412 2 i
{ f.f : Yo
B Keighborhood Parks "
PR (10? 4,385 1,411 25
Comniunity Parks :
% (5) 2,358 810 81 ;
DK (-A? Totals 7,858 2,633 108
) Source: HLMA Survey, Police records in 20 areas in 5 cities. i
b ]
-k
- i
’ TABLE 2.8 t
; * Index Crimes in Parks as Proportion to Total Index Crime in Service
o Area and Street Crime of Service Area, by Category of Park. *
PE Park Crine as % Park Crime as %
L E of Service Area of A1l Qutdoor
Pk Crimes Crime in Service i
C b Avea :
OB §
b Sub-Neighborhood Park 0.2% 0.5%
4 .E B . . ';z
LK Neighborhood Parks 0.6% 1.7% 3
yOE . S i
Lk Community Parks 3.4% 9.1% ,}
] Totals g 3.9% A
E q J Source: HLMA Survey '
) i iy
: L *  Definition of Service Area: the neighborhood surrounding and J 5
. adjacent to parks, inside and outside and including parks themselves. ot
;h M e . da "“* et N A R el T ST e e h T T _‘:T‘L.J
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When these data were standardized on commission rates per thousand
population, the enormity pf the differences stands out. Table 2.9
shows the rate of Index Offenses per thousand populations. - The
average rate of Index Offenses for the aveas around the studied
Sub-Reighborhood parks, for example, was almost 550 times the rate

for the parks themselves. Fcr street crimes the ratio was almost
200 to 1. '

TASLE 2.9

Rate of Index Crimes per thousand Population for each Category of
Park by Service Area, Street Offenses and Park Offenses, 1970.

Service Area Street Crimz  Park Crime

Index Crime  Rate Rate

Rate
Sub-faighborhood Parks 42.5 15.7 .08
Neighborhood Parks 63.3 20.4 .30
Community Parks o 32.8 1.3 1.13
- Total - 46,9 15.7 .64

Soturce: HLMA Surve}

Around fhe conmunity parks, where a larger population and park are
involved, the rate differences were still insignificant. The average
rate in the surrounding areas was 30 times greater than in the parks
and the average street crime rate was 100 times-greater. (25)

(25)In assessing these ratios, Dr. Rossi's pertinent comments on page
22 should be kept in mind.
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Not all the parks had Index Crime. Eighi (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-Reighborhood | Neighborhood | Community | Total

7 b4 7 A # Z ¥ 7
0 ' 3 60% 4 40% ] 204 |8 4)%
1 2 40% 1 10% - - 315
2 ' - - 1 0% |- - |1 5
3-5 - " - 3 . 30% 2 40% |5 25%
5 or more - - 1 10z |2 a0z |3 15
Total 5 100% 10 100% 5 100% 20 100%

Source: HLMA Survey

Finally, severity is a function of both the amouﬁtf(level) of crime
and the kind of crime. Violence to a person is more serious than the
stealthy theft of goods oy money. Theft with the threat of violence
is "more serious" than the latter but "less serious” than the former.
Table 2.11 below shows the cdmparétive relationship of the locations

of the Index Offenses by type of crime for the 20 parks combined.
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TABLE 2. 71 !
i Number c¢f Park Index Offenses on 20 Parks Compared with :
i Street and Total Service Offenses by Category of Offense, 4
# 1970 ]
i 3
Y
3 Category No. of Occur- Category's Category's Category's
¢ of Offense rences on Offenses on 0ffenses on Offerses on 3
1] Parks Parks as % of Parks as % of Parks as %
: Total Park Crime Total Street of Total
Offenses for Street Offen-
; A1l Categories ses for All
j Categories
: i -
f Hurder 1 : .9% .04% L0
F Rape 7 L 6.5% .27% .09% i
:
L Aggravated 4 i
E Assault 11 10.2% A2% 14% ]
& Robbery 37 , 34,3% 1.4% .47% B
A11 Other (_)
b Index
Offenses 52 48.2% 1.9 % .66% ;
TOTALS 108 100.1% 4.1 % 1.4 %
(108) (2,633) (7,858) 3
- ;
Source: HLMA Survey s
|
4
i
-
i
H
- iy
LR
/ " B <
, ' \\i‘ “ ——



v

Rl L LR e h mrr e er w4 we i gy gy g
r > " -y PG g e g ey BT T A T K SR ae 7 BN e GRS A 15§ T R e A T e e AT T e 030w ag g be e e e

1

papeet b b Sotaacic sy

% , a A4 -
~ -
()
g D.__ Sumary
v 2 Some analyses of where crime is committed date back toc the mid-1960s. é
g The studies carried out include the works of several Presidential %
% commissions, an extensive single city study and a 5 city/20 park €§
é survey carried out under this study. ‘ g
3 The data indicates that the amount of reported Index Crimes in parks
- i is substantially below popularly assu ad levels. Indeed, on the basis
% of reported crime, parks appear to be much safer than their surrounding
? areas in general. |
% - . Nevertheless, it is safe to assumz that more crime occurs than is
s é:;;) _ reported, especially ir the minor crime categorias. Since most park
4 departments do not report most of their vandalism, the amount of property
crime occurring in parks is substantially greater than shown in police
records. There is 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 most frequentlyﬂreported crimes involving people on parks
? are robberies and 1arcenies.L.The latter are shown to occur most frequently
g in pqus wicth recreation centers.and swimming pools. It appears, hbwever,
’ 5 that these parks show more crime than others because theve is someone
'} - S 'innmdiately available to report a loss to rather than because they in ,
{ P fact have more crimé.‘ T %
™ i qkw'f The interviewers encountered a number of cases where people, especially i f
\\k g, young people, said thcy had "lost" small change or had a bike taken that ‘ g
S0 |
- PEE 4
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had not -been reported to the police. In most cases, the reason given

for not reporting the incident to the police was that it was too much
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trouble. In others, especially younger teens, parents or peers

influenced the decision against it.

Host siognificant robberies -- those invoiging force oy threat of force --

appaar to be renorted recardlass of the typa of pevk,  fAscaults are

the most pravalent offensa {nvelving bodily hory ond ovor 605 of those

vaported on parks invoivad throe or mare people. Fnalysis of these

 weges:

offenses shows that most are fights that braak out batwsen people who

adce
e

go to the park togother. A majority of tho womaindar appaer to ba the
resuit of feuds inveiving poople who khgw each othar,

Each city seemsd to hova cng opr two perk lonatiens whora cubstantdal {~
anti=cocial bohavier wea visihia ond o probicm,. Thae most visibla of thace
probloms was homesexual activity, with drug censurption vunning a close
gsacond. In addition many c? tha citfes wore experiencing ineroasing

| emounts of lewd behavior on the part of teenagers resulting in many

comlefnts. While technically crimas, polica officiels gay anforcemznt
{s very difficult.
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Since patrols by park police agencies -are generally found o:ly on the

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

ERTTITY

in the smaller parks of this study. .

~Almost all law enforcement officers pointed out that effective crime

prevention on parks is extremaly difficult. Although visibility is their B

(

biggest technical problem, most pointed 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 few people on parks and far too little crime
to provide the needed impetus for thorough patvrolling. Since there
is little sicnificant Index crime in parks ccmpared‘with the hom2 or

other public places, law enforcement officials place crime in parks

at the lower end of their scale of priorities.

Clearly, parks administrators and local officials must re-examina
relative public safety in their parks. They should loock elsewhere
for reasons for fear of nmarks and/or low utilization of providad

facilities.
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A.  Background
A principal concerm of this study is the presumption that American

city dwellers fear for their safety in public parks and thevefore
avoid using them; A major purpose of the attitudinal survey
discussed in this chaptgr was to determine if that presumption was
correct. The question 1s more than rhetorical in Tight of the crime

data.

If, as the data tends to indicate, park crime is so low, why does it
appear people are afraid of crimz in parks? To what is that fear
attributable and now does it affect park usage? Is the park -« its

design, programming and use population -- a factor?

The research of Phase I identified very 1ittle detailed documentation
on the public's presumad fear of crime as a general proposition and
none on the fear of crime in parks. VYet both are assumad to be
significant affectors of people's activity decisions, The NORC study,
for example, cited crime as “.,.the second most important domastic
issue currently."(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 Omsvibus Crinmc Bill. (2)
Nevertheless, what documentation there is on the fear of crime is

‘full of paradoxes. For.exanple. the NORC study, while showing crime to be a

(1) Ennis, op. cit. p. 72.

(2) Richard Harris, The Fear of Crime, Preager: New York, 1969,

. ) ~— ; : ) vi
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substantial domestic issue nationally, found that fear inconsistently

expressed. (3) Most people were found to perceive themselves safe

walking elone in their nefghborhood after dark (Table 3.1). The

principal exception was non-white females, although non-whites as a

group have a slightly higher “fear quotient" than whites.

TABLE 3.1

Perceived Safety HWalking Alone
After Davk in Local Relghborheod

Source: Ennis, op.cit. p 73 Table 42.

A GER ~lon-wnite
Response “Fale Fematle ate Female
Very Safe 65% 35% 33% 16%
Somawhat Safe 22 24 - 25 19
Somzwhat Unsafe 9 23 22 28
Very Unsafe 4 18 .20 37

. Total ' 100% 100% 100% 100%

(4,628) (7,495) (646)

(1.033)

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

3.2 shows they apparently have to expose themselves to the possibility

Asettings, presumabiy have less to fear,

(3) Ennis, pp. 73-75.

of Qiétimization more often than do whites who, in more suburban-like
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s TABLE 3.2 :
N Frequency of Halking in Neighborhood after Dark
™ i .
R ’ ¥nite Sap-Hhite
P Foq Respanse Male Female Hale Female
o \ o Everyday 143 6% 17% 6%
s Few Times a Week | 21 13 28 21
v Less Often or | 65 81 55 73
' S Kever
' Cog Total 100% 100% 1005 100%

Source: Ennis, op. cit. p 74. Table 43.
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These data tend to indicate that the relationship between people's

T

attitudes or perceptions, their behavior and the environment in which

Ptk e

they act is less than perfectly understood. In discussing this pro-
blem, Reiss indicates there (4) ¥, ..8r0 a number of reasons why this
is so.

Among the move fmportant is the fact that perceptions are

CAR A S PSR DA VRN

4 relative both to values held and to conditions around one.
ﬁ - There is further the fact that pluralistic ignorance often
é prevails in a population -- one shares a common perception

learned trom others, yet few persons actually hold this as

? their private view. Added to this is the fact tihat people

E g’"*E SR incorporate their own and others' experiences in ways that

; e preclude assessing the envircnment in an objective fashion."
3“«h (4) Reiss, op. cit. pp.22-23.

7

-




i vy Sy Y T e S

e reges g R Ayt oa

48
-
If the conventional wisdom -- that people avoid parks because of
fear -- is found to be true, it would appear that these perceptions '
are at considerable variance with the objective conditions (Tow ?
levels of measured crima) in the parks. Obviously people must use
“-streets, and do.not have to use pavks. The fact that they may choose
not to use them is important. The quastion is why?
B. HLEA Survey Dosion
1o Chjectives '
The survey'was designad to addwess 1tcelf to, among other things, the ‘
following factors: Z
a. The respondents' perception of the relative importance of providing [ “’) %
. - . \ H

| ¢. Those factors associated with central city park usage and non-usage

parks and recreation spaces;
hl"Thbse physical elements of parks affecting the respondents’

perception of personal safety and the quality of the site;

'1nc1ud1ng:
(1) the day, tim2 and relative frequency of usage

(2) the general nature of local park usage

(3) the reasons foir non-usage; _
d. ‘The degree to which the perception of crime (fear) affects park
'.hsage and whether 1t s associated with specific locations within
" neighborhood and community parks. T

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

areas without introducing biases into the results. ’ R
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2. Destan

In order to insure that the study results would be useful to park
ard recreation directors in dealing with the needs of all potential
users of their parks, it was determined to develop a survey that
included the attitudes of both park users and non-users, in all

age~sex specific categories. *

To obtain these data, a purposive respandent schedule of 500 inter-
views was daveloped providing for the equal dfstribution{of age-
sex specific respondents between all pavks and cities., This dis-
tribution was in turn dividad between users and non-users and be- |

tween day and night, weekend and weskdey interviews,

As noted, the survey was structured to obtain responses i all age/

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

~ consequence of this type non-random sampling is that the data cbtaihed

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 allowing for the inclusion of
the broad categories of users and non-users. While individual inter-
viewees were selected at random on or around the study parks, the

composition of the sample is not necessarily statistically representative

"Park users" are defined as those respondents actually interviewed
in the park itself;"non-users" are defined as those respondents

interviewed in neighborhood areas other than the park who indicated
that they never or very seldom used these subject parks.

of the general user and non-us2r population.

*

(5) It was not possible to pre-structure for race distribution within
the programmad sample although the race of the respondent was noted.
A total of 113 non-white respondents were interviewed. The group

represented 27% of the total interview population of 416 respondents.
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The nature of the responses, however, is probably representative for

age-sex groups and for the populations addressing specific parks in

the different categories. Hence, the ideas and concerns of urban

_dweilers toward their parks, documented in this study, have significant

intuitive value and are appropriate for planning remedial actioms.

-3.  Survey Populatien

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

- 3.3 shows ?he distribution betwsen users and non-users.

f

. TRBLE 3.3 .
Attitudes Toward Public Safety in Parks
Distribution of Raspondents

Catesory ghies . fema1e§ gotaT .
Users 121 49% | 125 513 | 246 100%
Non-users 80  47% 90 533 | 170 100%
Total 200 48% | 217 52 | 416 t00%

Source: - HLMA Survey.

~

The slightly higher percantage of females was expected since; as a

grdup, they have more time available 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 stfuctured to obtain results in

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

in Table 3.4.
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Fge Group

10-19 years
20-29 years
30-39 years
Over 50

51
TABLE 3.4
~ ARttitudes Toward Public Safety in Parks ;
- Distribution of Respondents by Age/Sex Categories
Hales Females Tota) .
N % i 3 I % .
52 26% 57 27% 109 26% :
45 22% 61 28% 106 - 25% : B
58 29% 51 265 109 26% :
46 23% 46 213 92 22% :

Total

201

Source: HLKA Survey

100%

215

100%

416

100%
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TABLE 3.5
Attitudes Toward Public Safety in Parks
'Di§tribution of User Respondents by Category of Parks

Males ) remales Total

N % N % N 4
Sub-Nke1ghborhood
Parks 24 20% 28 22% .52 21%
Neighborhood
Parks 56 46% Y 54% 123 50%
Community S '
Parks 41 34z 30 249 71 29%
Total " 121 100% 125 100% 246 100%

Source:- HLMA Survey

Finally, we were interested in the differences that might be found

batween users of the three different park types we inventoried.

Originally, we programmed 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 in sub-neighborhood parks

than planned. This was offset by a slightly higher percentage 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 é]though we found
more people to interview on community parks than sub-neighborhood
sites, the study team estimated that per acre usage was lower than

on-either sub-neighborhood or neighberhood parks.
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word or phrase but people frequently listed several things.

53
The following sections discuss the gross findinés of this survey in.
terms of four categuries of information:
1. The generally perceived environmental context within which the
respondents ranked and evaluated parks;
The reasons non-users gava for not using parks and the prospects
for reattractiﬁg'them into parks;
3. Specific issues related to park usage;
4. The level of fear or concern over crime in general and on parks

(7)

in particular,

C. The Percept:.al Context of Responses

We asked both park users and non-users at the beginning of the
interview to tell 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 give

no answer or said they did not know what their city's biggest problem
was. (Table 3.6) Women more than men tended to be vague 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
This

diffusion is evident in that only one category of responses -- lack of

—t

(7) A fiTth category of information -- on park usage characteristics --

is included in the Appendix.
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TABLE 3.6
CHIEF PROBLEMS IN CITIES
Males females Total
N % N % N %
I Governmental Services, 43 21.4% 52 24.2% 95 22.8%
Physical Deterioration
of the City Including
Pollution
II Crime and Drugs 38 18.9% 42 19.5% 80 19.2% :
IIT  Blacks, Hippies, 34 16.9% 23 10.7% 57 13.7% :
“People Getting ,
Together," Racial
Issues, Teen Behavior ¥
IV Taxes, Jobs & 25 12.48 2 10.2% 47 sy ()l
Economic Situation -
v Problems of Youth, 25 12.4%4 22 10.2% 47 11.3%
Police and Adult
Harrassment, Lack of
Teen Facilities
. VI Housing Issues 7 3.5% - - 7 1.7% i
VII A1l Other Responses 44 21.9% 65 30.2% 109 26.2% é
i
. 3
TOTALS 201 100 % 215 100 % 416 100 % :
i H
. e -
. ' 3
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government services and deterioration of the urban environment --
received more than a fifth (22.8%) of the first mentions. Crime and
drugs followed with 19.2%, and general social conceirns -- racial
issues, ieen behavior, the genzration/culture gap and similar

issues -- followed with 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 were from lower socio-economic

environments. (8)

Finally, although young people in the 10-19 year old age group
represented 26% of the survéy popuiation, only five percent of the
responses offered had to do with teenage problems such as "lack of
things to do" and adult or police hassling. The much larger number of
responses relating to social concerns probably includes some of these

attitudes although they were not clearly stated by the interviewee.

People tended to be more positive in their attitudes toward their
neighborhood {Table 3.7). Twenty-six percent said thére was nothing
wrong with their neighborhood and only fourteen percent gave no answer
ov said they did not know what problems there were.

s

(8) We could not collect income information in this survey because
of cost and scheduling problems. We did however, attempt to

categorize the approximate economic status of the 64 service areas.

Only 11 of the areas could be categorized as solidly middle class
¢» higher on the socio-economic scale. lost were lower middle
c¢lass or blue collar environments.
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| TABLE 3.7
- Chief Problems of Heighborhoods
2 A1l Residents
2]
: Users Non-Users Total
F N % N % N %
N
3 I Nothing Wrong with
§ Neighborhood 66 26.8% he  24,7% 108 26.0%
: I1  Teens, Hippies, Racial '
x Issues, Teen Behavior 53 -~ 21.5 29 17 82 19.7
III City Services and General
Deterioration of
Neighborhood 36 14.6 £0  23.5 76 18.2
IV Crime and Drugs 35 14,2 22 12.9 57 13.7
v Housing issues 12 4.9 1 6.5 23 5.5
VI  Probiems of Youth, Police
and Adult Harrassment, .
Lack of Teen Fecilities 13 5.3 - - 13 3.1
VII A1l Other 31 12.6 26 15.4 57 13.7
TOTALS 246 100% 170 100% 416  100%
Source: HLMA, Question 2.
(.
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Where specific concerns were stated, they tendad to have a somewhat
different focus from the perceived problems of the city as a whele.
Crime and drugs were switched with social concerns in terms of the
ranking of their immediacy for the neighborhood, with social .

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

under 14%.

The differences between user and non-user attitudes on most {ssues

nannot be considered significant. The largest pervcentage difference
was in the category of city services to the neighborhood. Lass thean
15% of the park users cited neighborhood services as an issue while

23.5% of the non-usars expressed these concerns.

Finally, we asked each respondent to rank the importance of parks
retative to the problems they had mentioned in the previous questions.
Almost 85% of all respondents said they thought the provision of parks
to be just as important or more important than dealing with the other
problems of the city and neighborhood (Table 3.8). There are only
slight differences between user and ron-user ranking with almost 78%
of non-users and 89%’of users responding that parks are just as or

more important than dealing with the other problems cited.

N. The "Paradoxes" of Non-Usage

There is an apparent paradox in the importance non-users attach to
parks and the fact of their non-usage. The pzradox is even more

surprising in light of the reasons given by these people for not

1 .

-using parks.
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TABLE

3.8

Comparative Importance of Parks
Users and Non-Users

Users Non-Users Total
N % N y4 N %
I More Important 76 30.9% 37 21.8% 113 27.2%
than Other City
Services
11 Just as Impor- 143 58.1% 95 55.9% 238 57.2%
tant as Other
City Services
111 Less Important 27 11.0% 38 22.4% 65 15.6%
than Other
City Services
TOTALS 246 100 2 170 100 % 416 100 %

Source: HLMA Survey, Question 3.

Eaaatmaas, Zia e i Apiting T IR T T T

.y B YA LT




P

N g T ey e g iy

v e, B et gt

L...nx«.—-d"«a-«.u.‘t-w.m.wn;.;: AR i A Daxasad AT ST AR Gt bl SR 0 LA, ik s i eV

59

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:

1. Why they choose not to use parks;

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

3. And what the city could do in its parks to get them (non-users)

to use parks move often. (8) E

In 1ight 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.

Over 50% «f 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 already noted, in fairly sharp contrast with the fact that

- almost 80% of the non-users cited parks as being just as or wore

important than the provision of other city services.

Another similar difference relates to non-user responses toward the

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

this group indicated they thought that issues related to racial issues,

(9) The questions were:
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

e the parks?

5. Do you go to parks outside the city more frequently?"
" When ve veceived a "yes" reply to 5., we asked 5a and 5b.
"5a.Can you tell me why? ,
5b.How 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
more often? Can you give me an example?"

e
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E TABLE 3.9

: Principal Reasons Given by Non-Users

: For Hot Using Parks

L Category "1 Males Females | Total

g . N % N % N % . *

: I Ho Interest 32 40 26 28.9 | 58 3%

‘ II  No Time 17 2.3 15 16.7 | 32 19

I IIT  People Hho Use

; - Parks 3 3.8 8 8.9 11 6.5

g IV Prefer Gum Yard 2 2.5 7 7.8 1 9 5.3

: Vo Crime 4 5 4 6.8 | 8 4.7 =

i VI Lack of Facilities | 1 1.3 2 22| 3 1.8 b

: ' P

i VII  Go To Parks . L) 3

: Outside City - - 2 2.2 1 2 1.2 ;

: VIII A1l Other Replies 21 26.3 26 28.9 | 47 21.7

Total e 1002 | 90  100% {170 100% 4

5, Source: HLMA Survey, Quastion 4.

: teens, hippies, etc. were the biggest problem in their neighborhood ;
(Table 3.7), but only 6.5% said they avoided parks because of "...the 5
kind of people you find there." (10) ?

i
It is difficult to speculate about the rationale behind soma of the %

‘- i
responses we received from non-users because as a group, they tendad to i

Ca hold back on volunteering more than min{mum responses. Undoubtedly, i ) .
i (10) This response and variations on it account for the title of line III ,f

. on Table 3.9. . '
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soma portion of the "non-interest” veplies -are founded on concerns,
such as crime and the paople who use parks, that were not articulated
to our interviewars., Some percentega of people who “prafor their own

yard" quite possibie also fall into this unknown category.

In the "all other" category thsre ware elght (4.7%) "no responses,”
The remainder, 23% of the total, included responses 1ike "too fur away"
(2.4%), "too crowded" (4.1%), and "no ona to go with" (1.8%).

Qniy two people voluntearad thaﬁ they preferrad to go to parks outside
the ciéy in leu of using their Tocal parks. This response level,
howavar, contrasts very sharply with veplies to the direct quastion

of whether respondants used parks outside the city more freguantly than

their city parks (Table 3.10).

TABLE 3.10 -
) Use of Parks Qutside of City Compared

to City Park Usage

Rasponse Latagory Hales Females Total
N 2 N 3 N

Yes,
Use Parks Outsida
City More Often 23 28.8 28 31.1| 51 30
No,

Do Not Use Parks
Outside City More
Often 57 71.2 62 68.9{ 119 70

TOTAL 80 100% 90 1008 170 100%
Source: HLMA Survey, Question 5.
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Finally, we asked non-users what, in their opinion, the city could

do entice them tack into parks. A categorical bLreakdown of the

‘responses {s shown in Table 3.11.

TASLE 3.11
What Hould Have To Be Dane Te
Gat Ron-Users Back Into Parks

Category of Responsa Hales Females Total !
N % N % i % :
I Kothing 33 4.3 29 2.2 62 36.5
II  HMew or Different , v
Program or : Lo
Service 10 12.5 1 o2} 21 12.4 b
IIT  Hew or Improved ( ) ;
Equipment or g
Factility 7 8.8 8 8.9 15 8.8 ‘
IV Stop Crime 5 63| 7 7.8 | 12 7.1 |
v Remove Winos, . . l :
Hippies, etc. 4 5.G 5 5.6 9 5.3 :
: o
VI Clean-up and . e . Pk
Other , Lo
Maintenance ‘ . :
Issues 2 2.5 2 2.2 4 2.4
H
VII - A1l Other 19 23.8 28 31.1 47 27.7 i
3
Total 80 100 % 50 100 2] 170 100 % i
Source: HLMA Survey, Question 6. :
Thirty-six percent of the non-user respondents indicated there was P

nothing -- no changes, no new programs or anything -- that would get

them back into parks; six percent said they did not know. g {. ). | '
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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.

included:
ITEM NUMBER OF MENTIONS
Concerts ‘ 9
Adult and Senfor
Citizen Activities 7
Day Care Centers -
for Children 4
Fishing R
. : 21

% OF TOTAL

5.3%
4.1
2.4

.6
12,78

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

Benches and trees were the most frequently cited needs.

Only 12.4% of the respondents specifically mentioned crime or peeple

related issues as something needing correction.

In general, these data tend to show or indicate several significant

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

First, in Tlight of the geﬁera] importance given parks when compared

to city and neighborhood problems, it seemsvhigh1y probable that

people derive benefits from parks und 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 traditional use/benefit

categories measured in our survey.

Second]&. it appears that there is a "hard core"Anon-using population

for whom no new programs or anything would induce them to use the parks.

In this survey this population approximates 30% of the 170 interviewees.

In a statistically representative profile of the population, we intuitively

63

FRAPE AL ATy

i

P

Ve

--v.s_.:“

Oz Emriin. T

RS RO

"

—



3R v TS Y TR St R A AR 0

e g

o —s 2 N

" 64

suspect this percentage would be smaller and possibly very small
indeed. This feeling is based on the general level of difficulty
we experienced in Tocating non-user respondents, and the general

ambiguity of the responses received.

It appears that crimz or the fear of crime is significant, but not
the principal thing keeping non-users out of parks. (11) More
Tikely non-users simply prefer forms of recreation not found in
parks. This conclusion is probably especially relevant to the 70%
or so of the non-users who did not d{sbiay the same 'no interest/

no care' attitudes of the hard cove non-usors.

Finaily, and perhaps most imgortantly, it séems that people who do

not use parks have only vague notions about them. Their reactions

to the interview reflected a diffusion of attitudes often contradicting
each other. In short, parks do not appear to be consciously,

significant elements in the 1ives of non-users.

If this 1s so, only substantizlly {nnovative changes in the design
and administration of urban parks have a chance at attracting this

group of people,

E. User Attitudes Abaut Parks

Before asking park users specific questions about their concern or

fear of crime in parks, we asked a series of questions aimed at:

1. Identifying users' perceptions of the park environment, including
their attitudes on preferrved iocations within neighborhood and

(11)See Section H, this chapter.
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community parks as well as on specific park "issues" {12) and

cws v o EeeTIESOY
FIIFPE I : - i B

2, Giving those people for whom crime was more than a casual

[ .
v concern several opportunities to surface the issue,

He first asked park users whether there were areas of the park they

. - Tiked better than others and then whether there were areas they

; avoided. (13) Of the nearly 200 neighborhood and community park

i ‘ ‘users, 144 (74%) indicated there were areas in their park they liked
? . better than others (Table 3.12).

TABLE 3.12
User Attitudes Toward Specific Areas
On Neighborhood and Community Pavks

)

Ko

P

% bvpressing Preference] » Indicating
for Specific Area Avoid Ssecific Area

. . ‘OF Neighborhood Park Users 72.4% 27.7%
i Of Community Park Users 77.5 39.4

: 0f Total Heighborhood and .
Community Park Users 74.2 32.0

(144) (62)

N

Source: - HLMA Survey, Questions 11 and 12

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

? R Ey “near the water" (17%). The third most mentioned area with 12% of

v U

_ (12)The specific issues included questions on approval and disapproval
. of curfews and fences as we11 as on lighting which is discussed below.

;- % i (13)  He did not ask these questions o7 sub—neighborhond park users
£ = because these parks are so small that in general the choice was

¥ whegher to use or not to use the whole park rather than some area
E; on it. :
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" small to have "bad areas."

" where almost 40% of users said they avoidad some area.

specific mentions however, were "private" or "passive use® locations.

This is somewhat surprising given that secluded areas are presumed

to be places where "...things happen."

Also of interest is the fact 25% of the respondents sald they had no

preference. UWhen coupled with the diffusion of preferred aieas (no

single Tocation characteristic received more than 19% of the votes),
. we vere tempted to speculate that discrete aspects of parks aré Tess

important than users' perceptions of the total environment -- including
factors not measured in this survey. (14)

Sixty-eight people, 35% of the 194 interviewed on nefghborhood and

cormunity parks said they avoided certain areas of their parks. Of T

more than passing concern to us was the reasons people avoided certain
portions of their parks and whether they avoided the park itself under

certain circumstances. A categorical distribution of stated reasons is
shown on Table 3.13.

That 65% of those interviewed said they did not &void some avea in their
park 1s not too surprising since many of the parks studied were too
HMost avoidance occurred in community parks,

We would expect
this figure to increase in a statistical cross section of the populations.
Even including those responses based on social attitudes (concern over
Blacks “taking over," "the hippies hang out over there" and “because

of the winos") the total crime/fear oriented responses com2 to only

1. 4% of the tota] population in this survey.

(14) See Section H, this chapter.
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TABLE 3.13
Stated Reasons for Avoiding Areas
0f Neighborhood and Community Parks
Maltes vemales “Total
- Response Category N % N ? N %
1 Don't Avoid Arcas 63 65% 63 65% 126 65%
11 Avoidsd Arcas Bacause
of Kind of People In
Area 6 6.2 6 6.2 12 6.2
III  Avoided Areas Because
of Crimz 2 2.1 4 4.1 6 3.1
Iv Avoided Areas DBscause
Too Pooriy Lighted at
Night ’ 2 2.1 2 2.1 4 2.1
v A1l Others 24 24,81 22 22.7 46 23.7
Totals 97 1005 97 100% 194 100%

HLHA Survey, Question 12b.

In the A1l Others category, fourteen separate '‘reasons’ were given
for avoiding specific areas. These included, for example:

“The sand down there causes sores,"”

“It's too far to walk to..."

"Because of the stink {from a factory next door)"-

“It's Just for kids..."

"It's too secluded."”
The last reason was'given by two women, one in Denvef and another in

Phoenix.

Only four people volunteered they avo’ded the park entirely at night

because it was too dark even though, as Table 3.14 shows, ovér forty
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parcont of the regpondants thought the Tignting in thedr park was not
vory gusd, A caraful veading of respenses indicates, howaver, that a

much greater proportien of paople then this figura would indicate

sirnly do not think 4n torms of night useﬁa of parks.

TASLE 3,14
Raspenéﬁn%s' fareeptien 6f Gvﬂ11ty
of Highe Lighting 6a FLF&G

Sun» 1;&L&wnegd kg éc. aw;eaﬂ Gaiundty  Totaf
rrl L

o . o ) li'; 1 ‘rf‘ ;J /3

i I3

Protty Good 23 44,8 83 46,0 81 437 116 447
Not Vary -Bsod g8 63,0 B2 423 B8 3.2 105 4.7
Don't Maew ... 1 1.0 18 12,2 LA P ) O 94 .
Total 68 10 & 188 Y00 % 71 Y006 B4 100 % (m_)

“ Soureat HLWA Survev, Qupntien PG,

IR

Finally, we “sked peopie to owmrarige Yor us the things that botharad
tham most aebout, and how satisfied eﬂéy were with, thafr parks, The
rasults are shewn on Tables 3,18 and 3,16 belaw,

Three sets of answars == {geues {nvoiving the need for or conditien of
physical facii1ties on the parky maintanance end cleaniinessy and ne
negative rasponses at &1l -= accountsd for almous 708 of the reepenses,

People 1¢sues - hippiaes, wines, raca and athafe differencas = accountar
for another 10% end responses rolating to crima - ltems VIIE, I¥, end X
on Teble 3,15 =~ accounted for only 4% of the 240 key responses. (16)

] ce—

(15) A raview of the rasponses on the quest1on of 1ights, on both ~~.)

questions 16 and 25, shows that the biggest veason teenage boys
want 1ights at night 1s so thay can play sports after dark, The
rvasons given by other groups are more diffuse but gmount to
“being able to see bettay."
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) TABLE 3.15
Things That Bother Users Most About Parks
Hales Females Total
N % N z N %
'! I Physical Facilities Issues 34 28.1 33 26.4 67  27.2
11 Nothing Wrong With Park 23 19.0 30 24.0 53 21.5
" 11T Maintenance Issues 25 20.7 24 19.2 49  19.9
N
o IV Other People ~n Parks 15 12.4 1 8.8 25  10.6
N .(-‘
gt v Condition of Natural Elements 5 4.4 11 8.8 16 6.5
" Vi Programs (Lack of; Need for) 3 2.5 3 2.4 6 2.4
rN'
{'ﬁ YII  Police Hassling of Youth 4 3.3 2 1.6 6 2.4
VIII Meed for Lighcs 3 2.5 2 1.6 5 2.0
ix Crime, Including Dope Use 0 0 3 2.4 3 1.2
’ X Need for More Police 1 .8 1 .8 2 .8
XI A11 Others 8 6.6 5 4.0 13 5.3
S TOTALS 121 100% 125  100% 246 100 ¥
K Source: HLMA Survey, Question 16
.
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Although Table 3.15 shows nearly 80% of the user popu]alion citing ri
sogething wrona with parks, the responses to question 17 tend to

indicate that the general intensity of dissatisfacvion is Tow (Table

3.16) (16) As shown, almost 84% of the respondents indicated they

were completely or quite satisfied with their park.

TABLE 3.16
Users' Satisfaction with Park

Males Females Total
N % N % N P

I  Completely Satisfied 29 24.0 35 28.0 64 26.0
IT Quite Satisfied 72 59.5 70 56.0 142 57.7
IT1 Hot Satisfied At A1l 17 141 18 14.4 35 14.2
IV Ho Answer 3 2.5 2 1.6 5 2.0 -

Total - 121 100% 125 100% 246 109%

Source: HLMA Survey Question 17.

In general, we believe these data show that regular park users perceive
their parks in vague but consistently positive 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 in parks. Attitudes toward

1ighting are almost equally divided between positive and negative per-

erp———

116)"Considerinc everything we've been talking about, how satisfied are
you with this park -- completely satisfied, quite satisfied, or not .
satisfied at al1?" ‘'

L
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. : ceptions of the quality of lighting. And although when asked
' ; % directly to identify things wrong with parks 80% of thy -espondents .

! did so, an even greater number said they were basically satisfied
. with their parks.
% : F. Anxiety and the Fear of Crima
Rt
; 3 Our firal ond most Important objective in this survay was the .

‘f detarmination of the extent {o which park users and non-users alike
] Er fear the occurvence of crime in parks. To get at this issus we asked

!

' a serfes of questions es:ablishing the respondent's general level of

{jml "concern™ zbout crime, followed with questions directly related to the
iad respondent's perceptions about park crime. ‘

% As Table 3.17 shows, & fairly larea percentage (50%) of both ugers

. and non-users exprassed concevn over their safety in parks.

. TABLE 3.17

; Exprassions of Concern for Personal

: Safaty 1n Pavks

2 Users - han-users Total

: R % H 4 N

- Concerned Over Safety 113 45.9 | 93 54.7 | 206 50

‘ Mot Too Concerned Over

- Safety 128 52.0 65 38.2 193 45
LD Don't Kriow 5 2.0 | 12 ERARERE 4
A A Total 246  100% | 170 100¢ | 416  100%

‘K‘\‘,‘ .

- Source: HLMA Survey, Question 18.
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The highest level of concern was expressed by non-user, females, with
60% saying they were concerned for their safety in parks. A surprisingly
large number of these were younger women between 10 and 19. Almost

80%'of this aroup sald they were concerned.

The lowast Tevel of concern was expressed by park using males, with
45.5% saying they were concerned. HNon-users expressed three times the
"Don't Knows" of users ~-- again reflecting a general unfamiliarity with

parks.

Thz difference between user responses to Question 18 (Table 3.17) and
Question 20 are worthy of mentfon. Khile 46% of the users responded
they Qere concerned over their personal safety in parks, only 13% said
they thought there was a lot of park crime. We believe the rezponses
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 anxiety are not dafined.

Since "concern" over personal “safety" in parks might be a function of
several factors in the minds of our respondents, we sought to refine
these expressions. 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 bfg‘prob1em.
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@ B
Although 392 of both users and non-users in reply to a direct
question said that crime in their neighborhood was a big problem,
we are {nciined to view these peréentages as "i{nflated" when compared
to the responses to quastions 1 and 2 discussed above. (17)
TABLE 3.18
Perczption of Crima in Reighborhood
hiales Females Total
i 2 i ) N p3
USERS: |
Crime is a Big Probiem 3 R.2f 5 43.2 93 37.8 i
Crima is nov a Big Problem | 76  62.8}F 68 54.4 | 144 58.5 ;
i Don't Know 6 500 3 2.4 9 3.7
S :
TOTAL 121 1002} 125 100% | 246 100% )
HON-USERS : '
Crime 1s a Big Problem 2 40.0| 37 41.1 69 40.6 §
Crime {s not a Big Problem | 41 51.3} 45 50.0 86 50.6
Don't Know 7 8.7 8 8.5 15 8.8
Total 80 100% 90 - 100% 170 100%

Source: HLMA Survey, Question 19,

(17) See Tables 3.6 and 3.7 above.
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; TABLE 3.19 | :
g Purception of Crime on Parks
h viales Females Total N
3 i % . N - % N ) !
: \ USERS: . . :
ok Lot of Crime on Parks 17 14.1 16 12.8 33 13.4
; Not Too Much Crime ’
on Parks 100 82.6° -~ 99 7%.2 189 80.9
Don't Know 4 3.3 10 8.0 14 5.7
; Total S 121 100% 125 100 % 246 100 %
_USERS: ¢
NOM-USERS : o | | L )
Lot of Crime on Parks 24 30.0 30 33.3 54 31.8
\ - Not Too Much Crime
R on Parks 43 53.8 43 47.8 86 50.6
Don't Know 13 162,0 i7 18.9 30 17.7
Total 80 100 % 90 00% 170 100 %
" Source:  HLMA Survey, Question 20
As Table 3.19 shows, when asked to indicate the amow't of crime on parks,
only 13.4% of all users said there was "a lot of crime." The non-users'
1 expressions of concern declined even further, with 32% indicating they
1 thought there is a Tot of crime on parks. This is a substantial portion
of non-users but we believe this to be a “"surface response" attributable 'k.\ A )
to the fact that the question was direct. This is reflected in the
] IR o
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18
broader concerns which earlier open questions surfaced. (18) The number
of usevs citing the behavior of teens and a sensitivity to other groups
on the parks as something that buthers them (Table 3.15) as well as the
responses to the question of how safe park users thought the parks are
compared to the rest of their neighborhood (Table 3.20) lend suppor’ to
this conclusions.

TABLE 3.20
Perceived Comparative Safety in Parks
Users Only
Males Females Total
N % i % N %
Park is More Safe

Than Rest of Keighberhood | 36 29.8 &1 32.8 77 31.3

Park 1s About as Safe

as Pest of Neighborhood 66 54.6 75 60.0 141 57.3

Park is Less Safe than

Rest of Neighborhood 15 12.4- 8 6.4 23 9.4

Don't Know 4 3.3 1 .8 5 2.0

Total 121 100 %7 125 100 %| 246 100 #

Source: HLMA Survey, Question 20B

wWhile almost a third of the park users said they thought parks were more

safe than the rest of the neighborhood, and oniy 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) HNote for example that 13% of non-users mentioned crime in response
to question 2 (Table 3.7) but another 17% listed secial and racial
issues. Similarly, 30% of non-users cited crime and social issues
on question 1 (Table 3.6).
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€. Summary

A principal finding in the area of attitudes is that far too little
is really known about how people relate to their parks. The

Outdoor Racreation Resources Review Commission detailed outdoor
recreation preferences in the earfy 1960's. Most subsequent work

in tk» area rests on the Commission's original study and none relate
outdoor recreation choices to the larger issue of leisure time

decisions. ¥ore original work is needed on the actual activities of

people in their leisure hours and the places they spend that time.

Both regular park users and non-users apparently derive “benefits" from
the existence of city parks. In the case of regular users, these

benefits include at minimun the recreational use of the site. It was

not possible te determine if this was the sole benefit derived. The fact
that most non-users also perceive parks as important as other city services
indicates that both groups obtain benefits not directly attributable to
physical on-site usage. The nature of these noh-usage benefits and, in
the case of users, their proportion of the 'total 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.'

The exact composition of this group is not clear, but evidently includes
both black and white teenage girls, most black and white aduit males under
retirement age. end middle class young adults of both races. White married

women with children in 'outer ring'locations appea- to use parks somewhat
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f : more frequently than their counterparts in the core areas. The ¢
LA .
g .
g,; apparent reasons for each groups' non-usaga vary by race, location, P
¥, P
§3 cultural background and socio-economic status. P
:
‘ ff The attitudes of regulae users toward their parks clearly indicates :
;5 that those parks are less than adequately fulfilling their role for :

central city residents. An overwhelming meiority rate parks as very

important and an aimost equal majority dislike one or more aspects of
their parks. It is probable, therefore, that the devivad benefits
from usage are gznerally much lower than is acceptable given the

t

public investment in land facilities.

¥ 1 !
!g éji;' At least one major aspect of this situation is related £o the recrestion % %
% programs offered on the_sites. In some cases there should be programs ',§
ff where none exist, in others there are programs that are not in tune 3
ﬁ with the needs of the poputlation being served. For example, we found i j
ﬁ only an occasional "adults only day" or "families only day" in any of ! é
é the swimming pool programs and none were equipped or provided for i
" swimming for retirees. i
1
% Almost cvery person interviewed at least once indicated some personal é
g apprehension about parks. It was not possible in this limited survey é
; to determine whether these responses were just expressions of normal _i
..f anxiety elicited because of the subject matter or whether they indicated f %
':A a more fundamental and actual fear. At least a portion of the population
. {( :iji} interviewed, roughly six to ten percent, clearly were fearful. The j
, ; majority, however, fell into the unknown category. §
3% ;
g .
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| - People do rot think in_terms of nighttime use of parks.

The perception of crime plays an unknown role in keeping non-users away

from parks but 1t does not appear to be the most significant element in

noh-usage decision. Apparently cultural and socio-economic factors are

as important as the fear of crime but the exact relationships are
unclear. Hon-users exhibited only vague notions about their local
parks apart from their expressed balief in their general value. As a
conseguance any effort to attract non-users back onto parks will |
probably réquire, to be successful, a more thorough understanding of
tﬁe cultural and psychological aspects of their recreation choices than

we now have.
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First, the Titerature is very sketchy fn the treatment of the relationships ~)

80

A. Background

The study's objectives called for us to "identify those physical ...
factors which differentiate between parks that have high and low crimé
rates," and to "evaluate the factors that appear to be most influential,
in maintaining a low crime rate..."” At first it was thought useful

to develop an Environmental Risk Index. The aésumption was the
presence or absence of certain physica] characteristics would exhibit
correlations with criminal behavior and/or public perceptions of thé
park as a.dangerous place. Early in the study, however, two facts |

forced a redirection of our efforts.

between the design and form .of the urban environment and violent behavior.
What treatment 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 theoretical base from which to work. (1)

Secondly, we found -~ as reported in Chapter Two —~ that significant
levels of crime simply are not present on city parks of the scale treated

in this study. (2) Differentiation between them, first on the basis of

et

(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 the design/crime problem
but none is related to parks and so far, there are few final reports

s

with data to work with. For an example, see Sagalyn 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 ducumentation . on it. As we point out elsewhere, however, |
this study dealt with essentially local parks. The large city-wide
parks tend to reflect the city population in use, with concomitant
problems and should be studied as a group.
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their crime and then by their physical characteristics was not
useful or possible. (3) It was necessary, therefore, to proceed
without a theoretical basis for evaluating the problem of risk in
the park environment.  Also, 1t was necessary to develop -- since
none existed ~- standard units of measure for 1nventorying the parks
in this nationai study. Work on these two related aspects of
assessing park environments lias been carried on as far as possible

within the scopa of this study. S$pecific recommendations for further

work are discussed in the last chapter.

.

B. The HLMA Park Environment Survey

1. Davelopment of the Form

In order to lay a basis for objectively evaluating user risk in park
environments and to do so against a back-drop of site "usefﬂiness,"

it was necessary to develop standard mpasures for physical features.

In so far as the park site was concemed, we were able to identify

four categories of relevant information broken down into 32 component
units. These factors are shown in Figure 4.1. This 1ist is, of course,
not exhaustive. In compiling 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 -- ‘and we assume most others --
are familiar with the concepts and practice providing different
types of parks for different poputdtions. See R. D. Buechner, ed.,

National Park Recreation and Open Space Standards, NRPA, Washington,
D. C.
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FIGURE 4.1 §
Park Site Data Collection Elements i
J
4
1
NATURAL ELEMENTS P
Topography B ;
Trees and Shrubs 1.
Water (Hatural)
Shape
HAN-MADE AND USE ELEFERTS
Buildings Small Child Play Area
Drives and Parking Passive Use Elements ('”‘)
On-Site Halks . Organized Site Usage e i
. Onto Site Walking Access Site Programming g
Access and Use Control Scope of Site's Organized Use
. Organized Use Area (hard) . - Cultural, Ornamental Elements
Organized Use Area (Turf) Predominate Use Usage .
Estimate ;
. Swinming Facilities i
. 1!6
" SECURITY ELEMENTS PARK COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIP %
. Lighting . lLocation 3
.- Communications . Development, Type 3
Security Patrol .~ Development, Intensity %
p:
.~ Access and Use Control Condition of Area E
.. Visibility by Day . Street Usages )
‘Visibility by Night Street Lighting { ) )
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of factors., Each of these information componants was dafined in

terms of appropriate measuvemsnt units. For example, the existence
of lighting on a park site was defined in terms of: more than 50%
of park lighted at night, 25-50% of park Tighted at night, lcss than
25% of park lightad at night. The detailed units of measure for each
of the data factors are shown on the Park Site Data Collection Form

in Appendix III. A1l togather, nearly 100 measures are employad.

Data was collected on the complete spectrum of physical elements
relating to recreation in addition to secur ty elements. Since a
major hypothesis of the study was that an inrreased stock of observers
wouid act as crime deterrent, 1t was believed useful to élso assess

physical features provided in support of recrestion,

Several versions of the form were developed and tested -- principally

with the aim of determining the extent to which the variety of park
environcents were accurately reflected by the data collected. In

addition, the forms had to bo easy to use under field conditions. In

order to insure unique characteristics of the parks were not lost, the forms
were used in conjuction with color siides and black and white photegraphs.
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 dealing with almost all neighborhood and tiie smaller
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community parks. Certain aspects of sub-neighborhood parks -- the fact
they may have 2 single clientele or Tack certain characteristics --
indicates the nead for a more specialized data collection device for
these sites.  Similarly, larger community and regional parks are not
adequately documented. A finer degree of discrimination on several
characteristics ~- topography, varieties in use design and access

questions for example -- 1s needed when inventorying these parks.

€. Findings and Conclusions

This sufvey, as noted elsewhere, was a first attempt at developing

standard reporting tools on central city parks.‘ Ultimately it would

be desirableAto 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 communily
parks did best. The larger the park, the greater the opportunity for

topographic, landscaping and other natural factor varieties.

Analysis of the way the parks scored on the ihventory indicates that"

a. Sub-neighborhood parks had their greatest variety in

'
.-

, (4) Our tables here represent the distribution of the "Best," "Middle,"

"least" value assignments for the park categories as a.whole on the
four categories of elements.
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topography and landscaping. None had natural water and only

one had any significant variety in its overall shape.

TABLE 4.1
Distribution of Aggregate Msasures for
Four Combined Natural Elements Factors
For Each Park Category -~ 64 Parks

Best Middle least

Sub-Naighborhood Parks (16) 6.3% 20.3% 73.4%

Neighborhood Parks (32) 16.4% 32.0% 51.6%

Community Paris (16) 53.1% 34.4% - 12.5%

¥ e B Ga )
i

Source: - HLMA Survey

b. Only one of the sixteen community parks had no naturally

occurring water (lakes, streams, or ponds). Effective

analysis of the differences between community parks will

require finer discrimination on this factor.

¢. Neighborhood parks did not score as well as might have been
hoped in this inventory. Over 50% of the possible valuations

indicated the parks are flat, treeless, waterless and square.

2. Man-Made and Use Elements

Analysis of the factors comprising these elements involved assessing

factors optional.

o N
.

the results of 45 measurement units for 15 factors with three sets of

TR

ity
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The optional faciors were stated on a "yes/no" basis with measdres

1 available for describing a "yes" situation. The distribution and nature

H

! of these options are shown in Table 4.2.

Q

% !
b o 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)
; H ¥ % i % 7 %
5 Existence of Hard YES {10 63% 21 e6%| 12 75%

Surface Sports Area NO 6 37 11 34 4 25
! :
& Existence of Turf YES 3 19% 21 66%1 13 81% .
{ Surface Sports Area NO 13 81 11 34 3 19 ( ) !
; s i
P Existence of Planned | YES {16  100% 29 91%| 16  100%
o Small Child Play Area | NO 0 - 3 9 0 -
: Totals : YES 29 60% 71 - 74% 4 85%

NO 19 40% 25 26% 7 15%

Again, as would be expected, community 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

wmt 3 i vt [ e s S 8 A £ S o A

N

v ‘variety of man-made and use elements than the other two park categories ‘

‘- " (Table 4.3). ’ g e ' ’ (~_M) é
N o é
é | (5) The two were Boston Common and in New Orleans, 01d Beach. L
L
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None of the park categories had a majority of their aggregated measures
in the "Teast" column, The comment made above about sub-neighborhood
parks (Page 84, a.) holds here as well.

TABLE 4.3
Aggregata Distribution of Unit Maasures for 15 Combined
Ban-fads and Use Elemants fovr Each Park Category - 64 Parks (6)

Best  Mddle  Leost
Sub~Katghbarhood Parks  (16) 17.1% 37.7% 45.2%
Netghborhood Parks (32) . 37.4% 40,0% 22.5%
Community Pavks (16) 60.0% 29.5% 10.58%
Totals  (64) - 38,7% 36.7% 24.6%

(380) (381) (242)

More specialized measures are needed for measuring these parks' usage
elements, taking into account their relatively small size. Similarly,

community parks will require more specialized treatmant.

The analysis of the fifteen factors indicates that: forty-nina of
the parks had, at minimum, toilet facilities for example and of the
remaining fifteen, eleven of those were sub-neighborhood parks. It
should be understood, however, that most facilities weere locked and
unusable. Forty, 63%, of the parks had a minimum amount of preparad
circulation paths and waIks’although only 19 had provision for onto-
site access and parking for cars.

re——

(6) This distribution includes measures for "yes" option parks. Where
a "no" was registered for a factor, unit measures were not counted.
See discussion with Table 4.2.

i V.
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.As noted earlier, 67% of the parks had hard surfaced sports areas.

Of these, only 3 occupied more than 50% of the total area of the park
and 2 of these were on sub-neighborhood sites. Forty of the 43 had
e¥ther markings or equipment or both. Twenty 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 water

play facilities of any kind.

Forty-seven of the parks were found to have minimal recreation 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 would not interfer with independent users.

3. Security Factors

The development of measures of security, as we noted earlier, neéessarily
began 'in the abstract.' Some 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

t + 3 I3
particular offenses occurring under defined circumstances.

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 measurement unit also had to be of such a
nature that data would be reasonably available or it had to be capable
of measurement by a reasonably trained observer without sophisticated

equipment. The measure had to be'pragmatic but useful.

®
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Ultimately, we settled on six measuvement factars expressad in three
L units of mzasure each. The factors and their measurement units are

listed in Table 4.4.

bk TABLE 4.4 a
b ‘ Security Factors and Measurement Units

ol | LIGHTING

.k A - Hore than 50% of Park Lighted at Rinht
| B - 25-50% of Park Lighted a% Night
C - Less than 25% of Park Lighted at Hight

COMMUNICATIONS

N

)

— A - Outdoor Police Call Boxes, Telephones and Fire Alavms
(\_ ) on the Park or on the Edas of the Park
- B ~ Telephone Only on Park or Same. Side of Street
C - HNo Comnunications Available

SECURITY PATROL

e a e

A - Full-Time On-Site Security/Supervision :
B -~ Regularly Patrolled by Any Security Agency : _ i
C -~ Not Regularly Patrolled

SITE ACCESS AND CONTROL

P T
B

e Sa—

A - Completely Controlied Site Access oo o ’ ;
B - No Fences but Enforced Curfew ;
C - No Fences and No Curfew Enforcement

VISIBILITY IN DAYLIGHT R 3

A - A1l Quadrants from Al1 Perimeters o R A

B - A1l Quadrants from 2-3 Perimeters . 3

€ - 2-3 Quadrants from 1-2 Perimeters or Less ’
VISIBILITY AT NIGHT

A

S i i B EA LI

g

. 3

A1l Quadrants from A1l Perimeters
; ( y B A1l Quadrants from 2-3 Perimeters
b i ¢ - 2-3 Quadrants from 1-2 Perimeters or Less

e e e PO
PRI U % TH PURIPI P R ) Y-




-

o iy % Y o e a T Y

e e n

eqoganTa s Ny

R st et e 1

30

In general we are satisfied that to the extent these measures are (

. .appropriate indicators of security, their application is practical

.and useful. The 1ighting measures take into account the relative
differences in the scale of the park without the necessity of
establishing arbitrary "minimum{security Tighting standards." The
availability of a fire alarmm box represents a significantiy greater
opportunity to call for aésistance under any circumstance than does
the availability of a pay phone requiring a dime; a regular security
patrol is better than irregular spot checks but full-time on-site

personnel or supevvision 1sfbetter than both; and, so on through the

other factors.

In the absence of any other considerations, the 64 parks have to be given

a generally poor rating on security. OQut of a total possible "best

@

measure" score of. 384, only 63 (16%) of the observations were in the

"best measure® scale. (7)

TABLE 4.5
Distribution of Aggregate Security Factors
Within Park Categories

Sub—Nefghborhood Nejgnhborhood Community Totals

H ¥ N 2 N N i
Bast Measure 22 23 30 15.6 1 12 63 17.5
Mid Measure 31 32 C81  42.2 31 32 | 143 37
least Measure 43 45 , 81 42.2 54 56 {178 46
TATAL L503] 100% 192 100% 96  100%1 384 100%

s

(7) "Besi Measure™ is defined as the "A" measurement and unii for each
factor. " If the entire park sample of 64 had inventoried on the A
unit for all factors, there-would have been a total 384 on the A
line on Tahle 4.5.
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", Neighburhood parks scored highest, with almost 60% of their 2
measures in the Best or Middle Measure range. Sub-Neighborhood :
) 3 Park scoves vere just behiind with 55% in the A and B vangas hut they ‘
; scored Best in the A range with 23% of their totals there.
4 Not surprisingly, community parks scored least well with 56% of their K
f aggregated measuras in the C range. This 1s dua to the fact that on '
r* two factors, none of the sixteen parks received an A rating and on one ‘
& factor, only one park received an A rating. Table 4.6 shows the
distribution of agyregated scores for Community parks.

| g - TIBLE 4.6 N
P é:jﬁ Distribution of ieasures for Security
y 3 Factors on 16 Community Parks :
i ] 3 T
P Best Mzasure HMid Measure Least Measure  Total %
‘i i N N % N % N %
& ’; LIGHTING 2 12.6 6 37.4 8 50 16 100 31
s Vé COMMUNICATIONS 3 19 6 37.4 7 43.6 16 100 }
! “ SECURITY PATROL 5 31 8 50 3 19 16 100
i ACCESS/CONTROL 0 - 9 6.4 7 436 16 100
*; VISIBILITY, DAY 1 6.3 2 125 13 81 16 100 ;
T VISIBILITY, NIGHT O - 0 - 16 100 6 100
B Total 1 12.0¢ 31 .42 54 55.6% 9% 1003 :
. zf Source: HLMA Survey ' : ‘ :
£ : .?
. ;k éﬁ; Neighborhood parks varied considerably in their individual security factors. ; :
g f As Table 4.7 shows, however, they did not score as well as a group as we § §
B might have expected. i
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The parks received their best scores on communications. Many of the
parks ware either adjacent to a busy intersection or parking lot or

. business or. all three. In these cases there were at least telepliones
within sight of the park. In few cases, the parks had telephone booths

or stand-up phones on-site. Host of these were places where active

year-around sports facilities were provided. All the parks with swimming

pools had pay phones inside but few had them outside and accessible

~ after pool hours.

TABLE 4.7 '
Distribution of Measures for Security Factors
on 32 Heighborhood Parks

é 1st Measure gid-ﬁeasure Eeast Measure Total

- LIGHTING g 9%4 ?6 ?0?0 ?3 zo.ﬁ 22 ‘1%0
COMMUNICATIORS 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 n 34.4 ,‘15 46.9 32 100
VISIBILITY, DAY 7 219 20 62.5 5 15.6 32 100
VISIBILITY, NIGHT 4  12.5 g 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€ these narks. Almnst
60% of the parks were given the 'least' measute and many were actually
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o

A

NV
worse than the criteria imply. (8) The problem was dua 1n part to

2 the poor Tighting of the sites. As the table shows, 40% of thu parks

W
».
R AN S 3 R N AL IO twoie e
o . it

b had less then 25% of their area tighted et night end most actually
» had only two or fewer lights on site. A review of the park inventory J
alse shows that several of the parks ware given the mid-rangs score

an the strength of sports fletd Tights which eve oporetad intavmittently.

Dt

Even thosa parks with medarnized or above minfma standards of i1Tumination

had visibility problems, Lighting design of large pavks follows street

L G e

Tighting practice. It {s performed by vrote. Fixtures are equidistantly E
sited along paths without regard for terrain or features which might

ﬁ oo obstiruct vision or cast shadows. Surveiilance from these paths {or the

et
-3

N street) of nearby areas of the park interior is severely restricted. $

Overall we would have expected the neighborhood parks to fnventory
principaliy in the B range with smaller distributions inventoried about
equally at the A and C levels. The implications of this are discussed
at the end of this chapter. It is appropriate to point out here, that ;
f %é although the criteriz for security evaluation need refinement, it is
i clear that neignborhood parks have not been designed with the security

of the user a significant consideration.

e Sub-Keighborhood parks generally ranked the best overall for security }
principally because of their small size (Table 4.8). They scored best

.

P (8) See Table 4.5.
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on lighting, access/control and visibility. The biggest security
prablem with sub-neighborhood parks was found to be a. function of

i the Tact that they ave seldom patrolied.

E For the'most part, this is due to the fact that the sites are

| usually tucked away between houses or in some cases, are completely
suprounded by homes and not even visible from the streets. (9)  We

: do not consider this a major problem, however, because of the extremely

5111 number of essentially local people who know about or use these

: parks.

; TASLE 4.8

¢ Distribution of Measures for Security

t Factors on 16 Sub-Reighborhood Parks

{

: A B C

f Best Measure Mid-Measure Least Measure Total

: 2 N % N % N %
' LIGHTING 3 18.8 4 25.0 9 56.3 16 100
¥

i COMMUNICATION i 6.3 4 25.00 1N 68.8 16 100
s SECURITY PATROL 0 - 5 3.3 1 68.8 16 100
§ ACCESS/CONTROL 7 43.8 4 25.0 5 31.3 16 100
% VISIBILITY, DAY 9 56.3 6 37.5 1 6.2 16 100
]

3 VISIBILITY, NIGHT 2 12.5 8 50.0 6 37.5 16 100
; Total 22 22,92 3 32.3% 43 44.,8% 96 100%
i Source: HLMA Survey .

?; (9) The criteria for visibility was based on unobstructed view from

o off the park where observers might be. Obviously homes qualify a
i well as streets for this purpose. 4 a ves
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Because of this highly localized use, few of these parks had
telephones on site or nearby. Host of them had no lighting
whatever and the remainder had usually only one or two street

1ights.

In general, we do not see these parits -- especially those in strictly
residential settings -- as having security problems of any significance.
In many cases where vandalism or fights are common, the addition of
lights would probably be beneficial. There are two special cases

that need wmantioning.

One 1s the park on a residential street subject to abuse because of 2
éﬂmié source of transient "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" school. The other {s the park which 1s compjetely
enclosed on three sides and designed so that visibility into the back

of the park frem the street is obstructed.

In the former case, there appears to be little that can be done except

to either move the park to a location less accessible 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

in order. If a park is designed with a "hi1l1" or play mound, it should

be located so as not to provide concealment or to obstruct the vision

P
Niem

of passersby.
b3

e

B o e S

latter situation, redesign of the park's layout or topography would be %
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? g D.__  Summary
: b
_§¥ ﬁ On the basis of historical measures of park physical quality, the
k 5 64 parks inventoried in this study were given moderately good marks.
? These measures of course were not absolute; and assessment was
3 i
4 [ necessarily subjective. Moreover, study team members frequently
? ﬁ - felt the design and programmatic features of many parks to be banal,
¥ ; sterile and vacuous by contemporary standards. This intuition was
i é reinforced by a test examination of site phaotographs taken by
3 4 researchers. Lack of distinguishing characteristics or landmark
;: § features made identification of one site from another virtually
f“ é impossible. Nonetheless all visual observations were made and
- |
L g recorded with reference to traditional values. By these pravalent
%} % values, as Table 4.9 shows, over 65% of the park inventoried were
3 : rated good or better on their overall appearance and physical quality.
TABLE 4.9
- Aggregate Rating of Parks' Appearance
i and Physical Quality
4 4
; d Sub-NeTahborhiood Neighborhiood Community ATl
§ " Good or Better 37.5% 65.6% 93.8% 65.6%
) Fair ‘ 50.0% 25.0% 6.3%  26.6%
{J Poor 12.5% - 9.5% - 7.8%
g " (16) (32) (16) (64)
? Source: HLMA Survey
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The patks tended to score badly, however, on their security factors

‘with community parks having the most deficiencies and problems. The

~ real-world cendition may be even more bleak. The study evaluated

97

prevalent factors of traditional application such as fences and lighting.

No consideration was given more sophisticated technicues of crime

prevention or perceived security since none were found. Had more

rigorous standards been applied, particularly for nighttime usa, none

of the neighborhood or community parks would have vanked above poor.

Moreover, the criteria for evaluating security need refinement taking
into account differences in physical scale of parks and the various
service functioné. Future sgcurity analysis of parks should employ
a méchanism which reconciles both the usage of parks and the attitudes

of the park usars with the phHysical condition.
§

|

Such analysis is discussed in the nex* chapter.
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INTERPRETATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER FIVE:
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A. General Comments

There is a danger in any scientific venture in going bayond the data
at hand and projecting from it. And given the heterogeneovs sources
of relevant surveys, the interpretations of the results of our study

of necessity owes more to assiduousness than to system.
But a number of generalizations seem irrepressible,

As we noted at the beginning of this report, our chief goal throughout
this study has been to determine if parks were safe and therefore
relevant to the people they serve. It now appears the sequence of
events should be reversed. If parks were relevant, thay would bz move :
intensively used and therefore perceived as more safe (increased stock

of observers).

" Increasing security, without making parks more useful to people, would

be a hollow act because the decision to use parks or not to use them
is not contingent on necessity. We have to use streets and other public
places to go to work, to shop and to carry out the other routine

activities that constitutn our daily lives.

He do not, however, have %2 go to parks nor do we have to allow our

children to use them. The fact is, a substantial number of the urban
population choose to not use parks. The supposition is, the parks are

too bland, sterile and vacuous. If parks were made as secure as law
enfurcement 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 wasted. Public optionality, Tike consumer marketplace acceptance

or rejection, must be reckoned with.

- On the other hand, significant expenditures 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
investuents may attract more people to the parks, their perceived

vulnerability may also attract more criminal offenders.

That peobTe in American cities today are extremely sensitive to the
risk of crime 1is hardly debatable today. The investments needed in
parks -- either for security or for modernization and proqgram improve-

ments -- should by now be clear. Unfortunately, 1itile is known about

the relationships between the recreation needs of city populations,

the nature of facilities necessary to satisfy those needs and the

relationship of both to real and perceived security from violent crime.

This study, as we have already noted, reprasented 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; others are essentially
value judgements albeit educated ones. A1l 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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1ikelihood of exoeriencing significant amounts of crime. - Seventy -
seven of the 108 park Index Crimes occurred on four of the five
community parks. As shown in Chapter 4, these parks also had the

lowest security measures among the 64 study sites.

b. The Targest amount of crime was found on those parks which

(1} vepresented the only significant recreation opportunity in a

locality and (2) where ethnic, racial or class changas were occurring
in the serviced populations. These parks also had the densest service

pepulations and generally the highest crine rates among the study

dreas.

c. The smaller sub-neighborhood‘parks accounted for only two of
the 108 Index Crimes analyzed in this study.  The crimes were on
separate parks, both of which ware in cities with significant Index

Crime rates but only one was in a neighborhood with significant crime.

d. Neighborhood park Index Crimes were only loosely correlated
with area or street crime. There appeared to be a closer correlation
with population density than with any cciher measure. Of the seven
neighborhood parks with Index occurrences, two had all security measures
inventory entirely infthe “Jeast measure” range and the remainder had

five or more in the "middle" and "least measure" ranges combined.

e. The great majbrity of criminal incidents are not Part I Index

crimes of violence between strangers, Most crimes are "victimless.”

AMost frequently reported offenses on parks are traffic violations and

auto theft or larceny from cars. Law enforcement personnel necessarily
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give the solution of non-Index criminal occurrences on parks low
priority compared to other demands on police resources. Solutions to
“crime in parks” are more apt to come from park management initiative

and effort than to convantional law enfercement.

2. atween Park Enviroamant and Attitudes

a. As a genersl statemsnt, highly specific and detailed attitudes
toward parks were velated (1) to the smaller parks, (2) the degree of
usage and (3) the residential proximity of the respondent. Hence,
people who live within a block of and frequently use sub-neighborhood
parks tend to have very precise views about what is good or bad about
their parks. PeopTe who rarely use parks and Tive more than two
blocks from one tend to have only vague notions about the quality of
the park. '

'b.  Many people were contradictory in their attitudes toward
bersonél safety in parks and only on the larger parks could we find
conzistent associations between the park environment and perceived
risk. Larger 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 probability 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 considerably
by sex and age as well as region. Westemers were almost unanimous in
their rejection of fences for parks; while easterners were generally in

favor or them. Older people felt parks should have a curfew while
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d. Most feared neighborhood scale parks were those single-
purpose recreational facilities near large public housing projects

and primarily used by teenage males.

e. Most feared commnity scale parks were those older passive
parks, formerly outlying and now accessible te all, which poorly
accommodate automobile traffic and changed, intensive and {nterracial

usé.

3. Between Environmant and Security

a. In general, the process of planning, design and construction does

not provide for consideration of real or perceived risk of criminal

-attack. Examination of the park environment as accessory or deterrent

to crime is not performad.

b, Comnunity 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.

c. Offender access or ascape routes are incdequately and inconsistently
controlled. Application of fencing varies widely. Confro] of aﬁtomobile

circulation and parks was nit a 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 roadway practice

without regard for special visibility problems of landscaped areas.
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Design of fixtures also follows roadway

for scenic opportunities or concealment
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practice without regard

problems.

e. Visibility of offenders by observeré is seldom considered in

design of paths, natural elemants and activities facilities.

f. Opportunities for separation of users and observance of

territorialfﬁy are infrequently considered.

g. Few cities have park police (men in blu2) as a specialized i

tactic of law enforcement.

(men in green) seem to preduce more perceived security and reduction

in ahti~sccia1 fncidents.

4, Summary

While it is clear that a substantial majority of both park users and '
non-users derive benefit from city parks, far tob many choose to

" ‘derive those benefits from a distance.

investment in bérk land in cities 1s prbducing only a fraction of the

Experiments with unarmed “park rangers"

In other wards, the present

benefits possible.

1. an apparent inability of parks and park prugrams to successfully i

_ compete against other recreation opportunities;

... 2. a gernerally negative or at least neutral "image" problem from the

point of view of crime and;

3. a general inappropriateness of programvand design, including

"security aspects, to the needs and attitudes o“ modern city populations.

In short, parks are still huilt and maintained according to esthetic

standards of pastoral nostalgia.

A number of factors are invoived and include:

Pecreatien spacus still relate more
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to traditional usage than urban veality. Reduction in crime and

perception of risk have not yet been considered in the planning,

budgating, construction process.

C.  Recommendations

As a minimum each local agency should determine from police records
the actual level and severity of crime in its park system. The most
troublesome parks should be identified. Where 1ittle criminal activity

is found, the data should be publicized.

Next, 1t is recommended localities assess the degree to which public

fear of crime affects and is affected by park system usage, operations,

management.

Hhere fear is found to be significant, agencies should look to under-
lying causes. More is required than mere overlay of security hardware
on the existing park product. The programming/planning of software may
need to be restructured in order to be more responsive. 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 ah

elitist design vocabulary intelligible only to those of equal cultural
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sensibilities. A social approach would produce a user-oriented set of
standards. Such a set should be based on service to the largest number,

safety for the individual, environmental contribution to community

developmant.

Toward that end we recommend HUD proceed with the Demonstration phase

of this study. Objectives would be to:

1. Identify the successful, most-wanted programs and physical

facilities in central city parks for further capitali-ation.

2. Davelop an experimental range of specific programs and activities
that offer greatest potential for attraction and satisfaction of

presently disenfranchised 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 accomnodation of the above program/security interfaces.

5. Install the previous findings in real-world parks and 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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Tte successful implementation of such a Demonstration would be
instrumental in helping others make central city parks wore relevant

to and more secure for their users.
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A DEROXSTRATICN TO MAKE URSAH PARKS KORE SECURE ARD RELEVART

This cutling reauirod by BUD Contrect fo. H-1481 for irplesentation
of "Ia Faalysis of Public Safety as Belated to the Incidence of
Crime in Parlis and Rocreation Aveas in Central Cities®

Draft, 15 Kovember 71

Prepared by

HARGLD LEWIS MALT

HAROLD LEWIS HMALT ASSOCIATES IHC.
Environmental FPlanners and Designers
Hashington, 0. C.

Note: This outline draws heavily on the study
findings. The final report now in preparation
presents these In greater detail.
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I DERSHSTRATION PROJECT

A. Scop2 snd Rationale

This rezearch and demonstratfnn‘project addresses the notion that
zch of the time parks are undzr-utilized and therefore pzople
perceived themselvaes as isolated and vulnerable. Under-utitization
also allews vandalism and other minor crimes further aggravating a
negative parik imag2. The general proposition was advanced and

popularized years ago by Jame Jacobs in The Ue2ath and Life of Great

Azerican Cities. To paraphrase, she wrote: “A busy street (park)

is a safe strest {park)."  However this thesis has not been tested

or validated.

Presently there is a large central city population not adequately

served. For examle:

1. Ko provisiqns are made for leisure time needs of teenage giris.

2. Minority groups havé 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 tima and property. ‘

3. Young people are s>ldom provided leisure time spaces to stimulate
development of their minds.

4. Elderly are poorly pravided participation, spectator or communication

opportunities.

»

If the millions of dollars of central city land tied up in parks is

<0 be worth the cost, these and other groups must more appropriately

be served.

Preceding page hiank
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Take car washing for example. The study team saw on several park

v e .
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lawns the improvised and unsanctioned use of ‘hydrants for this purpose.
(There are few comwercial, Tow-cost, car wash facilities in central

city areas.) On close observation it was noted two or more car owners

PP
3

RO RS PR P AP I

would share soap, banter, and camaraderie. In renaissance times,

the comnunal washing of Taundry in public fountains was a city-sponsored

PASTANIRRC e

activity {(Pope Sixtus V built such fountains fci that purpose). It
suggests that provision and furnishing of car wash facilities for

several vehicles would be a constructive Teisure time activity in terms

GRS AT SIS

of this demonstration project.

il

If providing certain kinds of facilities will solve some of the

utilization problems, they won't solve them all. Behavior by different <\“:>

e T A s T

groups which 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 socially positive programs.

Identifying and successfully implementing such programs should not only

st et gt L L e G 2 01 ISR QT R Y

raduce the effects of negative behavior, but should have an effect on

vaadalism repair and maintenance costs as well.

“In order to adequately deal with the brpad range of issues involved

in park usage and non-usage and their correlative effects, we propose

b pdenn S0 gisne ety

» the fo]}owing objectives for this demonstration project:

1. To identify and analyze in two specific park areas the different

AT
.
g

ways in which all age/sex specific groups derive positive benefits

[3

from the existence of the physical park facilities.
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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 design of appropriate physical site/program
interfaces needed to satisfy ghese needs including treatment of
vandal-pruofing and maintenance issues.

4, Evaluate the success of the cite/program design in terms of gettina
non-users onto parks, reducing the negative image of urban parks
and in terms of the feasibility of applying the demonstration

results in other cities.

B. Technical Discussion

A major innovation to be employed is the examiuation of the function of
the park as a place for doing as well as being. We expect much of this
examination to be conducted by professional park administrators
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.  We will look at Teisure time. We will look at
their different meanings for people of different ages and backgrounds.
It is believed this examination will be a source of new ideas to make

Gpon space areas more productive.

N e b ame
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The second major innovative feature is the real-time testing and - gv%/f
¥ 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 will be used to

jdentify, measure and evaluate public response to:

a) program and activities

; b) site improvements or facilities in support of activities
% c) security features

d) public perception of fear.

Six proving grounds 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 consiruct'a proven process and develop guidelines. This action will (\_ﬂ)

require a balanced sample of national sites (climatic, social, physical,

R I R

P e

scale). Certain activities can only be tested on certain scale parks.

B
»

The three park categories differ substantially from one another. They i
should be evaluated concurrently with parallel efforts but may be

separate in terms of programs and security measures developed and used.

. e . o . 1 g +
LIPOIPPE - WL S ERINER 7L e SR TR S R P e s

Also certain sites should be programmed for night time activites. The
& community model is expected to occupy a major part of an existing
| passive and scenic park of approximeztely ten to fifty acres. The
% ‘ neighborhood park or active recreation model of five to ten acres may
é 3 be an existing space or a new site. The location will be central city,
g ; high-crime area, probably in or adjacent to a large housing development. ;
-i é Use of $ix research sites is also expected to provide a control for <\_i> ;
{ g atypical conditions. Criteria will be developed with HUD for selection %
% é of demonstration sites and cities (six of sixteen city study participants). E
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Included will be the requivement 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, evaluation and report.
The initial model input will be secured by intensive sampling of
service area residents and potential users. Programs will be developed
which are responsive, competitive with other leisure timez activities,
socially constructive, It is expected to accommodate an extensive

number and type of wanted activities.

Security research, within the state of the art, will provide
identification of the several components most 1ikely 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 will be variably
programmed to accentuate the sensory experience. Model components
will be sought which provide maximum flexibility, minimum maintenance,

maximum public safety.

Measurement techniques will be employed to determine amount and

frequency of use and consumer satisfection with each activity. lMeasure-
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ments will e field recorded at stipulated intervals. Cost

effectiveness procedures will be used to evaluate and vary the
composition ©f the model where possible during the year of

operation.

Evaluation of usage data and additional consumer sampling wil1.
provide deierminants of most effective model components. These
conclusions will be the basis for development of a Park Security
Impact Evatuation Guide for use by local officials. The abjectives
of the use of the Evaluation Guide are:

a) Provide an objective analysis of each proposed or existing
park activity in terms of user perception of safety in that
physical environment.

b) Provide 2 reporting system for 1a}ge numbers of perceptual and
physical factors. (Break down the complete park environment into
manageable components.)

¢) Provide an nrgani;ational matrix for placing value judgements

on anficipated user responses to physical developments.

The intent is not to produce an overall quantitative rating of
security, but to portray many value judgements. It is to be used
by approprizte local officials to assess relative importance of

fear factors assigned by analysts and tb‘insure that alternative

actions are considered and evaluated so as to reduce public perception ‘

of fear thus promote greater usage of facilities. These factors can

then receivg greater design, budget, or action priority as further

examination dictates.
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A filmwill 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 elements of the project.

Because of the Research and Demonstration aspects of the project,
and the intent to examine the replicability of the innovations on a
nationwide scale, the project team will be supplemented by a panel
composed of the 16 park administrators, representing the sixteen
participant cities in the introductory 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 development, adminis-
tration, community relations, and social programming. I!Most are
prominent members of state and national associations. Many have made
notable rontributions to the literature and innovative practices. Of
key importance to the program's overall objectives is the fact that
members of the Advisory Panel hcve demonstrated a cbmmitment 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 programmed. First, the panel will meet
for critique of the study report conclusions and recommendations in

terms of their experience, nceds and desired implementation. At the
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same time a creative discussion will ensue where the panelists
will contribute concepts for possible inclusion in this projeét.
These might be those high-potential ideas which have not been

tried because of locai high-risk or lack of funds.

Periodically along the way, the use of these consultants will serve
to refocus the thinking of the project team and will broaden the

base of knowledge and experience that goes into the actual performance
of the work program. These meetings wi]i be held a¥ key junctures
during the project. Members may be consulted individually oﬁ a

more frequent basis and all wiil be kept fully up to date on the

progress of the project. After the selected concepts have been

implemanted and field measured the panel will meet and participate {::j)
J
in the evaluation process.
Letters of endorsement and acceptance from panel members are appended.
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1IT TASKS AND METHODS

A. Overall Hovkplan

This demonstration program involves six simultaneous projects

organized into six tasks covering 32 elapsed months:

TASK I - Programming = 3 months
TASK II - Data Collection and Analysis - 8 months
TASK IIT - Development - 6 months
TASK IV - Construction - 4 months
TASK V - Measurement - 10 months
TASK VI - Evaluation and Report - 5 months

Appropriate review, briefing and reporting schedules will be

established.
B. Tasks

TASK. I - Programming

The purpose of this task is to organize the work of the demonstration
program and will involve three steps:

1} develop criteria and select two demonstration sites

2) prepare activity operations plan

3) desigh 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 will
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involve seven steps.
1) development of crime data referents for site and surrounding area
2) acquisition of characteristics of population data
3) neighborhood'attitudes with reference to crime, uses of park,
needad facilities and programs, present uéage
4) measuring actual usage of park by age/sex, specific groups
5) inventory of site physical, program and security characteristics
6) development of unadjusted crime, vandalism, and park usage trends
for evalvation benchmarks
7) determination and priority ranking of "most wanted" facilities

and activities.

TASK IIT - Development

The purpose of this task is to develop program and facility requirementé

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,
measurer~nt techniques '

2) programs

3) physical design

4) community relations

5) completion of bid specification for construction.

TASK IV - Ccastruction

This task involves: the actual construction of the buildings, any

landscaping, acquisition and installation of required equipment and
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%. any other site improvement steps required to prepare. the two sites i
3 (.
5 for use. :
% TASK V- HMeasurement ;
;5 This task is concomitant with the operation of the two project sites. :
i i
: Activities involved include: i
1) site usage measurements
Qg 2) attitude change measurements :
B {
F 3) wvandalism and crime change data collection i
iy j
' 4) other program/site interface mzasures. !
’; TASK VI - Evaluation and Report é
EF (i::} The puvpose cof this task is to evaluate the performance of the two %
i ‘ programs in tewms of the benchmarks established in Task II; assess g
% the overall quality of the recreation experience offered; determine ;
% the impact of the program on the affected communities; determine the :
Z feasibility of applying the program in other cities and documenting the 3
! .
P demonstration program results. :
@
g ]
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N
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Preceding page hlank

Cinclimnatt

dacksonville
Kansas City
Hinneapolis

New Orleans

Saint Louis

San Francisco

Park Name

Mt. Vernon Squares
Pioneer Park
Boston Common
Washington Park
Hoodland Hills
Lincoln Park

Thomas Hanor Neighborhood

Goodwin Park
Jefferson Playground
Garrison Square Park
Powderhorn Lake Park
01d Beach

Cortez Community Park
Hyde Park

Alamo Sguare

Collins Playground

Park Code

BA-N-02
BI-C-08
B0-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

PPN

St B i Mt




T T Y T T e T R P T Y Ty T I SO B e e

A 20

CASE STUDY FORMAT S

I _ Background

Information about the park department and any special or relevant

city-wide factors bearing on the selection of the particular site.

II Surrounding Area ' ‘ 5

A. Socio-economic Factors ' %
B. Structural Composition

C. Physical and Visual Qdality

11T Physical Site Description

A A R ks

A. Size and Shape

B, Usage Design . . .
()

C. Security Elements i L _

IV Usage Observed

A. Users

B. Activities

V_ Public Perception of Park

A, Security
B. Design and Facilities
€.  Usage

VI City Perception of Park

A. Security

B.  Usage _
R
(7
VII Comment as
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CASE STUDY #1
PARK BA-N-02

I Background

The city in which this site is located is the largest of the 16 cities
in this study. 1In 1970 the city experienced 69 FBI Indax Crimzs for
every 1,000 persons, ranking 4th in the study cities and it ranked 3rd

in per capita expenditures for police services.

The city's overall per capita expenditure rate for city services 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 with 6.52 acres per thousand population in 1970.

Parks and recreation are administered in this city by an independent

commission with funding from the regular city budget.

The city had, but dfsbanded, 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
crime data. In 1970 there were 9 recorded offenses on the park out of

419 in the service area.

1I Surrounding Area

A. Socio-Economic' Factors: This site is in the heart of the city and
serves 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 is




T T TR
AL AU -

2 R N i
T ST AT TR LT T LTINS

s rohtmigtinil M g
B e M L vt il M el At !

CASE STUDY #1 A 22
PARK BA-N-02

a complex mix of students, transients, middle class families and
professionals. The population of the immediate area is 3,728 people.
The population density is 27.7 people per acre compared with the

city-wide density of 19 people per acre.

" B. Structural Composition: Mixed residential, commercial, retail

and cultural, and, to the east four blocks, industrial.

c. Physical and Visual Quality: Mixed old and new. Radavelopment

and renovation activity maintaining area.

III  Physical Site Dascription

A. Size and Shape: The site is a cruciform with each leg forming a (\y;)
green space traffic median in arterial intersection of two boulevards.

Each leg or square is two acres in extent.

B. Usage Design: The site functions as traffic median but is essentially
decorative. There are benches on three of the squares; operating fbuntéins
on three ,of the squares; drinking fountains on the east and west squares:

and substantial trees, grass and shrubs. No other facilities except walks.

C. Security Elements: Lighted by adjacent usual street lighting. No
phones within one block of each leg. Access to each of four legs is from

all directions,

Iv Usage Obsarved

A. Users: Diverse agefsex/racial groups found using. ’, )
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CASE STUDY #1 A 23
FARK BA-N-02 - X

B. Activities: Essentially passive. People eating lunch, sitting,
readfng. Young people using frisbee on east and west square§ and in
fountain of east square. South square deserted although approximately

100 people on ather three.

v Public Per‘ceptiod of Park

A. Security: Most people expressed thought "things were going on"
(i.e. dope sales) but expressed Tittle specific fear. All respondenis

aware of police patrol, but from different attitudinal perspectives.

B. Dasign and Facilities: Most people like the park and find it
attractlive. ‘Principal faciltty neaded wes éxpressed most often as &

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 other (younger)people on park. Not fear,

just concern.

VI City Perception of Park

A. Secufity: Crime in park is not a problem. Most problems revblve
around "rowdiness" and local resident complaints, especially in the
evening. During the summer the site is patrolled by the police department
uniformed officers on foot and in cars with an officer assigned to the
site from 4:00 pm until 17:00 pm every day. Have to enforce park

regu]étions although treat on case-by-case basis.
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CASE STUDY #1 A 24
PARK BA-N-02 :

B. Usage: The park is considered sufficiently “troublesome" that the
park has a special curfew one hour earlier than others. The city states
it was done because of demand by local residents. There is expressed
concern over the "active" use of the passive design site. Patrilling
police expressed concern over personal injuries of young people getting

into traffic or hitting someone with a frisbee.

VII  Commznt

He consider the park highly successful, providing intens:ly used and
attractive open space in a key Tocation. The park serves in reality as a

focal point and buffer in an otherwise diffused physical and social

enviroqment. Expressions of concern made by older people on the park (;v )

are starkly contrasted with the fact of theiy frequent and continuing use

of the site.

The nature of the park's usage, intense and active, probably warrants an
additional investiment in physical changes. For example, the southern

Teg of the cruciform is not used now because of the highly stylized design
(hedges, formal walkways, stairs, no grass and no benches}. By removing
the hadges and “astalling an appropriciely designed comfort station,
people would be attracted away from those parts of the pa}k closest to

the local residents.

]
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B PARK BI-C-08
; I Background
‘ol
' This park s in the smallest of the 16 study cities with a population of
: Just aver 63,050 people in 1870. In all of the general infomati on
?»2 categories -~ Index Crimz, city operating expenditures, per capita police
and parks and recreation expenditurss and opea space peyv 1,000 population --
,“ this city vanked, with cne exception, between 14 and 16 among the study
‘: cities. The exception was open space per thousand population where it
L ranked 6th in the Tist with 9.39 acres per thousand opulation.
’ This city's pari program is one of the newasst we encountered acquiring
: ‘; @ its first open space in 1903. Actual development of a park and recreation
: :‘ i program, however, was dalayed until 1913.
i , Extensive development of park space has been hampered here by state imposed
2 }3 ceilings on mill levies for local government in general and parks specifically.
; ﬁj This city has one park policeman -- hired in 1970.
; é II  Surrounding Area.
? A. Socxro-Economic Factors: The park is located in an upper middle
: {3 residential area.of the city. Homes in the area fall in the $20,000 to
' $29,999 price range. The median income of the area is above the city's
o %‘ median of $10,890. The population of the area is predominately white.

s w38
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B. Structural Cosposition: Area is principally residential with

neigihborhood services within short drive.

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Good te excelieat even thougég near

a center of the city.

III  Physical Site Description

A. Size and Shape: The park is rectangular and 33.9 acres in extent.

B. Usage Design: Development of the park in 1921 was the city's first
venture into professivnal park planning. Its cesign is typically of
cormnity park development during that period having and preserving rolling
topography, a natural stream, picnic facilities, recreatien building,

playground equipment, wading poel, 9 tennis courts, and fermal flower ( ‘}}

gardens.

C. Security Elements . None.

IV Usage Observed

A. Users: This park, by virtue of its location, attracts a user
population reflecting the c¢ity in microcosm although the largest grup
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" activitins.

) . Nt
V¥ Public Perception of Park

A. Security: The park is perceived as being a safe environment.
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CASE STUDY #2 ' A 27
PARK BI-C-08 '

B. Design and Facilities: Users respondad as being quite satisfied
with the extegt facilities. Hinor concems were expressed ot :r signs

of daterioration because of the age and high usace in excess of the

initial design capabilities -- mainly in the playground and wading pooi. .

C. Usage: The only dramatic concern centers around the increasing
usaga of the park by "hippy-styled” teenagers and their presumed use of
druags. A hill in the northern quadrant has the unofficial name of
"Hippy Hi1l." Both the users and non-users complained about the

teenagers resmining late at night.

VI Citv Perception of Park

A. Security: City officials are comizant of the local citizens'
éom]aints over the "after dark" usage by the kids. They have a park
policeman who is in charge of policing the entive parks system: however,

he spends a greater portion of ais 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 elsevhere in the city.

VII Comment

This park is one of several exampics we encountered of sites with 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's "hippy haven" which is occurring

simultaneously.
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PARK BI-C-08
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The pari's physical facilities must necessarily suffer when usage is

intense. Further, park operations (maintenance, security, programming

- and rebabilitation) are gezpevally not gsared to deal adaguately with

v - sy g o S P Ty 7

the stress resulting from the diverse contewporary park usage both on

users and the park itself.
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CASE STUBY #3

£ PARK BO0-C-12

:1)'

% I Backaround

3 This city renked fourth amsng the study cities in size. In 1970 it
é reaked fifth in Index Criee among the cities, with 60 offenses par

e

N wi . T A AT LN

thousand population.

In 1970, the city parks and recreation department's operating budget
totaled $5,161,003 of which $1,600,000 was expended for personnel

services in vecveation and $2,600,000 for persoanel services in design,

-
x:z-rj

construction and maintenance. Capital imorovements and construction

costing §667,000 vere instailed. FAn additional 15 miilion in constructicn

was undarway.

q
2
i
3
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3
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g
7

The parks and recreation department, under a single commissioner,

" sponsored a $300,000 neighborhood arts festival bringing 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. A1l parks visited were extremely well maintained.

The city police department utilizes a very small mounted detachment in
the case study park and Public Garden across the street; oth. ise

conventional patrol tactics are employed.

A Metropolitan District Commission has police powers in certain public

areas as well as the administration, maintenance and operation of some

‘*T\\ recreational facilities located in parks such as skating centers.
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CASE STUDY #£3 A 30 i
PARK  BO-C-12 i
iR :§
Nof 3
IT ___Survomading Area %
g
A. Socfo-Economic Factors: The park is in the commercial center of §
Gl
the city serving tourists as well as transient low ircop2 residential t
neighborhood. i
1
B. Structural Composition: The park is surrounded on threa sides @
by a very active wix of kotels, stores, restaurants, theaters. The 2
northern sidz is a ence-fashicnable residential area whose tom é
houses have bezen converted to rooming houses,
C. Physical and Visual Quality: This old area fs still well
maintained and utilized. The streets and structures evidence the charm —
associated with a historic America. . kmgj)

IIT  Physical Site Description

A. Size and Shape: The park is approximately rectanqular, 48 acres
in extent and is surroundsd by heavily trafficked streets. Terrain is

moderately flat with a gentle rise to the north.

B. Usage Dasign: 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 areas and a wading pool are available.

C. Security Elements: Lighting is inadequate. Public telephones are
available about the site perimeter.

IV Usage Observed ( \;

A. Users: The central location and renowm of this facility attract
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CASE STUDY #£3 | A 31
PARK BO-C-12

an extraordinarily complete etimic/age/sex mix. Hany tourists make
spacial trips to the grounds. '

B. Activitles: Passive sitting and crowd watching predominate with
subordinate cultural opportunities attracting sizable crowds. The city
sponsored a substantial program of outdoor theatve during the sumser

of 1970. Fothers with children use the tot-Tot facilities.

V  Public Percepticn of Park

A. Security: The park is perceived as safe by day. Several female
respeondents stated they avoid the copse below the hill (path intersectien
with statue) as the habitat of winos. The “Comnon” with radial paths
leading to four streets is considered to have more criminal activity

than the “Garden® because "it's easier for the offender to escape.”

B. Design and Facilities: The principal activity is people watching.
A small “"playscape” under construction was severely criticized by saveral
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 cother, know its problems. Younger street pecple do not

feel wanted or comfortable and complain of police harassment.

VI City Perception of Park

A.  Security: HRews media have extensively reported several violent

crimes which occurred in the city's largest park complex. City officials
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PARK 50-~C~12

are sensitive ¢o security in 21l parks 2s a consequsnce.

B. Usage: Police recently movad ®hipples" from the Garden across the

- street to this park wiere prosusebly their presence would be less

victble to taurists and citizenvy.
VIl Comoant

This pavl is umder or poorly utilized velative to the Public Gardsns
across thz strest, has fow wonted Tacilities, Tacks identity (other thaen

historical associations), ic wore frichtening to soma respondents.
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CASE STUDY #4
PARK CI-I-14

1  Background

This city had one of the largest park police agencies in the study

with responsibility for covering 249 park and open space wnits totalling
nearly 5,400 acres. The pawk police department has found it necessary
to develop ccoperative patrol plans with other patrol units of the city
police department.

This city ranks twelfth among the sixteen study cities in size and 14th
in Index Crimes per thousand population but it ranks fourth in acres of
opan space per ihousand population and third in per capita expenditures
for parks and recreation. The parks and vecreation budget includes the
combined expenditures of the independent city park commission and the

city's recreation departmant (as well as the park police force).

Crime data was obtained for the parks in this city. The park described
here had thiee IndeX offensas 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-wide rate. The population

has a fairly high percentage of older people, many are on relief, some
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are darelicts. The arsa can best be described as cuPiurally deprived
with an arca~-wida Index Orime vate 2.5 times the city-wide rate of 38

par thousand.

. Structuval Composition: The park is tocated nzar the heart of
the city, epproxicately 7 blocks norih of the doentosm CBB. It is an
area of Mo cwm tmazaﬂ&, old retail and warehouse establishusnts. The
pary is immmdiately cdjacent to a music comservatory, a schiool, sevaral

bars, parking lots aad old hozes.

C. fhsical end Visual Quality: The physical and visual imspaect of

the area is mixzd but eaczrally poor. The concervatory is an old omate,

onca glittering building demineting the west side of the park. The school C)
on the' rorth 1s almost new and of eodern dasign which contrasts sharply

with the old brick and boards of the surrounding buildings.

IIT  Physical Site Description

A. Size and Shapa: The 3-acre park is rectangular, bound on three
sides by streets and on the fourth by the scheal.

B. Usage Design: This neighborhood park with its mature trees, grassy
areas and formal walks is reminiscent of the city parks professionaily
designed arouad the turn uf the centuvy. 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 L )

a gardener's house where garden and maintenance equipment are stored, and
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" ?.f where public rest rooms are located. Between the park and the school
.. i on the north is all active play area and full size swigming pooi. A
‘ L low hedge and fence separates the park from the recreation site except
v : for two gates.
“ J C. Security Elemenis: Tha park has old lights widely spaced around the
‘ walkways. There arve two telephones and a police/five call box on the
? sidzwalk at the southeast cowmmer of the park. The park is regularly
: patrelled by either the park police or elements of the reguiar police
’ ; " department.
H
» i IV Usage Ghserved
, Z fs A. Users: The site is intensively used by a wide range of age/race/sex
= 4 " groups. Conspicuously absent were white women above 30 years of age
% especially in the evening. Principal day users are children and old
; peopie. Principal evening and night users are teenagers and older
§ destitute men.
§ B. Activities: Usage of the park is essentially passive. Children
: L% R play on the band stand, cannon and statues, however, rather than the
= / relatively new but sterile play area 100 feet north. The intensive use
of the park may be accounted for by the fact that it offers a mature
5, green space in the midst of jl:tense, old and rapidly blighting development.
i The park seems to function as the "back yard" for many of the people who
use it,
Q V___ Public Perception of Park
A.  Security: The park has developed an image of being known for a
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3
high incidence of crime. Interviews with park users and non-users

would suggast that the overriding majority are definitely concerned

about their personal safety in the park. Hany users indicated that

thay would prefer to see more police in the park and commented that

"there can never be enough policemen.®

Tha restrooms, surroundad by high shrubs, were perceived as the area
in the park most conducive to the occurrence of crima. Such comments
&s “never can tell when crime is Tikely tc occur” and “satisfied as
loag as no one bothers m" suggest a high level of “uptightness”
associated with their usage. Many of the users indicated that they

tolerated this intense condition as long as they recognized “familiar

faces" in the park. ) . (

o

N o

B. Design and Facilities: Almost everyone "liked" the park's overall
physical "atmosphere.” The tail tress and visual relief from traffic
and buildings were frequently mentioned. Most people, as well, expressed

minor complaints over maintenance issues, principa]lytglass 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.

V1 City Perception 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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unit cooperates well with veqular police patvols of the area. Llocal

park and police officials are concerned absut the safety of thair

park us2vrs, especially as it pertains to this park. These afficials

i - have the parie actively patrolled so as to discourage the occuvrence
i of crime.
{ B. Usage: It is wuaclear, hiowsver, as to the recowmndations these

officials fiave in mind in their attemst to counter the parit's negative
social ionge and to return it to full usage. An effective plan, worked

out for the develeprzent and management of the park, would have to be

ERPSH S U RN SIS

3 based on the diverse socio-economic groups being served.
8

: _‘;; ;' VII Cozment
(O e

The park serves people in a neicghborhiced with a significant shortage of

PSRRI

e

v
R

BN

v

public or private open space. Heving once grandly served as the place

e e vt Y N

for Sunday picnics and concerts for pecple from a wide area, the park

now serves as the backyard for a declining but salvagable neighborhood.

A portion of the problem is just the park's age, its poor-lighting and

g e i

the run down condition of the bandstand. A portion of the problem is the
image it has because of its use by derelicts. Hostly, however, the
problem lies with the fear in the minds of the neighborhood population.

A program to give the park a safe image wou'ld‘, we believe, have the effect

of encouraging and stimulating the davelopsent of a neighborhood identity

and an interest in the future of the park.
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M I Backgrouad

Q This city ranked second in size awong the study cities with a 1370
: population of 751,000. WHith 59 offenses per thousand population, it

ranked 7th in Indox crimss.

The 226 cpzn space wmits provide a Tittle wmore than 3,000 acres of
recreation avea, or about 4 acres for every thousand residents. The
8 city has, perheps, one of the wmost extensive swimming programs in any

Q of the cities with 15 indoor pools and 30 perwmanent cutdoor pools.

)

This city suffered the most severe cutback in its park .and recreation
budgat of any study city. For the comparison pevriod with the other

cities, this city had per capita expenditures for parks and recreation

TR I

3 of $11.27. 1In 1971 the budget was cut to a per capita level of $3.67.

II Surrounding Area

T 5

e Ve STy
.

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is located in an older upper

-

', middie class neighborhcod wnere the value of owner-occupied housing
units is estimated to fali within the middle to lower cost bracket of

the city. Of the total population, 50% are white.

4 5, B. Structural Composition: The area is essentially residential with

@m; normal neighborhood services.
ad Preceding page blank
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€. Pinysical and Visual Quality: Area is oid but generally well

maintatned.

IIT Physical Site Description

A. Size and Shape: Acguived in 1892, this plot has 113 acves.

B. Usage Design: This property has served a large avea of the city
with a rance of recreation facilities. Rolling hills and a naturéi
Tendscape provide the pastoral setting for several baseball. fields,
picric areas, a skating rink and new swimiing poo.. ARpproximately 150

diseased or daad tress have not been rewved and are coaspicuous.

C. Security Elements: Lighting is grossly inadequate even with the U
recent addition of commercial-style iuminaires. The old, unused park

dasign light standards and lamps remain. Kost have been vandalized or

dastroyed.

IV Usaga Observed

A. Users: Use of all facilities is heaviest on Sunday afternoons with

all age groups participating.

B. Activities: An active, supervised recreation program is provided
with primary enphasis on spérts. The skating rink was not made available
during the summer of 1971 and was vandalized. The new pbé] vas operated
but also heavily vandalized. Congestion of vehicles on the inadequate

roads and limited parking facilities is acute. Cars parked on the -

of space allocation and provision for most wanted activities.

grass and other open spaces. The park physical plan is obsolete in terms™~ é
t/,-'L
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V  Puhlic Perception of Park

A. Security: This park has the most notoriety and blemished reputation
in terms of public safety and personal risk of all the city's major

parks snd is generally perceived as msafe.

B. Desicn and Facilities: Respondents uniformly comment on the
excassive litter and inadoquate maintenance. The visual appearance of
the physical plant and iwprovements is poor in terss of their shabbiness,
minimal opportunities, lack of maintenance. There has been local
criticism of ¢ver emphasis on baseball diamonds and co_nventiona] play-

groumd facilities as compared with other needs.

C. Usage: Area residents complain of the chenging uses of the park,

based in part on neighborhood deterioration and chaﬁging racial use of

park.

VI City Perception of Park

A. Security: Police view this park as troublesome in terms of vandalism
and criminal incidence. The prevalent apprehension about crime and
number of incidents in this specific park was 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 Department of Public Properties
recognizes the need for improved maintenance which is deferred for lack
qf funds. Because of the budget problems, the city has no plans for

changes in programming or physical plant.
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- €
VIT Cosmmat

The physical park is cbsolete in terss of serving a chenging user

¥ population with a wider spactrum of services and facilities. The location
is accessible and essential to meiing owrmmity needs. The tervain of
the site is varied, interasting and affords opportwnities for exploita-
tion.
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I Bacliground

This clity with 515,000 people venks 10th in population omong the stuay's
cities and bhas the 3rd hichest Index Crice rate with 74 offenses for
every 1,000 residants in 1970. The city recently had per c.ap"ita expend-
itures for parks and vecreation of $17.22, fourth hichest of the study

cities, and, with 3,354 acres of open space has 6.5 acres per thousand

population.

The city has a small park police force assioned almost exclusively tn

patroliing the city's mountain parks. Law enforcement on pariss within

the city limits is a part of the regular poiice department patrol.

The city has a substantial minority population of blacks and Mexican-

Peericans. In recent years there have beer several civil disturbances

including within the last three years a major riot in a Mexican-American
neighborhcod near the heart of the city. This case description is about

the park where that riot began.

- II Surrounding Area

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The area is economically depressed with' a

median family income estimated to be less than 75% of the city-wide

median. The population is estimated to be 80% Mexican-American with the

remaining 202 equally divided between whites and blacks. The value of

ovner-occupied housing in the area is estimated at less than $12,000 --

substantially below the city-wide median of $17,000. There is a large
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and 15 acves in extent.

B. Usage Design: The park is divit-iiee'! on the long anis by a walk. The
east portion for the full length of the site is in grass with several
hundred mature trees and many shrubs. The west portion has ball diamonds
at the north end (with an old and unused building), chi'dren's active
play aréa and tennis courts in the mid-section and a full sized swimming
pool, bathhouse, amphitheater and an old garage converted into a vrecrea-

tion center occupying the remainder.

C. Security Elements:  The park has no formal security elements. There
are four street type 1ights along the walk and lights on ihe outside of
the buildings.
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P

Lot

| Wy

%

public housing project just north of the park. 2
B. Structural &mmsitim: The surrounding avea is principally j
vestdential but the park is ome block east of a heavy industrial, warehsusing s
district. Th2 area east of the park alse includes neighborhood vetail f},
serviezs. The area is broken up with perbaps 16% of the avea in vacant
lots and boarded up buildings. |
C. Paysical and Visual Quality: Poor. g
£
III Physical Site Description E
E
A. Size and Shape: The park is rectangular, running north and south ;
1

;
IV Usage Observed §
A. Users: The park has very heavy, extensive use. About 200 people &
e
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made up of fawilies, toenagers, groups of middle age men, children and_
young adults were on the park during the two periods of cdservation.
Ethnically most wveve Fexican-fmaricen but Blacks and Hhites were also

using the park -- especialiy the pool.

B. AfActivities: The activities tendad toward the passive with the
exception of the pool. The teanis courts and ball fields were the
least used aregs of the park. while the grassy aveas and the “recreation

¢ Lo

center” were crowded.

The vecreation Teadzrs on the park were Tocal Hexican-fowricans hired

by the city. The activities they supervised included oil painting,

clay sodeling, end painting murals on the bathhouse and recreation
center's exterior walls as well as dancing and bdmyer pool in the center.
Most of the art work was ethnically based -- dealing with Aztec and Incan
ryths and heroes. -

Y  Public Perception of Park

A. Security: 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" for four "gangs"

several years ago and the neighborhood/police confrontation.

B. Design and Facilities: The neighborhood attitudes toward the
park are best described as "passionately possessive." There is a fair
amount of unhappiness over the perceived (and actual) inadequacy of

the recreation building and the lack of other amenities. A frequently
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rentioned item was the dzsive for grills so people could cook dinner and

for hetter mintenance.

There was a let of pride expressed toward the murais. A lecal teenager

eI At AT
Ty S e e 2 Tontin ok

initiated the idea .&*acg ail the neighboriood chiltdren participated in
painting them using paint and supplies furnished by the city.

€. Usage: CEoasidered and used as intearal part of neichborhoed
both for personal ond neighborhicod fusctions.

Y1 City Percention of Park

A, Security: In gemeral, the city perceives the pavk as Richiy

troublescxs. They pointed to extremely hich vondatism. drug consuspiion ' C)
and crime rates in past years while acknowisdging that since the park

is being “rua® by local people, vendalism and crime have dioppad.

(Marfjuana is still used routinely on the park although the local leaders

do not alies hard drugs or “sniffing.") City officials accurately assess

-their reception in the area as hostile when making visits to the park.

B. Usaga: City officials recognized the intensity of the park's use .
but dr not plan:altermnative action at this time.

VII Corment

Hithin a narrow context, we have to classify this park as'highly success-
ful. It is representative of the generally accepted "ideal" for central

city neighbovhood parks in actual function today, even though the closed ( )

ethnic structure of the area excludes the potential use of the park by

people outside the neighborhood. Physically the park is in serious need }

, i\\
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of redesign and rehiabilitation to make it more responsive to the present
use desands. It needs additional lighting, a Targer recreation center,

picnic facilities, and more avea devoted to “passive” uses.
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I Backaraund

This city of 322,000 ronked 14th in size ezong the cities in this study.
It also had the Teest Inden Crimm rate smong the stedy cities with oaly

29 crimzs per thotsaad population in 1970.

The city raaled 14th in per cepita expenditures {“’ov- police services
($9.51), t6%h in enpenditures for parks and recreation {($2.£8) end, with
2.93 acves per thousand population, 15th in public opea space.

Fost of the parks in this city are relatively new, with 505 of fts total
942 acres having been acgquired since 1962, The city preseatly has
slightly over 23,000 acres under consideration for acquisition, most of

it in a single “wildarness™ park.

II  Surrounding Area

A.  Socio-Economic Factors: This case study area is lower middle class
Mexican-Azericmn with an estimated nudian family income of less than
$7,000. Twenty-eight percent of the population of the service area
(3,032) is school age children and 38% is in the labor force.

B. Structural Comx:;osition: ‘The area is rvesjdential . approximately
40% single family residences and 25% apartments. The remainder of local
davelopient is schoo]s, local services and about 10% in undeveloped,

privately orsmed opon space. The populatlon density of the area is 3,000

per square mile with an average family size of four persons.
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C. Paysical and Visval Quality: Area housing is ned o ten years

old in good te excellent oondgition.

PSR it
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* III Pivsical Site Doscription

e

atog

A. Size and Shape: The park is 12.20 acres and trianguiar with che

e s vtz e e
b T

main site access along the loagest leg.

ENCAR ORI EUR

B. f(soee ODesion: This s principally a passive pavic with 83% of its

aras Tondscepad with ne dofined wse. Other facilities include a

R N

ealtipurpose court {2 teanisfZhasket ball); recreation birilding,

ciitldren®s play equipsent with wading pool; 2 pienic vnits and wiscel-

DAXAZ ST, T 1 i

Tsacous park benches.

€. Sscurity Elements: Theve are six lTights over the multipurpose L

oouirt which operate on a tieer. There is ro night supervision and there

are no phones nearbdy.

IV Usaoz Observed |

£. Users: This site is used almost exclusively by children in day time

and by oldar children, teenagars and young adults at night.

B. Activities: Observed two teenage boys “"sniffing" paint at 2:30
in the afternoon. Younger children (approximately 10) pointed boys out

- , and collected other paint cans and sock used in "sniffing." They say
* the park is the location of “considerable" drug consumption, teenage /
. drinking and paint/glue sniffing. There is apparently very 1ittle other ;
. use of the site except during periods when the recreation center is @ g
‘ being operated. The wading pool was not operaied at all and was to be ;
filled in. | e
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y Public Perception of Pari

A. Security: Thke adults interviewed (through an interpreter)
considered the park unsafe at night due to the prevalence of drugs and
drinking. Ko one had bean or knew of anyone victimized on the park

but felt it dangerous nonetheless.

B. Design and Facilities: Recreatinn building appropriate but the
children's play pool was littered with glass.

C. Usage: Children were afraid to use the park in late afternoon
and evening hacause of "big kids." Hothers unhappy about the substantial

amounts of broken ¢’uss {reculting from "night" usage) in play areas

and grass. All wanted to use wading pool which was not 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 :jas considered less troublesome than others in southern .part
of the city. In response to the suggestion that the palice be called to
deal with the youngsters sniffing paint, the Park officia]§ replied that
"...theyg(the Police) won't come. And even if they did, what could they
do about the boys? Arrest them?" The boys themselves, when asked why

they sniffed paint, answered, "Just because."

VII Comment

A. This is fundamentally a necessary pari and well located but not
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relevent in terms of fuaction or desig.
B. It is used and generally perceived as the location of substantial
negative behavior not knom by the city. ;
C. Chservahle negative physical and visual effects reduce the quality
and use of the park.
#
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’ 1 Baclkaround
. 1 ’
: : This city ranked 2nd in open space with 13.4 acres per thousand population.
N ’ The city has 2,117 acres of parks in 46 locations. In 1970 it ranked 9th
ﬁ in Index Crime with 59 Index offenses per thousand population. The 1971
i :, $2.3 million operating budget is approximately 12% less than 1970.
; F‘1 Parks tend to be either very large in size or very small with
' r‘ few middie-size spaces.

City councilmen and others are concerned about reputed crime in parks.

AThey are considering introduction of a separate park police force

P

although the park administration favors use of park “rangers."

City recently lighted five playgrounds for nighttime recreation such

B T oo

as basketball in order to generate more socially productive utilization

of parks and to reduce vandalism and hostility.

.Also, & new program was introduced in the summer of 1971 to the City's

IACEIAANNS

- 2,119 acres of parks, 42 playgrounds, 15 si:imming pools, lake, zcvo,

s

NP
R

R N e N R

golf courses, 5 recreation centers. 300 youngsters were employed by

-+ the city under Model Cities and other work programs to service instant

play lots, mbile program vehicles, musical l)agpenings, arts in recreation,

i ,

. as well as sports activities.

. { } The parks leadevship and small staff are inanovative in programming.
o S
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IT  Surrounding Area '

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is centered in an old largsly

Italian, p;'edeainately high incose neighhorhood which is slowing daclining.

B. Structural Composition of Area: fhout one-third of the park area

is legally in an adjoining tosm to the south. A nearby Catholic high ) ‘
school without playground uses city park Tand for football and other ;
sports to which som2 residents object. The residential area of light

4
density contains large single family homes. ’ ‘ ) ;
C. Physical and Visual Quality of Area: The park neighborhood is ‘
outlying in this cowpact city with good visual qualities and low sur-
rounding densities. The rolling, scenic quality of the park with lake U
and 27 acre golf course dominates the area.
III Physical Site Dascription ’:

i
A. . Size and Shape: The irregular contour of the park encloses 237 %
acres. It is the largest uf the 64 parks studied. f
B. Usage Design: This very complete facility offers golf, a children's
fishing po:d, tennis courts, a lurge swimming pool, playground equipment : ‘
and recreatien buildings. The park's design relates to conventional "-‘
appearance and facilities to meet typical passive and recreational needs. ‘ j
C. Security Elements: Minimal. Certain areas were provided illumina-

tion in 1970.
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IV Usage Observed

A. Users: The park is utilized by all age groups with older
male golfers predominately visible. Young male blacks and white girls

use swimming pool as interracial meeting place.

V  Public Perceptions of Park

A. Security: People perceive the park as underpdtrol]ed and too dark
at night. Whites are "concerned about blacks taking over." Many
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 from 8:30 am on. No area
residents say they use park by night. One 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: Respendents 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 officials aware of user and neighborhood 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 étrong]y

believes the physicla facilties are obsolete in terms of responding to

changed neighborhoods, different needs of various ethnic and age groups.
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“Parks must assume a new relationship with the people they serve." :
VII Comment
This park typifies others there with a negative image derived from
changing uses an’d neighborhood stability. Two major problems are
associated with teenage mobility: territoriality and increasing use
of automobiles (parks not designed to accommodate vekicular traffic).
#
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suburban. Contained within the city are about 1,253 acres of park and

© patrol tactics.

black populaticn'of approximately 3,500 includes some third generation
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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.

Since consolidation in 1968 with most of Duval County, the city contains

766 square miles, much of which may be considered undeveloped 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 {n 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 feased 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

II  Surrounding Area

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park borders a high density, low

income, deteriorated public housing project - Blodgett Homes. The
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children raised in the project. Surrounding censity may appear low
compared to other sections of the country but is highest in the city

vith 14 dwelling units per acre.

B. Structural Composition: The park is in the city's urban core
vhere mast 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 proje:t contains stuccoed buildings
arrangad in clusters like garden apartments. The open courts between

bays are equipped with conventional tot lot facilities.

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Maintenance of grounds and buildings
in housing project is adequate but obsolescense of design and facilities

)

is evident. HNearby private residences are also o1d but well maintained.

111 Physica1 Site Description

A. Size and Shape: The flat rectangular playground consists of 5.4 acres.

B. Usage Dasign: Lighted basketball courts, softball diamond, tot 1ot
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 patterm and access is from all

¢irections without fences.
C. Security Elements: None.

1V Usezge Observed

A, Users: The facility's principal users are children, young adult -

and teenage males.
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L AR :
:g B. Activities: The playground is very active during the day,
-;; especially the basketball courts. Teenage partiec are sometimes held s
?é at night.
4
% v Public Perception of Park
3
é A. Security: The park is perceived by the general neighborhood
é residents as unsafe at night. Rape is reputed to occur near the swimming
% pool bathhouse which is unlighted. Several respondents state "shooting
% up" of dope occurs day and night.
3
% B. Design and Facilities: The playground is perceived as old but
‘ F’ well maintained. Most area residents want fencing installed to protect
: ? é:::} very young children from cars driven at excessive speed on surrounding
residential streets.
C. Usage: Many local residents feel park is not uvorking well and are
reluctant to use facilities because of inadequate supervision and control
of teenagers or loud cbscene language. Lights are frequently turned on
by teenage males in order to enjoy basketball at night.
i VI City Perception of Park
? é A, Security: Swimming pool supervisor js occasionally threatened
L\g by gang members displaying knives. Pool is then closed briefly. Police
_ § are aware of drug activity.
2
.é . B. Usage: The playground must be considered a needed asset to the
é b\m,f : scommunity. Greéter utilization by other age groups and females could bé
g secured with additional space, more modern facilities, more 1ighting and
‘ Cﬁ?ﬁ\\ security.
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VII  Comment

R

A 60

This playground illustrates the frequent phenomenon of an obsolete

facility actively used because of lack of alternatives.

It is unknown

how many additional users would participate if the perceived threat of

violent crime was removed.
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CASE STUDY #10
PARK  KC-N-39

I Background

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

twenty separate units including a single tract of 1,300 acres.

The open space and boulevard network in this city is based on a plan
adopted in 1895 and which still 1is being used as the open space
acquisition guide. Today, the city has aimost 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 Mayor.

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

development, renter occdpied, of economicaliy depressed white families.
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Figures were not available but the median income of the area is
estimated by the city to be at or below 50% of thé median family

income of the city.

Thirty-eight percent of the service area's population numbers children
under aga 18 with 21.6% being between 5 and 13. Sixty percent of the
adult populaticn over age 25 are women. The area has a significant

juvenile delinguency problem.

B. Structural Composition: The immediate area is principally
residential. On the south and east, there «re many bars, vestaurants,

and retail stores. To the north 1s an industrial/warehouse area.

C. Physical and Visual Quality: Generally poor, with pockets of Qﬁw)
rehabilitated houses to the south.

111  Physical Site Description

A. Size and Shape: The park 1s rectangular and about 4 acres in extent.

B. Usage Design: The park was acquired and the recreation center built
in 1902. The southem two/thirds of the park is devoted to the recreation
building and a soft bail field. The recreation center divides the park,
with the northam third divided into a passive sitting area of old trees
and on the west a children's play area with two wading pools. There is

also a new multipurpose court to the east of the building.

C. Security Elements: There are no built-in security elements except
for the suybstantial fortification of the recreation center building with - {_ )
steel window screens and multiple Tocks on the doors. There are few

outside lights except for street lights on the perimeter.
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The area 1s regularly patrolled, however, by two police officers

specially assigned to the neighborhood.

1V Usaca (Observed

A. Users: The park is almost exclusively used by chiidren and
teenagers. Heaviest usage by teens is at the recreation center when

it is open and by children at the wading pool.

B. Activities: Observed usage of the available facilities and the
attitudes expressed by local residents suggest the park is not
adequately sevrving the neighborhood. Young people in the area want

the recreation center left open Tate at night (closes at 5:00 pm in
summer and 9:00 pm in winter) so they can dance. A large group of teeis
were found standing around on a street corner next to the park with,

in their words "...nothin' to do." Smaller children (8-13) used the
west perimeter -- overgrown with bushes and trees -- to play hide and
seek and other games, rather than the fenced in "creative play area"

60 feet away.

v Public 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 “...stay out fil two in the mornin' anyway so...

why worry about the park? They're all over the streets.”

B. Design and Facilities: In general the people felt the park was not

the best but were unable to define wiat they needed.
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C. Usage: The teenagers themselves were apathetic about usage of
the perk. Host expressed the wish the "rec center" was open later
but when asked what they would do there they “...didn't know." As

it stands, they don't use the park presently in any significant way.

VI City Perception of Park

A, Security: The city recognizes 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 alveady substantial.

B. Usage: Responding city officials do not have precise measurements

or notions on the site's usage. The local foot patrolmen, however,

indicated the park was avoided by the young people in favor of "...their { )
street corner." These officers had specific recommendations.to make .
with regard to supervision, operation of the recreation center and their

own role in providing security.

VII  Comment

The management and equipment of this park, Tike many encountered in this
study, are non-responsive and inadequate. The site itself, while adequate
in extent, was designed for the assumed recreational needs of a different

cultiral 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 inadequately
stafied and programmed, however, given the leisure time needs of that ("”)

blighted neighborhood environment.
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& - ' I Background

ﬁ' ﬁ This city ranks number one amonyg-the study cities in expenditures for

55 i parks and recreation with a per capita expenditure rate of $23.28 for

E £ a total budget of more than $10 million.

: With nearly 5,000 acres of pariis and recreation land, the city ranks

g, : 5th of the studied parks in open space per thousand population (10.35).
L .

In other arezs, it ranks fairly Tow: 11th in Index Crime (11 per thcusand

population); 12th in per capita expenditures for police services ($14,75

O

;i A per capita) and 13th in size, with 434,000 people in 1970.

3j A The community in which this case study site is located. very nearly matches
g ; the statistical profile of the city in population, housing, income, age

. S

g‘ 3 distribution and socio-economic areas.

gty
s

gi i quks and recreation in this city are operated by an independently elected
i’ % commission.

s g 11 Surrounding Area

o]

L
i
s

A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is located in a community where

3 the value of owner-occupied housing units fall within the $10,000 - 19,000
{ bracket. and serves a populatiop estimated at around 53,000 people. Of

g i"“\} the total population, 89% are white. The community gontains the hignest

E et number of renter-occupied units in the area -- 23% of the city's. total

ﬁ
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populaticn -- 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 Tabor force employed in fhe'clerica1

and sales areas.

B. Structural Composition: The park Ties close to the urban center

and has characteristics associated with such an inner location: great

number oy muitipie housing units, high number of renter occupied units,

and a high proportion of scattered neighborhood stores and services.

C. Physical and Visual Quality: The service area of the park includes
substantially blighted and deteriorated arsas with pockets of rehabilitated

housing and shopping areas. t.. : T~

{ium,;
III  Physical Site Description

A, Size and Shape: The park is a 64-acre rectangle.

B. Usage Design: The park was acquired and developed around 18390
within the design elements typical to that era. The park gets its name
from the powderhorn shaped lake which serves as the park's focal center.
Along with the scenic features: lake, a rolling topography and a "ndtural“
environment, the park contains four toilets, one basketbill diamond, ten

tennis courts, two drinking fountains 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 ( jx

A Users: The park draws users from all aje/sex/race categories both

AR
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singly and in groups. 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 all éges under
‘the leadership of the parks recreation director and her s%aff. Senior
citizens are encouragad 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 community picnics and
group get-togethers, for solitary walks, jogging, sitting, and in the

winter, ice skating on the lake.

v Public Perception of Park

A, Security: The principal axpressions of concem related to the
conflict of ages -~ clder people using the park being put-off by the
uninhibited behavior of the younger park users. No other single pattern

of specific concern was identified.

B. Design and Facilities: The perceivec needs of the park use.s
appear to revolve around providing more tot-lots aﬁd children's play
areas, generally vefurbishing the park, preserving its essential beauty
and providing a wading pool, more 1lights, parking areas, a gymnasium
end a full sized swimming pool. The poliution of the lake was seen as

another pressing problem.

C. Usage: There is a generai conseasus that the park, 1ike many developed
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during the early part of this century, is obsolete. A local citizens
group has joined with the city in the development of a new play area
for equipment, facilities and programs more relevant to the present

user needs of the service population.

VI City Perception of Park

A. Security: OCity officials generally believe the fear of crime to
be exaggerated and not justified. They perceive their biggest security
problem to be vandalism prevention and continued support of the positive

public relations image asscciated with having a park policeman nearby.

B. Usage: The city recognizes the usage problems associated with this
site and, as mentioned, have joined with a citizen group to revamp the
park. A two-year rehabilitation program was approved by the City Council
in March 1971. Phase I involves the physical redesign of portions of the
park and limited program changes. Phase II will involve completion of the

construction and implementation of the full operational program.
VII  Comment

This park is interesting in that it is a rare example of combined city/
citizen effort to remake a community park based on careful analysis of

user needs, and has implications for similarly planned efforts elsewhere,
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CASE STUDY # 12
PARK NO-C-48

1 Backaround

‘This city, with 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 recreation.

Although there is no paik police agency, a special section of the
police department provides security patrols for park and recreation
Tocations on a semi-voluntary basis. This case study site, at the

time of 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 uppar middle to upper class white comunity. The city estimates

the median fmaily income of this area tc be well above the city median.
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The population density is very low in comparison with the whole city.

B.  Structural 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 below the parkway is
strictly residential with homes representative of the upper cost

bracket for the city.

€. Physical and Visual Quality: This area of homes with spacious

grounds is one of the most beautiful areas in the city.

III Phvsical Site Description

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 containing rest-rooms and a clothes
changing facility. The beach itself is actually a stepped concrete
levy about six feet high. At low tide there is a small area of sand
at the bottom. The entire area back from the edge of the levy is in
grass and trees. There is also a chtldren’s apparatus area, picnic

tables and a first aid station.

C. Security Elements: This park is the most "secure” park we
encountered in the 13 cities of the study. The entire beach and |
waterfront area is bathed in i1lumination from multiple area liahts.

A 10 foot bank runs the length of the beach between it and the parking

e b
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Tots and parkway. The top of that bank is a five feet wide foot path.

Concrete stairs allow access from the parking lot to the beach area in

two places.

At the times of our observations the site never had fewer than 12
police nfficers and a suﬁstantiai amunt of supporting equipment. This
incTuded two horses with a trailer, two motorcycles, two squad.cars

and a paddy wagon.

A detailed foot patrol schedule was maintéined with no fewer than six
men in three palrs always 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 senior police officer was a black
Sergeant. The park is patrolled after closing by four men in two

teams.

IV = Usage Observed

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 population.

B. Aétivities: The park was used almost exclusively for swimming

and picnicing.

v Puhlic Perception of Park
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A. Security: The users of this beach were very aware of the presence
of the police. Except for some of the young people, most respondents
were happy they were there. - In general the biggest concern expressed
by whites was the usage ot the beach by blacks. The area had been the
scene of several significant civil disturbances in both 1969 and 1970

all with racial overtones.

B. Design and Facilities: Everyone interviewed reacted positively
to the well maintained area. The one universal complaint was over

pollution of the lake and the presence of glass in the swimming area.

C. Usage: With respect to usage, the single most salient obser-
vation of the various white age/sex groups was c¢ncern over mixed

ractal use expressed in great variation.

VI .City Perception of Park

A. Security: . The most cogent stateneﬁt of the city's recognition
of the park as potentially troublesome was the presence of 12
policemen patrolling this 15 acre area. Although essenFia]]y,
canserv§tive,vthe city's concern was deﬁﬁnstrab?y with kesping the
peace in a secially-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
swimming area, city officials appeared content with the existing usage

pattern and facilities. The actual presence of black users seems to
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o~
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(O
attest to the success of their policy and program for integration of

these facilities.

Thoughout 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 1mp1emanted_such a program at this site by making the patrol
of it a voluntary, paid overtime assignment. A1l local people agree
that the tactic is successful in reducing anti-social behavior and

crime.
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CASE STUDY #13
PARK PH~C-52

I Background

This city, seventh in size among the study cities, ranks first in
open space par thousand and population. The city has over 18,000
acres in park and recreation land, approximately 14,000 of thch is

a large mountain park in the southerm part of the city.

The city, spread over 187 square miles has one of the lowest population

densities of the study cities with only 4.9 people per gross acre.

Parks and reacreation in this city are administered 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 Unit of the
city police depariment reacts to special situations in the parks --
principally after-hours gatherings in ihe parks and drug consumption --

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 with a
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median age between 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 account for 45.2% of the total
population.

B. Structural Composition: Area is essentially residential with
larga 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 climbing. Between

1965 and 1970 the population of the area increased 46% and is expected
to increase 134% by 1990. The imnmediate area of the park includes:

on the east parimater, a water treatment plant; on the south, open

.land, a school and residential areas; on the north, open land, separated

from the park by an irrigation canal; on the west, a new housing
development. Thg park is bordered on the south and west by heavily
travelled arterials, The southwest comer of the otherwise rectangulav
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:r The area 1s essentiaily cpen with -

relatively well maintained scattered hcmes.

II1 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 along line
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» of a canal and the southwest corner of the site has the small shopping

area described above.

B. Usage Design: The site is designed for full range of outdoor
recreation uses including boating and horseback riding. The latter
are proposed activities not yet available., Tha northermn third of
the site has three lagoons joined by foot bridges. Adjacent are

rest vooms and a boat house (not used). The middle thivd of the park
is dividied into western half passive children's recreation including :
shelteved picnic areas and (eastern) softball, volleyball and other
active sports areas. The southern third is devoted to a community

swimming pool, bathhouse and asscciated parking. There is also

% k‘“;' onto-to-site auto access in NW cormer with parking for approximately
5; 50 cars. ~ 3
g C. Security Elements: Security elements of pari include pathway ] 3

i 1ighting throughout the park; ball field lights on fields on eastemn

half of park (intermittent operation); high level of lighting surrounding
i pool and associated parking gn southern third of site (parking,

i continuous; pcol lights, timed); access to cormercial establishments,

telephones in ponl building and at service stations at intersection on

;f southwest corner,

4

3 IV Usage Observed

8 «

. A. Users: Heaviest daytime usage observed was by chilidren and

g‘ 3 families in pool area. Other davtime usage limited except that
*L’
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approximately 20 young people in scattered groups sitting in grass
around lagoon area at 10:00 pm and again at 4:30 pm. At night there
were approximately 150 young people scattered around the lagoon area,
boathouse and picnic area in center of the ‘park at 8:30 pm and a

§Hight1y smaller group at 12:30 am.

Principal users appear to be family groups (mothers and children)
picnicing and at pool and young people {(teens-young adults) lounging

in the grass around the Tagcon.

B. Activities: Principal 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
peonle. Adults: not concerned with safety per se but with "...the
free love atmosphere around the lagoons." Behavior of young people
generally biggest issue. Young People: Mixed reaction - several
young people (10-19) expressed concern over drug use and trafficking
on park. On the other hand, several others expressed unhappiness with

"hass1ing" by the cops.

B. Design and Facilities: The park is new (3 years old) and most
people found it satisfactory. A few minor comments concerned

maintenance or vandalized walkway lights.

C. Usage: There is a commonality of attitude expressed by age

groups: “...we use our section (the pool) and they use theirs."
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VI City Perception of Park

A.  Security: The parks and recreation and police officials' chief

concern 1s over the use of the city's parks for drug sales and consumption,

Apart from drugs and vandalism, the officials felt there was little

crime in thefr parks. To counterthe drug traffic, the police department's
selective enforcement unit regqularly infiltrated and harassed with
irregular raids, the Targz groups of teens and young adults typically

found in the parks at night.

B. Usage: In general the city is satisfiad with the usage and
adequacy of the parks. This particular park, because it is only
three years old has not, in their opinion, yet become a part of the
comunity. Programs planned for next year and additional supervision

is expacted to solve some of the worst behavioral problems.
VII Comment

This park is located and serves an extremely mobile, generally middle
class population. The pavk's planning and design is typical of the
neighborhood and community parks throughout the city. Similariy,

usage of the park appears to be normal for the city -- with most intense

usage occurring in late afternoon and evening.

The park, by virtue of its relative, but temporary, isolation from
close residential observation offers good opportunity for nighttime
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 vandalization of the lights.
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CASE STUDY #14
PARK SL-N-56

I Backaground

Among the 16 cities of the study, this city ranked first in per capita
expenditures for police services ($39.59) and it had the second hichest

Index Crima rate in 1970 with 74 offenses per thousand popuiation.

The city's park system is old with many fine examples of WPA stone work.

The city has about 2,700 acres of park space spread over &3 sites.

The city has a substantial park police department and during the course
of this study added mounted police to the force for use primarily

in the city's Tlargsst park.

Ti  Surrounding Area

A. Socic-Economic Factors: The area surrounding this case study site
is a blighted, Tow income white area. The service population of
approximately 6,600 people has a very kigh percentage nf children and

a median family income level estimated to be less than 30% of the city

wide median.

B, Structural Composition: 7he area is mixed residential (estimated

at 75% rental) with bars, pawn shops, hamburgey shops, and to the
south commercial. There are substantial numbers ot houses below code

standards.

C. - Physical and Visual Quality: The city describes the area as "in

transition." Structures are run down and the visual impact is one of
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shabbiness and poverty.

III Physical Site Description

Size and Shape: The park is a sguare city block about 11 acres in

axtent.

B. Usage Design: The park has an interesting topography failing
about 15 feet from east to west. It contains a small "lake" on the
west which the city stocks; an older recreation/storage buiidﬁng on a
knoll in the park's eastern centr 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 abouéNHSD 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 the park 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 be used to a minor extent by all age/
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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%g B.  Actfvities: Activities on the site are strictly passive including
33 fishing, card playing, and just sitting. A recreation program for
7
g children wes scheduled for the summer months.
5 V_ Public Perception of Park
f% A. Security: The public view toward security on the park is
% ' cautious indifference. Juvenile drinking seemed to be the biggest
% concern but no one interviewed particularly avoided the park because
ﬁ of it. Ro one seemed to view the park as narticularly unsafe.
- B. Design and Facilities: The people interviewed gave vague and ;
& ;
4 P indifferent replies to what they iiked and didn't like abouf the
ékfwﬁ park. Two principal comments weve that the recreation building ought
to be used by "...everybody, not just the old men," and that the lake :
4
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 :
3
from glass. > :
VI__City Perception of Park i
i
A. Security:. Local police officers considered the park safer than §
i
the surrounding streets, pointing out the extremely high Tocal robbery A;
rate but that they could't remember a robbery on the park. %
g‘“? B. Usage: Officials recognized the relatively low usage of the z
g 5 3
Lns park but indicated budget problems prevented any concerted program E {
RN ) ) é
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development. It was not clear what programs would be instituted if

budget was not a problem.
- VII _Comment

The condition of this park -- its physical decline, Tow 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 Tittie contribution to present community

Teisure-time needs.
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. CASE STUDY #15
PARK SF-N-58 - .
- 1 Background
-,’ This ctty vanked thivd among the study cities in size with 716,000
peopie. In 1970 it ranked first in Index Crime 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 thousand population. The city ranked second in per
capita parks and recreation expenditures with $§22.48 per capita.
\ ,,, Officials in this city are very concerned over tj.he quastion of public !
: ;’: @* safety in parks. They pointed tc significant amount of arson of park
- » S; : buildings in recent years. The city has a park police agency used
j almst exclusively in the city's largest park. The manager of the :
g ‘: Recreation and Park Departmant nas been personally involved in '
) X :% - esearch and development of programs related to security. H
; »:} _At the city"s» request, an ang]_ysis was made of the reported crime
: % - o‘ccurring on the four parks selected for this study. The site ’
/ :}% described in this case summary had 11 Index Crimes in 1970. The ;
, ;: eleven occurrences on the park represented 2.2% of all the Index ‘
E; . Crimes committed outdoors in the park's service area during 1970. ;
K I Surrounding Area | : ‘ i
‘ L s . ..A. Socio-Economic Factors: The park is centered in a predominately
‘ f-'» e Tow income area with a mixed populati{on of whites, blacks. The dense ;;
.' RN , o S
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A 86
population of about 16,000 people is about equally divided between

renters and home owners. Despite the generally low income nature of

the neighborhood, there exists a degree of diversity in the occupational
and economic make up of the residents. A number of them include

longtime well-to-do citizens who moved in to the neighborhood at a

time when it was considered to be one of the most desirable residential

areas in the city.

B.  Structural Composition: The park is surrounded by apartments and
old victorian tounhouses along with a French bilingual school a#d a
Catholic Girlis' High School. To the north lies an area of intensive

urban redevelopment. in the form of new apariments and multi-family -

living units. ‘ (~w;)

€. Physical and Visual Quality: The neighborhood is recognizably

old. It has not, however, deteriorated to the extent commonly
associéted 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 acqui}ed‘and restored by middie and upper class |

professionals in recent years.

III Physical Site Dascription R

A. Size and Shape: The park 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 and a splendid and famous { ;}
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view of the city's skyline. The only recreation facilities are a i .
i small childrens' play apparatus area and two tennis courts. There "
,?, is a rest room facility (locked up), about 100 mature trees, ;:riss- l !
- ?;5 crossing paved walks but no significant lighting. In the center of ;
iﬁ the park there is a picnic area, approximately 30 feet in diameter, /"’“““
1 almost completely enclosed with a dense, opaque circle of evergreen ; "
,,,,"\ 5 trees and containing five or six picnic tables. ; -4
i, C ‘Secur'ity Elements: féoné ~
i3 . . . e
\ IV _OBSERVED USAGE ./
Lo
Q;ﬁ A.  Users: The park's principal users are teenage males, and older % J/
S people and children of both sexes. - b i iff
" B. Activitie;: The ’use'of the pafk xis essentially passive.v Older a ]
“ pe‘"ople com2 to sit and peogle walk their dogs there. Tﬁere is a very %
Vimited organized 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 gmunds, they appear to be unused. : |
The par’k.'is r"eputed.to be a gathering place ‘for gangs van,d for selling ]
| V__ Pubiic Perception of Park . 3 :
A. Security: The park is genéral]y per;ceived as 'unsafe. The J:/
. ii enclosed picnic area, the poor lighting, and lack of supervision ;
’i; F{:} ... contribute to local residents belief that the park is a drug i
i -traffic center. T I S & AR E
. e o
/ e
- ./(" !
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¥

B. Design and Facilities: The park is perceived basically as an
attractive asset to the community. Several years ago the residents of
the area acted to defeat a Parks and Recreation plan to rebuild the
park“into an "actual” recreation 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
“park" atmqsphere. Most suggestions had to do with better maintenance
of facility and substantially more in the way of programming and

supervision.

C. ‘ Usage: - At present, local residents expressed reluctance to

use the park because of the perceived "undesirable elements" who use
it, annoying and threatening others. They wouid like to see the park
managed. so that the recreation needs of the neighborhood children are

met while preserving the atmosphere preferred by older park users.

VI City Perception of Park -

'

A. Security: Both the parks and recreation department aﬁd the
pclice department have been advised of'the neighborhood feefings about
the park's security. A representative of the park department was
meeting with Tocal leaders to work toward a solution of both the

security and usage problems of the park.

B. Usage: - The parks department, as noted above, had earlier
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 attempting to :
brirg change. 3
‘.'. 3
VII Comment
This park is representative of a phenomanon found, with varying
degrees of severity, in many study cities.
The situation that usually obtains involves the cify proposing to change 5
¥
the character of an existing park. This may take the form of addition of ‘
new recreation facilities or the complete conceptual rebuild of the park. b
The neighborhood characteristics are such as to require and justify the
(;u;} capital investment in the changed or added service facilities. Frequently

the neighborhoods are above the poverty socio-econemic level. Notwithstanding

the residents object to and resist change.

Tk> commumnity people frequently state they prefer the park as is. Can
it be they are not satisfied with previous efforts and regard modermization
as more threat than promise of benefits to come? Or is it the desire to

retain an existing level of "atmosphere" and provided facilities?

Khatever 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-N-63

I Backgreund i Cee e

Public safety in parks has been an issue of concemn to the city
government for several years. A result of that concern was the
completion in 1970 of the first cowprehensive analysis of the occurrence
of crime in any city's parks. The study, prepaved by city personnel,
involved the anaiysis of the number of occurrences of FBI Index Crimes
and selected other offenses, over a three yecar period in 32 of the

city's 142 open space units,

The park selected for individual desaription here was one of the 37
parks in the city's study and is one of 20 parks in this national
study on which crime occurrence data was collected. In 1970 two Index
Crimes were committed at this location out of 472 that were 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 substantial
park design and construcﬁioﬁ is in process. Many units will be installed

in the f.del Cities' area.

II  Surrounding Area

A.  Socio-Economic Factors: The park is in a low 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 nigh percentage of the Tower
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and middle incomz Oriental population of the city live in the park's

service area.

B.  Structural Compositiqn:‘ The park is surrounded by Oriental
religious and cultura? buildings and is located only three blocks

from scattered commerciél and Tight industrial areas. The area remains
principally residential, however, with a 1970 population density of

(15 people per acra, just under the averagz city density of 17 people

per acre.

C. Physical and Visual Qua]ity:' The neighborhood is mixed in

physical-visual terms. Significant portion of homes ai: over ten -

o~

ment from non-vesidential functions witﬁ & corresponding decrease in

visual quality.

II1 Physical Site Dascription : . RIS

A, Size and Shape: The site is rectangular, three acreé in extent and

is interestingly landscaped into three terraces.

B. Usage Design: The upper terrace contains a gymasium, old
recreation center, and basketball courts. The middle level {s devoted
to children's play equipment, wading pool, and bench area for picnics.
The Towar level serves as a Little League playfield. The terraces are
modestly separated by trees and shrubs and are connected by stairg.

Access to the site is from 360°. (r—t)
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C. Security Elements: Lighting is inadequate street stvle. There

s no public telephone on the site. -

+ IV Usmoe Ohserved

A. Users: Users are of mixed ace and racial groups with significant

numbers of family groups.

B. Activities: \Usage is both passive and active with all three

levels of the park receivin_g a high 'giegree of usage. Early moming
and afterncon use is mainly centered around the recreation center with

.. ts arts and crafts, dancing, and other activities that the center

— offers. lLate aftemoon,‘ the wading pool appeared to be the heaviest
U drawing facility on the park grounds. The park in the evening is the
scene of many families cooking their dinners on the barbecue spits

managemant provides.

) Public Perception of Park

A.  Security: Consensus of users is that safety is not an issue

of concern.

B. Design and_Facﬂiti‘es: . The .park is perceived as being quite
satisfactory in meeting local récreati.on needs with the following
exceptions: not: enoug;h drinking fountains, poor level of park
‘maintenance, toc few shade trees, few tables and fireplaces to cook

on, the poor quality of the existing play eouipment, and the lack of

( ) benches for people to sit or. *

o)
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C. Usage: Peopie were found sitting in their cars along the side
of the park with the doors of theiv car open so as to enjoy the
afternoon brecze. Generally, park is perceived as the neighborhood

outdoor 1iving room and as a "family place.”

VI  City Perception of Park

A, Sécu}ity: This site was one of three playgrounds and playfields
identifiéd in the city's crim2 study vheve almost all major offenses
occurring in these types of parks were recorded. The city be11eves

this 1s due to the reTatively higher crime rate of the area, however,

rather than to ény specific factor on the park. B

()

B. - Usage: The park 1s sufficiently well used that the city
Justifies maintenarce and staffing of the recreation center and the
provision of "portable" equipment such as tether ball units. Rehubil-

itation of the site is planned by the city.

VII Comment ’
Generally this site would be considered a "successful® park in spite of
the facility de%iciencies noted by the users. These will no doubt be
corrected in the rehabilitation program planned.
- , . .
This site-is interesting in that it 1s not perceived as unsafe by the
users, in sharp contrast with the expressed concern of the city. it
may be that, in this case, and given that there were only two recorded "j}
offenses on the park in 1972, that the users have a niore accurate picture

of their relative safety than the city. ,/’,
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REVISED
Preceding page biank

Data qulection Information letter for Participating Cities
Environmental Planners and Urban Desi

Harold Lewis Malt Associates Inc.
HWashington, B. C.

Safety in Parks Study

1 June 1971
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This information Tetter has been sent to you in preparation for
the data collection visit to be made to your city under the HUD
sponsored study of public safety in urban parks, The visit will
be made by a member of the study team from HAROLD LEWIS HALT

- ASSQCIATES.

The purpose of this Qisit is to collect the data required to meet the

objectives of the study. In general, these objectives include:

1. Identifying the level and seriousness of criminal activity in
urban parks. A 4

2. Identifying those physical and social factors which differentiate
parks.

3. Identifying the factors that appear to be most influential in
meintaining a Tow 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 ¢rime
in park areas and identify possible demonstration sites upon

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 report 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 will include recommended demonstration sites

and criteria for evaluating the proposed demonstrations.

Preceding page blank
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Two kinds of information are required for the purposes of this study:

1. Design, layout, management, operations, crime, and use data on
four park sites.

2, Attitudes and perceptions held by users of these parks on the

Tevel of crime occurring in them, and the nature of the park

environment.

The park site data will be collected by the study team representative
while visiting your city, using Form 1. Other, more general infor-
mation on the parks will be requested on Forms II and III. Attitudes
of pavk users will be collected on Form IV. Copies of all these

forms are attached for your information.
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.Each city isvrequested to identify seven (7) park sites prior

to thg study team membar's arrival. Four (4) of these sites

ﬁiﬁi be sefected for study by the tesm mumber &nd the city

together. The alternative sites should:

1. not have highly spectalized services such as a zoo or' .
amusement park;

2. be inside the central or core area of the city;

3. generally be a "recreation" (including both passive ard
zative) site;

4. be typical or representative of similar open space sites
elsewhere in thé city; .

5. may include a single use facitity (tot lot, playground} if

A 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 parzmeters are designed to narrow the potential list of
candidate sites to essentially recreation facilities. Some
sites may be selected which do not fit this general definition
but tue total number finally selected will not exceed 20% of

the national sample.

The a1£erhative sites should include examples 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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N

facilities. Heighborhood parks are those facilities used by
a population typically approximating that served by an
elementary school. These are{open spaces within walking reach
éf children with 1ittle or no adult supervision. Playground§

would generally fall into this category.

Community parks are those facilities serving two to_four
neighborhoods. The use population might approximate that
served by 2 Junior high school.

The parameters are not to be considered absolute Timits but as

benclwnarks to the type of park sites we are generally after.

The study selection p?ocess described in the Schedule of Activities €Nw¢)
wi]l require 25 much as possible of the information Tisted below
in 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; & map showing the poiice department's information or
" statistical reporting areas or a census tract map of the city.
3. a design plan or layout map of each of thg alternate park
siteg if available.
These maps will assiét the stﬁdy 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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PROPOSED SCHEDULE
VISIT ACTIVITIES
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TIME FIRST DAY SECOND DAY
M .General Review of Project .Data Collection at
0 Objectives Selected Sites
R .Discussion of Cit)y's Special .Discussions with local
N Problens in Parks patrolmen, park supervisor,
I .Discussion of Park Alternates etc.
N
G
A Visits to Alternative Sites
F .Discussion of Park Alternates
T .Discussion on Site Selection
E
R
N
0
0
N
5 .Evening visits to sites .Evening visits to sites
E
N
I
N
G
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SAMPLE PRINTOUT ’
¥ SAFETY [N PARKS CRINE DATA
BOSTON -~ Park A
Reporting Areas 702 - 703 - 720 T
O1 _{MOBTH YEAR)
Lrime Code Address/Park 10 DATE TIRE CASE NO. CENSUS CENSUS (Coda Definition)
. TRACT BLOCK ) ;
0111 1234 Southway 1 01-01-0 1700 903-811 £B-71 murder) ‘
0111 * 1771 Southway - 0 01-01-0 1430 904.611 £8-71 {murder)
0360 ¢ 177t Southway 0 01-02-0 1200 905-609 EB-71 {unarmed robbery)
2625 * 1771 Soutiway ? 01‘-,03-0 23‘(;0 ------- 'EB-71 (invest.park closing viol)
stz 2447 Peary 1 0130-0 2100 -eeem- £6-70 ({avest fugitive case,
no arrestc)]
TOTAL €C 179
TOTAL * 79
TOTAL O 40
' 02 : -
0528 *T77T Southway 0 02-01-0 1800 906-111 EB-71 (tele breakin-outside bldg) L)
0740 3221 VeCarthy ] 02-01-0 1300 905-441 £6-72 stolen car)
1404 * 1771 Southwsy © 02-}2-0 2200  ~escame £8-71 demage to property)
TOTAL €C 180 J f ; ‘r
F TOTAL * 30
: TOTAL 0 37
: 03
'
i Total Year CC
¥ Total Year *
) Total Y ar O
P ) *
H .
L
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ITITLE:

LISTING DEFINITION SCHEMATIC
SAFETY IN PARKS CRIME DATA

®

May be scout car area,,
census tract, "Pauly
Block". May be more tha;
one but combined for
listing.

Use city's code. Print-
ed title optional but
codebook required.

Address may be code for
street name but code
book required.

If park name not in
system, use asterick
next to street address
or code.

Indoor-Qutdoors code may
be numeric, check mark
for “out" with others
vacant or other varia-
tion.,

Year not required or
may be one digit -- 0.

Time may be standard
or miTitary clock.

If Part IIl services,
and not case number,
leave blank.

Tabulation of all crime
codes listed.

Tabulation of entries 4b.

Tabulation of Entries 5.

v s e A g A St

1. Reporting Area [R A 414 (415 416) (A)
Identification Co :
2. - Month 01
s LINE ITEMS:
3. Crime Code, 0101 {Hurder) (:)
(Name)
4a, Street Add. 12 34 Southway -(:)
OR
4b. Park Name IRWIN FIELD ®
{or Identic) (* 1 7 7 1 Southway)
5. Indoor/Qutdoor ;1 Indoors I
Code 2 Qutdoors °% o <:>
6. Date of 01 01 70 ®
Occurrence
7. Time of Oc 1700 (:)
8. Case # 216511 ()
9. Census Tt Y51
10.  Block No. Y5191
TOTALS-HONTH:
11, Total ATl ¢cc's |17 9 (:)
12, Total cc's with 7¢
Park Ident. (:2
13. Total Qutdoor 4
. Codes, . . . <:>
YEAR-TOTALS ™ Same as Fonth but {or alTi
1970

3
MCETHETEERNEST 3
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SUIMARY PROCESSING SCHEKATIC
SAFETY IH PARKS CRIME DATA EXTRACTIOH

1/ [central
Records
Storage

A1 1970 \

A 106

)

B [Sort Records -
To Identified
14 Re; - +tipng
Areas A
_ ny ~ N
Reporting Reporting Reporting Reporting
Arez Area B Arcg)y Arcg D
Ready, Ready Ready
S, = A —=ree e
orts: li Sorts. Sorts: —TW Sorts ~1
1. by lonth 157 By Honth g |1, By lionth . By Month L
2. By HNumeric 2. By Numeric 2. By Humeric 2 By Humeric
order of crime order of cr1ne order of crime order of crinme
code . -t~ code ode———r" ode J————"
Tabulate Tabulate Tabulate Tabu}ai
Totals Totals Totals Totals
p__—-:_—! \'l . —-'.—_-J .I - —— e . -—-4--

List Entries

and Tota]si

List Entries
and Totals

,

List Entries

and Totals'

List Entries

and Tota?s‘

D Ly
Listings }

\

-

Al

Conpleted

1/ " The appropriate rcporting areas will be identified by

the

Study Team Reprosentative with the Department's record people

after the Study parks heve been selected.
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" Fowm III City G ficials Interview HLMA
. }:ﬁ“ o
groi
SN CITY DATE TIME___
- OFFICIAL OR GROUP (Identify Respondents)
/
4
1. tat do you believe to be the single biggest problem in your
parks? "
- * 2, Khat do you think the users of your parks believe the biggest
) problem is? '
o — 3. Do you think crime is a problem?
) B i\,,,) )
- 4, Do you think the users 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 what way?
' ~ 6. What changes in the parks <o you think would be most affective
/
g . in affecting the actual crime that occurs?
/// Z. What changes could be made in the parks that would be most
e i } : effective in affecting park users fear or concern over crime?
. &\\
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Form 111 City Officials Interview HLMA

8. Ke've heard a 1ot about lighting as a security ractor. If

- you could, would you 1ight all of your parks all night?

Would you bathe the entire park in Tight -- or just parts
of 1t? '

9. Do you have any feel for the extent to which on-site } E

supervision affects park usage?

10. How about organized activities? Do they help?

TAEA SV L L AT TS TR S

11. Is park vandalism regularly reported to the police department i

and {nvesticated? ‘ (L, ]

12. If only some vandalism {s reported, what is the criteria for

kY
e St R B St e

feporting and investigating?

13. | Has the city taken any specific steps to improve park security?

B4. How effective have these steps been? ___

15. - Are there specific things you would like to try in this area

but haven't been able to for one reason or another? —,
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Form I1 General Park Departrent Information HLHMA
cITY Remarks
1. How many parks fn city of community, nefghborhood and sub-nefghborhond types?
2. What was department's 1970 budget for: \
2. AcQUISTEION weeetriunriernitiitiiacniosiineiianeenrsieienes §
b,  HMafntenance {if available, for vandalism} seveceerevsesnses ( )
., ¢, Park Patrol ({if appropriate)seecsesesscarocsccrcnnacssonne
By OPEratfons «ovsesencicssnrssessescosnctssssocnsecssnnsorars
L {1 3. N
P 3. ¥hat {s total acreage of parks in the city?
g ‘I.
{{')‘ 4. How many on-s{te supervisors in the department?
5. HKames of city agencfes or other groups regularly using parks for group or comunity activities (also
give name of directer or other contact with the group and address and phone nusber).
6. Does the department maintain & staff of professional park designers?
7. Does the department regulerly seck citizen (consumer) advice on site selection and design?
[}
- ¢ -
&
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L b Form 4aC Fark Kanagenent Data Collection Form FLA Park € v B,
i ——
’:‘ LA .
: E g . A Romarks
% A E PARYK, JAME
5 5 LOCATION
;. ;?s; .
;t g;‘f 1. FHow old {s the park?
N P
f b 2. wWhat was original acquisition and devijopment cost?
A 135 . 1
o b 3. Lhat zre approximate annual costs for ¢)nuimal maintenance
: k bivandalism
S g,‘ c)toral
- 2
3 ) 4, what {s spproximie 2nnual “operating” budget.
z i (Includes park supervisor, any assistants, recrestfon
3 % : progranm matarials, etc,)
: i‘..q_ 5. Check appropriate operating category:
z: i 3. or-site supervision, 3 b. on-site supervision,id c. orly specia) events W 4, pone wn]
A . v day & evening, day & evening, supervision '
. & j i year around one or two seasons only
r A g
i 6. If Park Fulice Department, Check appropriate boxes:
¥ -
o v | a. park has 1 or more I3 b. park hes full time L3 c. park has patroiren [ d. park not patrolled
i o full- tize on-site patrol in surmer . only for special by park police ™)
3 ¢ f patroizen only events, regular but by city p.d.
i ) patro} other tires
- ‘; 7. ldentify appropriate usage category: :
2;{ .
1 a. park is fully used year [ b. park {s fully utilized c. park 15 gererally {1 d, park has been []
b around utilized {n surver I under-utilized at "taken cver by 2
2 Jnly all times special sggment of
3 a tot2l potertial
ﬂ 8. If unfenced, what are "offic{al” hours of park? use population.
::2 9. If fenced, {5 perk locked and unlozked? Uhen?
5L
FZ 30, 1Is this park used by other graups and amncies for ragslar groyp or uporisored 2ativites?
- ) ‘ ' . .
3 .
- [k}
G Preceding page blank
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. Form 1 Park Site Data Collection Form HLMA Park Code "a. . ;
cIty Remarks
PARK NAME
LOCATION
-y SIZE
C—D‘ v
€2 TYPE
=
=1
va TART A HATUPAL ELEMENTS
= ,
% 1. SUBJECTIVE QUALITY / APPEARANCE
= | 3. good b. fair c. poor
5
= 2. TOPOGRAPHY
’ a. extremely hilly b. rolling . ¢, flat
(cliffs, sharp
embankments, etc.)
3. TREES AND SHRUSS ) ’
2. more than 50% of site b.  between 25 and 50% of c. Tless than 25% of area )
arca has trees, shrubs site area has trees. has trees, shrubs
shrubs
4. WATER
a. large streams,lakes b, small streams only c. none
ponds, beaches
5.  SHAPE :
a. combination rhape b.. focal shape c. 1inear shape -
>
%
|
' 5

T YT
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Form I Park Site Data Collection Form HLMA Park Codc .
PART B MAN-MADE AND USE ELEMENTS
6. BUILDINGS

10.

1.

2. administrative or b.

recreation and rest
facilities

DRIVES AND PARKING

a. thru-access with 7 b,

internal circulation
and parking

rest facilities
only

on-s1te access with
limited parking

ON-SITE WALKS (exclusive of hard surface play areas)

a.  prepared access to b.
all quadrants

ONTO-SITE WALKING ACCESS

a. from 270° or more b.

ACCESS AND USE CONTROL.  (exclusive

a. no fences and no b.
curfew

ORGANIZED SPORTS AREA

Yes
A.  Amount N
a. occupies less than b.

25% of total area

prepared access to
1-3 quadrants

from 50° to 270°
of swimming pool areas)

no fences but
enforced curfew

(hard surfaced)

No

occupies between 25%
and 50% of total area

c.

C.

C.

c

none

peripheral onl} and
no on-site parking

no formai internal
circulation

from 90° or less

completely controlled
access ‘

more than 50% of total
area

‘.

P P
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' Form 1 Park Site Data Collection Form HUMA Park Code ™o, L § :
, b
11. OQRGANIZED SPORT” AREA  (hard surfaced)  contd. i 5
i [ S
B. Use Design f ,§ :
! Pl

a. has markings and b. has either markings ¢» ¢. unmarked and no . § .
equipment for organized equipment for organized equipment g .
sports sports g

[ i

Describe: g

. ‘ :
. 1
T2. ORGANIZED SPORTS FIELD (not hard surfaced) '
Yes | No

A, Amount .

a. occupies less than b.  occupies between 25% c. more than 50% of total N
25% of total area and 50% of total area T area . :

B, Use Design

a. has markings and b. has either markings or c.  unmarked and no
cquipment for organized equipment for organized equipment
sports sports

Describe:

] 13.  SHINHING .

a. full-sized pool, changing b. wading or water play ¢c. no water ]
and wading facilities facilities not play facilities ]
requiring supervision requiring supervision
(include beaches here)

Y N
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R ‘ Form I Park Site Data Collection Form HLMA Park Codr “'o. ' §
YE :-
i 4 bt H
S — i
. 5 1
S < ' . |
; ;,’g 4. SMALL CHILD PLAY AREA - —— !
£l T~
Lo Yes No ;
: 5; a. with separation from rest b. not separated and no €. play equipment only .
ToE of site, play equipment, shelter
Df henches for parents and
; 1; some shelter '
b
¢ § 15. PASSIVE USE ELEMENTS 4
e v
ﬁ a. tables, benches, b.  benches only (including C. none provided - 1
e fireplaces, shelter. picnic tables if fire- ' b
i places absent) "
& 16. DRINKING FOUNTAINS . . :
i ]
& a. more than one each- b. only one, outdoors €. none .
E’f indoors / outdoors t
@€ . N is
% 17. OPRGANIZED SITE USE  (exclusive of swimming and recreation dept programs) . H
K ' :
g a8. site is location of b. site is location of C. nd organized use
g substantial organized occasional special
g use in summer event or limited .
7 organized use
' 18. SITE PROGRAMMING
; a. location of indoor b. location of supervised €. no supervised - s
4 and/or outdoor acrivities not fully activities
: {5 supervised recreation qualifying for “a* '
fop department activities . ;
< B (incl. swimming) for 10 L
¥ or more hrs/day i
; ? throughout summer ¢
g 19. AREA OF ORGANIZED USE  (for 17 and 18) x j
i» 2. organized use occupies b. use occupies between ¢. occuples less than , ’
© R 75% or more of park, 25% and 75% of park 25% of park area H
©oa site site i
' .
.oE ;
. ; K
h _r: e o et e e ;
Lo R - iy
K .h‘ < * .
o e :
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L Lt Form 1 Park Site Data Collection Form HLMA Park Code .
:_
; ' |
N 20. CULTURAL AND ORNSMENTAL ELEMENTS .
{ . . i
H a. plazas, fountains, b. none !
: monuments, statues, ete.

v i
f . 21. PREDOMINATE USE .
; .o, a. active and passive b.' active, mixed ¢. active, children

. users/ mixed population population only .

;' ' t

¢ PART C __SECURITY FACTOR '

; 22. LIGHTING .

I a. more than 50% of b. 25-50% of area c. less thén 25% of

L park lighted at 1ighted at night area Jighted incl.

: nient none or peripheral

: only i

4 Describe

.

B 23. COMMUNICATIONS  (on-site or same side of street)

: a.. outdoor police call b. telephone only ¢, none

: boxes, pnones and

b fire alarms

28. SECURITY PATROL

[ . b
g &. has full-time on=-site b. regularly patrolled c. not regularly

Lo security/supervision by any security scheduled patrol

i during summer agency stop by any agency

;*; 25. ITEM 10 with factors "a" and "c* reversed. ,
b i

§ t a. completely controlled b. no fences out enforced ¢. no fences and

b access - enforced curfew no curfew -
; et e e e iy 0 S

&

X ‘

Bk b Wi Bl Ao s Ve i et it i oA M LA S Mt W AR pnsin b« KWLt b S 4 Do a3 it o he R s GE e ke 8 S ebe n s A

3

Slonwnt b e e s

T Tpe il

A e W8

TR A

PUSRRI SRPA CRF RO I SN

PRI ST ) S A

E’Lk PRSP . ST




ey e ey

B S

T g o e S N e

F

il
N

e e LR

i

Pl Rt G LY e L sy e

it

v

et Sy liviogt s

ST

.
P
%

FEPI . ey s mtcgmreveae e 1T
&
I3
&
¥
&

[=e]
—
—
<L

=3

&

o o v—r

. tr——yS Vlwh.‘mv,mmﬁrq e zagp T 5o ¥ e - - ST b gy St o YT > e 1 oy ey
NS G
Form 1 ‘Park Sitc Data Collectiol: Form HLMA Park Cod ‘o !
1
I
26.  VISIBILITY (day)
a. all guadrants from b, all ~uadrants from ¢. 2-3 quadrants from
all perimeters 2-3 perimeters 1-2 perimeters
27. VISIBILITY (night) ‘
a. 2all quadrants from b. all quadrants from ¢c. 2-3 quadrants from
ail perimeters 2-3 perimeters 1-2 perimeters .
t
PART D PARK/COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIP ! .
28. PARK IS
a. center of community b. - on edge of community c. separatéd from .
cormunity (by rr,
freeway)
29. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IS
a. mixed residential, b. residentiai only ¢. other .
commercial and (describe)
industrial
30. DEVELOPMENT DENSITY IS
a. intense (row houses, b. moderate or broken ¢. light (single
apts, stores) {single family homes, homes,  other open .
stores, apts, vacant spaces)
lots)
31. "CONDITION" OF COMMUNITY
a. new b. old, but in good shzpe c.. poor :
32, STREET USES
a. heavy thru-city b, Tlocal arterial c. local residential I y
traffic
-
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: e Form 1 Park Sfte Data Collection Form " HLMA Park Code *
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33, STREET ENVIRONMENT

T—— .

P e eprn e e preaee & KPS

R SRy

: a. well lighted b. moderately lighted ¢. poorly lighted

Identify any “"competition"in community to park. .

L [}

(Nearby river, school grounds that are open, "big yards," etc,) )
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E‘{(};}; PARK USER ATTITUDES
. Purpose:

f
£ el LT e LA’ AL S T, MatIP7 D AW Kb m.-lj

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 fezr of crima. The interviews will be structured

around tﬁe crime and physical data collucted on the "most crime" parks.
The 1nterv1ews will be designed so thet 1t will be possible to correlate

user responses to the msasured cvime and park design factors.

Procedure:
The user interviews will b2 designed upon completion of Activity F.
The procedure~to be used will be: detailed 10-15 minute interview carried

E:;‘} out in person.

The survey will be structured to support and supplement the preliminary

A R o S R e I T T R D IS T TR PR, LB RU AU SR T

WSS

bt

physical/crime analysis. In any event, the data collected will allow us to:

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 kﬂGwing someone who was victimized, “seeing the police down there
all the time" responses and others. ‘
2. Define User Perceptions of Park. Establish what physical factors
v people "see" or think of when considering park usage: well 1ighted,
dark, clean, attractive, facilities, etc.

3. Define Usage Justifications. Determine extent to which fear of

!
i
j
«3
:
é

g
» &0
é\mvf use has basis in fact; high fear low measured crime, indicates other

- factors involved in attitudes toward park environment.
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- “”‘"3 {ﬁ} 7/6/71 HLMA Form IV Q 5 |
~ Noen d 0M3 £63-571098 4
Expires Dec. 31, 1971 B
Black 2 Approval i
HLMA Park Usage Survey §
Cover Sheet and Instructions i
3
o 1. This form is to be used both off-park and gn-park interviews. ? ‘
5 &
§§_ 2. Note instructions in questionnaire that distinguish betweasn on end off-park interviews. 8
/& 3. Read general instructions for identifying respondent requived for this interview and
= for approaching respondent. 3
; o . ‘ |
T, :; 4, Tally the number of persons approached, to obtain wiliing respondent, in tally box. :
gii Example Tally Tally Gox i
' T :
5. If this is an off-park interview, ask following screening quastions:
; a. Do you live within (4 if sub-neighborhood / 7 if neighborhoed) blocks of Park?
i% Yes - No
’ b. Do you ever go to or use Park or any of the parks in this city No Yes ;
¢. Have you used one or more parks in this city, for any reasgn, o Yes 1
more than 3 times in the Tast 3 months. ;
d. Do you anticipate using one or more parks in this city more No Yes ;
than 3 times in the next 3 months. ;
6. If you receive a No on question A, thand respondent and seek new r§3pondent. 1f you P
receive a Yes on question A, ask question B, C and DB. I you receive flo on B, or both : :
C and D, proceed with off-park, non-user interview. If you receive a yes an B or > i
either of B and C, thank respondent for cooperation and seek uew respondant. 3 ;
w :
7. Following procedure in 5 and 6 above and general instructions, complete off-park :
interviews. Proceed the park and complete interview scheduie. ;

o san iy Siddbas
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RS HSA/HLMA Form IV é :
PARK USAGE SURVEY g
4
Time Interview Began City Name E -
Time Interview Ended R
Total Minutes Spent Park Name g ;
Interviewing Pate of Interview § :
=  Ui-park ____ Off-patk Park user Park non-user ~
x| — i
<D #
= 1. Thinking about things here in REPEAT NAME OF CITY, what do you think is the ;
i g2 ONE biggest probiem in the city? [IF DON'T KNOW," ASK:] What most bonhﬂrs you? i
L B
oS A
[4~] i
§ 2. And what about this neighborhood? What is the CNE biggest problem here? IF "DON'T KHOW," ASK: 5
=3 What most bcthers you about the neighborhood? i
Lo
3. Qur city provides a lot of services. Providing parks is just one. Thinking about o'ther'. . :
problems of the city, like (REPEAT ANSUER TO QUESTION 1), how important is majntaining 3 M
i our parks -- more important, just as important, or rot as important? i
‘ 1. more important just as important 3. ____not as important ‘ :
{IF_ITTERVIEWING QFF PARK U.E QUESTIONS 4 THROUGH 7a. - IF QN PARK SKIP TO QUESTIGH 8 |
4, You have indicated you never or rarely use the parks in this city. Can you tell me why, f‘
specifically, you don't go to the parks? . i
5. Do you go to parks outside the city more frequently? 1. Yes 2. No —
™ i
ba. Can you tell me why? - i
A
5b. How do you usually get to those parks?
L TR S A ;
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6. What would have to be done for you to use the city parks more often?
&
<
[PROBH Can you give me an example? :
7. I am going to read you a ganeral 1ist of things soma people do in parks. - As I read each, tell ‘
me whather or not it is scmething you Tike or don't like to do.
) Like . Don't like
a. Watching or playing sports including swimming 1. 2.
b. [eeting or being near people 1. 2. .
c. Having a picnic ‘ t. 2. :
d. Just sitting L 2.
e. Reading ) 1. 2. .
f. Walking or jogging . L 2.
g. Sightseeing 1. 2.
h. Camping 1. 2.
7a. Khich of these things would you say you like to do most?

REREAD LISY YF WECESSAR
CIRCLE ITEM HAMED.
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8. ~ How do you usv~11y (come) (go) to the park?
9, Hhen 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 Bon't like
a. Hatching or playing sports 1. 2.
b. Meeting or being near people 1. 2.
(1ike at a concert) ‘
- ¢. Having a picnic 1. 2. ’
d. Just sitting / 1. 2.
e. -Reading . 2.
f. Walking or jogging 1. 2. ;
10a. Hhich of the.e things is the one you like to do best? i
[REREAD LIST IF NECESSARY:CIRCLE 1TEM NANED] i
10b. Is there something you Tike to do in parks but can't?
1. Yes I 2. No
>
10c. And what is that? =
N
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11.

lSK GUESTTONS 1T and 12 GALY ON REJGRGULO0D OR GO ili3Ty PARKS)

3 SUTESLEN et
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Tike bateer than othars?

Se—

gy o

R LT R T Y
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Tia

11b

T. Yes, s@xg‘L 2. M, mane

B

Park has different areas in it. Are tiore eny sress of the park you

Hinich specific arca do you like best?

khy do you Tike that area best?

" e g e

12.

Are there areas of the park you disiike or avold using?

G e s Ay G S Y ST I 3 05

-
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12a.

1. Yes 2. o

Yhich grea is it?

12b

Why do you dislike or avoid that area?

Do you avoid it all the time or just some times?

hst Ul

1. Al1 tne time L 2. sust come times |
2cc And when is that?
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Risat . SILENILY RE RE QUESTION AND CIRBL PPROPRIATE PHRABE
BEFORE ASKING FOR A RESPONSE.
13. The park (does not have) (has) a fence around it.
Do you think the park should or should not have a fence?
! 1. Fence 2. Not a fence
12a Why do you think that?
14. does this park have a curfew or closing time?
1. Yes 2. 0 3. Don't kncw
‘ . 14a  What time is it?
15. Do you think the park should or should not have a curfew?
1. Yes, should 2. Ho, should not :
152 Why do you say that [FOR BOTH RESPONSEY?
N |
‘ |
16 Thinking about it, carefully, what three things bother you most about the park? ‘

1.

2.

3.

62l v

{IF_"NOTHING” 7} _"DOH'T KNOW" ASK:] What would you like to see changed or improved?
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-t Considering everyting we've baen talking dpout, how satisfied are you with this Park -- K
. completely satisfied, quite satisfied, or not satisfied at all?
E 1. __ Completely Satisfied 2. __ Quite Satisfied 3. ____ Not Satisfied
17a. What particular thing causes you %5 say that?
18. Some people I have talked to have said they were concerned about their safety in the parks.. ?
Is this something you are concernad about or not too concerned about? '
1. __ Concerned 2. ____Not concerned 3. _____Don't know |
19. When we mention "SAFETY" some pec;p]e tell us about crime. Do you think crime in the
reighborhood is a big problem or not too big a problem?
1. ___ Big preblem 2. _ Mot toobig 3. ____ Don't know
19a. Why do you say that?
20. Do you think there is a lot of crime in parks or not too much erime?
1. lotofcrime 2. _ Hot tecomuch 3. ___ Don't know
20a. Why
IASK USERS ONLY)
20b. Compared to the rest of your neighborhood, do you think the park is more safe, about as
safe, or less safe?
1. More safe 2. About as safe 3. ___less safe
2i. Does the crime, either in this neighborhood or in this park, affect your using the park?
1. _ _ Yes, affects usage 2. ____ No, does not affect usage
21a. 1F IYES™ ASK:] What has its affect been? ‘ : t
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: 2. In &L park, is there a particular place that is worse than the rest for crime? ’
' 1. Yes 2, Ko
22a. Hhe};e is that
. [
22b. Hhy i;: that place vorse for crime?
i
23. -' Do yau believe there is anyihing that can ke done in porks to stop crimes or vandalism and
other annoyances?
1. Yeo ' 2. o
23a. Hhat do you think can be dene? : ' —
PRUBE Hould you explain that more?
24, Dv you know if there is a public telephsae rearhy or mot?
1. Yes, one nearby 2. tic, not one
25. Would you say the Tighting in Park at nicht is pretty good, or not very good? = :
1. - Pretty good 2. Kot very good 3. Zoa't know I
25a. Why do you say that?
L HE
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'; [TF RESPONDENT SAYS "NEVEW COWE IW PARK A1 R{GHT™ Kggi
’ ’ 25b. Why don't you use the park at night? -
o
: ¢ 26. Do you ever see policeman in or near the park? .
;. o
1. Yes 2. o -
i ~—~——
’ 26a. Is ha usually walking, in a ear, on horseback, or riding a motorscooter? .—7—’
1. Walking 2. Car 3. Horseback &, ____f'iotorscooter
26b. " Which kind of patrol -- walkiag, in a car, on horseback or motorscooter - do _you think .
: - js the best?
1. Halking 2. _ Car 3. Horseback 4. Motorscooter B
26c.  Why? o
3 26d. ' Have you ever talked to a policeman in the park?
: 4
1. Yes 2. _Ro
27. Would you prefer to see more, about the same, or fewer police officers in Park? -
3 1. tore 2. Same 3. Fewer 4. Don't know
28 Some cities have special police officers assigned to patrol parks. Does this city have
special Park Police?
1. Yes, has Park Police = 2. Mo, does not 3. Don't know .
L [/
f
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29. in the last 12 months, have, you, personaily, been fthe victim of a crime?
T. Yes, have been victim 2. flo, have rot been victim-3 (50 TO QUESTION.31
29a. TF "YES" ASK: What happened?
28. TF "VES" ASK: Did it happen in or near (REPEAT RANE OF PA 7“) Park, or semcuhere 2ise?
1. In or near park->»E0 TO QUESTI0N 80 2, S@mc‘m’ ere else < [E0 10 LUEATI0NIL ]
30,  Hhat were you doing at the time?
‘302, Where exactly did it happen?
30b. What time of day was it?
30c.” Has there any one eise around?
3nd. - Was the persen who did it someone you had seea before or kncw?
30e. Have you seen the person since -- either in the park or scmswhere else?
30f. Did you report it to the Police?
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& & 31 In the last 12 months, has a member of your family or scmeone you know personally been the yictimofa | .-
§ : crime? ¥
g T. Yes 2. No-» £U_T0 GUESTIGH 331
L : 3la. TF "VE K: Wnat happened?
;c: 31b.  TF "VES™ ASK: Did it happen in or near Park, or scumewhere else? -
1. In or near park -» [G0_TO QUESTION 32" 2. . Somewhere else->{E0_TO QUESTION 33,
2.  What were they doing at the time? /,'/
32a. MWhere did it happen?
32b.  What time of day was it?
32c. Was there any one else around? —
32d. Did they recognize who did it?
32e. Was it reported to the Police? e
5 j:!‘;:"c-n Toaes ; ~ ] ) “ ) ~ ) v ] 1 ) ‘
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‘ SKTP 10 QUESTION 3+ TF OFF=PARK %’§ :
; 3. During goca weather in the summer, how many times o week do you usually ceme hcre to the park? fﬁ} :
g 1F "DON' 7 KROW," P " OR _"VARTES™ ASK: About how many times a week? a4
¢ &
! 1. L#ss than 2. Unce a week 3. Two-threa 4, Four times a §
2 cnce a week timez a veeb week or nmore 3
33a. During the winter, how many times a month do you u:ually use the park? ‘
1. inss thanorce 2, Once a month 3. Two-three titus 4. Fourth times a .
j a month a mont month or more
34. About. how tong do you usually stay when you do come? :
: 1. _ Less than hour 2. fore than an hour 3. Half a day 4, A1 day :
Lo ' (4 hours or so) (more than
oo . 8 hours) i
35, Do you usually come during the week, on weekends, or both?
1. During the weet 2. Both 3.  Veekends
' 36. And when 1in the day do you most use the park?
i
1. Befare 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 more :
3s. And finally how many children are there living at your house?
Thank you for your cooperation. I've been asking a lot of quastions. Do you have any to ask me? ___
- = :
13 RN @« B
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;_ Sex of Respondent ..... 1. MHsle 2. Female ‘
; Bge Group veevevecaces .1, 10-19 2. 20-29 3. 30-49 4. 50 or over
Race .evvvnnnns NN I8 Khite 2. __Hon-white

Is respondent accompanied by child (ren)? 1. Yes 2. No #

UD# of Interviewer Verified by Supervisor 1. Yes 2. No

» Intervicwer # Deck #
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AN AHALYSIS OF PUBLIC SAFETY AS RELATED TO THE INCIDENCE
OF CRIME IN PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS IN CENTRAL CITIES

HUD Contract H-1481
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ACTIVITY REPORT - Phase I, Task 1

S

- City and Park Selection Analysis

HAROLD LEWIS MALT ASSOCIATES _ :

18 December 70
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INTRODUCT ION . L | :%

This report covers the activities carried out in completion of % »

the confractua1 requirements for Task 1 of HUD Contract H 1481, ;

These activities were completed on December 18 and work is

commencing on Task 2. - . ]

The'purposes of this task included: i

» 2 Timited survey of available police data to establish the | ?

level and seriousness of criminal activity in parks, and;

the selection of cities to be recdnmmnded to hdD for study.

e On the basis of the preliminary survey, a general approach to data ;
Q;mvg . c0llection 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 1ar§e number of incidents found in the 3
surveyed files indicate we will need to obtain detailed information
con certain categories of crime to be able to establish relationships

-k between those categories and the design and management of the parks.

BTN P I

It was not possible to establish specific distribution of police

!1 fak} tile incidents between discrete crimes. The police departments that 3
g we talked to, however, all indicated they "thought" that serious crime
Precedmg nage blank ;
o g
Lo : i o
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. (person to person crimes) was fairly low and property crimes zg
Y
(vandalism) was faivly high. §§
CITY SELECTION PROCEDURE ‘ '
An initial 1ist of forty-nine cities was compiled by the study 5
team and HUD representatives and approved by the acting Director, i
Office of Resources Development. The names, titles and mailing 'é
addresses of the mayor, chief of police and director of parks
and recreation fur the cities was compiled. Each of these officials H

was sent a letter and general project description reguasting they

discuss the project and indicate whether their city was interested éﬁﬂh
in participating in the study. A copy of the letter and the list of b

e

TN AT, T e M Y S P S A
ST LT RAE DT I S A ST DN DM A M LI R ENE 1Y)

cities are attached to this report.

A response control form was prepared and follow-up criteria developed.
Any city sending replies from all three officials or from only one
but indicating a willingness to make some resource committment to the
study, were identified for follow-up. In two cases, Minneapolis and
Rochester, their letters indicated a need for udditional information
- and were responded to by phone. Telephone follow-ups were made to
‘seventeen of the cities and eight were visited. Table I shows the

responses and the category of those responses.
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CITY SELECTION CRITERIA

The critegiauused.in the city se]eétion were:

a. adequate geographic represe.tation

b. adequate distribution over size range

c. representation of park police agency

d. representation of NRPA study central cities v

e. Erima data compatibifity amsng 61ties apd ease of access

f. willingness and'capébility of city to devote resources to
and assist in the study

g. representation of cities with areas offering competition to
parks.

A size/location table was made to show the relative distribution

of the cities (Table II).

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

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 {ie cities in this catesory 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
and inability to assist in study.

Atlanta -~ same as Detroit.
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Four of the cities in the Interested category were chosen for gg
Taclusion in the selection/alternate 1ists on the strength of §§
their reply and/or phone response: fg
Billings, Montana %%
Kansas City, Missouri = : ) f, i
Minnespalis, Minnesota * il i1
San Francisco, California . : fi
A | H
The four cities identified as Alternates are preliminary selections %
, ¢

subject tn further conffrﬁation and study needs.
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[ SAFETY 1Nl PARIS STUDY i
Pé.a;e 1/ Task g
PROPOSED PARTICIPANT CITIES
' Geograp. | hpproximate Size:
-INRPA | Park Area 100- | 250~ | 500-
Location Study | Police| NIE|S{H |<100K | 250K | 500K | 1M [y
i
1 __ALBANY, B ¥ X X
2 ANN ARBOR, MICH. X X
3 ATLANTA, GA. X X X
4 BALTIMORE, ¥D. ] X X
D 5 BILLINGS, MONT. X
6 _ BIRMINGHANM, ALA. X X X
7___BOSTON, MASS. X X X
8 CHARLOTTE, N C X X
: 9 CHICAGO, JLL. X X
10 CINCINNATI, O X X
11 CLEVELAND, © X 1x X
12 _DALLAS, TEXAS X X X
13 DAYTON, O X X X
© 14__DENVER, COLO. X X
! 15 DETROIT, MICH. X X X X
: 16 EL PASO, TEXAS X 'y
* .s__GREAT FALLS, MON. X X
16 HARTFORD. CONN. X X
)
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SAFETY IN PARKS STUDY
Phase I / Task )
PROPOSED PARTICIPANT CITIES
2
Geog. fipproximate Size:
Location gfézg_y gz‘{?cc ﬁrgas W 1 100K ;ggi gggi ?ﬂc- M
19 HONDLULY, HAWALI X
70 _IONA CITY, TOUA ' x| X
21 _IKDIAMAPQLIS. IRD. X
22 _JACKSONVILLE, FLA. X X
23 JOINSON CITY, TENN. X X
24__KANSAS CITY, MO, X X X ¥
25 LOS ANGELES, CAL, - X 3 % X
26 MEMPHIS. TEMN, X X X
27 _MINAL, FLA, * X (J
28 MILWAUKEE, WISC. X X
23 MINHCAPOLIS, MINN. X x_1x X
30 NASSAY COUNTY, M Y X * Pop. Counts for{tyC | ¥
31 HEW NAVEN, COMM. X X
32__NEW ORLEANS, LA. X X X
33 _MEW YORK, N Y X X_
34__HORFOLK, VA. X X X
HORTHAMPTGit, MASS. X X
36 OAKLINU, CIL. X X X
37__PHOCKLY, ARIZ. X X X
PITTSBURGH, PA. X X X
32 _PORTLAND, ORE. X X X
40 PROVIDEMCE, R I X X
Q
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& SATETY IN PARKS STUDY
£ Phase I / Task
: PROPOSED PARTICIPANT CITIES

J 3 \ B
i teog. Approximate Siza:
NRPA | Park | Area 100~ | 250- | 500
ocation Ktudy |Police | HIES W | 100K |250% | 500K | 1M | 1M
2
i
: 41 RICHMOND, VA, X X
“ 42 POCHESTLR, H Y ’ X X X
43 ST. LOUIS, FO. X2 | X X
: 44 SAH DIEGO, CAL. X %
45 SAN FRANCISCO, CAL. X X

SAN JUA", PUERTO RICO

a7

SEATTLE, WASH.

X

SPOKAHE, WASH,

49

A

TOPEKA, KA.

SUMMARY
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BACKGROUND THTQRIALION 1OR PROSPLCTIVE PARTICIPANE CITILS UHY

"ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SAFEVry AS RELATED TO THE INCIDENCE OF CRIME
IN PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS IN CENTRAL CITIES"

This background p:per provides a brief resume o< the scope and
expected results ¢f this study, Cities interes:ed in participating
in the study should address replies to:

Hr. Harold Lewis Malt, President
Harold Lewis Malt Associates

1049 Thomas Jeffersen Street N U
Washington, D. C. 20007

If additional infc¢rmation is needed contact:
Mr, Malt (202) 338 4010
or

Mv, Dwight Rettie, Director
Open Space and Urban Beautification Divi:uion
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Washington, D. C.

(202) 755 6280

Criminal activity in parks and recreation areas is thought
to be a significant problem for local units of -iovermment and
individual park usars. As crime rates increase, the use of parks
and recreation facilities aften dec'lﬂ,nns Wwhite the pFODIEm seems
to be the most acute in large cities, it ex1sts to varying dagrees
in all urban areas.

Informatior on the magnitude of the probiem of criminal
activities in urban parks and recreation aress «must be established
beforr ways can be sought tn reduce these activities. Dealing with
park crime involves more than surveillance. It involves park
planning, prograrn1ng (scheduling of act1v1t.es) design, equiprent,

» Mmanagement, and the neighborhood environment in general.

This research project is designed to provide insights into
the planning, designing, and programming of paris 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 findirgs of
this study can he*p bring millions of dollars of recreation areas

Jand pe ks back to their intended use.
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The study tcam, in the course of this project, will:

A. Estab ish the level and seriousness of criminal
activity in urban parks and recreation areas and
asceriain how the level of crime in a park compares
with the level of crime in the surrcunding area or
in the city as a whole.

B. Examine the frequency and severity cf criminal
activity by types of urhan parks.

C. Identify those physical and social “actors which
differentiate between parks that have high and low
crime rates.

D. Evaluete the factors that appear to be most influential
in maintaining a low crime rate and ascertain how these
factors can efficiently be applied in areas of need.

E. Prepare a report outlining demonstrations {including
recomiended sites) fn which the findings of the project
can be tested and expanded.

The study entails coilection of information on urban parks,
on criminal activity in those parks and on the extent teo which the
peoplc Using tne parks rTear crime,

The broject has a fifteen month schedule and will be carried
out in a phased procedure involving five general tasks:

Phase I Research Requirements and Evaluation

Task 1 City and Park Selection
Task 2 Problem Analysis and Survey Design

Phase II  Survey, Analyses and Evaluation Criteria Specification

Task 3 Data Survey and Analyses
Task 4~ Evaluation Criteria and Summary Report

Phase IIT Demonstration Design and Final Report

Task 5 Demonstration Development and Final Report Preparation

Approximately tifteen cities will be selected for the project.
HWithin each city, four to eight park sites will be jdentified for
study. The parks will be selected on the basis of scale of service
(neighborhood, ccmmunity, etc.), the socio-economic nature of the

park's service area (hiagh income, low income, etc.) and the crima
rete in the area (igh, wadioe, low).
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’ Preliminary visits will Lo made Lo a few cities Lo
obtats informatian on crime data recording fomats and fo
test alternative park data collection procedu-es.

During Phase II of the project all the selected cities
will be visited and data will be collected on

A. The criminal activity reported in vhe selected parks,
B. The parks themselves.
C. Park sser attitudes toward crime.

Besides tie demonstration design, a rerort summarizing the
study findings will be prepared discussing the relationships
found between pa-k design, management and security factors and
the level of crine in those parks. The citiec participating in
the study will b2 {dentified, but the individual parks and their
neighborhoods will be disguised.
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LR TABLE I §%‘
E CITY RESPONSE, INTEREST LEVEL AND FOLLOW-UPS Ez;
P Crice n Parks Study, Phase 1, Task 1 Ei
v . \ , 5% :
. Ho Response Conditional Interest Interested Strong Interest & Support éw
» L B
! } * i rmingham Charlotte Albany Ann Arbor p.v; 3
; Chicano * Dayton Bi1l{ngs ¢ Atlanta Pov
! Towa City Great Falls Dallas Baltinore Psv 3 1
! : Johnson City Hewt York HonoTuly ® Boston Py¥ il
I3 Hi Iwaukee P{ttsburgh Ind{anapolis Cleveland -Y F;
| . Providence Richmond * fKansas City, Mo, Cincinnati ép.v) i
i Topeka % Rochester * , Los Angeles t  Denver p) §§ H
' : Spokane * Femohis ¢ [Detroft p,v} %
: Hi ami EY Paso p) 5.
t ; *  Kinneapolfs (p) . Hartford p,v; gﬁ ;
.. %assau County Jacksonvile(p,v é :
Tentative S Newt Haven * liew Orleans {p =
‘ entative Selections Alternates . ﬁorf?lk (p) . ghoeﬂfx P ) ﬁz
. Bi111ngs Baltimore orinamton t. Louls  {p,v g
. i Bostong Kansas City, Mo. 4 Oakland * Seattle ) H
‘ ; Cincinnati Minneapolis Portiand 1.
. Cleveland Hew Orleans San Dicgo :
H - Cenver San Francisco(p) :

Pda S

El Paso San Juan
Hartford
Jacksonville
Phoenix

- Saint Louis

: Sen Frencisco

v Saattle

Y

ot wr e

included 1n NRPA-HUD Central City Study . )

Telephone follow-Up
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N . - TABLE !1
DISTRIBUTION OF JYEYED CIVIES
Crim: in Parks Study, Phose I, Task 1
POPULATION SIZE 1960 Census )
<GOR 100« 500K 500 - Th >R
Northampton Albany Pittsburgh New York
BOSTOH || Kassau County
o HARYTGRD Baltimore
3 oW Haven —_——
] w Providence
t Rochester
Ann Ad'::o;'] D?yton %{récmum Detruft
Great Falls Hinneapolis M Chicago
;E Tndianapol s
) S Hilwaukee
=
Johnson City Atlanta Dallas
Birmingham Kew Orleans
Charlotte . _LOUI
JACFSOHVILLE
lemphis -
S Miamf L‘ 1
3 Noriolk
v Rithnond
San Juan
EL _PASO
BILLINGS DENVER PHOENIX | San Diego Los Angeles
2 Tows Clty Honolulu . Portland | SAX FRARCISCO
] Kansas City Spokane CEATTLE
* Gakiand . Yopeka e
: “CITY RAME" = Tentative Selection “Lity Name" = Alternate ({see p 8}
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REPORTED INDEX CRIME l!I:lCI(;ENCC BY CITY FOR FOUR STUDY AREAS (1)

FIVE CITIES

Total tour Tetal Index Total Street Total Tndex ™ Total Duldoor

Service Area Crime for Index Crine Crire Four Index Crime for
City Populations Service Areas  for Srv.Arecas  Study Parks ~ Servica Areai{2)
BALTIMORE 32,873 2,385 1,007 70 1,077
CIRCINNATI 20,241 1,454 463 7 470
SALHT LOUIS 41,303 1,280 433 1 494
SAH FRAHCISCO 53,875 2,639 590 25 615
SEATTLE 19,171 100 80 5 85
TOTAL, 167,463 7,858 2,633 108 2,181

B

HLKA Park Crire Analysis
Subtotal for Yotal Street .ind Park Index Crise for Service Area
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OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY ;
AREAS IN FIVE CITIES (1) k

Index Crime Category Area (2) Street Park f

MURDER 32 15 1
RAPE 75 24 7
ROBBERY 807 515 . 37

 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 552 283 1
ALL OTHER 6,392 1,801 52

@ .

RV AR

TOTAL 7,858 2,633 108

(1) 'HLMA Park Crime Analysis
(2) Includes all reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor)
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OVERVIEYW OF REPORTED INCIDEMCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS ¥
BALTIMORE (1) ' :
Index Crime Category Area (2) Street Park 4
MURDER 8 4 0 1
RAPE 8 1 3 I
) ROBBERY - 234 153 18 j
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 195 109 "7 b
ALL OTHER . 1,940 740 42
TOTAL 2,385 1,407 70
(1; HLMA Park Crime Analysis
: (2) Includes A1l Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor)
’
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REPORTED IMCIDEHCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY AND SERVICE AREA POPULATION LN FOUR STUDY AREAS:
BALTIMORE (1)
AlY Heported Index Crime Incidence
Park Murdar Rape Robbery Aggr.Aslt, - All Other Total
$ILLow Service Arca Population - 5814 5814 5814 5814 5814 5814
AVERUE Anga T ] 65+, 2 428 547
PARK Ttrect 1 [ 45 2b 185 258
FPark 0 0 d U 1 R
HT. Service Area Population 3738 3738 3738 3738 3738 3738
VERNOM hrea 1) (1] 59" 17 252 358
PARK Street 1] ) 39 11 54 1834
Park Q 0 1 1) 2 3
BURDICK Service Areca Population 5687 5687 5687 5687 5687 5687
PARK Ared [1] 1 10 12 ajA 437
treet 0 1 5 3 141 152
ark 4] [1) i 1] [{] 0
PATTERSCY  Service Area Population 17,634 17,634 17,624 17,634 17,634 17,634
PARK Area 7 6 108 114 . 816 1,04
Street k) [4] [:X] a7 320 A53
Park [ 3 17~ 7 39 66
TOTAL Service Area Populatfon 32,873 32,873 32,873 32,873 32,873 32,873 .
: Area 8 [£) 234 135 1,330 2,385
Strect 4 1 153 103 740 1,007
Park [1) K] 18 7 L3 70
»
{1) HLMA Park Crime Analysis.
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OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS:

CINCINNATI (1)

Area (2) Street

Index Crime Category Park
MURDER 9 4 0
RAPE 15 - 3 0
ROBBERY 195 123 6
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 112 44 0
ALL OTHER 1123 289 1
TOTAL 463 7

HLMA Park Crime Analysis

(1)
(2) Includes A1l Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor)
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REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDLX CRIME CATLGORY AND SERVICE AREA POPULATION IN FOUR STUDY AREAS:
CINCINNATL (1)
ANl Reported Indax Crime Incidence
Park Hurder Raju Robbery Rygr.Asit. A1l Other Total
DERHAN Service Area Population %,808 7,818 7,808 7,808 7,538 7,808
PARK Frex 1 5 27 Y 247 359
Street 1 7 15 [ 53 16
Park [1] 1] 0 0 0 0
HANNA Sarvice Area Population 2,946 2,946 2,946 2,946 2,946 2,946
PARK Ared 3 q (5 26 310 {12
Street T [1) 50 8 77 146
Park [} 0 0 [ 0 [{]
WASHINGTON Service Area Population 3,470 3,400 3,400 - 3,400 3,400 3,400
PARK hred 1 3 vg 19 757 373
Street 2 [ 35 15 75 130
Park 1) 0 2 0 R 3
1HW00D Service Arca Population 6,087 6,087 6,087 6,087 6,087 6,087 _
PARK Area 0 4] 40 21 259 320~
Street ) [ z3 5 B3 1 -
Park ) 0. [} [0 ) 7 (\_,.)
TOTAL Service Area Population 20,241 20,241 20,241 20,241 20,241 20,241
rea 9 15 195 117 1,123 — 1,454
Street [ 3 123 & 288 363
* Park 0 g [ U 7
(1) HLMA Park Crime Analysis
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OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS:
SAINT LOUIS (1)

Indny. Crime Category Area (2) ‘ Street Park,
MURDER 4 3 0
RAPE 9 5 0
ROBBERY 77 44 1
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 62 44 0
ALL OTHER oo 1128 397 ¢
TOTAL 1280 493 1

él) HLMA Park Crime Analysis
2) Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor)
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REPORTED INCIDEKCE 8Y INDEX CRINE CATEGORY AMND SERVICE AREA TOPULATION IN FOUR STUDY AREAS:
SAINT LOUIS (V)

Park

Al1 Peported Index Crime Incidence

Aagr. As1t. A1l Other Total

g PRAEIRS
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Hurder Rape Robhary
NBERG Service Area Populatfon 3,065 3,065 3,065 3,065 3,065 3,065
PARK ea 0 1 2 1 () A
Street [1 U 1 7 30 — 3 i
Fark ] 0 0. 0 0 0
BEKTON Service Area Population 13,237 13,237 13,237 13,237 13,237 13,037
PARK tres 3 H 24 26 201 5
Siruet 7 A 13 15 146 177
Pk ) [ 0 i 0 )
HYDE Service Area Population 6,579 6,579 6,579 6,579 6,579 6,579
PARK frea 1 5 [3) 35 340 422
Street 1 [ —_ 25 28 178 77
Park 0 1] T U 1 1 !
FRAXCIS  Service frea Population 18,422 18,422 18,422 18,422 18,422 18,422
PARK RICs U Al 10 [1] k1L 329
Streat 0 [1] [ [i] 102 108
O
TOTAL Service Area Populatior . 41,303 41,303 41,303 41,393 41,303 41,303 M
Frea 4. g 77 %] 1,128 1,280
Street 3 5 LX) L] 337 [#X]
Park 1 0 Al )] 0 )) ;
{1} KU Park Crime Analysis. . P
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OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDENCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS: ﬁ
SAN FRANCISCO (1)
Index Crime Category Area (2) Street Park
MURDER 10 4 0
! {
§ RAPE 36 1 4 ;
) ROBBERY 254 143 12 ;
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 159 69 3 !
ALL OTHER 2180 363 6
TOTAL 2639 25 :
(1) HLMA Pek Crime Analysis ‘
(2) Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Qutdoor)
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REPORTED INCYDENCE BY INDEX CRIIE CATESORY AND SERVICE AREA POPULATION IN FOUR STUDY APEAS: \ ‘._
1
SAN FRANCISCO (1) *
]
Al Reported Index Crime Incidence * :
Park Hurder Rape Robbery Aggr.Asit. All Other Total ]
ARGONNE Service Area Population 5,722 5,722 5,122 5,722 5,722 5,722 ‘
PLAYCROUND Area 2 3 3 127 V38 i
. Street 1 0 7 7 32 [} +
Park 0 1 0 0 0 1 :
ALAIO Service Area Population 16,632 16,632 16,632 16,632 16,632 16,632 :
SQUARE red y Y5 T N Tl TLE ‘
treet 3 16 T ) 220 403 :
ark 0 1 8 0 Z 171
OCEAR Service Area rupulation 11,865 i 4865 11,865 11,855 11,865 11,855
vIiEW Rrca 0 ] 25 17 2678 399 .
Street 4] T [ 2 17 26 N .
Park [1) 1 a 1 3 5 :
A S
HISSION Service Arpa Population 19,656 19,656 19,656 18,656 13,656 19,656 i
DELORES Ared 0 5 38 21 579 [1X] H
Street U 0 19 7 JL) 125 - . :
Park g 1 [ z T 3 { ) i
N : 1
! i
T0TAL Service Area Population 53,875 53,875 53,875 53,875 53,875 53,875 k
Fres a 35 Wi S DR 1 S I P
Street 4 Il 143 69 363 530 .
Park [1) 4 12 3 [ 25 i
:
- 3
(1) HUMA Park% Crim Analysis. ;
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: OVERVIEW OF REPORTED INCIDEWCE BY INDEX CRIME CATEGORY IN FOUR STUDY AREAS: { -
SEATTLE (1) !
3
Index Crime Category Area (2) Street Park ‘
‘ i //'
MURDER ' 1 0 1 i
RAPE 7 4 0 35
&3 RO3BERY 47 47 0 i
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 24 17 1 §
ALL OTHER 21 12 3 i
]
TOTAL 100 ' 80 5 :
(1)  HLMA Park Crime Analysis ‘ i
(2)  Includes All Reported Index Crime Incidence (Indoor and Outdoor) :
3;
kY
\
T
» ' i ,/
h\‘l\.\ |
E - .3 £ & 2 & 1. o hns G ANk i Axwi'g




-

P e s g TP R

" b e R € G T g5, g e
et R ST K b

y XA ? Bl
134 [
¥
. A 166 i
12 i
3 . :
!
il - ]
i
’}:,
i
k3
2
B
i
:
REPORTED IKCIDENCE 8Y IRDLCX CRIM: CATEGORY AHD SERVICC AREA POPULATION IH FOUR STUDY AREAS: :
SEATTLE (1) :
' A1l Reported Index Crime Incidence i
Park Hurder Rape Robbery Agor.Aslt, A1l Other Total i
3
QUEEN Service Area Population 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780 i
Atie Area ) z 3 3 U 7 )
PARK Street [4] T 3 Z [1) [ b
Park 0 Q [1] 0 0 0 %
o~ NENNY Service Arca Population 2,32} 2,321 2,321 2,32 2,321 2,3 '}
i PARK hrea 0 1 19 EN 32 1o
s Street i 0 RE k] 5 P
3 Park 1] {0 D 1 1 z P
‘ COLLINS  Service Area Fopualtfon 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,886 2,880 7,850
4 PARR Area 0 [ a7 14 7 K} i
Street 1] C 17 g 5 J1 1
Park 0 0 0 0 ] 0 2
RAVENHA Service Area Population 10,190 10,190 10,190 10,199 10,190 10,150 5
COMEN frea Y 3 ) A 5 23 ( 1
PARK Sireat 0 3 3 3 [ 16 3
Park 1 ] 0 1] F 3 k
¢
. TOTAL Service Area Population 19,171 19,17 19,171 19,17 19,171 18,171 H
N Area 1 7 &7 24 21 100 4
Street 0 7 i Y7 7 i
. Pk ) 1] 0 T 3 5 i
b
(1) HLMA Perk Crime Analysis. i
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3 RANZINA OF CITIES DY P oLATION, [NDEX CRIE ’ 4
i INCIDERCE PCR CAPITA EXPENDITURES, AND ACHES :
i OF PARK LAND PER 1,000 POPULATION ]
5
& - 3
P b
; Index Crire Ranking  PER CAPITA EXPERDITURES RAHKING - PARK RANKING 1
g Population  Based an Incidence VoTict Vark and Hased on humber of E
} Ciuy Ranking Per 1,000 Population Total Exp, Protection Recrestion  Acres per 1,000 Pop. 3
E . A
lif BALTIMORE 1 4 2 3 8 9 4
4 BILLINGS 16 15 " 15 1" 6
! BOSTON 4 . 5 1 2 13 "
i CINCIKKATI 12 1l 5 9 3 [
: CLEVELAD 2 7 10 5 9 2o s
H DERVER 10 3 .6 n s 8 : 3
; EL PASO 14 16 16 14 16 15 :
HARTFCRD 15 ) T4 6 7 2 3
JACKSONVILLE 9 13 5 16 15 16 ;
6 . KAISAS CITY n 10 n 7 0 3
3 e 2 3 e
R KINHEAPOLLS 13 n 12 2 1 5 Y
ﬂ HEY ORLEANS 6 6 8 10 n n
7 PHOER1X 7 12, . 13 3 12 1 :
H . b
H SAINT LOYIS 5 2 ? 1 5 13 . 5
%* SAN FRANCISCO 3 1 R 4 o2 10 . 3
i . © SEATTLE 8 8 9 8 6 7 - ]
2
4
3 '
4 Preceding page blank ;
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* APPENDIX F: CITY ! OVERVIEW
1970 Total 1965-1957  CITY EXPENDITURFS (000's) PARKS
1970 thdex Crite Totul Tity Police arks end Nurher Yotal
City Population Incidence Expenditures Protection  Recrecation of Unfts Acreage
BALTIMORE 905,759 62,150 299,889 29,725 10,523 346 §.906
BILLINGS 61,581 2,072 4,041 544 370 95 682
BOSTON 641,071 38,294 295,813 22,976 6,365 226 2,258
CINCINRATL 452,524 17,395 93,000 8,731 9,051 246 5,389
CLEVELAKD 750,930 44,564 78,873 19,390 8,462 226 3,166
DENVER 514,678 37,835 84,657 8,610 .8.860 142 3,354
. EL PASO 322,261 9,333 13,732 3,065 1,379 oon 944
HARTFORD 158,017 9,305 46,49 3,687 1,950 46 2,17
- ‘ JACKSONVILLE §28,865 25,223 28,943 4,069 3,017 213 1,253
KANSAS CITY §07,087 28,995 51,944 10,920 5,634 125 6,474
HIKNEAPOLIS 434,400 23,420 43,567 6,409 10,101 153* 4,499
NEW ORLEANS £93,471 35,31 65,190 10,459 6,222 161%¢ 2,905%* {:}
PHOENTX 581,562 29,483 38,561 7,800 5,880 nz 18,188°
N SAIRT LOUIS 622,236 45,915 ’ 100,349 24,633 9,729 83 2,64%
. SAX FRANCISCO 715,674 57,136 232,144 21,821 16,087 129 ) 3,575
SEATTLE 530,831 31,176 £5,828 10,587 7,375 T42++* 3,84
* Includes wiknown number of parks out of city.
s+ Fstimates cormpliled from five agencies. -
*&%  Includes three campsites.
* Includes 14,000 acres of South Mountain Park,
»
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