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Abstract: 

Today, park use is at an all-time high with the number of 

city parks increasing at a growing rate each year. 

Designing a successful outdoor neighborhood recreational 

facility insures that the surrounding population has an 

enjoyable, safe, and lasting space to recreate. 

This study properly illustrates the process in designing a 

successful neighborhood park. A demographic analysis, 

conducted in Southern California's Coachella Valley, 

identified three neighborhood parks as ideal study sites. 

Likewise, the review of existing literature, site 

observations, and the analysis of a carefully designed 

survey developed the appropriate methodology in meeting the 

intent of this study. 

As author, I wish to stress the importance of process. If 

the designer of a neighborhood facility is to meet the 

recreational goals of any community, he or she must first 

take action in understanding the appropriate process. Once 

this understanding is achieved, effective design guidelines 

may then be developed. 
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CHAPTER r 
INTRODUCTION 

Parks have increasingly become a positive element in our 

urban environment since the 1800's. The intentions of any 

park system, whether a National Park or a neighborhood park, 

is to provide users with access to fresh air and nature. 

Parks promote pride in a community and are for all to enjoy. 

Neighborhood Parks are steadily becoming an integral park of 

local community life. Cities all over the country are 

allocating more time, effort, and financial backing to 

develop such spaces, and residents are demanding that city 

officials pay attention to the needs of a neighborhood 

community. 

Examples of such attention are found everywhere. Seven 

Hills community in Henderson, Nevada enjoys (or soon will 

enjoy) over fifty acres of neighborhood parks located 

throughout the community (Construction of Parks, 1) . Dade 

County, Florida has organized the Citizen's Oversight 

Committee for the Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond. This 

committee is in charge of disbursing millions of dollars 

generated from the proceeds of capital bonds to individual 

communities which is used for the development of new, and 

the refurbishment of existing, neighborhood parks. As 
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quoted: "The Safe Neighborhood Parks Act is a $200 million 

measure to fund basic repairs and improvements for parks, 

development of new facilities, and acquisition of land to 

meet open-space deficiencies and future needs" (Miami-Dade 

Parks Communications Office, 2). 

In addition to government involvement, residents within 

communities are showing a greater interest and a greater 

sense of involvement. In Wichita, Kansas, residents are 

involved in a neighborhood playground matching-fund program 

sponsored by the city. The funds required for purchasing 

and installing playground equipment are provided, equally, 

by the neighborhood and the city on a dollar-for-dollar 

match. In addition, the city will donate five-dollars for 

each hour a resident volunteers to work on the development 

of a park. Examples of qualifying work are picking up 

trash, painting, weeding, etc. (Neighborhood Playground 

Matching Fund). 

While growing concerns about neighborhood parks exist in the 

United States, Canadians are taking an active role as well. 

An "Adopt a Park" program is underway, where neighbors are 

encouraged to get involved in the upkeep of their own 

neighborhood parks. The program encourages residents to 

ceirry extra grocery bags to the park and clean up what 
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others have left behind. The hope is that this behavior 

will engender like behavior in others and soon, trash in the 

parks will not be an issue (Clark, Deborah). 

Finally, a conununity in East Dallas is taking matters into 

their own hands by raising the necessary funds to renovate a 

park in their area. The City of Dallas, due to budget 

constraints, was unable to allocate funds to renovate 

Lindsley Park. Therefore, a group of residents decided to 

take responsibility by raising $3 0,000 and using these funds 

to buy new equipment, fix broken light fixtures, and 

replenish vegetation that had died over the years. In 

addition, they solicited the help of local contractors who 

donated their time for the cause (Glass, Jill, 1). These 

examples are but a few of the efforts being taken to clean 

up, enhance, or otherwise rejuvenate neighborhood parks. 
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Purposa of Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine the user 

perceptions of a neighborhood park located in three distinct 

and separate neighborhoods. The following are sub-problems 

of this study: 

1. To review the existing literature which addresses 

the objectives of this study. 

2. To identify three neighborhood parks suited for 

the objectives of this study. 

3. To identify the sample group appropriate to the 

objectives of this study. 

4. To create an instmoment for the collection of 

data. 

5. To identify techniques for evaluating and 

analyzing survey data. 

6. To draw conclusions in regard to data gathered 

concerning the users' attitudes toward the 

existing parks. 

The need for this study is based on the assumption that 

future developers of neighborhood parks located in similar 

townships will benefit from the findings of this study. 

Therefore, information gathered from this study will be made 

available to the appropriate authorities for their use in 

future endeavors. 
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Objectives 

The objective of this study is to determine, through a 

series of research exercises, what elements aid in the 

design and development of a successful outdoor neighborhood 

recreational facility. In this study, the terras 'outdoor 

neighborhood recreational facility' and 'neighborhood park' 

are used interchangeably. 'Success' is a broad term that 

conjures up a myriad of definitions. As defined in the Funk 

and Wagnalls Practical Standard Dictionary, success is "a 

favorable or prosperous course of anything attempted." The 

Funk and Wagnalls definition bears relevancy to the 

objectives of this study. Therefore, success, as it 

pertains to this study, is defined as a favorable outcome in 

the attempt to design a neighborhood park that meets the 

needs of the service area by providing a safe and enjoyable 

place of recreation. 
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Expected Outcomes 

I expect to find that neighborhood parks which meet the 

needs of its service area are deemed successful by those who 

reside within a one-half mile radius of the facility. In 

addition, I expect to prove that an in-depth study of 

resident demographics within the service area will play a 

major role in determining the design of the neighborhood 

recreational facility. I also hope to show that sound 

design guidelines are crucial to the on-going success of the 

facility. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature is divided into four sections: 

Historical Review of the Urban Park System, Park 

Classifications, Outdoor Activities and Children's 

Playground. 

Historical Review of the Urban Park Svstem 

For the purpose of this study, a historical review of urban 

parks begins with the mid-1800. Certainly, history began 

well before the mid-1800, but the evolution of park systems 

was heavily influenced during that time. However, one 

design principle from the seventeenth century warrants 

mentioning. European gardens followed three design rules 

for relating nature to the built environment (Cranz, 24). 

First, a garden should be designed with nature in mind. 

Second, it should strive to differentiate itself from the 

surrounding landscape and create a sense of being something 

completely different. And thirdly, this differentiation 

should not be a blatant contrast to nature, but should help 

in heightening the delight of nature (Cranz, 24). These 

design rules helped in forming what the American parks and 

open-spaces would and would not become during the mid to 

late 1800's and beyond. 
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One of the first recorded American park designers was Andrew 

Jackson Downing, a nurseryman by trade. He was born in 1815 

near the Hudson River in New York and died at the eeirly age 

of 37 (Chadwick, 163). If he had not lived longer, he may 

have become known as the father of American landscape 

architecture. Downing's first study of parks was completed 

in 1848, where he pointed out the success of park 

cemeteries. One such cemetery was Mount Auburn in Boston. 

Downing noticed the park-like amenities at Mount Auburn: 

massing of native trees; rolling topography; monumentation. 

According to Downing, the ideal park would be fifty to one 

hundred acres in extent, contain a collection of native 

trees and shrubs, and include interpretive signage and 

refreshment stands. Downing was quoted as saying that "such 

projects, carefully planned and liberally and judiciously 

carried out, would not only pay, in money, but largely 

civilize and refine the national character, foster the love 

of rural beauty, and increase the knowledge of and taste for 

rare and beautiful trees and plants" (Chadwick, 181) . 

During the mid to late 1800's, American parks were not 

designed to emulate European parks or follow the three 

European design rules previously mentioned. While Eiiropean 

parks were built to be harmonious with the city, American 

parks were built to provide an escape from the city — in 



17 

other words, an escape to the country. These new parks were 

to include amenities found in the country such as fresh air, 

colorful meadows, cool lakes, and plenty of sunshine. Those 

who favored these open-spaces argued that such escapes could 

help alleviate the problems found in a city such as cramped 

living space and polluted air (Cranz, 3}. The idea of 

creating parks and open-spaces was introduced more as a 

remedy for the sprawl of a city rather than as an "added' 

feature. In other words, those in positions of authority 

were concerned about the encroachment and widespread 

characteristics of a city. A remedy to this problem was to 

select undeveloped land and identify it as public open-space 

(Cranz, 5). However, when the sites of such open-spaces 

were identified, economic and political factors outweighed 

considerations such as views, access, circulation, and 

topography (Cranz, 30). In 1844, a poet by the name of 

William Cullen Bryant made a plea by stating that the 

commercial industry is claiming more and more coastal and 

prime open-space. And if any part of it is to be rescued 

for health and recreation, then it must be done quickly 

(Reed, 3). In addition, Frederick Law Olmsted, who is 

considered to be the father of American landscape 

architecture and mentioned in greater detail later, wrote in 

1870 that if a park were located near a large town, this 

open space would become the center of town. The town will 

grow around such a space (Chadwick, 191). Therefore, by 
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identifying undeveloped land as public open-space, city 

officials were creating a center for its citizens and a 

focal point for the town. 

The early parks of the mid-lSOO were known as pleasure 

grounds. The siting of such parks tended to be in areas 

that had no functional use. Chicago's South Park system 

started out as a swamp; the land was considered wasteland. 

The Golden Gate Park site in San Francisco was a series of 

shifting sand dunes. Central Park in New York City had 

poor, rocky soil (Cranz, 29). Nonetheless, after these 

spaces were established, people would spend an entire day in 

these pleasure grounds. They would spend time visiting 

friends, reading books, watching animals, listening to 

music, picnicking, playing croquet, and watching children 

play (Cranz, 10). These ideals of the pleasure grounds 

could best be described in the late 1800's by the Editor of 

Garden and Forest, Charles Sargent. Sargent is quoted as 

saying: 

No mere playground can serve the purpose of 
recreation in this truer, broader sense - the 
purpose of refreshment, of renewal of life and 
strength for the body and soul alike. The truest 
value of public pleasure grounds for large cities 
is in the rest they give to eyes and mind, to 
heart and soul, through the soothing charm, the 
fresh and inspiring influence, the impersonal, 
unexciting pleasure which nothing but the work of 
nature can offer man. (Cranz, 15) 
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The essence of the pleasure ground was to enjoy nature as 

nature provides. These spaces were established, as 

previously mentioned, to curb the sprawl of the city. They 

truly were a place to escape. However, because increasing 

numbers of people were spending entire days in the park, 

certain amenities became necessary. Such amenities included 

restrooms, drinking fountains, refreshment stands, and other 

support structures (Cranz, 10). These amenities began to 

transform the ideals of the pleasure grounds, and new 

activities were created due to the overwhelming hours that 

Americans worked during the late 1800's. Because people 

were working extremely long hours indoors under artificial 

light, the park commissioners began to emphasize the 

benefits of outdoor recreation, such as sunlight and fresh 

air (Cranz, 7). 

Philosophers of the time believed that play should be as 

much a part of life as work is, and that it is important to 

work, play, rest and have a healthy balance in everyday 

living (Braucher, 113). The pleasure grounds were designed 

to provide exercise, instruction, and psychic restoration as 

well as, in the late 1890's, to accommodate sporting 

activities. These activities were to provide the exercise 

that once was fulfilled at work but had since subsided due 

to the introduction of factory work. The park officials 

heavily promoted walking as cin exercise and in compliance. 
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created strolling paths located throughout the grounds 

(Cranis, 8) . Even though athletics were beginning to squeeze 

their way into the pleasure grounds, certain activities were 

still prohibited. Activities such as gambling, horseshoes, 

and tomahawk throwing were popular during the decade, 

although had no place in the park (Cranz, 19). 

The pleasure grounds became highly misunderstood in the 

early 1900's. Within time, the drives, rides and walks 

became more important than the scenery. The open spaces 

became places for athletic games instead of quiet 

contemplation and the lakes were popularized for such 

activities as rowing, sailing, and skating (Cranz, 15). In 

addition, discussions about whether or not to include 

musexams and art galleries within the boundaries of the 

pleasure grounds were underway. A park official in Chicago 

claims that any activity, which may stimulate study, should 

not be included in the pleasure grounds. Likewise, an 

official in New York was opposed to the idea of including an 

arboretiun, botanical garden, or a zoo because these elements 

would detract from the intentions of the park as a place for 

recreation and relaxation. However, policy makers of those 

days deemed it important to include cultural amenities and 

such amenities could be designed as entertaining and 

enjoyable. They believed that if knowledge were obtained 

through play, it would be a positive activity to include. 
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These early decisions paved the way for all of the museums, 

botanical gardens, zoos, aquariums, and arboretums we see in 

parks today (Cranz, 14). Parle departments also began 

allowing music in the parks (Cranz, 10), however, 

advertising was not allowed (Cranz, 13), nor were 

restaurants (Cranz, 21), politics, or religion (Cranz, 23). 

The early to mid 1900's saw a shift away from the pleasure 

grounds into what was known as the reform park era. During 

the early 1900's, Americans began witnessing larger incomes, 

shorter workweeks, and longer vacations, which resulted in 

more leisure time. During the pleasure ground era, the word 

"leisure" meant a stroll through the woods, quiet picnics, 

and moments of solitude. Leisure time during the reform 

park era meant an increase in the desire for more physical 

activities. This desire brought about municipal facilities 

such as beaches, golf courses, stadiums, and tennis courts 

(Cranz, 62). The idea behind reform parks was to organize 

public activities. At this time, urban park planners did 

not believe that the public could organize its own 

recreation (Cranz, 61) and, therefore, by 1922, the model 

reform park was created. It consisted of between ten and 

forty acres, included both indoor and outdoor areas with the 

outdoor area big enough for two ball fields, running track, 

sandpits, swimming pool, outdoor gym, and a children's 
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playground (Cranz, 87). During this era, park 

administrators attempted to set standard guidelines on park 

size. A figure of thirty square feet per child was 

formulated. However, many opposed this figure because such 

standards did not take into consideration the age of the 

child, types of games played or the amount of open space 

available. Others involved in the decision-making process 

believed that the best way to determine reasonable space was 

to consider percentage of acreage within a given area. A 

standard was set stating that for every one-thousand acres, 

there should be ten acres of playgrounds, forty acres of 

large parks, and five acres of school grounds (Cranz, 82). 

In 1910, there was a growing use of schools as places for 

after-school programs (Robinson, 140), and the open space 

found around buildings and schools was sought after to 

fulfill the recreational needs of children. In San 

Francisco, park officials passed an ordinance that sited all 

small parks around public buildings and schools. It was at 

this time that school parks became popular. The children 

were sent to these playgrounds during school hours for the 

required recreational period (Cranz, 81). This 

transformation paved the way for creation of smaller parks 

located within a city block. The new, smaller neighborhood 

park concept was well received because such spaces could be 

tucked in almost anywhere (Cranz, 82) and the location of a 



23 

neighborhood park was based on servicing the need of the 

greatest number of citizens (Cranz, 81). These new parks 

became substitutes for play in the streets. Teddy Roosevelt 

spoke out against street play by stating that "city streets 

are unsatisfactory playgrounds for children, because of 

danger, because most good games are against the law, because 

they are too hot in summer, and because in crowded sections 

of the city, they are apt to be schools of crime." 

A positive aspect of locating a park within the neighborhood 

is that it would bring relief to parents as well as the 

policemen who walked the streets (Cranz, 80). Other 

advocates of the neighborhood parks stated that if people 

need nature, then nature should be introduced into the city 

blocks close to where people live and work. They encouraged 

landowners to convert their unused, unattractive, and 

worthless plots of land into play areas for the neighborhood 

children. At times, communities bought parcels of land in 

order to secure a play area for the children (Cranz, 84). 

During the early 1900's, it was also believed that such 

parks would be wonderful spaces for the education of nature. 

The reformers believed that the park would create an 

effective place to educate the public about nature. At this 

time, the idea of interpretive gardening surfaced. The idea 

of placing aesthetically pleasing labels on trees and shrubs 
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became one way in developing a park's educational value. In 

addition, lessons on grouping and arraigning landscape 

amenities also became popular (Kobinson, 136). 

Although the park movement in the U.S. experienced great 

success and progress during the late 1800's and early 

1900's, it also experienced its share of criticism, 

particularly in the early years. Cranz states that 

Americans put forth an effort to emulate nature in their 

gardens by creating forms that are found in the natural 

setting. However, in many instances, the American designers 

failed at this task. They did not understand the importance 

of not mimicking nature too closely. In doing so, the 

designs tended to backfire, look forced and artificial. A 

quote by an unknown source said, "the trouble with many 

public parks is that there is too much landscape gardening. 

It is all too artificial. The beauties of nature have been 

marred by man's handiwork. You can't improve on nature" 

(24) . 

History of Recreation 

Whereas the mid to late iSOO's featured the pleasure 

gardens, and the early I900's brought forth the reform park 

era, the mid-1900's gave way to the concept of recreation. 

Recreation created incentives for people to work harder and 
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more efficiently. In the factories, a higher level of 

productivity was measured when a sound recreational program 

was in place (Braucher, 114). During this period, design 

criteria was to standardize all the old pleasure grounds and 

reform park elements into one program (Cranz, 122). Before 

the existence of pleasiire grounds, people searched for 

places of recreation at small areas near their home. Sites 

such as graveyards, plazas, market grounds, and schoolyards 

became places of recreation (Cranz, 26). Then, the era of 

pleasure grounds offered other, healthier options for 

recreation. However, recreation experts of the 1940's 

viewed the early parks of the 1800's as spaces for passive 

activities (Cranz, 7). These same experts were in the 

process of redefining the word recreation to mean a form of 

activity, which is energetic, skillful, and team-oriented. 

Active recreation required permanent installation of certain 

amenities. Among the first groups to lobby for such 

amenities were the ball players (Reed, 41). Even though 

baseball had been popular since the Civil War, the parks did 

not accommodate such a sport until late in the 1800's 

(Cranz, 13). In this context, the word "accommodate* refers 

to the fact that park officials allowed ball players to use 

open areas of the park for their activity. Backstops, 

bases, and fences however, were not provided. However, 

during the era of recreation, backstops and wire fences 
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began to be erected to create a formal setting for the game 

of baseball. Such recreation created a keener since of 

balance, physical health and adaptability and was therefore, 

a positive force in society (Braucher, 114). 

During the early 1900's, the child had very little chance to 

grow into a normal, healthy member of society because of 

problems with bad housing, bad labor conditions, bad social 

ethics, and bad recreational conditions (Kennard, 158). The 

importance of healthy, supportive recreational programs was 

deemed an important aspect of society. Such programs 

institute a sense of belonging and team effort and are 

important in forming the character of a conmunity. On the 

streets, the children fended for themselves. There was no 

sense of team, only a sense of individuality. However, on 

the playground, the child tended to submit to the betterment 

of the team or, typically, did not play at all. Mallery 

states that in the early 1900's, the West Side of Chicago 

was a battleground. Young boys of different nationalities 

fought each other for turf and for excitement. Then, a 

playground and recreational center was established and these 

same boys were seen playing basketball as a team. They were 

seen fighting for the benefit of the team and not for the 

sxirvival of the individual (156) . During this era, it was 

far worse for a child to miss a geime and recreational 

opportunities than it was for the child to go hungry or cold 
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(Braucher, 111). The belief was that recreation played such 

an important part in the healthy development of the child 

that, without it, the child would not adapt to society nor 

become an asset during his or her adult years. 

During the depression years of the 1930's, federal agencies 

began to expand their involvement in children's affairs 

(Cranz, 192). During the 1940's, The Lanham Act provided 

federal money for daycare and recreation. Due to this Act, 

daycare centers were established in parks to take care of 

the children whose parents worked in the defense industry 

(Cranz, 113). In addition, the concept of Storyland and 

Adventureland helped children discover their own physical 

resources while creating separate areas for children of 

different ages as well as a sense of independence from their 

parents (Cranz, 192). Storyland gave rise to an era of 

technical equipment, replacing the common swing or slide. 

At this point, supervision was not available as it had been 

in the Reform Park and, therefore, the equipment had to be 

safe and well built. Due to the success of such theme 

spaces, park departments rose above the standardization of 

play equipment by creating free-form play structures. Such 

forms, at times, followed themes of the surrounding 

neighborhood. The underlying idea behind this equipment was 

to create versatility in play equipment as well as the 

encouragement of imagination. In order to attract and hold 
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users of these play areas, amenities had to be plentiful. 

The park departments battled this challenge by installing 

children's zoos, animal acts, birthday party areas, and 

rides (Cranz, 131). 

New parks during the recreation era were sited throughout 

the city. In order to have an increased number of parks; 

the size had to be keep relatively small. As was stated by 

park advocates of the time, it was far better to acquire a 

small block within the city than it was to acquire ten acres 

outside of the city (Cranz, 119). Mallery states that one 

of the functions of recreation is to recreate or renew. A 

playground for active, outdoor exercise within reach of 

every city child is instrumental in renewing (154). Without 

these small urban spaces, the children of the city would 

have no healthy, viable options for play. 

Central Park 

Central Park designed by Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert 

Vaux in 1858, is known as the first and most influential 

urban American park. Before Central Park, there was no 

evidence of a designed, urban park in the United States 

(Chadwick, 190) . In addition, it initiated the park and 

recreation movement (Reed, 2) which was instrumental in the 

design, development, and maintenance of parks in many 

urbanized areas of America. Cities throughout the United 
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States use Central Park as a key example in designing 

recreational open-spaces (Reed, 2). It is also considered 

the most heavily visited park in the world. Activities 

enjoyed within the eight hundred and forty acres include 

horseback riding, bicycling, and playing football, baseball, 

soccer, tennis and hockey. Other, more passive activities, 

include listening to concerts, watching plays, walking, 

playing chess, and picnicking (Reed, 1). The activities are 

countless, and are all the work of Frederick Law Olmsted, 

the father of landscape architecture. 

Olmsted was born 1812 in Hartford, Connecticut (Reed, 21). 

He was appointed Superintendent of the New York park system 

in 1857 under the direction of Egbert Viele, Chief Engineer 

(Chadwick, 183), and in May of 1858, he was made Architect-

in-Chief to the Commissioners (Chadwick, 184). Prior to 

Olmsted's appointment as Superintendent, Viele had created a 

preliminary plan for the layout of Central Park, hoping that 

his design would be chosen. The commission annoiinced the 

design competition in October of 1857. When the 

Commissioners announced the winner, it was not Viele, but 

Olmsted and his partner, Calvert Vaux (Chadwick, 183) . 

Olmsted's job was quite difficult from the beginning because 

of his reputation as an amateur designer (Reed, 20). 

However, he was able to overcome this reputation and began 

to gain the trust of his peers. Adding to Olmsted's 
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problems were skepticism about the use of the park, and how 

the users would behave. In 1858, the local New York 

newspaper claimed that it would be nothing but a huge beer 

garden. However, thanks to Olmsted's vision, the same 

newspaper later wrote: 

When one is inclined to despair of the country, 
let him go to the Central Park on a Saturday, and 
spend a few hours there in looking at the people. 
Not those who come in gorgeous carriages, but at 
those who arrive on foot, or in those exceedingly 
democratic conveyances, the streetcars (Reed, 34). 

The location of the park was considered a remote site. 

However, this remote site did not discourage the designers, 

because the remoteness meant that size was not a constraint 

(Cranz, 29). Olmsted and Vaux realized that the population 

would someday surround this vastness, which would become the 

center of a great city. They envisioned that this city 

would have a population many times greater than the present 

day population, and concluded that the park was to contrast, 

as greatly as possible, to its future surroundings 

(Chadwick, 184). Therefore, Central Park was to evoke a 

"picturesque" landscape. The informal design of a 

pictviresque landscape was to highly contrast the rigid, 

formal design of the city and the gardens of Europe. 

Whereas gardens such as Versailles, in France, posed a 

formal and symmetrical space, Olmsted believed that a pure 

wilderness area, would craa^te the ultimate contrast to 
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civilization. However, since mimicking nature in an urban 

area is next to impossible, he settled for the more subtle 

"picturesque* (Cranz, 24). 

Work on the park site began on August 12, 1857 (Reed, 18) 

and it was Olmsted's initial job as Superintendent to clear 

all squatters and the undesirable amenities (Reed, 20). The 

design program established by the Commissioners was for a 

one and a half million-dollar budget. This budget was to 

include four or more crossings of the park, a parade ground, 

three playgrounds of up to ten acres each, sites for an 

exhibition hall, large fountain, skating area, and a three-

acre flower garden (Chadwick, 183). Construction of the 

park required removal of tons of loose rock that was used to 

erect a temporary wall. At the end of 187 3, 4,825,000 cubic 

yards of stone and earth were removed. In addition, 500,000 

cubic yards of topsoil and been delivered and dispersed. 

Paths, drives and bridges were built, as well as an 

extensive drainage system, which included sixty-two miles of 

drainage pipe. Hydrants placed in key areas supplied 

irrigation and the first tree was planted on October 17, 

1858, followed by four to five million trees, shrubs, and 

vines (Reed, 30) . Construction of the park lasted for five 

years from 1858 to 1863 and the park was a success from the 

beginning. Over four million visitors used the park in 

1863, seven and a half million in 1864, and nearly eleven 



million in 1871 (Chadwick, 1S8). The park had an astounding 

increase of 275% in yearly visitors over a period of eight 

years. In 1863, both Olmsted and Vaux resigned due to 

political difficulties with both the design and construction 

of the park (Chadwick, 188). However, in 1871, after 

several years of being away from the park, Olmsted and Vaux 

returned. Much to their dismay, they saw a park that had 

taken a drastic turn for the worse. Parts of the park in 

which low plantings had been used to take advantage of the 

view, were now allowed to overgrow, and the trees had been 

trimmed to what looked like bare poles (Reed, 37). Within a 

short time, approximately one year, Olmsted and Vaux broke 

their professional ties. Olmsted went on to design the 

Mount Royal Park in Montreal, the National Capitol grounds 

in Washington, the Boston park system, and many others 

(Reed, 38). Before his death in 1903, Olmsted had single-

handedly created a new profession as well as established the 

first school of landscape architecture. His greatest 

accomplishments were his contribution to the design of 

public parks (Chadwick, 196) . 

After Olmsted's death. Central Park underwent many changes 

and diversions from the original design. For example, in 

1910 the park received its first permanent installation of 

tennis courts and baseball fields (Reed, 46). in 1911, the 

Commissioner resigned and the park began a quick turn for 



the worse. Many varieties of trees, shrubs, and vines began 

to disappear because of the lack of proper maintenance 

(Reed, 39). In 1912, asphalt replaced gravel, and several 

resting-places were transformed into parking lots (Reed, 

41). The most significant change involved the introduction 

of additional playgrounds. Olmsted and Vaux believed in the 

necessity of playgrounds located within the park. They 

identified a large space in the south area of the park for 

such activities. In addition, they had also identified 

several other, smaller areas as playgrounds (Chadwick, 188). 

However, in 1925, the Ball Ground, a seventeen-acre site, 

was renamed Heckscher Playground. And in 1927, a landscape 

architect by the name of Hermann Merkel, admitted that the 

playground was an encroachment, yet suggested that eight 

additional children's playgrounds be placed at several park 

entrances. In doing so, for the betterment of the 

community's children, this act would go against everything 

that Olmsted and Vaux had envisioned. He also suggested 

that the old, moveable cast iron benches be replaced with 

anchored, concrete benches. Ultimately, both the 

playgrounds and benches were introduced (Reed, 47). Other 

changes include the automobile having access in 192 0 (Reed, 

41) and a new irrigation system installed in 1928 at a cost 

of one million dollars (Reed, 49). 



In 1957, a rehabilitation of the park's planting was begun. 

However, this program was publicized as removing planting 

for crime prevention but did not teOce into consideration 

aesthetic qualities of the park. As Reed states, the best 

deterrent for crime is not in removing planting but in 

substantial maintenance. The damaged shrubs, broken glass, 

and neglected turf did nothing but invite vandalism and 

other crime (54). By the mid 1960's, upkeep of the park was 

at a standstill. The sprinkler system, installed in 1928, 

was all but nonexistent. The staff of gardeners was at an 

all-time low, and the park department staff no longer 

included a full-time landscape architect (Reed, 50). 

However, in 1965, the National Park Service, United States 

Department of the Interior, declared the park a National 

Historic Landmark (Reed, 52). The park then qualified for 

federal funding which was much needed, given the park's 

current condition of disrepair. 

The construction of Central Park was, indeed, guided by a 

sound, vell-planned design program. Olmsted was quoted as 

saying that "every foot of the park's surface, every tree 

and bush, as well as every arch, roadway and walk has been 

fixed where it is with a purpose" (Reed, 2) . Indeed, even 

the roads were carefully thought out. These roads were 

recessed in order to become somewhat invisible to the 
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pedestrian (Cranz, 129) and the Park Commissioners wanted 

these sunken roads illuminated (Reed, 28). Even today, 

recessed roadways are a common theme in many design 

programs. And whether a design is for a national, district, 

community, or neighborhood park, sound design programs are a 

necessity. Therefore, the success of any park space is 

enhanced when careful planning is involved. 
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Park Classification 

According to the National Recreation and Park Administration 

(NRPA), a park system should be composed of, at a minimum, 

six and one-quarter to ten and one-half acres per one 

thousand residents served (National Recreation and Park 

Administration- Recreational Parks, 56). In addition, other 

major factors in determining total acres of park-space 

within a community include the ages, income, ethnic groups, 

and family composition of the residents. (City of La Quinta, 

4) .  

This study focuses on the classification of six separate and 

distinct park systems. These systems include national 

parks, state parks, county parks, community parks, 

neighborhood parks, and mini-parks. 

National Parks 

National parks are of the largest parks found in the United 

States. These parks are typically located without regard to 

population densities and may include historic sites, 

wilderness areas, wildlife management areas, forests and may 

also include major ecological, geological, or man-made 

attractions (Limbaugh, 11) . The first park to be neimed into 

the national park system was Yellowstone. Yellowstone 



National Park was founded in 1872 (Dilsaver, 1) and in 1899, 

President McKinley established Mount Rainier as the nation's 

second national park followed by Crater Lake in 1902. 

Although Yosemite Valley was founded prior to Yellowstone 

(in 1864), it was not classified, at that time, as a 

national park but instead designated as a state park giving 

jurisdiction and control to California. Not until forty 

years later, after harsh mismanagement of the land, was it 

returned to federal jurisdiction and classified as a 

national park (Cox, 4). 

In order to properly manage the country's national parks 

system, the federal government, in 1916, established the 

National Park Service. This agency's task was to "conserve 

the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the 

wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the 

same in such manner and by such means as will leave them 

unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations" 

(Dilsaver, 1). In 1933, the national park system made an 

important advancement. A reorganization of the federal 

executive branch had taken place and all the parks, 

monuments, battlefields, and memorials were placed under the 

jurisdiction of the National Park Service. However, in the 

late 1960's, due to the National Park Service's wide and 

complex responsibilities, management of the park system 
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split into historical, natural, and recreational sites 

(Dilsaver, 2). 

Even though national parks are generally located without 

regard to population, they are continuously experiencing a 

growing rate of visitations due to the increase in 

accessible transportation. Recreational activities in these 

areas are usually those that provide the least amount of 

impact on the site. Activities such as sightseeing, 

camping, picnicking, hiking, horseback riding, boating, 

swimming, and nature study are typically found within the 

national park system. Generally speaking, the size of a 

national park is, at a minimum, twenty thousand acres, but 

is usually determined by the availability of land or the 

location of a major amenity. In addition, such sites should 

service a population within a two- to three-day drive 

(Limbaugh, 11). 

State Parks 

State parks are visited by more individuals than national 

parks even though they typically have smaller budgets. 

These parks, officially established in 1920, were created to 

protect sites of local significance and reduce the pressures 

placed on the National Park Service (Cox, 3). During the 

early 1920's, the nation witnessed the development of the 

National Conference on State Parks, which emerged to 



coordinate the designation of the state park system. As a 

result, by the 1950's, state governments were in control of 

their own parks (Cox, 1). Unlike the drive for national 

parks, those lobbying for state parks did not argue that the 

land in question was otherwise worthless. On the contrary, 

those arguing for the cause believed that the land purchased 

would increase in not only aesthetic value, but in tourist 

dollars as well (Cox, 13). 

State parks are generally over two hundred acres and serve a 

population within a three-hour drive. These parks are 

typically scenic and may include historic, ecological, or 

geological amenities and are preserved, as closely as 

possible, to their natural condition. Therefore, amenities 

are chosen which will have as insignificant an impact as 

possible. Activities found in a state park generally 

consist of camping, picnicking, hiking, fishing, and 

horseback riding (Limbaugh, 12}. 

The California Outdoor Recreation Resources Plan classifies 

the state park system into seven categories. The first are 

the State Parks. These areas are spacious and consist of 

scenic or natural amenities that may contain significant 

historical, archeological, ecological, or geological value. 

The second classifications are the State Recreation Areas. 

These areas are selected and developed to provide multiple 
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recreational opportunities. Such areas are selected for 

their terrain, which are capable of withstanding extensive 

human impact and for their proximity to large population 

centers and major routes of travel. Thirdly, are the State 

Vehicular Recreation Areas. These areas are valued for 

their topographical features and recreational vehicle 

opportunities. Fourth, are the State Beaches. These are 

typically frontage areas on the ocean or bays and are 

designated for swimming, boating, fishing, and other beach-

oriented activities. The fifth classifications are the 

Historical Units. These areas were established "primarily 

to preserve objects of historical, archeological, and 

scientific interest, and to maintain places commemorating 

important persons or historic events." The sixth are State 

Reserves. These reserves are identified as having 

outstanding natural or scenic characteristics, which eire to 

be preserved in an undisturbed condition. And the seventh 

are the State Wilderness Areas which allow solitary and 

primitive recreation (State of California Department of 

Parks and Recreation, 13) 

County Parks 

County parks are smaller than state parks, generally consist 

of one-hundred to two-hundred acres, and are typically 

located in or around unique natural resources (City of La 
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Quinta, 32). Typically, these parks set aside eighty 

percent of the land as natural areas, while twenty percent 

is used for developed, recreational space (National 

Recreation and Park Administration-County Parks, 57). These 

spaces provide a pleasing environment for recreation and 

visitors enjoy a unique setting unlike those found in the 

smaller, community or neighborhood peirks. In addition, 

county parks should appeal to all age groups and accommodate 

a large number of day-use visitors with various recreational 

desires (Limbaugh, 13). 

Activities found in a county park generally fall under four 

categories. These categories include passive recreation, 

active recreation, water sports, and primitive recreation. 

Passive recreation opportunities include site-seeing, nature 

study, picnicking, and nature walks. Active recreation 

includes sports, group games, horseback riding, and 

bicycling. Water sports typically include fishing, boating, 

water-skiing, and swimming. And primitive recreation 

includes camping and hiking (Limbaugh, 13). In addition, 

such sites may also include preschool and elementary school 

play areas, open areas for special events, an amphitheater, 

and parking for approximately two-thousand cars (Rutledge, 

147) . 



Coinmunitv Parks 

Community parks consists of diverse environmental areas and 

the NRPA classifies a community park as a space that 

includes passive and active recreational facilities which 

services an entire city or a substantial portion of a city. 

In addition, such a park should include facilities that are 

also typically found in a neighborhood park (City of La 

Quinta, 21). 

Community parks are typically fifteen to twenty-five acres 

(Rutledge, 146) and service three to five neighborhoods of a 

total population reaching ten thousand to thirty thousand 

residences. In addition, such sites should be located 

centrally to the service area and are advantageous when 

located adjacent to or near a school. When located near a 

school, the school and surrounding community can jointly 

access facilities such as pools, tennis courts, and play 

fields (Limbaugh, 15). Characteristics of such a park 

include level terrain which accommodates active recreation, 

located on an arterial or collector street, provides at 

least two major street frontages, maintains pedestrian and 

bicycle route connections, and is located in a fashion to 

minimize conflict with adjacent residential areas (Limbaugh, 

15) . 
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The basic requirement of a community park, according to the 

NRPA, are that it includes lit facilities for organized play 

such as Softball, baseball, and soccer, as well as restrooms 

and concession stands. In addition, tennis, basketball and 

volleyball courts should be provided as well as passive 

amenities such as walking paths and open turf areas. These 

parks should also include at least one special function 

facility area such as a swimming pool, community center, 

gymnasium, or amphitheater. Play areas separated by age 

groups should also be included. At least one tot lot for 

children ages two to five as well as one play area for 

children ages six to twelve which includes climbing 

structures and sand play areas. A requirement, which must 

be adhered to, is that all play areas must be wheelchair 

accessible. Picnic areas are also very popular and 

necessary. Family picnic areas should include shade and 

wind protection, tables for six to eight people, barbecue 

facilities for a minimum of two-hundred people with restroom 

and play areas nearby. Parking should be lit and off-street 

with a minimum of one hundred spaces. Pathways should also 

be lit for safety (City of La Quinta, 21). 

"The Benefits of Local Recreation and Park Services; A 

National study of the Perceptions of the American Public", 

is a study which has uncovered important facts to be 
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considered in developing community park systems. One 

important finding is that the public believes in the value 

of a local park and recreation system and that sixty-nine 

percent of the citizens are willing to support the use of 

taxes and fees to continue supporting such a system. This 

study also identified several additional facts: seventy-four 

percent of the population uses public parks and recreation 

facilities, seventy-six percent believe that the local parks 

and recreation department is worth more than the national 

average expenditure which is set at forty-five dollars per 

person per year (1992 figure). In addition, seventy-one 

percent have a park or playground within walking distance, 

sixty percent say their community receives a great benefit 

from the local parks, and thirty-one percent say that they 

have participated in a recreational activity provided by 

their local parks and recreation department within the last 

year (City of La Quinta, 1). 

Neighborhood Parks 

The neighborhood park is a critical aspect of any community. 

It not only aids in developing a sense of community within a 

specified area, but also serves as a social point for those 

residing in the neighborhood. In addition, it provides a 

place where diverse needs are met without having to travel a 

long distance or spend an unaffordable eunount of money. 

Ideally, neighborhood parks are located within the center of 
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a development and allow residents to access the space with 

merely a short walk (City of La Quinta, 3 5). 

Neighborhood parks play an iroportant aesthetic role as well. 

The value of a neighborhood is widely determined by the 

aesthetic value of it's park. These spaces typically 

provide limited recreational facilities designed for all 

ages. Since recreational needs of a population vary between 

neighborhoods and age groups, it is important for the 

designer to fully understand the characteristics of the 

service area. These characteristics play an important role 

in determining the selection of amenities (Limbaugh, 16). 

Such parks should be integrated into new residential 

neighborhoods as well as become the focal point of the 

neighborhood. In addition, an effort should be put forth in 

developing neighborhood parks in those areas currently 

under-served and all play areas must conform to the 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (City of La Quinta, 

28) . 

The NRPA classifies a neighborhood park as being a medium-

sized park, which provides basic recreational amenities for 

a specific neighborhood. These parks may also be included 

as part of a larger, community park (City of La Quinta, 23) . 

The service area for neighborhood parks is a one-quarter to 

one-half mile radius and serves a single neighborhood of up 
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to five thousand residents. Characteristics of these parks 

are that it is suited for intense development and is easily 

accessible to the neighborhood it services. Importance is 

highly placed on ease of access and safety for pedestrians 

and bicyclists (National Recreation and Park Administration-

Recreational Parks, 56). 

Typically, neighborhood parks range from two to five acres 

(Rutledge, 146), but are dependent on the availability of 

land (Limbaugh, 16). Characteristics of such spaces include 

terrain that is non-linear in shape with level terrain to 

accommodate casual, non-organized sporting activities. 

These parks should be located on a collector or arterial 

street, provide two major street frontages when possible, 

provide bicycle and pedestrian route connections, locate 

within the center of a neighborhood, and locate adjacent to 

a school when possible. In addition, they should contain, 

when appropriate, features for passive recreation such 

bodies of water or significant vegetation as well as large 

trees for shade and wind protection. The basic requirements 

for a neighborhood park are a one-acre open turf area for 

non-organized sports, pathways for walking and jogging, tot-

lot for children ages two to five, play area for children 

ages six to twelve, which includes a climbing apparatus and 

a sand play area. In addition, a family picnic area is 

desirable and should be sun and wind protected with a 
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minimum of three tables for six to eight people each. A 

drinking fountain, bicycle parking area, and lit pathways 

are also amenities that should be included. Optional 

amenities are tennis, volleyball, basketball, barbecue 

facilities located at the picnic area, off-street parking 

for at least ten cars, restroom facilities, exercise course, 

and an unlit baseball field (City of La Quinta, 23). 

Of all the amenities mentioned, the tot-lot and play areas 

deserve the greatest attention because of safety and 

security issues for children. These spaces are best 

designed away from active game areas and in close vicinity 

to restrooms, if provided. The tot-lot should be enclosed 

with a low fence or dense plantings to insure safety and 

security. In addition, benches should be included in close 

vicinity to service those who are responsible for the 

children's well being. The primary function of the tot-lot 

is to provide a safe area for preschool children and can be 

considered a suitable substitute for backyards in a densely-

populated neighborhood where backyards are non-existent or 

insignificant (Limbaugh, 16). 

Mini-Parks 

A mini-park is a specialized facility that serves a highly 

concentrated population or specific group such as young 

children or the elderly (National Recreation and Park 
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Administration-Recreational Parks, 56). These particularly 

small parks are usually empty lots that have been converted 

into usable space. They range in size from twenty-five 

hundred square feet to two acres, however, very few reach 

above one acre in size (Byrne, 1). When possible, it is 

best for a city to include mini-park amenities in new, 

neighborhood parks (City of La Quinta, 29). The service 

area covers less than a one-quarter mile radius with 

characteristics being its location within a neighborhood and 

close proximity to apartment complexes, townhouses, or 

housing for the elderly (National Recreation and Park 

Administration-Recreational Parks, 56). Access to these 

sites should not require children to cross any major 

arterial roads. The specific amenities typically found are 

play equipment, sand area, benches, paved walkways, and 

landscaping throughout (Byrne, 1). 

To conclude, when new parks or improvements to existing 

parks are being considered, a cultural evaluation of the 

neighborhood or neighborhoods affected should also be 

conducted. This is important in order to ensure that the 

unique cultural interests of a particular neighborhood are 

recognized (City of La Quinta, 6). In addition, age is an 

important factor when determining park usage. For instance, 

small toddlers require a safe environment, the youth require 

supervised programs, young adults prefer opportunities for 
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active recreation, and the elderly encourage opportunities 

which meet their health, socialization, and leisure needs 

(City of La Quinta, 5). 
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Outdoor Recreation 

Outdoor recreation experienced its greatest growth during 

the industrial revolution, particularly in Britain. During 

this period, Britain was dealing with the problems 

associated with high levels of urbanization. This country 

was the leader in housing the greatest number of citizens in 

highly urbanized areas and those living in such highly 

urbanized areas began questioning their health and 

lifestyle. Most were experiencing a life of grimy 

conditions in smoky slums and because of such conditions, 

the citizens displayed a great desire to escape into a more 

pleasing environment. Groups of people began forming clubs 

to walk or ride bicycles into the countryside during the 

weekends and by the end of the 1920's, Britain, Europe, and 

America established outdoor recreation as a formal pastime 

with day trips on the train or bus, picnics and walks, 

boating, swimming and nature hikes becoming quite common 

(Bell, 2). 

Due to the development of outdoor recreation, the concept of 

leisure time also became an important study. Many 

definitions of leisure have surfaced since the early 

sixties. A classic definition written in 1960 is that there 

are five essential elements to leisxire. These five being an 

antithesis to work, a pleasant recollection, involuntary 
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social role functions, a psychological perception of 

freedom, and an activity characterized by play. A second 

definition followed in 1967 and stated that "leisure is 

activity, apart from the obligations of work, family, and 

society, to which the individual turns at will, for either 

relaxation, diversion, or broadening his knowledge and his 

spontaneous social participation, the free exercise of his 

creative capacity." The key term of this definition being 

"at will" because, in 1974, leisure was further defined as 

"freedom or, to be more specific perceived freedom, is a 

state in which the person feels that what he is doing, he is 

doing by choice and because he wants to do it." And a more 

recent definition coined in 1982 states that "activity is 

chosen primarily for its own sake. The dimensions of 

freedom and intrinsic satisfaction are seen as the central 

defining elements" (Smith, 2) . Whatever the definition, for 

most, leisure is associated with uncommitted time (Pigram, 

3) . 

Outdoor recreation helps us all to accomplish a myriad of 

personal goals. Such goals include those associated with 

health, fitness, family togetherness, friendship, personal 

reflection, and the appreciation of nature. In addition to 

personal goals, recreation also aids in achieving the 
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nation's goals of health, education, employment, family 

cohesion, economic vitality, and environmental quality 

(President's Commission, 22). We also spend time in the 

outdoors as an escape from our everyday lives. Richard 

Schreyer, professor at Utah State University is quoted as 

saying: 

A frequently expressed motivation for 
participation in outdoor recreation is escape. 
This is described in a variety of ways, from 
seeking a change of pace to getting away from it 
all to giving the mind a rest to blowing off 
steam. We are all in need of a change from the 
daily routine from time to time. Outdoor 
recreation is significant in its ability to 
fulfill these needs by providing a setting that is 
often in sharp contrast to everyday life. Those 
settings are often open, quiet, less demanding and 
probably have a lot more natural features and 
fewer man-made features than our normal 
environment. Further, in participation we are 
generally in control of the circumstances of our 
routine, such that we are not continually 
confronted with demands or needs to respond to 
others' wishes. We can do more for ourselves, and 
thus find a restoration of the sense of control of 
our life. It is particularly significant that 
this motivation is one that appears to be on the 
increase (President's Commissipn, 32). 

And on the increase it is. Outdoor recreation has 

experienced tremendous growth over the last three decades. 

A study, conducted in 1985, measured certain variables 

having a direct influence on the increase of outdoor 

recreation. The first variable is the number of registered 

automobiles. Between the years of 1960 and 1985, the number 

of registered automobiles increased by three hxindred and 

ninety percent. This increase in automobile transportation 
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opened the door for many who could not have otherwise 

visited outdoor recreational facilities. In addition, the 

average number of paid holidays increased two-hundred 

percent followed by an increase of one-hundred seventy-five 

percent in total household income and a decrease of seventy-

five percent in the length of an average work week. These 

changes allowed for more additional free time and 

affordability to visit facilities which require a lengthy 

drive (Pigram, 13). 

Advancements in Outdoor Recreation 

Several organizations, studies, and recreational 

classifications have been developed over the past four 

decades. The earliest known classification system was 

developed in 1960. This system distinguishes between 

recreational areas and recreational opportunities based on 

the location of the site as well as the size, major use, and 

the number of amenities provided. The first classification 

describes user-oriented areas. These areas are easily 

accessible, typically small in size, and include a large 

percentage of built amenities. City parks, pools, and 

playgrounds typically fall within this category. User-

oriented areas witness intense use with a high percentage of 

supervised activities with landscape elements being of 

little importance. The second classification describes the 

resource-based areas. These areas are the exact opposite of 
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the user-oriented areas and their primary focus is on the 

natural resources with less emphasis on the activities 

offered. These areas are typically large, require extensive 

travel time, and are generally used during vacations. The 

national parks, forests, and wilderness areas fall within 

this grouping. The third group falls between the user-

oriented and resource-based areas. This grouping is 

referred to as the intermediate areas. Most sites, which 

fall into this category, require a one- to two-hour travel 

time and include many of the water-based recreational sites 

and smaller state or county parks. Certainly, all 

recreational areas must be user-oriented to some extent and 

all user-oriented areas place at least minimal importance on 

the resources (Pigram, 44). 

A second form of classification was introduced in 1962 by 

the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission and 

implemented by the U.S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. This 

system classifies outdoor recreation areas according to 

their physical characteristics, level of development, and 

intensity of use. The six classifications are High Density 

Recreation Areas, General Outdoor Recreation Areas, Natural 

Environment Areas, Unique Natural Areas, Primitive Areas, 

and Historic/Cultural Areas (Pigram, 46). In addition to 

classifying open spaces, the Outdoor Recreation Resources 

Review Commission also tcJces part in stimulating maintenance 



and enhancement efforts of the environment. The commission 

conducts clean-up efforts along riverbanks and as these 

rivers become cleaner, they prove to be viable recreational 

assets (President's Commission, 26). 

In 1978, the United States Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service developed the National Urban Recreation 

Study. Five major objectives were identified from this 

study. The first objective was to examine the needs and 

perceptions of the users in urban areas from the 

neighborhoods to the larger metropolitan areas. Secondly, 

the study was to identify the major problems of recreation 

in meeting the needs of the users. Then to explore possible 

solutions to these problems. The forth objective, was to 

identify a variety of sites as potential protection areas. 

Finally, the study was to define a range of options for all 

levels of government (with the emphasis on federal) and ways 

in which it could assist the local, state, and private 

efforts. In addition, this study concentrated on seventeen 

of the nation's largest metropolitan areas along with a 

handful of smaller townships and counties. These sample 

cities were assumed to reflect the dominant recreation 

issues and problems facing the nation (Pigram, 99). A 

specific finding of this study was that the greatest 

deficiencies for land and facilities existed in the inner 

city. However, some of the older core areas retained an 
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established network of parks and open space while other 

cities, experiencing financial difficulties, have been 

forced to allocate a large share of their recreation budget 

to maintenance, leaving little for new acquisitions (Pigram, 

101). In addition, the report discovered that there was no 

coherent national policy for a balanced system of close-to-

home recreational opportunities for all segments of the 

population. And, in many cases, opportunities for outdoor 

recreation failed to exist because of inappropriate location 

or deteriorating conditions. In answer to its findings, the 

Service set guidelines indicating nine major directions for 

public action. These directions are; 

1) Conserve open space for its natural, cultural 

and recreational value. 

2) Provide financial support for parks and 

recreation. 

3) Provide close-to-home recreational 

opportunities. 

4) Encourage joint use of existing physical 

resources. 

5) Ensure that recreational facilities are well 

managed and well maintained with quality 

recreational programs. 

6) Reduce deterrents to fully utilize existing 

urban recreational facilities and programs. 
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7) Provide appropriate and responsive recreational 

services through sound planning. 

8) Make environmental education and management an 

integral part of urban park and recreation 

programs. 

9) Strengthen the role of the cultural arts in 

urban recreation. 

This study has aided in defining the role of our nation's 

parks and recreation departments and has played an integral 

part in developing our outdoor recreational facilities 

(Pigram, 99). 

Another important study in the advancement of outdoor 

recreation is the Recreation Opportunity Spectrvim, or ROS. 

ROS states that recreation takes into account more than the 

activity itself. It also takes into account the quality of 

the setting in which the activity occurs. The spectrum 

ranges from a purely solitary experience to one high in 

challenge. The spectrxim is divided into six categories that 

describe the degree to which these experiences are achieved. 

Likewise, each category is broken down into three 

components. These components include: the activity most 

suitable for a given area, the characteristics of the 

setting, and the expected experience to be gained. The six 

categories in which the spectrum is divided into are 

primitive; semi-primitive, non-motorized; semi-primitive. 
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motorized; roaded, natural; rural; and urban. A further use 

of the ROS is to help determine the types of facilities 

provided in each category. For example, a primitive setting 

does not call for paved paths and the roaded, natural and 

rural settings are likely to require more facilities than 

the semi-primitive (Bell, 14) . 

SWOT, which stands for strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 

and threats is another important advancement in determining 

the success of an outdoor recreational facility. This 

particular analysis is useful in evaluating each potential 

recreational area or landscape zone. Strengths and 

weaknesses are factors of the site itself whereas 

opportunities and threats are effects from outside forces. 

The advantage of a SWOT analysis is that it is quick, yet 

provides useful results. The goal of a design is to build 

on the strengths and maximize as many of the opportunities 

as possible, while minimizing the weaknesses and avoiding 

the threats. If an area is already established, than a SWOT 

analysis can be useful in appraisal of a redesign effort 

that may be necessary to meet any new circumstances or 

demands. Through the use of a SWOT analysis, the designer 

is better able to develop creative solutions that best fit 

the objectives while maintaining the character of the 

landscape (Bell, 12) . 
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Today's demands on outdoor recreation can have an adverse 

effect on the landscape, plant habitat, and wildlife as well 

as place excess burdens on those who manage the land (Bell, 

3). Through the use of the above-mentioned strategies, our 

natural landscape will continue to provide a safe, 

enjoyable, and educational place to recreate. 

Benefits of Outdoor Recreation 

Health is the primary reason given by American adults for 

engaging in outdoor recreation (President's Commission, 22). 

By partaking in some form of outdoor recreation, the 

population will better ensure a healthy society. Stress, a 

leading cause in an unhealthy lifestyle, has never been so 

apparent as it is today. Therefore, stress relief is an 

important factor in good health. Outdoor recreation helps 

to stimulate personal awareness and helps to deal with the 

stresses in life such as traumatic life events and difficult 

personal decisions (President's Coimaission, 23). Stress is 

also a leading cause of heart disease. Thirty-tliree percent 

of all disability payments are for cardiovascular disease. 

Of all Americans who die of a heart attack each year, nearly 

thirty percent are men in their most productive years of 

forty-five to sixty-five years old. To battle these 

statistics, more and more businesses are instituting health 

promotion programs for their employees. In 1986, a 

nationwide survey of all businesses with at least one 



60 

hundred employees discovered that one-half sponsored some 

type of health promotion program ranging from elaborate 

facilities to comprehensive wellness programs. In order to 

further benefit, more companies are opening these programs 

to the employee's family (President's Commission, 23). 

Diverse recreational programs that require participants to 

exert energy should be made available to support the full 

array of personal health and wellness. In addition, further 

strategies to restore and maintain good health must also be 

implemented. Such strategies include public and private 

recreation providers actively promoting the health and 

wellness benefits of recreation. In addition, the public 

sector should review public health policies, laws and 

regulations to ensure that recreation's contribution is 

acknowledged and supported (President's Commission, 31). 

Popularity of Outdoor Recreation 

Outdoor recreation is growing in popularity through all 

walks of life. However, not all people have an equal 

opportunity to access quality facilities. The suburbs tend 

to have an advantage over the inner city when it comes to 

recreational opportunities. Newer facilities generally mean 

fewer dollars spent on maintenance, resulting in a higher 

level of new-acquisition flanding. However, the nature of a 

suburb is to sprawl, leaving greater distances between 



potential recreational areas. This sprawl requires that a 

greater number of citizens depend on the automobile when 

recreation is desired. This causes a greater effort and 

generally leads to less likelihood that recreational 

facilities will be used (Pigram, 103). 

In the areas where recreational opportunities are available, 

certain activities seem to be more popular than others. At 

the top of the list are walking, sightseeing, picnicking, 

attending an outdoor sports event, and swimming. In 1994 

and 1995, more than one-third of all Americans aged sixteen 

or older took part in each of these activities. The top 

five are popular because they are not physically demanding, 

relatively inexpensive, do not require new skills, and do 

not require much preparation to enjoy (Wellner, 11). A 

survey, conducted in 1994, found that 133 million Americans 

sixteen or older chose walking as the most popular activity. 

Of the activities that are enjoyed at an outdoor 

neighborhood recreational facility, only one, picnicking, 

fell within the top twenty popular activities. However, of 

the age group sixteen to twenty-four, the youngest age group 

surveyed, six activities including picnicking, basketball, 

volleyball, tennis, football, and softball fell within the 

top twenty, with soccer following at the twenty-fifth spot 

(Wellner, 12) . Also uncovered in this survey, was the fact 

that young adults are more likely to take part in sports and 
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recreational activities than older Americans are. While 

thirty-one percent of those surveyed between the ages of 

sixteen and twenty-four play basketball, less than nineteen-

percent aged twenty-five to twenty-nine participated. This 

nvunber continues to decrease. Fourteen percent of those 

aged thirty to thirty-nine, eight percent aged forty to 

forty-nine, less than five percent aged fifty to fifty-nine, 

and only one percent aged sixty and older partake in 

basketball. Tennis, another popular sport, sees a high 

decrease as well. Twenty-one percent of those aged sixteen 

to twenty-four play tennis and this number steadily 

decreases to three percent for those aged sixty and older. 

However, the activity of picnicking ranked favorably amongst 

all groups. Picnicking ranked fifth amongst those aged 

sixteen to twenty-four and increased to the second most 

desirable activity for those aged twenty-five through sixty 

and older (Wellner, 13) . 

Sustainability is always an important issue when addressing 

the design of an outdoor recreational facility and should 

always take high priority. Sustainability, in its simplest 

definition, means that the present needs of the users and 

their environment are met without compromising the needs of 

futxire generations. Sustainability can be captured using a 

system founded by the Scottish Natural Heritage. This 

progreoa includes five main principles. These five 
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principles include wise use (resources should be used wisely 

and sparingly), carrying capacity (resources should be used 

within the limits of their capacity), environmental quality 

(the quality of the natural setting should be maintained and 

improved) , precautionary principle (in situations of 

uncertainty, those involved should act in a precautionary 

manner), and shared benefits (there should be an equitable 

distribution of costs and benefits of any development) 

(Bell, 18). Sustainability is necessary to ensure that 

future generations enjoy the same privileges we now enjoy. 

The value of outdoor recreation is seen not only in its 

success in sustaining the environment but is seen in life 

itself. The value is expressed when a sports program keeps 

a teenager off of drugs, when a neighborhood park gives a 

place of respite and social participation for the elders, 

and when a jogger adds years to his or her life. As John 

Muir once said, "each year thousands of nerve-shaken, over-

civilized people find that going to the mountains, forests, 

and deserts is sort of like going home. These areas are 

useful not only as fountains of timber and water but 

fountains of life" (President's Commission, 21). 
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Children's Playground 

Literature on the subject of children's playgrounds is 

plentiful. Subjects ranging from proper design and 

construction (ensuring safety) to social considerations 

(maximizing the child's personal growth) are available in an 

abundance of books, journals, magazines, newspapers, and 

over the Internet. In addition, many organized groups have 

surfaced vhose purpose is to ensure that children are 

provided with ample space for play and safe equipment to 

enjoy. One such organization is the Committee On Play, 

which is a sub-division of the American Association for 

Leisure and Recreation. The Committee has links to the 

International Association for the Child's Right to Play, 

Association for Childhood International, and the National 

Association for the Education of Young Children. The 

Committee developed five mission statements on the subject 

of play, all of which place the child's needs and safety in 

the forefront (Thompson, 3). 

One such example of the Committee On Play's influence on the 

development of playgrounds was initiated in 1986 when the 

Committee disseminated a survey on playground equipment 

available for purchase. This study was developed in order 

to obtain accurate information which may be used to improve 

existing and future playground equipment and to better 
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understand the type and quantity of play structures, 

location of each structure, maintenance status, and type of 

surface material used. Surveys were administered to one 

hundred ninety-eight parks in twenty-three states. Eighty-

three percent of all the sites showed ample spacing between 

equipment of ten feet or more. Swing structures were the 

most frequently found play equipment and ninety-eight 

percent of the time were properly anchored. Rubber matting 

was the most frequently used material under the swings and 

sand was the most frequently used material under the 

climbing equipment (Bowers, 9). 

A child's play area not only encourages the child to learn 

and be social, but it also helps in the ability of decision

making and other practical skills that will be utilized 

throughout the child's life (Hart, 2). Such play areas are 

bountiful and located throughout the United States. One 

such site, Jack Fischer Park in Campbell, California, 

exemplifies the practical side of play. This park 

introduces non-traditional playground activities such as dcua 

building where children are able to construct deuns and test 

their product through the use of a water feature, which 

mimics a river. Developing a play area euround a specific 

theme has become quite popular and quite often, the play 

area will encompass either geological, historical, or 

natural significance (Bell, 89). Theodore Walker discusses 
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such sites in his book "Designs for Parks and Recreation 

Spaces." One such site is Ravenswood Park located in East 

Palo Alto, California. Ravenswood Park is a five-acre site 

that reflects an African theme and harmonizes with the 

historical background of the community. The dominant 

designs at this park include a native African hut, African 

animal imagery, and African plant material. In additional, 

three kiosks are grouped together in the pre-school play 

area to form a close space which also shelters the play 

structures. The kiosks are repeated in the senior citizen 

areas where tables are provided with checkerboard and chess 

games. This site experiences a temperate climate that 

allows for many native African plants to flourish (27). 

Three broad types of play have been identified in recent 

studies. The first is motor play, which involves physical 

activities such as running, jumping, swinging, and climbing. 

The second is social play, which occurs as children learn to 

interact with each other in social situations. And the 

third is cognitive play, occurring when the child learns 

about the environment and his or her effect on their 

environment (Bell, 85). A particular site, which caters to 

the motor play of children, is found in Dallas, Texas. 

Highland Pcirk Playground is the site of a day care progreim 

Sponsored by the United Methodist Church. This playground 



was designed specifically for motor skill and includes 

amenities such as underground "caves" and above grade forts. 

In addition, during chosen days, the children are allowed to 

splash in the sunken amphitheater area as well as to play 

under special water sprays mounted on wood structures. Two 

small children's restrooms, writing and drawing walls, 

swinging bridge, a maze, and rope swings are also included 

(Walker, 61). 

When children think about playgrounds, visions of merry-go-

rounds, sandpits, swings, and places to play ball come to 

mind. When parents think of playgrounds, they typically 

think about the size of the equipment in relation to the age 

of the child, the proximity of the playground to home, 

whether or not a fence around the play area has been 

installed, and whether the surfacing under the equipment is 

adequate (Thompson, 3). This section aims to discuss both 

sides of the issues beginning with a historical review of 

playgrounds followed by playground safety and playground 

design and development. 

Historical Review of Plavarounds 

Children's playgrounds did not exist before the nineteenth 

century, except perhaps for the rich. The reasoning behind 

such a late start is attributed to the historical attitudes 



toward children and the changing social and educational 

conditions of the time. Gradually, children became distinct 

from the adults due to social changes, the passing of child 

labor laws, and the growth of public education. Along with 

the growth of public education came the recognition that 

children needed free time for recreation. Recess, after-

school hours, and vacation time became common place in a 

child's life. Therefore, the need for a place where 

children can play developed only after the freeing of 

children from labor (EriJcsen, 9) . 

The playground movement came into being during the late 

1800's. A Boston schoolyard was designated an area of play 

in 1868, Chicago's Washington Park devoted space for a 

playground in 1876, and a sand garden was created in 1885 

for the children of Boston. This growing popularity of 

playgrounds forced the city governments to install play 

equipment in such parks (Cranz, 63). In 1891, the New York 

Society of Parks and Playgrounds opened its first playground 

in the Upper East Side of New York City. This playground 

was equipped with sandpiles, small wagons, wheelbarrows, 

shovels, swings, seesaws, and other equipment. These early 

playgrounds had common characteristics. They were for the 

use of small children, located in densely populated areas, 

received funding from private sources, and maintained only 

during the summer months (Eriksen, 10). By 1898, New York 
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had opened thirty-one playgrounds under the control of the 

Board of Education. In addition, the number of playgrounds 

increased dramatically during the first two decades of the 

1900's. This increase was due to the integration of play 

and athletics into the school system and the need to trim 

costs by combining community and school facilities (Eriksen, 

12) . 

In 1907, the Playground Association of America was formed 

(Cranz, 63). Its original purpose corresponded to the "city 

beautiful" movement and provided adequate, aesthetically 

pleasing playgrounds (Jerome, 130). During the inception of 

the Association, approximately ninety cities supported 

playgrounds. By 1908, this number increased almost two 

hundred percent to one hundred seventy-seven cities 

(Braucher, 115). Also in 1908, Massachusetts passed 

playground laws that required every city of ten thousand or 

more to vote on whether or not the city would maintain a 

playground system. Among the forty-two cities which voted, 

forty voted yes with a majority of five to one and the 

states of New Jersey, Ohio, Indiana, and Minnesota soon 

followed (Curtis, 124). In 1910, an additional one hundred 

fifty-four cities opened playgrounds and those who had 

already established playgrounds were doubling the hours of 

operation. Along with the longer hours eame expensive 
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lighting, which not only provided the necessary light, but 

also provided security during the late hours. By this time, 

fifty-five cities supported playground associations, fifteen 

cities appointed special playground commissions, and almost 

fifty percent of the participating cities provided the 

funding, at least in part, by public taxation (Braucher, 

115). In 1907 the Association began publishing "The 

Playground". In addition, other publications became common, 

such as the "Normal Course of Play," published in 1910, and 

"The Play Movement and its Significance," published in 1917. 

In 1911, the Playground Association of America changed its 

name to The Playground and Recreation Association of America 

and later changed to the National Recreation Association 

(Eriksen, 13). The Association was instrximental in setting 

standards for size requirements of parks, play equipment, 

and training of recreation experts. In addition, it also 

influenced cities into supplying recreational facilities to 

its communities (Reed, 46). 

By the end of the first decade of the 1900's, the governor 

of New York City, Governor Hughes, believed that the 

supervised playground was a positive establishment for 

children to grow into productive citizens. He stated that: 

We want playgrounds in order that we may develop 
the sentiment of honor. In the playground, the 
boy learns without any suggestions of rebellion 
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and precept and preaching. He learns it because 
he does not want anybody else to cheat him and he 
is down on the boy that does not play fair. 
Thereby, he maintains a standard that he must 
establish in the community, and particularly in 
our great cities. This is a safeguard of the 
country and of the institutions of our government 
(Mallery, 157). 

Without supervisors or "play leaders", the playground became 

a social menace. And in order to insure a high level of 

play and a sufficient level of health and physical strength 

amongst the children, these playgrounds were a must (Curtis, 

121). During the 1910's, seventy-seven percent of the 

cities maintaining playgrounds utilized play leaders. 

Without such leaders, these grounds did indeed become a 

menace. However, with the right leader, even the smallest 

of open spaces could become a young child's paradise 

(Braucher, 1L6). 

In order for a playground to be effective, it had to be 

within walking distance. The effective range of a 

playground is different for children of different ages and 

sex, different for different cities and different for the 

different types of playgrounds. For instance, a boy will 

not walk as far to swing as he would to swim. In 1910, the 

standard rule of thvimb was that a playground needed to be 

within two blocks for children below six years of age, a 

quarter of a mile for children ages nine and ten, and a half 

mile for children older than ten. These distances had been 
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determined by observation and surveys (Curtis, 125). In 

addition, an acre of playground was to be provided for every 

one thousand to one thousand five-hundred children and it 

was specified that the space be constructed on level ground 

(Eriksen, 15). 

In 1928, playgrounds were separated into two categories. 

One for children of kindergarten age and younger and one for 

children between the ages of five and fourteen. The 

kindergarten playgrounds had the primary function of 

providing a safe place for the active play of children 

younger than five years old, with a secondary function to 

provide a relaxing place for mothers to rest. These 

playgrounds were typically placed in the interior of blocks 

and in the congested sections of a city. In addition, these 

young children were able to access the playground without 

crossing any streets. The playgrounds for children aged 

five to fourteen were typically placed under jurisdiction of 

the schools and were located within a quarter to a half mile 

walking distance (Weir, 15). This system of classification 

was necessary especially in the larger cities. In the 

smaller villages, a playground may be successful because of 

the few children utilizing the space. These children 

naturally separated into groups depending on age and sex. 

However, in a larger playground located in a larger city. 
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each division had its own area and leader to ensure that 

safe play was obtained (Kennard, 163). 

Historically, four types of playgrounds exist. These four 

are traditional, contemporary, creative, and adventure. The 

traditional playground typically consists of climbing bars, 

seesaws, and slides. The contemporary sites are somewhat 

sculptured and are often based on sand or concrete forms 

with emphasis on forms and textures. The creative 

playgrounds vary with equipment and design. Features 

typically include a wheeled vehicle area, sand and water 

area, and complex units for climbing, swinging, and fantasy 

play. The adventure playgrounds are identified through the 

use of raw materials and tools (Hartle, 19). These spaces 

did not provide the typical playground equipment. Instead, 

it was a space where the children could utilize loose 

material such as lumber, tires, pipes, bricks, and other 

materials that the children could freely manipulate. These 

children could alter the playground by building, digging, 

and demolishing (Eriksen, 20). To further define the 

adventure playground, the National Playground Fields 

Association states that such a space is: 

A place where children of all ages, under friendly 
supervision, are free to do many things they can 
no longer easily do in our crowded urban society; 
things like building huts, walls, forts, dens, 
tree houses, lighting fires and cooking, tree 
climbing, digging, camping, gardening, keeping 
animals, as well as playing teeua and group games. 
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painting, dressing up, modeling, reading or doing 
nothing. For it must also be a place where 
children just meet and talk in a free, relaxed 
atmosphere. They do not have to pay to enter, nor 
do they join as members; they just come to the 
playground whenever they feel like it (Eriksen, 
14) . 

These adventure playgrounds were first introduced in the 

U.S. during the 1950's. McCall's Magazine sponsored a 

demonstration playground in Minnesota. Known as "The Yard," 

this playground was a very successful one-year experiment. 

By 1977, adventure playgrounds existed in twenty cities; 

however, the concept never became very popular because of 

certain aspects that government officials and parents alike 

did not agree on. Such aspects included a required 

supervisor on site, and unsafe or unsightly conditions 

(Eriksen, 25). 

Playgrounds, indeed, were and still are a benefit to 

society. Society began to understand that outdoor life was 

very important to the health of every man, woman, and child. 

If the child was not given the time and space to play, then 

the child's energy would be directed in less healthful and 

less legal ways. When playgrounds were established, a 

decrease in juvenile crime was measured (Braucher, 114). 

Playgrounds are outdoor environments where children have 

more freedom to interact and develop healthy social skills. 

In addition, children spend a great deal of their day in the 



75 

outdoors and providing spaces for growth is what playgrounds 

accomplish best. 

Playground Safety 

Each year, an estimated 200,000 young, American children 

receive emergency treatment due to a playground-related 

injury. Of these 200,000, an estimated 148,000 involve 

playground equipment. In addition, approximately fifteen 

children die each year as a result of a playground-related 

injury, with most of the deaths attributed to a fall (United 

States Consumer Product Safety Commission - Tips for 

Safety, 1). The Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) 

has rated playground equipment as the fifth most hazardous 

consumer product. Lacerations, contusions, and abrasions 

account for most of the injuries. Swings are associated 

with eighteen to thirty-nine percent of all injuries while 

climbing equipment is associated with thirty to forty 

percent (Bond, 731). The NRPA and the National Playground 

Safety Institute (NPSI) have identified the twelve leading 

causes of injury on today's playgrounds. These causes 

include improper protective surfacing; inadequate fall zones 

(proper surface material should extend six feet in all 

directions of stationary equipment or twice the height of a 

swing extending both forward and backward); protrusion and 

entanglement hazards; entrapment openings; insufficient 

equipment spacing (spacing should be at least twelve feet 
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between the equipment with the fall zones not overlapping); 

trip hazards; lack of supervision/ age-inappropriate 

activities; lack of maintenance; sharp edges; platforms with 

no guardrails; and equipment not recommended for public 

playgrounds (Safety Guidelines, 15). 

Few public playgrounds are in compliance with the CPSC 

guidelines and the American Society of Testing and Materials 

(ASTM) standards. Not only are very few in compliance, but 

those which are not typically do not have the financial 

backing to bring the site up to such standards. According 

to the CPSC, the first step in compliance is to identify the 

problems. Many of these problems can be remedied with sound 

maintenance. Improvements which could be dealt with rather 

quickly are to replace inappropriate surfaces with 

appropriate, impact-attenuating surfaces; cover or remove 

exposed concrete footings; fix or dispose of broken 

equipment; replace worn parts; remove equipment which is 

deemed dangerous such as multiple occupancy swings, rope 

swings, exercise rings, and trapeze bars; and repair or 

remove equipment which has been known to cause injury due to 

poor maintenance or poor design (Safety Keeps the Play, 68). 

In addition to guidelines, the CPSC has also developed a 

checklist that is to be used when evaluating the safety of 

children's playgrounds. Details of this checklist are found 

in Appendix B. The major areas covered by this list include 
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protective surfacing; fall zones; equipment spacing; catch 

points and protruding hardware; openings that can trap, 

pinch, or crush; shearing and sharp hazards; tripping 

hazards; guardrails; routine maintenance; and supervision 

(United States Consumer Product Safety Commission - Ten 

Steps Toward, 1). 

The American Association for Leisure and Recreation (AALR) 

has identified four major elements that interact to create a 

safe playground. These four elements are age-appropriate 

design, surfacing, supervision, and maintenance. 

Playgrounds must be designed to accommodate children of 

different age groups, physical sizes, and abilities. In 

addition, the design must also provide safe distances 

between one piece of equipment and the next. The designer 

is challenged to develop appropriate play spaces for users 

ranging from infants to adults and having physical abilities 

from near immobility to above average athletic ability. To 

develop a design, which meets such a demanding criteria, 

results in a space that is efficient and safe. 

The second area of concern, surfacing, is of utmost 

importance. The AALR encourages that all recreation 

professionals evaluate the current surfaces under play 

structures and immediately replace any asphalt, concrete, or 

grass with acceptable, resilient materials (Hudson-Are We 
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Safe Yet, 32). Over 28,000 playground equipment-related 

topics spanning a period of five years indicates that 

surface material plays a key role in injuries. Unsuitable 

material was mentioned in eighty percent of the cases and 

was the cause of a high percentage of severe head injuries 

and fractures (Mack, 372). 

Lack of*supervision has also been a contributing factor in 

the increase of playground injuries. This lack of 

supervision is cited as a contributing factor in forty 

percent of all playground injuries. Professionals in the 

industry are encouraged to evaluate current supervisory 

plans; ensure that supervisory techniques fit the purpose, 

users, equipment, and site; and continually enhance 

supervisory practices. 

Maintenance, another key issue, is known to contribute to 

about half of all playground accidents. The National Action 

Plan for the Prevention of Playground Injuries recommends 

that those in-charge should review maintenance policies to 

ensure that routine inspections are performed and policies 

are continually updated (Hudson, 32). 

Many studies and surveys have been conducted over the years 

dealing with the issue of playground safety. One such 

study, conducted in 1996, by the U.S. Public Interest 
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Research Group and the Consximer Federation of America 

consisted of a survey administered to four hundred forty-

three public playgrounds in twenty-two states. This survey 

suggests that many of the playgrounds today suffer from 

safety problems. Some of the findings concluded that more 

than ninety percent of playgrounds lacked sufficient 

protective surfacing under the more dangerous equipment such 

as jungle gyms, slides, and swings. In addition, more than 

half of the playgrounds had play features with head-

entrapment hazards that could potentially lead to 

strangulation. In addition, sixty percent of all 

playgrounds had swings spaced too closely together or too 

closely to the support structure (Public Playgrounds, 44). 

Another study, conducted by Mott in 1997, collected 

information on the surface types of eighty-five playgrounds 

as well as the type and height of the playground equipment 

(1875). The CPSC has reconmended that a shock-absorbing 

surface be placed under and around all playground equipment. 

The suitable materials include wood chips, bark mulch, wood 

mulch, inorganic loose material, sand, gravel, and 

rubberized matting. The unsuitable material includes dirt, 

grass, pavement, concrete, and asphalt. In addition, the 

CPSC has determined that twelve inches of loose fill is 

adequate for equipment of up to eight feet in height (Mack, 

368). Of the three hundred and thirty-three children who 

were injured at one of the playgrounds, sixteen percent were 
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admitted to a hospital with thirteen percent being admitted 

with a fracture, only two children were required to stay 

over night. Most injuries were equipment related with 

sixty-five percent of the children falling from the 

equipment, twenty-one percent colliding with the equipment, 

and three percent trapped by or caught in the equipment. 

Only ten percent of the injuries were not equipment related. 

This study found that injury risks on rubberized surfaces 

were half that of bark and a fifth that of concrete (Mott, 

1875). 

Injuries occurring at playgrounds are not only physically 

damaging, but they can be financially damaging as well. 

Many injuries occurring at playgrounds result in lawsuits 

against the owner or operator of the recreational facility 

(Playgrounds Are All Fun and Games, 70). Joe Frost, 

professor at the University of Texas in Austin, reviewed one 

hundred seventy-seven playground injuries and thirteen 

fatalities that occurred between the years 1981 and 1985. 

Of these, eighty-one percent of the cases were settled out 

of court and nine percent went to trial (Safer Playgrounds, 

16). Generally, lawsuits fall into two categories. The 

first are those caused by a dangerous or defective 

condition, (usually due to improper design or neglected 

maintenance) and the second are those caused by failxire to 

adequately supervise certain activities. Several cases of 
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injuries are important to mention. First, Strauss v. Town 

of Oyster Bay is a case where a child, playing little league 

baseball, sustained injury while sliding into home base and 

caught his foot in a depression. The court ruled in favor 

of the town of Oyster Bay because it was determined that the 

child, who had played little league baseball for years, 

voluntarily participated in the game and assumed the risks 

involved. One of the key outcomes from this case is that 

awareness should be assessed against the background of skill 

and familiarity of the game. Another case, Delaney v. Town 

of Hempstead, involves a woman who collided with a wood 

fence while playing tennis. The courts found in favor of 

the town because the woman had played there previously, was 

aware that the fence existed, and therefore, assiomed the 

risk (Playgrounds Are All Fun and Games, 70). 

Of all design decisions made during the development of a 

neighborhood park (or any park for that matter) , safety must 

be given high priority. As discussed, when safety issues 

are properly handled, not only does the designer play a 

significant role in reducing the number of injuries, but the 

number of lawsuits are also greatly reduced. In order to 

insure such reductions, safety margins must be incorporated 

for all amenities located on site. By adhering to these 

safety margins, an enjoyable and safe playground is created. 
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Playground Design and Development 

The outdoors can be an exciting playground for children. 

Natural features such as wide open spaces, landforms, water, 

rocks and stones, grassy areas, trees, and shrubs can all be 

used as creative playground amenities (Bell, 87). Designers 

no longer look to the conventional playground equipment 

(such as the swings, slides and monkey bars) when designing 

a park. Such natural amenities are gaining rapid popularity 

and, in some locations, becoming quite commonplace. 

Relationships of such amenities are key in whether or not a 

play-area is successful. There are some relationships that 

are worthwhile and there are some that are best avoided. 

Appendix C lists such desirable and undesirable 

relationships (Mason, 79). One such desirable relationship 

is between the playground and picnic area. Ideally, the 

play-area should be located next to the picnic facilities, 

which are in turn located in close vicinity to the parking 

area. This relationship follows the concept of zoning. 

Zoning is important in the development of a design. 

Dividing areas into zones suitable for different age groups 

is an important task. These zones can be identified with 

certain amenities such as signs or, perhaps, benches where 

parents can relax as they observe the children (Bell, 89). 

Consumer Report conducted a study in 1996 where they tested 

a number of playground swings and other equipment. The 
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study included two dozen children who were given free rein 

of the equipment. In addition to observing these two dozen 

children. Consumer Report also conducted a nationwide survey 

of six hundred families who own play equipment. From the 

study, two results were discovered. The first is that it is 

important to consider which features appeal to the children 

and what equipment provides a safe design. The features 

children seemed to enjoy the most included platforms, 

swings, ladders, and lawn swings. The least liked features 

included the gymnastic activities such as trapezes, rings, 

and horizontal bars. Other observations were that children 

preferred long winding slides which were partially covered, 

rides the children could stand up on, swings with flexible 

seats, and any activities which they could play together 

(Playing It Safe, 42). In addition to better understanding 

the equipment children utilize the most, it is also 

important to look at the safety features of such equipment. 

For instance, it is important that playground equipment be 

at the proper height for the intended user. Slides and 

climbing equipment should be no higher than six feet above 

the ground for pre-schoolers and seven feet for school-age 

children. For pre-schoolers, all raised platforms and 

walkways more than twenty inches off the ground should have 

guardrails. For the older, school-age children, thirty 

inches are appropriate. All spaces between rungs should be 

large enough to prevent entrapment. In addition, all swings 
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designed for infants and toddlers under two-years-old should 

have leg dividers to prevent the child from slipping and 

should be located away from older children's play-areas. 

The older children's swings should be a distance of at least 

two feet apart and at least two and one-half feet away from 

any support structure (Epel, 58). Around these play-areas, 

a gated fence or ample vegetation will help insure that the 

children will not run out into unsupervised areas. There 

should also be distinct areas within the playground for 

different age groups. A sound playground will have 

appropriate equipment for children five- to twelve-years-

old. Between the two spaces should be a buffer zone. The 

older children need a challenge in their play-area whereas 

the younger children need a safe environment (Epel, 59). 

In addition to design, construction is also an important 

process to consider. Any structures built for a play-area 

should be robust, free from safety hazards, and possess 

sustainable qualities (Bell, 91). In order to insure safety 

and durability, all posts should be set well into the ground 

and concreted with footings covered with at least six inches 

of soil. In addition, bolts should be countersunk and 

protruding ends cut flush. Any chains located on site 

should have links small enough or large enough that they 

don't catch small fingers and timber should be peeled and 

rounded before used (Bell, 89) . 
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One of the most influential playground designers of our 

times is Richard Dattner of New York. Mr. Dattner combined 

the developmental needs of children with natural material 

such as sand and water. One of his most famous designs is 

in Central Park where he included tree houses, a maze, 

splashing and wading pools connected by a water channel, 

safe slides, tunnels, and other equipment located on a safe 

yet durable sand base (Eriksen, 35). Another case study, 

which illustrates integration of natural materials, is the 

Edger M. Queeny Play Center in St. Louis, Missouri. This 

park is a one-acre site and is designed specifically to 

serve children of all ages, with special attention given to 

children ages three to ten. The design of this playground 

was created through a series of in-depth research into 

children's recreational needs. It incorporates a wide 

variety of creative, physical, and imaginative play 

activities. The Center allows the parents an opportunity to 

enjoy many of the adult facilities found in an adjacent park 

while their children enjoy the Center's safe and creative 

environment. The site is divided into three areas. First, 

is the active interplay area; second, the creative play 

area; and third, the passive recreation area. The active 

interplay area uses natural wood play equipment with a sand 

base. In addition, a "stone mountain" was constructed for 
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climbing, sliding, swinging, crawling, and jumping. A 

tunnel provides a lower level of play that is tied to the 

upper level by a vertical passage. The creative play area 

is where children gain creative play experiences through the 

use of construction toys and crafts. The passive area 

consists of shade for the adults to observe their children 

at play (Walker, 65). 

Play areas should be accessible to all children, including 

those with disabilities. With some help, they should have 

access to most, if not all play structures (Bell, 91) . 

Through use of this concept, students at New York State 

College were given the challenge to design a playground that 

would cater to sight-impaired users. The design utilized a 

variety of multi-sensory materials such as wood, rubber, 

sand, grass, black top, crushed rock, play structures, 

ropes, steering wheels, pulleys, buckets, and navigational 

amenities such as gongs, buzzers, and pipe chimes. This 

outdoor playground had to provide a sense of safety for the 

visually impaired and be stimulating as well (Land, 2). 

Playgrounds are, without a doubt, specialized open-spaces. 

Even though they are set aside and designed for children's 

play, they also contribute to the landscape of a city as any 

other open-space does (Eriksen, 8). According to the NRPA, 

recreation and park spaces are used by seventy-five percent 
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of the U.S. population or more than 192 million people. In 

addition, over seventy percent of all Americans live within 

walking distance of a park or playground (Safety Guidelines, 

14). With such a high percentage of users, one can 

certainly understand why recreation is such a popular, high-

profiled, and lucrative industry. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROJECT METHODOLOGY 

Project methodology is an important aspect in any research 

study. The four conimonly used methods of research are the 

historical method, descriptive survey method, analytical 

method, and experimental method (Leedy, 97). Those who are 

involved in research know that it is the nature of the data 

that dictates the research methodology. This study, due to 

the nature of its data, shall utilize the descriptive survey 

method. 

The descriptive survey method, also known as the normative 

survey method, is used to process data that are collected by 

way of observation. This particular method strives to 

understand the uniformity of any given event. In other 

words, one is able to judge, based on the outcome of an 

occurrence, what may happen again in the future. The 

researcher draws conclusions from a collection of data and 

extrapolates what is likely to happen again under similar 

circumstances. What an observer sees at any given moment is 

thought to be normal and under the same conditions, the 

observations will be the seune. A common pattern, or norm, 

is observed and recorded (Leedy, 97) . 

This chapter is divided into two sections. The first 

section (Selection Methods) discusses the process and 
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procedures in selecting the study sites and determining the 

methods of collecting site-specific data. The second 

section (Data Gathering Process) discusses the study 

population and sample group, observation objectives and 

procedures, survey objectives and procedures, development of 

the survey questionnaire, survey distribution, and the data 

analysis process. 

Selection Methods 

Following is a discussion on the methods used in determining 

which sites were targeted for this study and which methods 

of data collection were utilized. 

study Sites Selected 

The sites for this study are located in Southern 

California's Coachella Valley. The Coachella Valley is 

located approximately one hundred twenty miles east of Los 

Angeles in what is known as the Inland Empire. The Valley 

is comprised of nine separate townships, with eight of the 

townships located on the south side of Interstate 10 running 

contiguously from east to west. These cities include (from 

east to west): Coachella, Indio, La Quinta, Indian Wells, 

Palm Desert, Rancho Mirage, Cathedral City, and Palm 

Springs. The ninth township, Desert Hot Springs, is located 

north of Interstate 10. 
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Each township was considered as a potential candidate for 

this study and an in-depth demographic analysis was 

conducted in order to determine a 'best-fit' scenario. 

Several key demographic statistics were deemed important in 

the consideration of the study sites. The relevant 

statistics included permanent (as opposed to seasonal) 

population, households with families and households with 

married couples, ages of children within a household, family 

income, total household income, and ethnic breakdown. The 

objective was to identify three townships which maintained 

the highest percentage of permanent population, married 

households with children, households with children between 

the ages of four and twelve, households with an income range 

of $35,000 to $75,000 per year, and the highest percentage 

of whites. The purpose of determining the three townships 

which maintain a high consistency rate of the above 

statistics is to insure that the parks identified as the 

study sites are utilized in a relatively similar fashion, 

during similar time periods, by a similar population. 

Appendix D depicts the results of this valley-wide 

demographic study. As indicated, the data analyzed was 

extracted from the 1990 Census and updated to January 1, 

1998. The objective was to identify the top three townships 

in each statistical category and add the number of times 



91 

each township held a top percentage. The three townships 

selected were the three with the greatest number of top 

percentage points. As shown on page 3 of Appendix D, La 

Quir.ta captured the most points followed by Palm Desert and 

Cathedral City. 

The next task was to identify all the neighborhood parks (as 

defined in the literature review) located in the three 

chosen townships. Once identified, a demographic study was 

conducted on an area within a one-half mile radius of each 

park. The demographic categories were similar to those used 

for the townships and included the total number of married 

households with families, total number of owner-occupied 

households, total number of households with children under 

thirteen years of age, and total number of households with 

an annual income of $35,000 to $75,000, In addition to the 

demographic requirements, this study also considered only 

those sites which are older than two years and are between 

two and five acres. As indicated on page 3 of Appendix D 

(by use of the '+' symbol), Adeuns Park (located in La 

Quinta), Century Park (located in Cathedral City), and 

Ironwood Park (located in Palm Desert) , all maintain a high 

percentage rate in each statistical category and adhere to 

the age and size constraints. Therefore, this study has 
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proven that Adams Park, Century Park, and Ironwood Park all 

maintain a similar demographic make-up. 

Appendix E summarizes each study site and includes a 

location map and several photos showing layout, amenities, 

and views. Adams Park is located on the corner of Adams 

Street and La Palma Drive. This site is four and three-

quarter acres in size and was constructed in 1994. The 

park, designed by Community Works Design Group of Riverside, 

California, and engineered by Buena Engineers, Inc. of 

Bermuda Dunes, California, includes a two and three-quarter 

acre open-play area (which also functions as a retention 

basin), separate totlot and child play area, picnic tables, 

shade structures, misting system, water fountain, and night 

lighting. Adams Park is located on a collector street 

(Adams Street), approximately one-quarter mile from a major 

artery. 

Century Park, located on the corner of Da Vail Drive and 

Century Park Drive is a five-acre site constructed in 1990. 

The park was designed by Ronald Gregory and Associates of 

Palm Desert, California, and engineered by Hacker 

Engineering of Palm Springs, California. The amenities 

include a six-thousand square-foot totlot, eight-thousand 

square-feet of off-street parking, four covered picnic 

tables with barbecues, restroom with a drinking fountain. 



93 

baseball dieunond, tennis court, basketball court, open-play 

area, retention basin, night lighting, and signage. The 

park is located on a collector street (Da Vail Drive), 

approximately two miles from a major artery. 

The third site, Ironwood Park, is located on Chia Drive in 

Palm Desert. This park is three acres in size and was 

constructed in 1993. The park was designed by The Planning 

Center of Phoenix, Arizona, and engineered by Robert, Bein, 

William, and Frost of Palm Desert, California. The 

amenities include a one and one-half acre open-play area, 

ten thousand square-feet of playground, ten-thousand square-

feet of off-street parking, four covered picnic tables with 

barbecues, restroom with a drinking fountain, and night 

lighting. Ironwood Park is located on a neighborhood street 

(Chia Drive) less than one-quarter mile from a collector 

street and approximately one-half mile from a major artery. 

Methods of Collecting Site Data 

Two methods of data collection were utilized in this study, 

including on-site observation and user surveys. On-site 

observations occurred during three consecutive Saturdays 

between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. The 

observations occurred during the months of February and 

March of 1999. The importance of observing park use during 

this period was critical because of the extreme temperatvires 
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in the desert, which begin to rise during the month of 

April. Once the heat is present, park use throughout all of 

the Coachella Valley is very low. Therefore, observing park 

use during the Valley's optimum season insures that heat is 

not a determining factor in deterring users from visiting 

the site. In addition to on-site observations, surveys were 

distributed to a sampling of one hundred twenty-five 

residents living within a one-half mile radius of each park. 

Additional details on observations and surveys are given 

later in this chapter. 
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Data Gathering Process 

The following is a discussion on the processes and 

procedures in collecting relevant data. 

Observation Objectives and Procedures 

The objectives for observing park-use were threefold; to 

determine the number of users during the given three-hour 

block; to observe activities throughout the site; and to 

determine average lengths of stay during the observation 

period. 

Observations were performed every half-hour during the 

three-hour block. On the half-hour, a count of users in the 

park, cars in the parking lot (if applicable), and 

activities occurring throughout the site were taken. In 

addition, the number of children (and approximate ages) 

involved in different activities was also denoted in order 

to better understand which age groups prefer which 

activities. The high temperature for the day (taken from 

the following Sunday's Los Angeles Times) and weather 

patterns dxiring the observation period were also recorded. 

Study Population and Sample Group 

The study population, as defined by Babbie, is "that 

aggregation of elements from which the sample is actually 
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selected (170)." In other words, the study population is the 

population from which the sampling is drawn. The study 

population for this project is those residents who live 

within a one-half mile radius of each park. Babbie also 

indicates that researchers often further limit their study 

population in order to filter out participants who may 

distort the data or otherwise be undesirable (170). The 

study population for this project was filtered to withdraw 

those residents whose mailing address is different from the 

physical address. This will insure that owners living 

elsewhere will not receive a survey. 

The sampling (also known as the unit of observation or the 

unit of analysis) is the element from which data is 

collected (Babbie, 171). The sampling for this project was 

determined by High Tech Mailing Services, located in Palm 

Desert, California. High Tech Mailing Services developed 

the sample through the use of a database consisting of all 

residents living in the Coachella Valley. A random sampling 

of one hundred twenty-five residents living within a one-

half mile radius of each park was extracted from this 

database. In addition. High Tech Mailing Services also 

generated the self-adhesive mailing labels (addressed to 

'neighbor') used in distributing the surveys. 
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Survey Objectives and Procedures 

Today, survey research is known to be one of the most 

popular and most frequently used techniques of gathering 

data (Babbie, 23 6}. It is probably the best method in 

obtaining information from a population that is too large to 

observe. Such sampling provides a means of determining, 

through the use of a sample group, the general attitudes of 

the population (Babbie, 237). The purpose of this study was 

to determine, through the use of mailed surveys, the user's 

perception on the success of their neighborhood park. 

Development of the Survey Questionnaire 

Careful planning of the survey questionnaire is of vital 

importance. This instrument is the bridge between the 

subject's perceived views and the researcher's accurate 

analysis. Therefore, the first guideline, according to 

Leedy, for developing a questionnaire is to "inspect the 

assumptions underlying the questionnaires. Do the 

assumptions fit with the realities of life (100)?" What 

Leedy was implying is that all too often, questionnaires are 

designed with the fallacy that life has no contingent 

circumstances and such experiences can be precisely 

categorized. When in fact, experiences are complex and 

there exists many factors that could alter a respondent's 

answer (Leedy, 100). In order to prevent such an 
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occurrence, this study asked questions in a careful, non-

precise manner. Words such as 'always,' 'constantly,' and 

'continuously,' were avoided, whereas words such as 

'typically,' 'generally,' and 'on average,' were used 

liberally. In addition, several opportunities for the 

respondent to expand on an answer were offered in the form 

of open-ended, follow-up questions. 

In addition to careful inspection of the survey questions, 

the researcher should also be courteous to the respondents. 

Questionnaires take time to complete and it is important to 

create a kind, courteous, and appreciative message. 

Therefore, several rules of courtesy must be followed in 

order to aid in the high return-rate of the questionnaires. 

First, as indicated, be courteous. Second, simplify. 

Making the questions simple to read and respond to will be 

appreciated by the participants and be a direct factor in 

the number of returns. Third, think of the respondent 

filling out the questionnaire. What is the initial 

impression the questionnaire makes as the envelope is 

opened? By insuring that the questionnaire is legible 

(neatly typed with no mistakes) , respondents will be more 

likely to complete and return. Fourth, make it brief. Ask 

only questions that are essential to the research. And 

lastly, include return postage. Respondents are less likely 
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to cooperate if they are required to provide the postage 

(Leedy, 101). By adhering to these five rules, a higher 

rate of return will occur resulting in an accurate and 

successful analysis. 

The survey questionnaire for this study vas designed with 

three main areas of concern. The first section addressed 

general park-use questions. Questions concerning knowledge 

of the park, proximity of resident to the park, frequency of 

park use, time of day park is used, transportation to and 

from the park, and length of visit were asked in this 

section. Secondly, specific park-use questions were asked. 

Questions concerning existing amenities, safety issues, 

maintenance issues, and desired amenities were addressed. 

And lastly, demographic questions were posed. Appendix F 

lists all the questions included in the survey. 

The format of the survey was designed in such a way as to 

encourage a high response rate. Questions were short and to 

the point. Only five out of thirty questions were open-

ended and all required a short statement. An eleven-by 

seventeen-inch paper was used as the format, and also 

functioned as a self-mailing response. The return address 

(along with a first-class stamp) was located on the opposite 

side of the questionnaire. The introductory letter (see 

Appendix G) was also located on the opposite side of the 
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questionnaire. In addition, the survey was designed to be 

aesthetically pleasing because it included a number of black 

and white park images faded into the background behind the 

questions. 

Survey Pre-Test 

After the development of the questionnaire, the researcher 

should spend adequate time pre-testing the survey. Surveys 

should be pre-tested on a small population (also known as a 

pilot study) in order to test whether any items or 

instructions exist that are difficult to understand or 

comprehend (Leedy, 100). 

After design of the survey for this study, twenty copies 

were distributed to co-workers and friends. The pre-test 

participants were asked to answer all questions as if the 

survey pertained to a park they were familiar with. After 

completing the questionnaires, pre-test participants were 

asked to answer six questions which addressed the length of 

time required to complete the questionnaire, effectiveness 

of the introductory letter, clarity of the questions, 

completeness of the provided responses, and sufficient 

writing space. The pre-test response sheet, along with an 

introductory letter, is located in Appendix H. 
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Survey Distribution 

Surveys were distributed through bulk mail conducted by High 

Tech Mailing Services of Palm Desert, California. The 

packet, mailed in a nine- by twelve-inch manila envelope, 

included the questionnaire (folded), letter of introduction, 

and three letters of support. The letters of support 

(illustrated in Appendix I) were included to help encourage 

the residents to respond by instilling a sense of confidence 

that this was truly a viable, authentic, and legitimate 

study. The letters were written by William Havens, Director 

of the University of Arizona's School of Landscape 

Architecture; Tony Barton, Cathedral City's Parks and 

Recreation Manager; and Jeff Winklepleck, Palm Desert's 

Parks and Recreation Planning Manager. The City of La 

Quinta opted not to participate in this study due to parking 

conflicts within the neighborhood surrounding Adams Park. 

The residents adjacent to the park are currently disputing 

the design because off-street parking was not incorporated. 

Therefore, park users are parking on the street in front of 

their homes. The City of La Quinta did not want a perceived 

connection between this study and resolution of the 

conflict. The questionnaire, after completion, was folded, 

taped, and mailed. 
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Data Analysis Process 

Each response to each question was given a unique code. 

Appendix J details the codes given to each response. These 

codes were entered into a spreadsheet and tabulated for 

frequency. Several studies of analysis were then developed 

including an analysis concerning demographics, general park 

use, and specific park use. Frequency distribution of each 

question was calculated and included in the above-mentioned 

studies. In addition, combinations of key factors were also 

studied and analyzed. Analyses of amenity ranking based on 

age group, amenity ranking based on gender, and amenity 

ranking based on age of children were taken into 

consideration. Safety and maintenance issues were also an 

important factor. Analyses of safety and maintenance issues 

based on gender, age group, and age of children were also 

studied. Lastly, studies on several other combinations were 

analyzed to determine any correlation between variables. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Analysis of data consists of four sections. The first 

section revisits the statement of the purpose set forth in 

this study while the second section discusses and analyzes 

results of the site observation. The third discusses and 

analyzes results of the survey pre-test and the fourth 

outlines and analyzes, in depth, results of the survey. 

Purpose of Study Revisited 

The purpose of this study was to determine the user 

perceptions of a neighborhood park and to identify key 

variables related to the successful design of such parks. 

In order to fulfill this purpose, several sub-problems 

required attention. Specifics of such sub-problems are 

discussed below: 

The first challenge was determining, by means of a 

literature review, the extent of information previously 

written on the subject. Understanding the information 

available for review aided in all aspects of the study, from 

understanding the definition of a neighborhood park, to the 

history of urban parks, to the meaning of outdoor 

recreation. Understanding such concepts proved beneficial 

in the success of this study. 
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The second step was to identify the appropriate study sites. 

Careful attention was given to identifying the study sites 

appropriate for fulfilling the purpose of study. An in-

depth demographic analysis was key to identifying a sampling 

frame consistent with the desired results. Without such 

analysis, inconsistencies such as intended use of the site 

would skew the analysis and result in a social-class bias. 

The third step was to develop the sample group based on the 

identified sampling frame. Babbie suggests several key 

issues when determining the sample group. One such issue 

suggests that attention be given to determining the size of 

the sample and the response rate desired. In determining 

the desired response rate, attention must be given to 

understanding the differences between those who responded 

and those who didn't (497). 

The fourth step was to develop tools for survey research, 

which was the central element of this study. Close 

attention was given to developing appropriate questions, 

determining the order in which questions were to be asked, 

deciding on appropriate techniques in the distribution of 

the survey, and creating an effective process for the return 

of the survey. 
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The fifth step was to identify techniques for evaluating and 

analyzing survey data. Identifying appropriate statistical 

techniques used in the evaluation and analysis of the data 

played a major role in developing an effective study. 

The last step was to develop a comprehensive and 

understandable report that detailed conclusions based on 

collected data. Developing a report that details the design 

and execution of the study and is free of vague concepts and 

explanations is important to the lasting effectiveness of 

any study. 
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Observation Results and Analysis 

Observation results and analysis consists of three 

components; Adams Park, Century Park, and Ironwood Park. 

Each component outlines the site analysis, observation 

details, and the overview of findings. 

Adams Park fsee Appendix E. page 1 for site map) 

The heart of Adams Park seems to gravitate around the two 

children's play-areas, even though a wide expanse of lawn 

exists. Children of all ages enjoy what the playgrounds 

have to offer. During the three-hour observation period, 

the two playgrounds were never without activity. 

Site Analysis: 

The small child tot-lot consists of a multi-level play 

structure, animal springs, and a swingset with two infant 

seats. The multi-level play structure (shown in Appendix E, 

page 1) includes three slides, several ladders, a bridge, 

and other play items. 

The highest platform is approximately four feet above the 

surface and includes ample railings, but the lower rail on 

the bridge seems slightly too high. A small child could 

easily slide underneath this railing and fall to the 

surface. The surface is made of shredded bark at least six 
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inches deep with a wheelchair ramp for easy access. 

Although the shredded bark is fairly compact, maneuvering a 

wheelchair would be somewhat strenuous. An impact-

attenuating surface would be better suited for 

maneuverabi1ity. 

The swings are angled appropriately to prevent conflict with 

those playing on the multi-level play structure and 

approximately six-feet of clearance between the swings and 

play structure is provided. A seat wall surrounding one-

half of the space is located on the east side adjacent to a 

small trellised area with a misting system for cooling 

during the hot summer months. 

Although the small child tot-lot is a popular space, it does 

have its downfalls. First, the tot-lot is located directly 

inside the main entrance to the park. This space should be 

located towards the interior in order to prevent small 

children from running into the street or undesirable adults 

accessing the space too easily. In addition to being located 

adjacent to the entrance, screening and protection from 

Adams Street is also a problem for the tot-lot. As seen on 

page 1 of Appendix E, very little vegetation exists between 

the playground and the street. A small child could easily 

escape the watchful eye of a parent and run unknowingly into 

on-coming traffic. As reviewed later, this is a deep 
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concern of the parents in the neighborhood. Another 

downfall is the location of the main picnic area. This area 

is located on the opposite side of the park and although two 

picnic tables are found in close proximity to the tot-lot, a 

stronger relationship between the two amenities is 

desirable. 

The older child play-area is located adjacent to the small 

child tot-lot. This space includes a multi-level play 

structure and a swingset. The multi-level play structure 

includes three slides, chain ladder, bridge, hand-slide, and 

climbing bars. The highest platform is approximately five 

feet high with ample railings located throughout. Similar 

to the small child tot-lot, the older child play-area 

utilizes shredded bark as a surface and also includes a 

wheel-chair ramp. Again, shredded bark may not be the best 

surface for maneuvering a wheelchair. The swing set 

includes two seats and is located approximately eight-feet 

from the multi-level play structure. The angle of the 

swings prevents possible conflict between the uses. A seat-

wall encircling one-half of the play-area is located on the 

east side. As with the small child tot-lot, insufficient 

screening separates the play-area from Adams street. A 

child could (and apparently has) easily run into on-coming 

traffic. 
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Observation Details: 

Observation of Adaras Park took place on March 13, 1999 

between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. The activity 

areas monitored were relaxing (passive activities), play in 

the small child tot-lot, play in the older child play-area, 

activities in the open play-area, picnicking, and other 

miscellaneous activities. The climate during the 

observation was quite comfortable. The skies were sunny 

with a light breeze and a high temperature (for the day) of 

eighty degrees. 

Pages one through three of Appendix K detail the observation 

of Adams Park. The highest number of users witnessed was 

during the 1:00 p.m. observation. Nineteen adults and 

twenty-one children were present, with activities occurring 

in five of the six activity areas. Pages two, three, and 

the second half of page one reference the table on the first 

half of page one and give detailed information on the 

activities occurring during each observation period. 

Appendix L (generated from the data in Appendix K) 

identifies which activities were the most popular. As seen 

on page one, the adults (including teenagers) visiting Adams 

Park enjoyed relaxing as the most popular activity followed 

by activities in the open play-area and picnicking. 37.65% 

of all the adults observed were enjoying the passive 

qualities of Adauns Park. The children, on the other hand. 
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enjoyed activities offered by the two playgrounds. Page two 

of Appendix L indicates that 37.27% of all children observed 

were playing in either the small child tot-lot or the older 

child play-area. Children between the ages of two- and 

four-years comprised the highest number of participants 

(39.02% of the observations) followed by children aged six-

to eight-years and children aged eight- to ten-years. 

Since the playground is such a popular activity, 

understanding which amenities within the playground are 

popular is important as well. Page 3 of Appendix L details 

four activities that were observed within the two play-

areas. Of the four activities, the multi-level play 

structure vas the most popular, particularly amongst those 

children between the ages of eight- and ten-years, followed 

by play in the surface material (shredded bark). Over half 

(53.66%) of the children observed were on the multi-level 

play structure and 31.71% of the children observed were 

playing, very simply, on the surface. Children between the 

ages of two- and four-years seemed to enjoy this play most. 

Over 61% of all children playing on the surface material 

were of this age and seemed very content in rolling around, 

playing with small toys, or interacting with each other on 

the shredded bark. 
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The lengths of stay at Adams Park were difficult to record 

due to the dynamics of a neighborhood park. Neighborhood 

children were coming and going and mothers or fathers were 

leaving only to return moments later. However, those groups 

who did remain typically stayed for an average period of 

one- to two-hours, with most being closer to the one-hour 

mark. 

Overview of Findings; 

Adams Park seems to be a popular site amongst the neighbors. 

Although the playgrounds are the central attraction, the 

entire park is well used, such as the slopes that form the 

open-space and act as a retention basin. Children enjoy 

using these high banks to run down, roll down, or bicycle 

down. Adults enjoy the sloping topography to recline on, 

while still observing what is happening around them. This 

natural amenity gives children an effective alternative to 

the playground, while creating a functional use during times 

of heavy rain. 

The multi-level play structure located in the older child 

play-area is not much different from the structvire located 

in the small child tot-lot. Because of this, the older 

children are not challenged and tend to create their own 

challenges. On several occasions, children were observed 

climbing over the railing and hoisting themselves onto the 



112 

surfaces not intended to be used. Although the platforms 

are only six-feet above the surface, some of the higher 

areas (where children were climbing) reach upwards of 

twelve- to four teen-feet. A fall from this height could 

prove dangerous and, possibly, fatal. Likewise, the smaller 

children tended to use this structure more than the 

structure in the small child tot-lot. Because of this, the 

smaller children have a higher risk of injury due to bumps 

or shoves by the older children. In addition, the safety 

railings are not designed for children of this size. 

The mister systems (located at both play-areas) are also 

very popular. As seen on page one of Appendix E, children 

enjoy running through the mist as well as lying on the 

concrete covers and placing their face close to the screen. 

During the stunmer months, park-use is very low. However, 

the mister systems do create a more inviting space to, at 

the very least, sit and relax under the trellised cover. 

General maintenance of Adams Park seems acceptable. The 

playground equipment is in good shape, all the misting 

systems are in working order, and scattered debris is 

minimal. Likewise, maintenance of the landscaping is above 

average. The open play-area is well kept, the trees are all 

in good shape, and the shrubs are well groomed and healthy. 
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Century Park fsee Appendix E. page 2 for site map) 

As with Adams Park, Century Park's focal point seems to be 

the play-area. The picnic area and open-space area, 

however, seem to follow very closely in popularity. 

Site Analysis: 

The playground consists of a multi-level play structure, 

swingset with four seats (two for infants and two for older 

children), and animal springs. The multi-level play 

structure (shown in Appendix E, page 2) includes five slides 

(two covered), chain ladder, fireman's pole, and play 

blocks. The highest level reaches between fifteen- and 

twenty-feet. Even though the safety railings are adequate, 

this height seems extreme given the fact that a separate, 

small child tot-lot does not exist. 

The surface material consists of sand that is at least four-

to six-inches deep. Unlike Adams Park, Century Park's 

playground is situated in an ideal location. The playground 

is located adjacent to the large picnic structure and close 

to the three, smaller picnic structures. The restroom is 

located within fifty feet of the playground and the parking 

lot within one hundred feet. In addition, two drinking 

fountains exist on-site. One, located on the restroom wall, 

services the playground and picnic areas and the other is 

located at the tennis court. 
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The swingset is sited with sufficient buffering from the 

multi-play structure. However, the infant seats and the 

older child seats are located on the same frame. Small 

children, running for the swings, could be in conflict with 

the older children. 

Observation Details: 

Observation of Century Park took place on February 27, 1999 

between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. The 

activities monitored were relaxation (passive activities), 

activities in the playground, activities in the open play-

area, picnicking, and other miscellaneous activities. The 

climate during observation was ideal. The skies were sunny 

with a slight breeze and the high temperature (for the day) 

of eighty-one degrees. 

Pages four and five of Appendix K detail the observation of 

Century Park. The highest number of users occurred during 

the 2:00 p.m. observation. Seven adults and sixteen 

children were present, with activities occurring in all five 

of the activity areas. Pages four and the second half of 

page three reference the table on the first half of page 

three, providing detailed information on the activities 

occxirring during each observation period. Appendix L 

(generated from Appendix K) identifies which activities were 
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the most popular. As seen on page one, the adults 

(including teenagers) visiting Century Park enjoyed relaxing 

as the most popular activity followed by activities in the 

open play-area and picnicking. 31.58% of all the adults 

observed were enjoying the passive qualities of Century 

Park. However, the children enjoyed activities offered on 

the playground. Page two of Appendix L indicates that 

30.30% of all children observed were playing in the 

playground area. Children between the ages of four and six 

comprised the highest number of participants (45.00% of the 

observations), closely followed by children aged six- to 

eight-years (40.00%). 

Since the playground at Century Park is such a popular 

activity, understanding which amenities are popular is also 

important. Page 3 of Appendix L details the four amenities 

observed on the playground. Of the four, the multi-level 

play structure was the most popular, particularly amongst 

those children between the ages of six- and eight-years, 

followed by activities enjoyed in the sand. 75.00% of the 

observations on the playground were centered around the 

multi-level play structure and 20.00% were centered around 

playing in the sand. Children between the ages of four- and 

six-years were most likely to be found digging or playing in 

the sand. 
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Observation of the lengths of stay at Century Park was 

hampered by the same factors experienced at Adams Park. On 

many occasions, neighbors would leave only to return moments 

later, making it extremely difficult to monitor lengths of 

stay. However, for those groups who did stay intact, an 

average stay typically lasted for approximately one- to one 

and one-half hour. 

Overview of Findings: 

As the observations show, children enjoyed the multi-play 

structure best. However, several additional observations 

are worth noting. The children playing on the spiral slide 

enjoyed climbing up the slide more so than sliding down. 

The slide is half-pipe in shape and the children enjoyed the 

ability to see out into the park while maintaining the sense 

of security the walls of the slide created. The children 

also enjoyed climbing on top of the enclosed slides. 

However, the supervising adults typically did not allow this 

to continue. In addition to the slides, the children also 

enjoyed being on the upper platform (fifteen- to twenty-feet 

high). The supervising adults, however, were very cautious 

about letting their younger children climb to the top. 

The three small picnic areas were constantly used. Uses 

tended to be more towards sitting and relaxing than 

picnicking. Each table is covered and, therefore, creates a 



comfortable climate for relaxing. Those who did utilize the 

space for picnicking tended not to utilize the parking lot. 

These particular sites are located about five hundred feet 

from the parking lot while the street curb is located within 

one hundred feet. Therefore, all of the picnickers parked 

on the street for easy unloading and access. 

The baseball diamond, used on several occasions, seemed to 

be a good practice facility for little leaguers. Twice, a 

father and son were observed practicing batting and 

fielding. The practice was organized and fairly lengthy. 

The parking lot was not a very popular amenity during the 

observation period. At the peak observation period (2:00 

p.m.), only two cars were in the parking lot while twenty-

three people were present. Most of the park-users that 

drove parked on the street because access to the open play-

area and the picnic structures were closer. 

Ironwood Park (see Appendix E. page 3 for site map) 

The majority of Ironwood Park's activities center on the 

open play-area. In addition, the playground and picnic 

areas receive an ample number of users as well. 

Site Analysis; 

The playground consists of a multi-level play structure 

(covered by a shade structure), a swingset with one infant 
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seat: and two older-child seats, and a horizontal ladder. 

The multi-level play structure (shovm in Appendix E, page 3) 

includes two slides, a tire swing, and a horizontal hand-

slide. The highest level reaches to approximately ten-feet 

and includes sufficient railings for safety. The surface of 

the playground consists of sand at least four-inches deep 

and impact attenuating material, making the play equipment 

wheelchair accessible. The swingset is located 

approximately fifteen- to twenty-feet from the multi-level 

play structure, creating a safe distance for children to 

play freely. 

The playground is sited in an ideal location. Covered 

picnic structures, with bar-b-ques, are located around the 

playground, and the restroom is located within twenty-five. 

In addition, the playground is sited in the central area of 

the park, creating ample space between this area and the 

street. 

Observation Details: 

Observation of Ironwood Park took place on March 6, 1999, 

between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. The 

activities monitored were relaxation (passive activities), 

activities in the playground, activities in the open play-

area, picnicking, and other miscellaneous activities. The 

climate dxiring observation was ideal. The skies were sunny 



119 

with a light breeze and the high temperature (for the day) 

reached seventy degrees. 

Pages six and seven of Appendix K detail the observation of 

Ironwood Park. The highest number of users was seen during 

the 11:00 a.m. observation, which was due to the fact that 

peewee baseball practice was in session and lasted until 

approximately 11:30 a.m. Otherwise, the highest number of 

users would have been observed at 12:00 p.m. At 12:00 p.m., 

twelve adults and thirteen children utilized the park; with 

activities occurring in all five activity areas. Page seven 

and the second half of page six reference the table on the 

first half of page six and give detailed information on the 

activities occurring during each observation period. 

Appendix L identifies which activities were the most 

popular. As seen on page one of Appendix L, the adults 

(including teenagers) visiting Ironwood Park enjoyed 

relaxing as the most popular activity, followed by 

activities on the playground. 46.55% of all the adults 

observed were enjoying the passive qualities of Ironwood 

Park. The children, however, most often enjoyed activities 

in the playground area, followed by activities in the open 

play-area and passive activities. Page two of Appendix L 

indicates that 36.36% of all children observed were playing 

on the playground with children between the ages of two- to 
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four-years and four- to six-years being the dominant age 

groups (46.43% of the observations) . 

Since the playground is such a popular activity (as it is at 

Adams and Century Park), understanding which playground 

amenities are popular is also important. Page 3 of Appendix 

L details four activities that were observed within the 

playground. Of the four amenities, the multi-level play 

structure received the most use. Over half (53.57%) of all 

the observations within the playground were focused on the 

multi-level play structure, with children between the ages 

of four- and six-years being most dominant. In addition, 

the second most popular activity was playing in the sand. 

The lengths of stay at Ironwood Park were difficult to 

determine because, on many occasions, neighbors would leave 

and return moments later. However, for those groups who did 

stay intact, an average visit typically lasted for 

approximately two hours. 

Overview of Findings: 

Ironwood Park is a very active park. On many occasions, as 

one group left, another arrived. The playground is located 

approximately eighty yards from the parking lot and recessed 

approximately fifteen- to twenty-feet, creating a very safe 

environment in which the children can play. Around the 
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playground is a sidewalk, where children on bicycles loved 

to ride. One dangerous situation did exist. A child 

(approximately 8- to 10-years old) was observed climbing on 

top of the multi-level play structure (see page 3, Appendix 

E) and grabbing the support beam of the shade structure. 

Fortunately, he did not swing or climb around on the support 

beam. The beam is approximately thirty feet above the 

ground and a fall would have proven disastrous. 

The adults seemed very pleased with their surroundings. 

Interaction among the adults was plentiful and many seemed 

to know each other from the neighborhood. In addition, the 

adults were comfortable with allowing their children to play 

and roam freely. Perhaps the secure feeling of being a 

distance from and recessed below the parking lot and street 

was comforting. The parking lot was also quite popular. At 

the 11:00 a.m. observation, twelve cars were parked in the 

lot (the majority owned by peewee baseball parents) and at 

the 12:00 p.m. observation, six cars were present. The 

parking lot is sited in an ideal location, but is perhaps 

slightly large. The lot accommodates thirty-two cars, with 

three of the spaces designated as wheelchair accessible. 

Jeff Winklepleck, City of Palm Desert Parks and Recreation 

Planning Manager, indicates that a portion of the parking 

lot is slated to be removed and a basketball court will be 

built in its place. 
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Sununarv 

To summarize, observations of all three parks shared 

strikingly similar results. Total number of users at the 

peak observation period varied 15.00% between Adams Park and 

Ironwood Park, 32.40% between Ironwood Park and Century 

Park, and 42.50% between Adams Park and Century Park. In 

addition, the adult's most popular activity in all three 

parks was resting and relaxing. Collectively, 39.23% of all 

observed adults were resting and relaxing. This compares to 

20.44% for activities in the open play-area and 14.92% in 

the picnic grounds. 

The children's habits observed also showed striking 

similarities. The playground proved to be the most popular 

activity area, with the largest difference being under 7% 

(between Adams Park and Century Park) . Of the total 

observations, 35.18% were in the playground area, with 

26.88% in the open play-area and 16.60% enjoying relaxing. 

Within the playground, the multi-level play structure was 

the most popular in all three parks. Almost 58.50% of all 

observations were on the multi-play structure and almost 

27.00% occurring on the surface material. 
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Children tend to be very creative in their play and finding 

games to enjoy in the sand and in the shredded bark was not 

too great a challenge. 

Pre-Test Results and Analysis 

Pre-testing the study proved to be a beneficial task, 

the twenty questionnaires distributed as a pre-test, 

thirteen were returned and accompanied by the response 

that was distributed with the questionnaire. 

Response Sheet Results 

Question one of the response sheet asked how long it took 

the respondent to complete the questionnaire. Two of the 

thirteen respondents indicated that less than five minutes 

was needed to complete the survey, five indicated between 

five and seven minutes, five indicated between seven and ten 

minutes, and one indicated greater than ten minutes. 

Therefore, on average, the questionnaire required between 

five and ten minutes to complete. 

Question two asked whether or not the respondent believed 

that the introductory letter accompanying the questionnaire 

was understandable and provided clear instructions in 

completing and returning the questionnaire. 100% of the 

respondents indicated a 'Yes' answer to this question. 

Of 

sheet 



124 

Question three asked if any of the survey questions were 

confusing. Of the thirteen respondents, six indicated that 

certain questions were confusing. However, the confusions 

were minor and the questions easily adjusted. 

Question four asked if any question lacked a proper 

response. One out of the thirteen respondents answered yes 

to this question. The concern was for directional clarity 

if a particular response was chosen. The comment was 

considered and the question re-worded. 

Question five asked the respondent if the questions 

requiring a brief comment allowed ample space. Ten of the 

thirteen respondents answered yes to this question and the 

remaining three answered not applicable (responses were not 

necessary). 

The last question asked each respondent if they would take 

the time to complete such a questionnaire if sent to their 

home address. All thirteen indicated that they would 

complete such a questionnaire. Three of the thirteen 

respondents included a comment. One comment stated that it 

is important to help students, a second was that people are 

always interested in their immediate community, and a third 
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was a suggestion to reword the introductory letter to 

emphasize benefits of this project to the neighborhood. 

In addition to these six questions, the respondents were 

asked to include any additional comments if appropriate. 

One participant suggested that a greater emphasis be placed 

on questions pertaining to the park's use and also suggested 

that questions dealing with the general condition 

(maintenance) of the park be included as well. 

Survey Results and Analysis 

Following is a detailed analysis of the data gathered from 

the study sites (see Appendix Q for raw data information). 

Each section consists of an analysis on demographics, 

general park use, specific park use, amenity ranking, safety 

and maintenance issues, and other statistical variables 

deemed relevant in detemnining the success of each 

neighborhood recreational facility. 

Adams Park 

Returned surveys were collected for a three-week period 

between the dates of March 10, 1999, and March 31, 1999. 

During this three-week period, fifty of the one hundred 

twenty-five surveys were returned. This equates to a 

response rate of 40.0%. After one week, 70.0% of the 

returned surveys were collected, after week two, an 



126 

additional 22.0% were received, and after week three, the 

remaining 8.0%. 

Demographic Analysis; 

Page one of appendix M details the demographic results of 

the Adams Park Study. Of the fifty surveys returned, 36.0% 

were completed by a respondent between the ages of thirty-

five and forty-four, while the respondents between the ages 

of fifty-five and sixty-four comprised 22.0% of the response 

group. Gender was almost equal with 50.0% of the 

respondents being male and 48.0% being female (remaining 

2.0% from non-responses). Marital status was weighted 

heavily towards those who are married (72.0%) and almost all 

of the respondents (98.0%) indicated that they are year-

round residents who own their home (94.0%). Page three of 

Appendix D indicates (for Adams Park) that the entire 

population within a one-half mile radius of the park is 

largely comprised of married families who own their homes. 

Therefore, the responses parallel the intentions of the 

study. 

The length of time respondents have resided at their current 

address is of importance to this study. 76.0% of all 

respondents indicated that they have resided at their 

current address from two- to ten-years, thus substantiating 

that they are long-term residents and the chance of having 



visited Adams Park is highly possible. Page two of Appendix 

M indicates such a fact. 100% of the respondents have 

indeed heard of Adams Park and 82.0% have visited the park 

on at least one occasion. 

Education levels of the male and female heads of household 

are quite high and equal. Approximately 60.0% of all 

respondents indicate that the heads of household possess a 

college degree with approximately 25.0% of the 60.0% 

possessing a graduate college degree. Education level and 

income range can be interpreted as being directly related. 

Therefore, a high education level relates to a high income 

level. Page three of Appendix D (refer to 'Adams Park') 

indicates that the majority of the population's households 

(within a one-half mile radius) earn between $35,000 and 

$75,000 per year. Such an annual income would indicate that 

the educational status of the household is at the college 

level. Therefore, statistically, the responses parallel the 

intentions of the study. 

General Park-Use Analysis: 

Page two of Appendix M details statistical data associated 

with the general use of Adams Park. The majority of 

respondents (53.7%) indicated that they live within one-

quarter of a mile from the park. In addition, 29.3% 
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indicated that they typically visit the park on weekends and 

58.5% noted that they bring their children. 24.4% visit the 

park between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. with 

46.3% staying for generally one-half to one-hour. Likewise, 

most of the respondents (53.7%) implied that their only 

means of travel to the park is on foot and an additional 

26.8% (extracted out of the 36.59% associated with the 

'Combination of Above' category) noted that walking is one of 

several alternatives. Of the respondents who walk to Adams 

Park, 70.7% indicated that they feel safe in doing so and 

9.8% suggested that they do not feel safe from injury while 

walking to the park. Page one of Appendix N (refer to 

'Adams Park') describes some of these concerns. 100% of the 

concerns noted involve vehicular danger. Adams Street 

(located adjacent to Adams Park) is a collector street with 

a speed limit of forty-five miles per hour. The closest 

crosswalk is located approximately one-quarter of a mile 

away. Therefore, those living across Adams Street generally 

access the park without the added safety of a crosswalk. 

In addition to walking, one respondent indicated that riding 

a bicycle was the only means of travel however, an 

additional fourteen (34.1% - extracted out of the 39.59% 

associated with the 'Combination of Above' category) 

indicated that bicycling to the park is one of several 
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alternatives. Of those who do bicycle, 29.3% implied that 

they feel safe and 7.3% noted that they do not feel safe 

from injury. Page two of Appendix N details some of these 

concerns. As with those who walk, vehicular danger is the 

concern. Other than walking or bicycling, two respondents 

indicated that they drive a vehicle to the park and four 

respondents indicated an alternative means of travel 

(rollerblading, skateboarding, and running) as detailed in 

Appendix N, page three. 

Specific Park-Use Analysis: 

Page three of Appendix M details statistical data associated 

with the specific use of Adams Park. Respondents were asked 

to rank seven amenities in the order of preference (details 

of results to follow). In addition, questions (based on the 

Likert Scale) were asked concerning playground safety and 

park maintenance. 51.2% of the respondents agreed that the 

children are protected from injury while playing on the 

playground equipment while 43.9% of the respondents were 

neutral, and 2.4% strongly agreed. Likewise, 73.2% of the 

respondents agreed that the playground equipment was 

adequately spaced to prevent any injuries, while 19.5% were 

neutral, and 4.9% strongly agreed. 

Adams Peirk offers a separate tot-lot (for younger children) 

eind play-area (for older children) . Adequate separation 
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between these two areas is important. The two spaces are 

located adjacent to each other and divided by an eight-foot 

concrete walkway. 70.7% of the respondents agreed that this 

walkway is adequate separation, 19.5% were neutral, 4.9% 

strongly agreed, and one respondent (2.4%) disagreed without 

explanation. However, 34.2% of the respondents disagreed 

that children were safe to play in the playground 

unsupervised, 26.8% were neutral, 22.0% agreed, and 14.6% 

strongly disagreed. Likewise, 31.7% of the respondents 

disagree that children are protected from running into 

traffic on Adams Street, 24.4% were neutral, 19.5% strongly 

disagreed, and 19.5% agreed. As indicated previously, 

protection surrounding the two play-areas is inadequate (see 

photo on page one. Appendix E) and the respondents are aware 

of the inadequacies. Pages four and five of Appendix N 

indicate reasons why respondents selected a 'disagree'or 

'strongly disagree' response to questions concerning safety 

issues. Of the twenty-six explanations given, ten (38.5%) 

were general comments that children should never be left 

unsupervised, five (19.2%) indicate a problem due to the 

lack of fencing or railing between the play-areas and Adams 

Street, and five (19.2%) specifically indicate a problem 

with children running into traffic. In addition to the 

above concerns about safety, respondents were asked to 

indicate if a member of the family had ever been injured 
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during a visit to Adams Park and, if so, if medical 

treatment was required. One respondent indicated an injury 

during a visit. Page ten of Appendix N (refer to 'Adams 

Park') lists the injury occurring due to a fall from a 

bicycle. However, medical treatment was not indicated. 

Maintenance is also an important issue facing any 

recreational facility. Two questions concerning the general 

maintenance of Adams Park and maintenance of the playground 

equipment were asked. Page three of Appendix M indicates 

that 68.3% of the respondents believed maintenance of the 

park to be acceptable, 24.4% highly acceptable, 4.9% were 

neutral on the issue, and 2.4% (one respondent) found the 

general maintenance of the park to be unacceptable. In 

addition, 53.7% of the respondents believed that the 

maintenance of the playground equipment is acceptable, 26.8% 

highly acceptable, 17.1% neutral, and 2.4% (one respondent) 

found maintenance of the playground equipment to be 

unacceptable. Page nine of Appendix N (refer to 'Adams 

Park') indicates reasons why an 'unacceptable' response was 

chosen concerning maintenance issues at Adams Park. Three 

concerns were indicated. Two were issues of graffiti on the 

playground equipment and one was a drainage problem. 
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Amenity Ranking: 

Page four of Appendix H details statistical data on the 

respondent's ranking of amenities offered at Adams Park. 

Overall, (as seen in the 'Respondent Ranking of Amenities' 

section), shade structures were perceived as the most 

valuable amenity (mean=2.82) followed by the open play-field 

(mean=3.46) and the drinking fountain (mean=3.83). 

Surprisingly, the amenities thought to be least valuable 

were the two children's play-areas. However, based on the 

observation results and analysis, the most frequently 

observed adult activity was relaxing (see Appendix L, page 

one) while the most highly observed children's activity was 

playing on the playground. If the children had been allowed 

to complete the questionnaire, perhaps results would be 

analyzed quite differently. Even though shade structures 

were ranked, on average, as the most valuable amenity (as 

indicated in Appendix M, page four), the open play-field 

received the highest number of 'most valuable' votes 

(mode=l). 

Mean ranking by respondent's age group indicates that the 

respondents between the ages of twenty-five and thirty-foiir 

valued the older children's play-area (mean=2.80), followed 

by shade structures (mean=3.00), and the younger children's 

tot-lot (mean=3.60). Likewise, (as seen on page four. 
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Appendix M) 90% of these households include children ages 

eight-years-old and younger (refer to 'Age of Children Based 

on Respondent's Age' section). Therefore, a relationship 

between highly valuing the playground and parenting children 

under the age of eight-years-old is significant. This 

relationship is further supported in the third table of 

Appendix M, page four (Mean Ranking by Child's Age). This 

table indicates that households with children under the age 

of thirteen valued, first, shade structures (inean=2.44) , 

followed by the older children's play-area (inean=3.31) , and 

the younger children's tot-lot (inean=3.56) . In comparison, 

respondents between the ages of thirty-five and forty-four 

highly valued the shade structures (iiiean=2.75) , followed by 

the open play-field (mean=3.24). And, as seen on page four 

of Appendix M (refer to 'Age of Children Based on 

Respondent's Age' section), over 50% of these respondents 

parent children between the ages of five- and twelve-years-

old. 

Safety and Maintenance Issues; 

Page five of Appendix M details statistical data on the 

respondent's perception of Adams Park's safety and 

maintenance issues. As indicated in the observation results 

and analysis section, safety and maintenance of Adams Park 

is at an acceptable level. Therefore, there are no 
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siirprises found in the respondent's attitudes toward these 

issues. 

4 

45.0% of the males and 60.0% of the females agreed that the 

children are safe from injury while playing in the 

playground. Likewise, 50.0% of the males and 40.0% of the 

females were neutral on the issue of playground safety. In 

addition, 62.5% of the households with children under the 

age of thirteen agreed that children are safe and 33.3% of 

the households with children thirteen-years-old and older 

agreed (66.7% were neutral on the issue). 

The majority of respondents also found maintenance of Adams 

Park to be acceptable. 65.0% of the respondents aged 

twenty-five and older found the general maintenance of Adams 

Park to be acceptable, while 27.5% found maintenance to be 

highly acceptable and 5.0% were neutral on the issue. In 

addition, 73.7% of the male respondents and 71.4% of the 

female respondents found the general maintenance of Adams 

Park to be acceptable while 21.1% and 23.8%, respectively, 

indicated a highly acceptable rating. Perception of 

maintenance concerning playground equipment paralleled the 

general maintenance issues. 66.7% of the households with 

children under the age of thirteen found maintenance of the 

equipment to be acceptable, 20.0% found maintenance to be 

highly acceptable, and 6.7% were neutral on the issue. 
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Likewise, 44.4% of households with children thirteen-years-

old and older found maintenance of the equipment to be 

acceptable, while 44.4% indicated highly acceptable, and 

11.1% were neutral on the issue. In addition, 55.0% of the 

male respondents and 52.4% of the female respondents 

indicated an acceptable rating for equipment maintenance 

while 30.0% of the males and 23.8% of the females found the 

maintenance to be highly acceptable (15.0% and 19.0%, 

respectively, were neutral on the issue). One respondent 

(female with children under thirteen-years-old) selected an 

unacceptable rating. Page nine of Appendix N indicates this 

unacceptable rating is due to graffiti on the equipment. 

Other Statistical Variables: 

The respondent's travel distance to the park correlates with 

several variables. First, the majority of respondents 

(81.5%) who live within one-quarter of a mile from Adams 

Park noted that they generally walk whereas, 37.0% of 

respondents living within a one-quarter to one-half mile 

radius of Adams Park generally ride a bicycle. Likewise, 

those living further from the park typically stay longer 

than those living closer do. 50.0% of the respondents 

residing between one-quarter and one-half mile generally 

visit Adams Park for one to three hours, while those 

residing within one-quarter of a mile stay for a much 

shorter period of time (one-half to one hour) . In addition. 
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those respondents who typically visit Adams Park on a 

weekend do so during the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m., 

or 2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. (29.5% and 31.8% respectively). 

However, those who typically visit Adams Park during the 

weekday do so during the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. or 

later than 5:00 p.m. (33.3% and 30.3% respectively). 

Appendix N, page eleven (refer to 'Adams Park') indicates 

any inconveniences which visitors may experience while 

traveling to Adams Park. Of the seven responses, four 

indicated a problem with crossing Adams Street and two 

indicated a problem with excess cars parked along Adams 

Street and La Palma Drive. 

Appendix O, pages one and two, outlines amenities not 

offered at Adams Park, which are deemed valuable by the 

respondents. Of those who indicated a preference for such 

amenities, 20.0% suggested restrooms, 11.4% suggested 

additional shade and playground amenities, and 8.6% 

indicated basketball courts and off-street parking. The 

remaining responses suggested a variety of desires. In 

addition to Appendix 0, Appendix P, pages one and two, lists 

any additional comments that the respondent felt compelled 

to include. Almost 60.0% of the additional comments 

reflected a positive attitude toward Adams Park, whereas 
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approximately 20.0% reflected a negative attitude, and 

approximately 20.0% were neutral. 

Century Park 

Surveys sent to Century Park respondents were collected for 

a three-week period between the dates of March 10, 1999, and 

March 31, 1999. During this three-week period, thirty-four 

of the one hundred twenty-five surveys were returned. This 

equates to a response rate of 27.2%. After one week, 76.5% 

of the returned surveys were collected; after week two, an 

additional 17.6% were received; and after week three, the 

remaining 5.9%. 

Demographic Analysis: 

Page one of appendix M details the demographic results of 

the Century Park Study, Of the thirty-four surveys 

returned, 38.2% were completed by a respondent between the 

ages of thirty-five and forty-four, while the respondents 

between the ages of twenty-five and thirty-four comprised 

23.5% of the response group. Females comprised the largest 

group of respondents (52.9%) and marital status was weighted 

heavily towards those who are married (73.5%) and almost all 

of the respondents (97.1%) indicated that they are year-

round residents of Cathedral City and who own their home 

(97.1%). Page three of Appendix D indicates (for Century 

Park) that the entire population within a one-half mile 
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radius of the park is largely comprised of married families 

who own their homes. Therefore, the responses parallel the 

intentions of the study. 

As with Adams Park, the length of time respondents have 

resided at their current address is of importance. 70.6% of 

all respondents indicated that they have resided at their 

current address from two- to ten-years, thus substantiating 

that they are long-term residents and the chance of having 

visited Century Park is highly possible. Page eight of 

Appendix M indicates this to be true. 100% of the 

respondents have indeed heard of Century Park and 91.2% have 

visited the park on at least one occasion. 

Education levels of the male and female heads of household 

were lower than those studied at Adams Park. Approximately 

41.0% of the respondents (for both male and female heads of 

household) indicated a high school degree while 26.5% (for 

male head of household) and 35.3% (for female head of 

household) indicated a college degree. Appendix D, page 3 

suggests that the median income for those living within a 

one-half mile radius of Century Park is approximately 2.0% 

lower than residents of Ironwood Park and more than 18.0% 

lower than residents of Adams Park. This lower range of 

income may be explained by the lower rate of number 

graduates. 
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General Park-Use Analysis: 

Page eight of Appendix M details statistical data associated 

with the general use of Century Park. The majority of 

respondents (58.1%) indicated that they live within one-

cjuarter of a mile from the park. In addition, 22.6% 

indicated that they typically visit the park on weekends and 

58.1% noted that they bring their children. 22.6% visit the 

park between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. and 

between the hours of 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. with 41.9% 

staying for generally one- to three-hours. Likewise, most 

of the respondents (45.2%) implied that their only means of 

travel to the park is on foot and an additional 55.6% 

(extracted out of the 29.03% associated with the 

'Combination of Above' category) noted that walking is one of 

several alternatives. Of the respondents who walk to 

Century Park, 67.7% indicated that they feel safe in doing 

so and 6.5% suggested that they do not feel safe from injury 

while walking to the park. Page one of Appendix N (refer to 

'Century Park') describes some of these concerns. One 

concern noted involved vehicular danger and the other 

indicated a problem with stray dogs. Da Vail Street 

(located adjacent to Century Park) is a collector street 

with a speed limit of forty-five miles per hour and is 

straight for several miles. Cars could easily reach speeds 
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in excess of the posted speed limit creating a dangerous 

situation for the park-users. 

In addition to walking, two respondent indicated that riding 

a bicycle was the only means of travel however, an 

additional seven (77.8% - extracted out of the 29.03% 

associated with the 'Combination of Above' category) 

indicated that bicycling to the park is one of several 

alternatives. Of those who do bicycle, 29.0% implied that 

they feel safe and one respondent noted that they do not 

feel safe from injury. Page two of Appendix N details the 

concern as being vehicular speed. Other than walking or 

bicycling, three respondents indicated that they drive a 

vehicle to the park and one respondent indicated an 

alternative means of travel (rollerblades) as detailed in 

Appendix N, page three. 

Specific Park-Use Analysis: 

Page nine of Appendix M details statistical data associated 

with the specific use of Adams Park. Respondents were asked 

to rank nine amenities in the order of preference (details 

of results to follow). In addition, questions (based on the 

Likert Scale) were asked concerning playground safety and 

park maintenance. 35.5% of the respondents agreed that the 

children ars protected from injury while playing on the 
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playground equipment while 32.3% of the respondents were 

neutral, 9.7% strongly agreed, and 6.5% disagreed and 

strongly disagreed. Likewise, 41.9% of the respondents 

agreed that the playground equipment was adequately spaced 

to prevent any injuries while 32.3% were neutral, 12.9% 

strongly agreed, and 3.2% strongly disagreed. Respondents 

overwhelmingly agreed that children were not safe to play on 

the playground unsupervised. Over 48.0% of the respondents 

either disagreed or strongly disagreed that children were 

safe and almost 42.0% either agreed or were neutral on the 

issue. Appendix N, pages six and seven, details the reasons 

why a respondent selected a 'disagree' or 'strongly disagree' 

response. Eight of the seventeen responses (47.1%) are 

general statements that children should never be left 

unsupervised and six of the statements indicated that the 

multi-level play structure is dangerous. As noted in the 

site analysis section of 'Observation Results and Analysis', 

the highest level of the play structure reaches fifteen- to 

twenty-feet. Given that a small child tot-lot is 

nonexistent, this could pose a dangerous situation to the 

smaller children. 

In addition to the above concerns about safety, respondents 

were asked to indicate if a member of the family had ever 

been injured during a visit to Adams Park and, if so, if 
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medical treatment was required. One respondent indicated an 

injury during a visit. Page ten of Appendix N (refer to 

'Century Park') lists an injury occurring to a child while 

sliding on the tube slide affixed to the multi-level play 

structure. The child was taken home and bandaged with no 

other medical treatment required. 

Maintenance is also an important issue facing any 

recreational facility. Two questions concerning the general 

maintenance of Century Park and maintenance of the 

playground equipment were asked. Page nine of Appendix M 

indicates that 48.4% of the respondents believed maintenance 

of the park to be acceptable, 25.8% highly acceptable, 9.7% 

found maintenance to be unacceptable or were neutral on the 

issue, and two respondents (6.5%) indicated a 'highly 

unacceptable' rating. In addition, 45.2% of the respondents 

believed that the maintenance of the playground equipment is 

acceptable, 29.0% were neutral on the issue, 12.9% indicated 

highly acceptable, and 9.7% (three respondents) found 

maintenance of the playground equipment to be unacceptable 

or highly unacceptable. Page nine of Appendix N (refer to 

'Century Park') indicates reasons why an 'unacceptable' 

response was chosen concerning maintenance issues at Century 

Park. Four of the six concerns indicated maintenance 

problems with the restrooms and the remaining concerns were 
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due to excess trash, problems with the playground equipment, 

and problems with the retention basin. 

Amenity Ranking; 

Page ten of Appendix M details statistical data on the 

respondent's ranking of amenities offered at Century Park. 

Overall, (as seen in the 'Respondent Ranking of Amenities' 

section), the playground was perceived as the most valuable 

amenity (mean=3.00) followed by the open play-field 

(mean=3.63) and the picnic areas (mean=3.74). The least 

valued amenities (on an average) were the parking lot 

(mean=7.00), tennis court (mean=6.45), and the baseball 

field (mean=5.76). Likewise, the playground received the 

highest number of 'most valued' votes (mode=l) while the 

parking lot and tennis court received the highest number of 

'least valued' votes (mode=9). 

Mean ranking by respondent's age group indicates that the 

respondents between the ages of twenty-five and thirty-four 

valued the playground (mean=1.62), followed by the open 

play-field (mean=3.38), and the picnic areas (mean=3.50). 

Whereas, those between the ages of thirty-five and forty-

four valued the playground (mean=2.40), followed by the 

restroom (mean=2.80), and the open play-field (mean=3.80). 

In addition, 60.1% of these households (respondents between 
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the ages of twenty-four and forty-four) include children 

ages eight-years-old and younger (refer to 'Age of Children 

Based on Respondent's Age' section). Therefore, a 

relationship between highly valuing the playground and 

parenting children under the age of eight-years-old is 

significant. This relationship is further supported in the 

third table of Appendix M, page ten (Mean Ranking by Child's 

Age). This table indicates that households with children 

under the age of thirteen valued, first, the playground 

(niean=l.50) , followed by the open play-field (inean=3.10) , 

and the picnic areas (inean=3.64) . 

Safety and Maintenance Issues: 

Page eleven of Appendix M details statistical data on the 

respondent's perception of Century Park's safety and 

maintenance issues. 53.8% of the males agreed that the 

children are safe from injury while playing in the 

playground and 23.1% of the males were neutral on the issue. 

However, only 26.7% of the females agreed that the children 

are safe from injury and 46.7% were neutral on the issue. 

In addition, three (20.0%) of the female respondents 

disagreed or highly disagreed that the children were safe 

whereas, only one of the male respondents disagreed. 

Therefore, the female respondents expressed greater concern 

over safety issues than the male respondents. Similarly, 
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37.5% of respondents with children under thirteen-years-old 

agreed that safety was acceptable and 50.0% of respondents 

with children thirteen-years-old and older agreed. 

Likewise, 25.0% of the 'under thirteen'disagreed or highly 

disagreed that safety was acceptable and on respondents of 

the 'over thirteen' group disagreed. Therefore, as with 

females, respondents with children under the age of 

thirteen-years indicated a greater concern for playground 

safety. 

The majority of respondents found maintenance of Century 

Park to be acceptable. 74.2% of the respondents aged 

twenty-five and older found the general maintenance of Adams 

Park to be acceptable or highly acceptable while 9.7% were 

neutral on the issue and 16.1% found maintenance to be 

unacceptable or highly unacceptable. However, 93.4% of the 

male respondents were satisfied with maintenance but only 

56.3% of the female respondents were satisfied. In 

addition, 31.3% of the female respondents were dissatisfied 

with no males expressing concerns of dissatisfaction. 

Perception of maintenance concerning playground equipment 

paralleled the general maintenance issues. 78.6% of the 

male respondents were satisfied with maintenance of the 

playground equipment whereas, only 43.8% of the females were 

satisfied. Likewise, 18.8% of the females expressed some 



146 

level of dissatisfaction were no males selected an 

unacceptable response. Therefore, as with safety issues, 

the female gender expressed a greater concern over 

maintenance issues than did the males. 68.8% of the 

households with children under the age of thirteen found 

maintenance of the equipment to be at least acceptable, 

12.5% were neutral on the issue, and 18.8% of the 

respondents found maintenance to be at an unacceptable 

level. In comparison, 75.0% of households with children 

thirteen-years-old and older found maintenance of the 

equipment to be at least acceptable, 25.0% were neutral on 

the issue, and no respondents in this category found 

maintenance of the equipment to be unacceptable. As with 

safety issues, households with children under the age of 

thirteen-years expressed a greater concern over equipment 

maintenance than those with children thirteen-years and 

older. 

Other Statistical Variables; 

The respondent's travel distance to the park correlates with 

several variables. First, the majority of respondents 

(57.1%) who live within one-quarter of a mile from Century 

Park noted that they generally walk and 32.1% ride a 

bicycle. Likewise, 46.2% of respondents living within a 

one-quarter to one-half mile radius of Adams Park generally 

walk and 15.4% ride a bicycle. However, 30.8% of the 
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respondents living between one-quarter and one-half mile 

typically drive a vehicle to the park. In addition, 47.1% 

of the respondents living within one-quarter of a mile visit 

Century Park for one-half to three hours. 38.5% of those 

living within one-quarter to one-half mile stay for a period 

of one to three hours and 30.8% stay for a period of less 

than one hour. In addition, those respondents who typically 

visit Century Park on a weekend do so between the hours of 

2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. (36.0%) and those visiting during 

the week are evenly distributed between the hours of 8:00 

a.m. and 5:00 p.m. (28.6%). Appendix N, page eleven (refer 

to 'Century Park') indicates any inconveniences which 

visitors may experience while traveling to the park. Of the 

five responses, three indicate a problem with the 

neighborhood dogs. 

Appendix O, pages three and four outlines amenities not 

offered at Century Park, which are deemed valuable by the 

respondents. Of the forty-two suggestions, 23.8% suggested 

some type of water-play area, 14.3% indicated safer (and 

new) playground equipment, 11.9% suggested additional 

lighting (for safety and baseball) and additional 

landscaping, and 9.5% wished for additional play-courts 

(such as volleyball, basketball, and tennis). In addition 

to Appendix O, Appendix P, pages three and four, lists any 
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additional comments that the respondent felt compelled to 

include. 50.0% of the additional comments reflected a 

positive attitude toward Century Park, 37.5% reflected a 

negative attitude, and 12.5% were neutral. 

Ironwood Park 

Returned surveys were collected for a three-week period 

between the dates of March 10, 1999, and March 31, 1999. 

During this three-week period, forty-seven of the one 

hundred twenty-five surveys were returned. This equates to 

a response rate of 37.6%. After one week, 74.5% of the 

returned surveys were collected, after week two, an 

additional 10.6% were received, and after week three, the 

remaining 14.9%. 

Demographic Analysis: 

Page thirteen of appendix M details the demographic results 

of the Ironwood Park Study. Of the forty-seven surveys 

returned, 38.3% were completed by a respondent sixty-five-

years old or older, while the respondents between the ages 

of forty-five and fifty-four comprised 27.6% of the response 

group. Gender was almost equal with 51.0% of the 

respondents being female and 47.0% being male (remaining 

2.0% from non-responses). Marital status was weighted 

heavily towards those who are married (72.3%) and nearly all 

of the respondents (91.5%) indicated that they are year-
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round residents who own their home (97.9%). Page three of 

Appendix D indicates (for Ironwood Park) that the entire 

population within a one-half mile radius of the park is 

largely comprised of married families who own their homes. 

Therefore, the responses parallel the intentions of the 

study. 

The length of time respondents have resided at their current 

address is of importance to this study. 51.1% of all 

respondents indicated that they have resided at their 

current address for over ten-years, thus substantiating that 

they are long-term residents and the chance of having 

visited Adams Park is highly possible. Page fourteen of 

Appendix M indicates such a fact. 91.5% of the respondents 

have heard of Ironwood Park and 78.7% have actually visited 

the park on at least one occasion. 

Education levels of the male and female heads of household 

are quite high and equal. Approximately 58.0% to 65.0% of 

all respondents indicate that the heads of household possess 

a college degree with approximately 32.0% of the total 

possessing a graduate college degree. Education level and 

income range can be interpreted as being directly related. 

Therefore, a high education level relates to a high income 

level. Page three of Appendix D (refer to ' Ironwood Park' ) 
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indicates that the majority of the population's households 

(within a one-half mile radius) earn between $35,000 and 

$75,000 per year. Such an annual income would indicate that 

the educational status of the household is at the college 

level. Therefore, statistically, the responses parallel the 

intentions of the study. 

General Park-Use Analysis: 

Page fourteen of Appendix M details statistical data 

associated with the general use of Adams Park. The majority 

of respondents (54.1%) indicated that they live within one-

quarter of a mile from the park. In addition, 32.4% 

indicated that they typically visit the park on any day 

(weekends, holidays, midweek) and 37.8% noted that they 

bring their children. 32.4% visit the park between the 

hours of 8:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. with 48.7% staying for 

generally one-half to one-hour. Likewise, most of the 

respondents (78.4%) implied that their only means of travel 

to the park is on foot and the additional 13.5% (from the 

'Combination of Above' category) noted that walking is one of 

several alternatives. Of the respondents who walk to Adams 

Park, 81.1% indicated that they feel safe in doing so and 

8.1% suggested that they do not feel safe from injury while 

walking to the park. Page one of Appendix N (refer to 

'Ironwood Park') describes some of these concerns. Both of 
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the noted indicate that the respondent does not feel safe 

crossing Haystack Drive. Haystack Drive (located 

approximately one-quarter of a mile from Ironwood Park) is a 

collector street with a speed limit of forty-five miles per 

hour. There is not a crosswalk within close range 

therefore, those living across Haystack Drive generally 

access the park without the added safety of a crosswalk. 

In addition to walking, one respondent indicated that riding 

a bicycle was the only means of travel however, an 

additional three respondents (from the 13.51% associated 

with the 'Combination of Above' category) indicated that 

bicycling to the park is one of several alternatives. Of 

those who do bicycle, two implied that they feel safe and 

two noted that they do not feel safe from injury. Page two 

of Appendix N details some of these concerns. As with those 

who walk, vehicular danger while crossing Haystack Drive is 

the concern. Other than walking or bicycling, two 

respondents indicated that they drive a vehicle to the park. 

Specific Park-Use Analysis: 

Page fifteen of Appendix M details statistical data 

associated with the specific use of Ironwood Park. 

Respondents were asked to rank seven amenities in the order 

of preference (details of results to follow). In addition. 
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questions (based on the Likert Scale) were asked concerning 

playground safety and park maintenance. 40.52% of the 

respondents agreed that the children are protected from 

injury while playing on the playground equipment while 27.0% 

of the respondents were neutral, and 18.9% strongly agreed. 

Likewise, 51.4% of the respondents agreed that the 

playground equipment was adequately spaced to prevent any 

injuries, while 24.3% strongly agreed, 5.4% were neutral, 

and 5.4% disagreed. Page eight of Appendix N indicates the 

reasons why 5.4% disagreed. One respondent indicated that 

the tire swing was located too close to the multi-level play 

structure (tire swing is affixed to structure), and the 

other indicated that the playground should be larger to 

increase the distances between the play equipment. 

As indicated on page fifteen of Appendix M, 48.7% of the 

respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

children were safe to play in the playground unsupervised, 

21.6% agreed, 8.1% was neutral, and 5.4% strongly agreed. 

Referring to page eight of Appendix N, twelve of the 

fourteen responses were general comments that children 

should never be left unsupervised. In addition to the above 

concerns about safety, respondents were asked to indicate if 

a member of the family had ever been injured daring a visit 

to Ironwood Park and, if so, if medical treatment was 

required. One respondent indicated an injury during a 
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visit. Page ten of Appendix N (refer to 'Ironwood Park') 

lists the injury as a bite from an unleashed dog. The 

respondent indicated that medical treatment was given 

however, details of the treatment were not indicated. 

Maintenance is also an important issue facing any 

recreational facility. Two questions concerning the general 

maintenance of Ironwood Park and maintenance of the 

playground equipment were asked. Page fifteen of Appendix M 

indicates that 43.2% of the respondents believed maintenance 

of the park to be acceptable, 37.8% highly acceptable, 8.1% 

indicated an unacceptable or high unacceptable situation, 

and 5.4% was neutral on the issue. In addition, 43.2% of 

the respondents believed that the maintenance of the 

playground equipment is acceptable, 24.3% highly acceptable, 

18.9% neutral, and 2.7% (one respondent) found maintenance 

of the playground equipment to be unacceptable. Page nine 

of Appendix N (refer to 'Ironwood Park') indicates reasons 

why an 'unacceptable' response was chosen. One respondent 

indicated that park-users were not regularly picking up 

after their dogs and that there was a problem with trash 

being scattered around the park. The other respondent 

indicated that frequent breaks in the irrigation system were 

a concern. 
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Amenity Ranking: 

Page sixteen of Appendix M details statistical data on the 

respondent's ranking of amenities offered at Ironwood Park. 

Overall, (as seen in the 'Respondent Ranking of Amenities' 

section), the playground was perceived as the most valuable 

amenity (mean=3.00) followed by the shade structures 

(mean=3.13) and the restroom (mean=3.41). The amenities 

that were classified as least desirable were the parking lot 

(mean=6.00) and the drinking fountain (mean=4.00). 

Likewise, the playground received the highest number of 

'most valuable' votes (mode=l) while the parking lot 

received the most 'least desirable' votes (mode=7). 

Mean ranking by respondent's age group indicates that the 

respondents between the ages of thirty-five and forty-four 

valued the drinking fountain (mean=3.00), followed by the 

playground, picnic areas (mean=3.33), and the shade 

structures (mean=3.67). Whereas, respondents between the 

ages of forty-five and fifty-four enjoyed the picnic areas 

and shade structures (mean=2.71), and open play-field 

(mean=3.71). As indicated in Appendix M, page sixteen, 

80.0% of the forty-five- to fifty-four-year old households 

include children aged nine-years and older (refer to 'Age of 
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Children Based on Respondent's Age' section). The third 

table of Appendix M, page sixteen (Mean Ranking by Child's 

Age) indicates that households with children under the age 

of thirteen valued, first, the playground (inean=l.40) , 

followed by the shade structures (mean=3.40), and the open 

play-fields (mean=3.60). Whereas, households with children 

thirteen-years and older valued the shade structures 

(inean=2.25) , picnic areas (niean=2.75) , and the open play-

field (mean=3.25). 

Safety and Maintenance Issues: 

Page five of Appendix M details statistical data on the 

respondent's perception of Ironwood Park's safety and 

maintenance issues. As indicated in the observation results 

and analysis section, safety and maintenance of Ironwood 

Park is at an acceptable level. Therefore, there are no 

surprises found in the respondent's attitudes toward these 

issues. 

58.9% of the males and 78.6% of the females either agreed or 

strongly agreed that the children are safe from injury while 

playing in the playground. Likewise, 41.2% of the males and 

21.4% of the females were neutral on the issue. In 

addition, 60.0% of the households with children under the 

age of thirteen agreed or strongly agreed that children are 
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safe whereas, only 25.0% of the households with children 

thirteen-years-old and older agreed. 

The majority of respondents also found maintenance of Adams 

Park to be acceptable. 45.7% of the respondents aged 

twenty-five and older found the general maintenance of Adeuns 

Park to be acceptable, while 40.0% found maintenance to be 

highly acceptable and two respondents (8.6%) were neutral on 

the issue. In addition, 84.2% of the male respondents and 

87.6% of the female respondents found the general 

maintenance of Adams Park to be either acceptable or highly 

acceptable while 5.3% and 6.3%, respectively, indicated a 

neutral position. Perception of maintenance concerning 

playground equipment paralleled perception of playground 

safety. 80% of the households with children under the age 

of thirteen found maintenance of the equipment to be 

acceptable or highly acceptable whereas, 25.0% of households 

with children thirteen-years-old and older found maintenance 

of the equipment to be acceptable. In addition, 68.5% of 

the male respondents and 90.4% of the female respondents 

indicated an acceptable or highly acceptable rating for 

equipment maintenance while 31.6% of the males and 4.8% of 

the females were neutral on the issue. 
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Other Statistical Variables: 

The respondent's travel distance to the park correlates with 

several variables. First, the majority of respondents 

(90.5%) who live within one-quarter of a mile from Ironwood 

Park noted that they generally walk whereas, 56.5% of 

respondents Living within a one-quarter to one-half mile 

radius of the park walk. Likewise, those living further 

from the park typically stay longer than those living closer 

do. 38.5% of the respondents residing between one-quarter 

and one-half mile generally visit Ironwood Park for one-half 

to one hour or one to three hours. In comparison, those 

residing within one-quarter of a mile stay for a much 

shorter period of time (one-half to one hour). In addition, 

those respondents who typically visit Ironwood Park on a 

weekend do so during the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m., 

or 2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. (43.2% and 31.8% respectively). 

Likewise, those who typically visit the park during the 

weekday do so during the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. or 

8:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. (37.9% and 31.0% respectively). 

Appendix N, page eleven (refer to 'Ironwood Park') indicates 

any inconveniences which visitors may experience while 

traveling to Ironwood Park. Of the six responses, foizr 

indicated a problem with crossing Haystack Drive, one 

indicated an access problem due to the lack of a right-of-
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way, and one indicated difficulty travelling on the dirt 

paths with a baby stroller. 

Appendix O, pages five and six, outlines amenities not 

offered at Ironwood Park, which are deemed valuable by the 

respondents. Of those who indicated a preference for such 

amenities, 14.7% suggested additional landscaping, additions 

to the playground, and court games (such as basketball, 

tennis, and handball). In addition, almost 18.0% of the 

respondents indicated that Ironwood Park is ideal in its 

current form. The remaining 3 3.0% (approximately) was a mix 

of ideas from swimming pools, to dog parks, to interpretive 

signage. In addition to Appendix O, Appendix P, pages five 

and six, lists any additional comments that the respondent 

felt compelled to include. Of the responses, approximately 

one-half reflected a positive attitude toward Ironwood Park 

and one-half reflected a negative attitude. 
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CHAPTER V 
PROJECT SUMMARY 

This chapter is comprised of three sections: The first 

section states limitations identified throughout the 

duration of the study. The second section, summary of 

findings, summarizes the analyses detailed in chapter IV and 

the third section, summary and conclusion, completes the 

study by discussing the author's recommendations. 

Statement of Limitations 

The limitations experienced throughout this study are as 

follows: 

1. Information extracted from the City of La Quinta 

Parks and Recreation Master Plan were extracted 

from a Plan dated 1992. The most recent Master 

Plan was not available at the time of this study. 

2. Data collected for the demographic study was 

extracted from the 1990 census and updated to 

January 1, 1998. This interpolation may have 

provided inaccurate information. 

3. During the site visits, observations were 

performed every one-half hour. Therefore, 

activities occurring between these observation 

periods were not recorded. 
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The time and effort required by the respondents to 

complete the questionnaire might have reduced the 

response rate. 

Respondents were not asked to return questionnaire 

by a specific data. This may have reduced the 

response rate. 

Respondent answers to the survey questions were 

only as accurate as the respondent's willingness 

to be honest. 

The questionnaire was accompanied by letters of 

support from the Director of Landscape 

Architecture at the University of Arizona, and the 

Parks and Recreation Managers for the City of 

Cathedral City and the City of Palm Desert. 

Unknown biases toward these individuals may have 

affected the response rate. 
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SuTiunarv of Findings 

Following is a summary analysis of the data gathered from 

the study sites. A summary of the demographics, general 

park use, amenity ranking, safety and maintenance issues, 

and other statistical variables deemed relevant are included 

in this section. 

Collectively, one hundred thirty-one surveys were returned 

which equates to an overall response rate of 34.9%. During 

the three-week collection period, ninety-six (73.3%) of the 

one hundred thirty-one surveys were returned after the first 

week, twenty-two (16.8%) after the second week, and thirteen 

(9.9%) after the third week. 

Demographic Analysis; 

Page one of appendix R details the summarized demographic 

results. Of the surveys returned, 38.9% were completed by a 

respondent between the ages of twenty-five and forty-four, 

while respondents between the ages of forty-five and sixty-

foxir comprised 38.2% of the response group and those sixty-

five and older comprised 31.4% of the responses. Gender was 

almost equal with 48.1% of the respondents being male and 

50.4% female (remaining 1.5% from non-responses). Marital 

status was weighted heavily towards those who are married 

(72.5%) and almost all of the respondents (95.4%) indicated 
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that they are year-round residents who own their home 

(96.2%). 

The length of time respondents have resided at their current 

address is of importance to this study. 55.7% of all 

respondents indicated that they have resided at their 

current address for more than five-years, thus 

substantiating that a significant percentage of the 

respondents are long-term residents, making it more likely 

that they would have visited their neighborhood park. Page 

two of Appendix R indicates such a fact. 97.0% of the 

respondents have indeed heard of their respective park and 

83.2% have visited the park on at least one occasion. 

Education levels of the male and female heads of household 

ajre quite high and equal. Approximately 55.0% of all 

respondents indicate that the heads of household possess a 

college degree with approximately 25.0% of the 55.0% 

possessing a graduate college degree. 

The ages of children living at the respondent's home 

parallel the intent of this study. Page one of Appendix R 

indicates that 47.1% of the households responding do not 

have children living at their home, which means that 52.9% 

of the households do have children living at home. Of this 

52.9%, 43.9% have children between the ages of five- to 
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twelve-years, 31.7% have children over the age of twelve-

years, and 24.4% have children four-years-old and under. In 

addition, 40.6% of the households with children have the 

greatest number of children between the ages of five- and 

twelve-years-old. 28.1% of the households have the greatest 

number of children four-years-old and younger, and 31.3% of 

the households have the greatest number of children 

thirteen-years-old and older. 

Based on the above statistics, this study was successful in 

developing a seunple group that paralleled the intentions 

described in Chapter III (and summarized in Appendix D). To 

recap, the intention of this study was to develop a sample 

frame which: "identifies three townships maintaining the 

highest percentage of permanent population, married 

households with children, households with children between 

the ages of four and twelve, households with an income range 

of $35,000 to $75,000 per year, and the highest percentage 

of whites." The income range parameter was satisfied by the 

education demographic. This study interpolates a direct 

relationship between respondents earning an income of 

$35,000 to $75,000 and having an education at the college 

level. Ethnic diversity was discounted due to required 

questions deemed unethical. 
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General Park-Use Analysis; 

Page two of Appendix R details summarized statistical data 

associated with the general use of the parks. The majority 

of respondents (55.1%) indicated that they live within one-

quarter of a mile from their respective park. In addition, 

22.9% indicated that they typically visit the park on 

weekends and 51.4% noted that they bring their children. 

22.0% visit the park between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 

11:00 a.m., while 21.1% visit between the hours of 2:00 p.m. 

and 5:00 p.m. (25.7% visit during a combination of the given 

timeframes). 45.0% of the respondents visit their 

respective parks for generally one-half to one-hour, whereas 

32.1% stay for one to three hours and 21.1% stay for less 

than one-half hour. Most of the respondents (59.6%) implied 

that their only means of travel to the park was on foot. Of 

the respondents who walk to their respective park, 73.4% 

indicated that they feel safe in doing so and 8.3% suggested 

that they do not feel safe from injury while walking to the 

park (reasons detailed in Appendix N, page 1). 

In addition to walking, 6.4% of the respondent indicated 

that driving a vehicle was the only means of travel and 3.7% 

indicated that riding a bicycle was their only means. Of 

those who bicycle, 21.1% implied that they feel safe and 

5.5% noted that they do not feel safe from injury (reasons 

detailed in Appendix N, page 2). 



165 

Specific Park-Use Analysis: 

Page three of Appendix R summarizes statistical data 

associated with the specific use of the parks. Questions 

(based on the Likert Scale) were asked concerning playground 

safety and park maintenance. 53.2% of all respondents 

agreed (or strongly agreed) that the children are protected 

from injury while playing on the playground equipment, 34.9% 

of the respondents were neutral, and 3.7% disagreed or 

strongly disagreed. 

The question was asked as to whether or not the respondent 

felt that the children were safe to play on the playground 

unsupervised. Of those who responded, 48.6% of the 

respondents disagreed (or strongly disagreed). Pages four 

through eight of Appendix N detail why the respondents 

believed that children are not safe playing on the 

playground unsupervised. The majority of reasons given are 

general comments that children should never be unsupervised. 

However, a number of comments (given for each site) indicate 

that vehicular danger exists due to speeding cars on 

adjacent or nearby streets. In addition to the concerns 

about safety, respondents were asked to indicate if a member 

of the family had ever been injxared during a visit to their 

respective park and, if so, if medical treatment was 

required. 97.3% of the respondents indicated that an injury 
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has not occurred, whereas 2.8% (three respondents) have 

indicated that an injury, more severe than a bump or bruise, 

has occurred. However, of these three respondents, only one 

required medical attention. A small child sustained a cut 

while utilizing the multi-level play structure at Century 

Park. Respondent indicated that the bleeding was stopped, 

wound bandaged, and no other treatment was required. 

Maintenance is also an important issue facing any 

recreational facility. Two questions concerning the general 

maintenance of Adams Park and maintenance of the playground 

equipment were asked. Page three of Appendix R indicates 

that, collectively, 83.5% of the respondents believed 

maintenance of their respective park was acceptable or 

highly acceptable, while 8.2% indicated an unacceptable (or 

highly unacceptable) rating and 6.4% were neutral on the 

issue. In addition, 69.7% of the respondents believed that 

the maintenance of the playground equipment is acceptable or 

highly acceptable. 4.6% responded with an unacceptable or 

highly unacceptable rating, and 21.1% were neutral on the 

issue. 

Amenity Ranking: 

Page four of Appendix R summarizes statistical data on the 

respondent's ranking of cimenities offered at their 
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respective parks. The 'Respondent Ranking of Amenities' 

section categorizes the amenities by the number of sites 

each is located in. Therefore, a playground, open play-

field, picnic areas, and drinking fountain are found in all 

three parks. Whereas, shade structures, a restroom, and a 

parking lot are fovmd in two of the three parks and a 

misting system, basketball court, baseball field, and a 

tennis court are found in only one of the three parks. 

Of the amenities found in all three parks, the playground 

was perceived as the most valuable amenity (mean=3.55), 

followed by the open play-field (mean=3.57), and the picnic 

areas (mean=3.93). Amenities found in two of the three 

parks ranked shade structures as the most valued (mean=2.95) 

followed by the restroom (mean=3.74). The misting system 

(mean=4.24) was valued the highest for those amenities found 

in only one of the three parks, followed by the basketball 

court(mean=5.67) and the baseball field (mean=5.76). 

Grouping all three scenarios results in the following ranked 

list of amenities: 

1. Shade Structures (mean=2.95) 

2. Playground (mean=3.55); (mode=l) 

3. Open Play-Field (mean=3.57); (mode=l) 

4. Restroom (mean=3.74) 



168 

5. Picnic Areas (mean=3.93) 

6. Drinking Fountain (mean=4.03) 

7. Misting System (mean=4.24) 

8. Basketball Court (mean=5.67) 

9. Baseball Field (mean=5.76) 

10. Tennis Court (mean=6.45) 

11. Parking Lot (mean=6.46) 

The svonunarized mean ranking of amenities by the respondent's 

age group indicates that respondents between the ages of 

twenty-five and thirty-four-years-old paralleled the overall 

findings indicated above. This group, collectively, values 

the shade structures followed by the playground, open play-

field, and restroom facilities respectively. However, those 

respondents aged thirty-five to forty-four-years-old (who 

represent the highest percentage of respondents -26.72%) 

value the restroom, shade structures, playground, and open 

play-area respectively. Respondents aged forty-five to 

fifty-four-years-old indicate the tennis courts as the most 

highly valued amenity followed by the shade structures, 

picnic areas, and misting system. The fifty-five to sixty-

four-year-old age group values the tennis court, open play-

field, drinking fountain, and shade structures respectively. 
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The final table on page four of Appendix R relates the 

ranking of amenities to the ages of children living in the 

household. As indicated, the households with children under 

the age of thirteen parallel the overall ranking table by 

valuing the playground first followed by the shade 

structures, open play-field, and the restroom. Households 

with children aged thirteen-years and older value the picnic 

area followed by shade structures, open play-field, and 

misting system whereas, those households with no children 

value the shade structures, open play-field, drinking 

fountain, and baseball field respectively. 

Safety and Maintenance Issues: 

Page five of Appendix R sximmarizes statistical data on the 

respondent's perception of park safety and maintenance 

issues. Of the fifty males who responded to safety issues, 

58.0% either agreed or strongly agreed that their respective 

park's playground is safe, 2.0% disagreed, and 40.0% were 

neutral on the issue. Likewise, of the forty-nine females 

who responded, 57.0% either agreed or strongly agreed, 6.1% 

disagreed (or strongly disagreed), and 36.7% were neutral. 

The Pearson Chi-square analysis test was utilized to 

determine the strength of relationship between attitudes 

toward playground safety and gender. This result (p=0.7143) 

indicates there is very little, if any, relationship between 

these two variables. The relationship between attitudes of 
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playground safety and children's age group, however, does 

indicate a strong relationship (p=0.0082). Of those 

households with children less than thirteen-years-old, 54.0% 

believe their park's playground to be safe, 10.8% believe 

that safety is an issue, and 35.1% are neutral on the issue. 

In addition, 41.2% of the respondents with children aged 

thirteen-years and older believe the playgrounds are safe 

and 58.8% are neutral. The households with no children 

indicate that 67.4% of these households believe the 

playgrounds are safe and 32.6% are neutral. As indicated, 

the chi-square test indicates a strong correlation between 

these two variables. Therefore, the majority of respondents 

believe that their respective playgrounds are safe, even 

though particular issues do exist at each individual site. 

The remaining tables on page five of Appendix R detail 

respondents' perceptions of maintenance issues. Of the 

fifty-three males who responded, 90.5% find park maintenance 

to be at an acceptable or highly acceptable level, while 

4.0% believe maintenance to be at an unacceptable level (or 

strongly disagree), and 5.7% are neutral. In comparison, 

only 81.0% of the females surveyed believe that park 

maintenance is at an acceptable or highly acceptable level, 

while 11.4% believe maintenance to be at an unacceptable (or 

highly unacceptable level), and 7.5% are neutral. The 

Pearson chi-square analysis test indicates a moderate 
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relationship (p=0.2850) between gender and attitude toward 

parlc maintenance. 

Data generated from combining the question concerning 

equipment safety with the ages of children in the household 

indicate that 77.8% of the households with children under 

thirteen-years-old find maintenance of the playground 

equipment to be acceptable or highly acceptable, 11.2% 

unacceptable (or highly unacceptable), and 11.1% neutral. 

In comparison, only 65.1% of the households with children 

aged thirteen-years and older find equipment maintenance to 

be acceptable or highly acceptable, with 2.3% indicating a 

highly unacceptable level and 32.6% neutral on the issue. 

Likewise, 77.3% of the males who responded believe that 

equipment maintenance at their respective parks is 

acceptable or highly acceptable and 22.6% being neutral. In 

comparison, 72.4% of the responding females believe that 

equipment maintenance is acceptable or highly acceptable, 

8.6% indicated an unacceptable (or highly unacceptable) 

response, and 19.0% are neutral. Pearson chi-square 

analysis indicated a moderate relationship (p=0.1323 and 

p=0.2732 respectively) between attitudes towards equipment 

maintenance and child's ages or gender. 
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Other Statistical Variables; 

A strong correlation exists (p=0.001) between the 

respondent's mode of transportation and residing distance 

from park. Collectively, of those respondents living within 

one-quarter of a mile from their park, 75.0% walk, 18.4% 

ride a bicycle, and 3.9% drive a motor vehicle. In 

comparison, of those respondents living between a distance 

of one-quarter and one-half mile, 42.9% tend to walk, 23.8% 

ride a bicycle, and 19.0% drive a motor vehicle. In 

addition, those respondents living further away tend to 

spend more time at the park. Of those living less than one-

quarter of a mile from the park, 57.6% typically spend 

between one-half to one-hour visiting, while 42.5% of those 

living between one-quarter and one-half mile tend to spend 

between one- and three-hours per visit. Pearson chi-square 

analysis indicates a week correlation (p=0.3653) between 

these two variables. 

The Pearson Chi-square Test is a valuable tool in 

determining relationships. If two variables create a high 

p-value (close to one), then a correlation between these two 

variables is weeik. However, a weak p-value does not 

necessarily mean that the information is irrelevant, only 

that a correlation is unlikely. Likewise, with a strong p-

value (close to zero), the correlation between two variables 
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is highly possible, thereby, strengthening the position that 

one variable directly correlates to a second. 
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Conclusion 

The following paragraphs conclude the findings described 

throughout this study. When combined, the detailed 

literature review, project methodology, analysis of data, 

and project summary chapters create a comprehensive review 

of the process in designing a successful outdoor 

neighborhood recreational facility. 

Appendix S discusses suggested design guidelines based on 

the findings of this study. However, the intentions of this 

study are not to develop design guidelines, but to identify 

the process necessary in developing a successful 

neighborhood park. I wish to communicate to the reader that 

the process is critical in the design of such a space and 

without the proper steps, sustainability of the recreational 

facility is in jeopardy. 

Throughout the process of researching and writing this 

study, I have concluded that the importance of considering 

user demographics and preferences when designing a 

neighborhood recreational facility is crucial. Through 

soliciting resident feedback, examining user demographics, 

and exploring historical and contemporary literature on the 

topic, I have provided a sound representation of the process 

necessary in designing a successful park in any community. 



175 

The statistical and empirical information given in this 

study, combined with a practical and realistic approach to 

park development, should provide adequate information in the 

design and development of an outdoor neighborhood 

recreational facility. This study illustrates the value of 

resident input concerning the design and development of 

neighborhood parks. It is my desire, as author, that this 

study be provided to and utilized by the cities of La 

Quinta, Cathedral City, and Palm Desert's officials; that it 

be used as a foundation for the development of future 

neighborhood parks throughout the Coachella Valley. 
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The Consimer Product Safety Coramission* s Tf>n s-hepg Tnwa-rd a 
Safer- PlaygToiind; 

• Protective Surfacing - The surfaces under and around 
play equipment should be soft enough to cushion 
falls. For most play equipment, these surfaces 
should contain a minimum of twelve inches of wood 
chips, mulch, sand, or pea gravel. 

• Fall Zones - To cushion a fall, the shock absorbing 
material should extend a minimum of six feet in all 
directions from stationary pieces of play equipment. 
In front of and behind swings, the material should 
extend a distance equal to twice the height of the 
suspending bar. 

• Equipment Spacing - Play structures should be spaced 
at least twelve feet apart to allow children space 
to circulate or fall without striking another 
structure. Moving pieces of equipment should be 
located in an area away from other play structures 
so children have adequate room to pass from one play 
area to another without being struck by a moving 
swing or by another child exiting from a slide. 

• Catch Points and Protruding Hardware - There should 
be no dangerous pieces of hardware, such as 
protruding bolt ends and narrow gaps in metal 
connections or open "S" hooks at the top and bottom 
of swings. Exposed hardware can cut children, 
puncture skin, or catch clothing drawstrings, which 
could strangle a child. 

• Openings that can trap - Openings in guardrails, and 
spaces between platforms and between ladder rungs, 
should measure less than three and one-half inches 
or more than nine inches. Children can get trapped 
and strangle in openings where they can fit their 
bodies but not their heads through the space. 

• Pinch, Crush, Shearing, and Sharp Hazards -
Equipment should not have sharp points or edges that 
could cut skin. Moving pieces of equipment, such as 
suspension bridges, track rides, merry-go-rounds, or 
seesaws, should not have accessible moving parts 
that might crush or pinch a child's finger. 

• Tripping Hazards - There should be no exposed 
concrete footings, abrupt changes in surface 
elevations, tree roots, tree stximps, and rocks, 
which can trip children or adults. 

• Guardrails - Elevated surfaces, such as platforms, 
reuaps, and bridgeways, should have guardrails to 
prevent falls. 
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• Routine Maintenance - Find out if your playground 
has a designated official who periodically inspects 
the play equipment for preventive maintenance. This 
includes replacing missing, broken, or worn-out 
components; securing hardware; checking for 
deterioration in the wood, metal, or plastic 
materials; maintaining the proper twelve-inch depth 
of surfacing material; and cleaning up debris. 

• Supervision - The play area should be designated so 
that adults can observe children at play (United 
States Consumer Product Safety Commission, 1). 
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The following list, developed by John Mason, details 
desirable and undesirable interrelationships between 
components (79). 

Desirable Relationships: 

• Parent use areas should be adjacent to intensive 
children's play areas (e.g. locate picnic facilities 
close to playground equipment). 

• Signs are best located at the entry to a park or 
adjacent to the particular facility to which the 
sign refers. 

• Waste bins should be next to playground areas, park 
benches, and picnic areas. 

• Restrooms are best adjacent to the parking lot. 
They should also be within easy access of the 
playground. 

• A drinking fountain should be located adjacent to 
the playground. 

• Screening (plants, mounding, or fencing) should be 
provided to neighboring properties. 

• Hard-wearing surfaces such as concrete, rubber or 
wood shavings are best used under more heavily used 
parts of the facility or on slopes greater than 10 
degrees. 

• Slides are ideal when built into a mound or 
embankment. 

• Moving play structures, such as swings, are best 
kept isolated from traffic paths. Avoid children 
walking across the path of a swing. 

• The base of a slide should be away from traffic 
paths. 

Undesirable Relationships: 

• Avoid having noisy areas adjacent to quiet areas. 
• Avoid active play areas being too close to passive 

play areas. 
• Avoid breaking up the playground facilities into a 

niimber of separate units dotted in isolated spots 
over the site. 

• Car parking should be kept away from play areas. 
• Avoid deciduous trees over play areas. 
• Heavy use areas are best kept away from poorly 

drained cireas. 
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COACHELLA VALLEY- RESIDENTIAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

City 
Cathedral City 
Coachella 21,869 9.53°1<> 4,578 4,150 2,985 
Desert Hot Springs 15,323 6.68%) 5,465 3,387 2,331 
Indian Wells 3,264 1.42%) 1,448 1,134 1,076 
Indio 43,780 ~ 12,246 9,399 6,839 
La Quinta 20,445 6,356 4,830 0 3,994 
Palm Desert 35,162 15.32°/o 15,289 9,163 59.93°/o 7,700 

42,639 11111~1,~~!1111 19,244 10,413 54.11% 8,109 42.14°/o 
11,043 . 0 5.151 3.256 63.21 °/o 2.871 55.74% 

Total 
I 

City 
Cathedral City 
Coachella 21,869 6,897 481 ·········· ·1·r ·5·9°/o······· ·· 361 
Desert Hot Springs 15,323 12,677 592 . 17.48°/o 360 
Indian Wells 3,264 3,196 47 4.14°/o 143 
Indio 43,780 23,852 1,702 18.11 °/o 1,276 
La Quinta 20,445 16,299 906 1,273 
Palm Desert 35,162 32,119 1,817 1,755 
Palm Springs 42,639 35,454 1,633 0 1,805 
Rancho Mirage 11,043 10,441 416 12.78°/o 529 

229,553 

• HIGHEST PERCENTAGE 
SECOND HIGHEST PERCENTAGE 
THIRD HIGHEST PERCENTAGE 

t-' 

"' ~ 



COACHELLA VALLEY- RESIDENTIAL DEMOGRAPHICS (continued) 
* Based on 1990 Census updated to January 1, 1998 

Coachella 
Desert Hot Springs 
Indian Wells 
Indio 
La Quinta 
Palm Desert 
Palm Springs 
Rancho Miraae 

Coachella 
Desert Hot Springs 
Indian Wells 
Indio 
La Quinta 
Palm Desert 
Palm Springs 
Rancho Miraae 

21,869 
15,323 
3,264 

43,780 
20,445 
35,162 
42,639 
11.043 

596 
830 
104 

1,985 
1,232 
2,847 
2,565 
642 

2,569 
1,603 

65 
4,750 
1,956 
1,825 
2,233 
325 

0 

11111111111111111~~~~111111111111111 
5.19%, 
5.24%, 
2.94°/o 

402 
439 
217 

1,547 
1,429 
2,538 
2,637 
719 

6,276 
2,875 
227 

10,097 
4,160 
4,199 
4,765 11.18%, 
762 6.90°/o 

..... 

"' w 



SITE SPECIFIC - RESIDENTIAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

TOP THREE PERCENTAGES 
............................... ... . .. - Century Park 
{~~1.?.1~1t~~¥:;I~~~Hifi~Vt::~:I~:~:~:~:::t~:~:~:~:~~I~t:I::~:I~::~:IIlt~!t:~:~:~~-
Coachella 4 
Desert Hot Springs 2 
Indian Wells 3 
Indio 4 

- ~~~~~~o~a~~rk 
Palm Springs 1 
Rancho Mirage 1 

CENTURY PARK 
Households- Family: 

Households - Married: 
Households - Owners: 

Age Breakdown - Under 13: 
Family Income- $35k to $50k: 
Family Income- $50k to $75k: 

Total Population: 
Total Households: 

Median Home Value: 
Median Income: 

Unemployment Rate: 

+ Indicates top percentage in category 
*Based on 1/2 mile radius of park site 

3,234 67.00o/o + 
4,079 84.50°/o + 
3,195 66.19°/o + 
2,493 20.00°/o + 

936 19.39°/o + 
912 18.89o/o 

12,465 
4,827 

$144,300 
$36,937 

4.2o/o 

* Provided by Old Republic Title Company- Palm Desert, CA. 

ADAMS PARK 
Households - Family: 

Households- Married: 
Households- Owners: 

Age Breakdown - Under 13: 
Family Income- $35k to $50k: 
Family Income- $50k to $75k: 

Total Population: 
Total Households: 

Median Home Value: 
Median Income: 

Unemployment Rate: 

3,274 67.01°/o + 
1 ,222 25.01 °/o + 
2,726 55.79o/o + 
1,285 11.90°/o 

840 17 .19o/o + 
511 1 0.46°/o 

10,799 
4,886 

$218,500 
$43,604 

4.7°/o 

IRONWOOD PARK 
Households- Family: 

Households- Married: 
Households - Owners: 

Age Breakdown - Under 13: 
Family Income- $35k to $50k: 
Family Income- $50k to $75k: 

Total Population: 
Total Households: 

Median Home Value: 
Median Income: 

Unemployment Rate: 

4,395 59.00°/o + 
6,220 83.50°/o + 
4,767 64.00°/o + 
2,480 14.60o/o 
1,393 18.70°/o + 
1 1 199 16.1 0%) 

16,989 
7,449 

$161,500 
$37,718 

4.2o/o 

'"'"" "' tb 
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ADAMS PARK viewof t ot-lotfromAdamsSt. 
esigned By: Co n· y Norks Design Gro p 

Riverside, CA. 
Engineered By: Buena Engineers Inc. 

Bermuda Dunes, CA. 
0 a k Size: 4 .7t) Acres 
lrcludee>: 2.75 Acree> Ope Lawr S pace 

Separate Tat-Lot d Child Play Area&, 
Picnic Tables Nigf t Li f-tin , 

S f ade Str 



CENTURY PARK 
Designed By: Ronald Gregory, Associates 

Pa lm Desert, CA. 
Engineered By: Hacker Engineering 

Pa l Springs, CA. 
P dt-k bi:L..e: b Acr~ 

covered picnic area 

-----
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entry signage 

mult i-level play structure 

slope to restroom 
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IRONWOOD PARK 
Designed By: The Planning Center 

Phoenix, AZ. 
Engineered By: Robert, Be in, Wil lia , Frost 

Pal Desert, CA. 
Park Size: 3 Acre':3 
Include~: 1.5 Acre5 Opert Lawn Space 

.5 Acre Playgrou a Area 

.25 Acre 0 -St..reet Parki g Night..Light..ing 
Covered Picnic Table5 wl B.B.Q., "'e5troom, 

view of mounta i s 
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e try sig nage 

playground area 

child on play structure 
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1) Adams Park is located in La Quinta on the corner of 
Adams St. and La Palma Dr. one block south of Fred 
Waring Blvd. Are you aware of this park? 

Yes 
No 

2) Have you ever visited Adams Park? 
Yes 
No 

In No, please skip to the DEMOGRAPHICS section, complete and 
mail. If Yes, please continue with question 3. 

3) If Yes, to the best of your knowledge, do you live: 
Within k mile of the park 
\ t.o k mile of the park 
Further than \ mile away 

4) Generally, how often does your household visit the park, 
particularly during the mild season (from October to 
April)? 

Less than once a month 
Once a month 
Twice a month 
Three times a month 
Four times a month 
More than four times a month 

5) Does your household generally visit Adams Park on 
(choose all that apply); 

Weekends 
Holidays 
Midweek 

6) During which hours does your household typically visit 
Adams Peirk? 

8:00am to 11:00am 
11:00am to 2:00pm 
2:00pm to 5:00pm 
Later than 5:00pm 

7) Typically, when you visit Adams Park, do you bring your 
child(ren)? 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
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8) When visiting Adams Peirk, does your household generally: 
Drive to the park 
Ride a bicycle to the park 
Walk to the park 
Other (please indicate: ) 

9) If and when you ride a bicycle to the park, do you feel 
safe from injury and/or accident during the ride to and 
from the park? 

Yes 
No 
I do not ride a bicycle to park 

10)If no, please briefly describe your concern: 

11)If and when you walk to the park, do you feel safe from 
injury and/or accident during the walk to and from the 
park? 

Yes 
No 
I do not walk to the park 

12)If no, please briefly describe your concern: 

13) Please describe any inconveniences in traveling between 
your home and Adams Park (e.g. major roads to cross, 
gated communities to travel around, etc.): 

14) On average, how long does a visit to Adams Park last; 
Less than k hour 
^ to 1 hour 
1 to 3 hours 
3 to 6 hours 
Longer than 6 hours 
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15)Below is a list of amenities found at Adams Park. 
Please rank from 1 to 7 (1 being most important, 7 being 
least important), the order in which your household 
values each (i.e. if your household values the open play 
field the most, this would be given a "1" value) : 

Drinking Fountain 
Misting System 
Older Children Play-Area 
Open Play-Field 
Picnic Area 
Shade Structure 
Younger Children Tot-Lot 

16)Please circle your response to the following questions 
concerning safety issues at Adams Park: 
a. The children are protected from serious injury 

while playing on the playground equipment: 
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

b. The play equipment is adequately spaced to prevent 
injury. 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

c. There is enough separation between the younger and 
older children's play areas: 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

d. The children are safe to play on the playground 
unsupervised: 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

e. The children are protected from running into 
traffic on Adams Street: 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
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If any question in 16 rates "Disagree" or "Strongly 
Disagree", please briefly describe problem areas below: 

17)Please circle your response to the following questions 
concerning maintenance issues at Adams Park: 
a. How would you rate the general maintenance of Adams 

Park: 
Highly Unacceptable 
Unacceptable 
Neutral 
Acceptable 
Highly Acceptable 

b. How would you rate maintenance of the playground 
equipment: 

Highly Unacceptable 
Unacceptable 
Neutral 
Acceptable 
Highly Acceptable 

If any question in 17 rates "Unacceptable" or "Highly 
Unacceptable", please briefly describe problem areas below: 

18)Have you or a family member ever been injured (more 
severely than bumps and bruises) at Adcuns Park? 

Yes 
No 

19)If yes, did the injured person seek immediate or 
eventual medical attention? 

Yes 
No 

20)If medical attention was required, please describe the 
injury and medical care given: 
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21)Thinking about parks which you have visited in the past, 
what featxires are missing from Adams Park which you 
believe would add to its desirability: 

DEMOGRAPHICS (Please answer all the following questions, 
each is very important to this study) 
22)Age of respondent: 

Under 18 years old 
18 - 24 years old 
25 - 34 years old 
35 - 44 years old 
4 5 - 5 4  y e a r s  o l d  
55 - 64 years old 
65 or over 

23)Gender of respondent: 
Male 
Female 

24)Marital status of respondent; 
Married 
Single 

25)Are you a year-round resident of La Quinta; 
Yes 
No 

26)Do you own or are you buying the home you live in: 
Yes 
No 

27)Length at current residence: 
Less than 6 months 
6 months to under 1 year 
1 year to under 2 years 
2 years to under 5 years 
5 years to under 10 years 
10 years or longer 

28)Education level of male head of household (if 
applicable): 

No high school degree 
High school degree 
Undergraduate college degree 
Graduate college degree 
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29)Education level of female head of household (if 
applicable); 

No high school degree 
High school degree 
Undergraduate college degree 
Graduate college degree 

30) Please indicate the ninnh«a-r of children, living at this 
address, who fall into each category: 

New born to 4 years old 
5 years to 8 years old 
9 years to 12 years old 
13 years to 15 years old 
16 years or older 
Not Applicable 

Please use the space below to express any additional 
comments or concerns which may not have been covered in this 
survey: 
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Dear Resident, 

In order to better understand how Adams Park provides a 
pleasant environment for you and your family, a group of 
randomly selected residents are being asked to participate 
in an important study; and you are one such resident. This 
survey is being distributed to homes located within a ^ mile 
radius of the park. The information collected is 
confidential and extremely important to the success of this 
project and may play a vital role in the development of 
future parks in your neighborhood or in other neighborhoods 
located throughout La Quinta. 

I am a graduate student with the University of Arizona and 
am currently residing in the Coachella Valley. This project 
is being conducted in partial fulfillment of the 
University's Landscape Architecture Program. I hope to 
determine how you and your neighbors use the park and 
whether you believe that the park is successful in providing 
you and your family a safe and enjoyable place to visit. 

Please tcJce a few moments to read the enclosed letters of 
support and complete the survey inside. In addition, please 
do not write your name on the form. This is a confidential 
study and confidentiality must be maintained. Once 
completed, please fold the form at the marks indicated on 
this page, tape the bottom, and mail. If you have any 
questions or comments, you may call me anytime at 341-1515 
(daytime). Thank you for your participation and support. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Chapman 
Project Coordinator 
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March 2, 1999 

To The Participant: 

You have been selected to test a survey that shall be 
administered to three areas within the Coachella Valley. 
The survey's content measures the user's perception of a 
neighborhood park in each area. The success of a 
neighborhood park strongly depends on the neighbor's 
feelings toward safety, accessibility, and amenities 
provided. This study hopes to measure success and your 
input is highly valuable. 

I ask that you open the envelope as if you had just received 
it in the mail, read the cover letter and follow all 
directions (except the mailing). You may (and probably 
haven't) heard of the specific park indicated in this 
survey. Instead, while answering the questions, imagine 
this survey is for a park in your area which you frequent 
often. If you do not frequent a park on a regular basis, 
please imagine the survey is for a park which you may have 
known from your past. Answer all questions completely and 
truthfully, then answer the questions below. I thank you 
for the time you have spent and look forward to your input. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Chapman 



210 

addttionul Q^iwfc'tnw (•fco hw a^t»r anwy tian hwwn ffCTMpl»tad)» 

1) Approxlna'tely, how many minutes did it take for the entire process 
(from opening the envelope, to reading the letters, to answering the 
(questionnaire, to folding and finalizing the 
questionnaire): 

2) Did the introductory letter give you sufficient information to guide 
you through the process: 

If no, please explain: 

3) Were there any questions that were confusing: 
If yes, please indicate the question and explain the confusion: 

4) Were there any questions which lacked the proper response: 
If yes, please indicate the question and the response missing: 

5) Was there sufficient room to write comments for questions 10, 12, 
13,19, and final comment space: 

If no, please indicate which question did not provide enough 
space: 

6) If you were to receive this questionnaire, would you take the time to 
complete: 

If no, please explain: 

Please write any additional comments on the back of this page. Thank 
you. 
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THE. UNIVE.RSITY OF 

ARJZONA~ 
TucsoN AruzoNA 

Collc:;e oL\rchilectun~ 
HHO N. Ol ive 

February 26, 1999 

Dear Resident, 

PO Box 2lOOiS 
Tuc.-;,.111. Arizona H572l 
(5l0) 611-6751 
Fax: (520) 6ll -8700 

tlris letter will introduce Mr. Gary Chapman, who is a graduate stude.nt in the School of 
Landscape Architecture at the University of Arizona. As Director of the School~ 1 am 
writing in support of Gary's thesis project on 'the success of neighborhood parks.· As 
Chair of Gary's·Thesis Committee, I am pleased to report that we are very proud of 
Gary's efforts, and look forward to his analysis of the success ofyour·ncighborhood pai-k. 

On behalf ofilie University of Arizona and the: School of Landscape .Architecture, I ask 
that you please a.Ssist Gary by completing the enclosed survey. Your input is cruciallo 
the success of this project, and, without it, proper analysis is impossible. 

If you have .any questions, please contact me by phone at 520-621-1727 or by fax at 520-
626-6448. My e-mail address is havens@u.arizona.edu. · 

Thank you for yow: .. participation .in assisting Gary. 

~~ 
William H. Havens, FASLA 
Director, School of Landscape Architecture 
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Dear Resident, 

CllY Of PRtm Of~fRl 
73-:5 IO FRED WARING DRIVE 

PALM DESERT, CALIFORNIA 92260-2 578 

TEL: 760 346-061 I 

FAX: 760 341-7098 

info• palm-desert.org 

A study of Ironwood Park is currently underway, which is being coordinated by a graduate 
student of the University of Arizona's Landscape Architecture program. This study hopes 
to determine the users' perception of Ironwood Park and whether or not the residents of 
the area believe that the park is safe, useful, enjoyable and successful space to be used 
by every member of the family. 

Please take · a few moments and complete the enclosed questionnaire. This study is 
important not only to the study, but to Palm Desert's parks system as well. The results of 
this project will be closely reviewed by the City and may play a direct role in the 
development of future neighborhood parks. 

I have thoroughly reviewed this study and encourage you to participate. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please call me at the number listed above. Thank you for your 
time. 

Sincerely, 

JEFF WINKLEPLECK 
PARKS AND RECREATION PLANNING MANAGER 
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Cathedral 

March 2, 1999 

Dear Resident; 

I am writing-this letter in support of the enclosed questionnaire. A study of Century Park is 
currently underway, which is being coordinated by a graduate student of the University of 
Arizona's Landscape Architecture program. This study hopes to d~termine the user's 
perception of Century .Park and whether or not the residents of the area believe that the park 
is a safe, U!eful, enjoyable and successful space to be used by every member of the family. 

The coordinator of the project has asked the City's permission in conducting this· study. I bsve 
personally re'\'iewed the proposal and am confident that the intentiom a.re true and honest. 

Please take a few moments and complete the 'enclosed questionnaire. ThiS study is im.portant 
to not only the student, but ~o Cathedral City'·s parks system as well. The results of this. 
project will be closely reviewed by the City and may play a direct role in the development of 
future neighborhood parks. 

Again, I have thoroughly reviewed this study ·and encourage you to participate. If you have 
any questions or concerns, please call me. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Tony Barton 
Parks & Recreation Manager 
(760) 770-0380 

68-727 E. PALM CANYON DRIVE • CATHEDRAl CITY, CA 92234 • 760 I 770-0380 • FAX: 760 I 321 -6024 
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(eodiwff indieatad in bold) 

1) Adams Park is located in La Quinta on the corner of 
Adams St. and La Palma Dr. one block south of Fred 
Waring Blvd. Are you aware of this park? 

1 Yes 
2 No 
99 Mo Answer 

2) Have you ever visited Adams Park? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
99 No Answer 

3) If Yes, to the best of your knowledge, do you live: 
1 Within i mile of the park 
2 ^ to ^ mile of the park 
3 Further than h mile away 
99 No Answer 

4) Generally, how often does your household visit the park, 
particularly during the mild season (from October to 
April)? 

1 Less than once a month 
2 Once a month 
3 Twice a month 
4 Three times a month 
5 Four times a month 
6 More than four times a month 
99 No Answer 

5) Does your household generally visit Adams Park on 
(choose all that apply): 
1 Weekends 4 Weekends and Holidays 
2 Holidays 5 Weekends and Midweek 
3 Midweek 6 Holidays and Midweek 

99 No Answer 

6) During which hours does 
Adams Park? 

yoiir household typically visit 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

8am-llam 
llam-2pm 
2pm-5pm 
past 5pm 
8am-llam 
llam-2pm 

8 

Sam-llam 
past 5pm 
llam-2pm 
2pm-5pm 
llam-2pm 
past 5pm 

llam-llcim 10 2pm-5pm 
2pm-5pm past 5pm 

11 

12 

13 

8am—11am 
llam-2pm 
2pm-5pm 
8am—11am 
llam-2pm 
past 5pm 
8am—llcim 
2pm—5pm 
past 5pm 

14 llam-2pm 
2pm-5pm 
past 5pm 

15 8am-lleim 
llam-2pm 
2pm-5pm 
past 5pm 

99 No Answer 
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7) Typically, when you visit Adams Park, do you bring your 
child(ren)? 

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Not Applicable 
99 No Answer 

8) When visiting Adams Park, does your household generally: 
1 Drive 7 Drive,Other 13 Drive,Walk,Other 
2 Ride 8 Ride,Walk 14 Ride,Walk,Other 
3 Walk 9 Ride,Other 15 Drive,Ride,Walk, 
4 Other 10 Walk,Other Other 
5 Drive, Ride 11 Drive,Ride,Walk 99 No Answer 
6 Drive, Walk 12 Drive,Ride,Other 

9) If and when you ride a bicycle to the park, do you feel 
safe from injury and/or accident during the ride to and 
from the park? 

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 I do not ride a bicycle to park 
99 No Answer 

10)(Descriptive Question) 

do you feel safe from 
walk to and from the 

to the park 

12) (Descriptive Question) - Not Coded 

13) (Descriptive Question) - Not Coded 

14) On average, how long does a visit to Adams Park last: 
1 Less than k hour 
2 ^ to 1 hour 
3 1 to 3 hours 
4 3 to 6 hoxirs 
5 Longer than 6 hours 
99 No Answer 

15) (Ordinal Question) - Not Coded 

11) If and when y* 
injury and/or 
park? 

u walk to the park, 
accident during the 

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 I do not walk 
99 No Answer 
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16)Please circle your response to the following questions 
concerning safety issues at Adams Park: 
a. The children are protected from serious injury 

while playing on the playground equipment: 
1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Disagree 
3 Neutral 
4 Agree 
5 Strongly Agree 
99 No Answer 

b. The play equipment is adequately spaced to prevent 
injury. 

1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Disagree 
3 Neutral 
4 Agree 
5 Strongly Agree 
99 No Answer 

c. There is enough separation between the younger and 
older children's play areas: 

1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Disagree 
3 Neutral 
4 Agree 
5 Strongly Agree 
99 No Answer 

d. The children are safe to play on the playground 
unsupervised: 

1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Disagree 
3 Neutral 
4 Agree 
5 Strongly Agree 
99 No Answer 

e. The children are protected from running into 
traffic on Adams Street: 

1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Disagree 
3 Neutral 
4 Agree 
5 Strongly Agree 
99 No Answer 
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17)Please circle your response to the following questions 
concerning maintenance issues at Adauns Peurk: 
a. How would you rate the general maintenance of Adams 

Park J 
1 Highly Unacceptable 
2 Unacceptable 
3 Neutral 
4 Acceptable 
5 Highly Acceptable 
99 No Answer 

b. How would you rate maintenance of the playground 
equipment: 

1 Highly Unacceptable 
2 Unacceptable 
3 Neutral 
4 Acceptable 
5 Highly Acceptable 
99 No Answer 

18)Have you or a family member ever been injured (more 
severely than bumps and bruises) at Adams Park? 

1 Yes 
2 No 
99 No Answer 

19)If yes, did the injured person seek immediate or 
eventual medical attention? 

1 Yes 
2 No 
99 No Answer 

20) (Descriptive Question) - Not Coded 

21) (Descriptive Question) - Not Coded 

DEMOGRAPHICS (Please answer all the following questions, 
each is very important to this study) 

22)Age of respondent: 
1 Under 18 years old 
2 1 8 - 2 4  y e a r s  o l d  
3 2 5 - 3 4  y e a r s  o l d  
4 35 - 44 yeeirs old 
5  4 5 - 5 4  y e a r s  o l d  
6  5 5 - 6 4  y e a r s  o l d  
7 65 or over 
99 No Answer 
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23)Gender of respondent: 
1 Male 
2 Female 
99 No Answer 

24)Marital status of respondent: 
1 Harried 
2 Single 
99 No Answer 

25)Are you a year-round resident of La Quinta: 
1 Yes 
2 No 
99 No Answer 

26)Do you own or are you buying the home you live in: 
1 Yes 
2 No 
99 No Answer 

27)Length at current residence; 
1 Less than 6 months 
2 6 months to under 1 year 
3 1 year to under 2 years 
4 2 years to under 5 years 
5 5 years to under 10 years 
6 10 years or longer 
99 No Answer 

28)Education level of male head of household (if 
applicable): 

1 No high school degree 
2 High school degree 
3 Undergraduate college degree 
4 Graduate college degree 
5 Not Applicable 
99 No Answer 

29)Education level of female head of household (if 
applicable): 

1 No high school degree 
2 High school degree 
3 Undergraduate college degree 
4 Graduate college degree 
5 Not Applicable 
99 No Answer 

30) (Nominal Question) - Not coded 
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ADAMS PARK: Total Observations: 

Adults/Teenagers- 85 

Children/Toddlers- 110 
1:30 ~.m. 2:00 ~.m. 

Weather Pattern I Sunny with Same as Breeze Slightly Same as Breeze Slightly 
Light Breeze 11 :00 a.m. 

Total Users in Park 13 14 
Activities: 

Relaxing (Passive) (A) (B) (F) 
Small Child Tot-Lot (C) 
Older Child Play Area (D) (G) 
Open Play-Area (H) 
Picnicking 
Other 

11:00 a.m. 
(A) 1 adult and 2 children (ages 2-4) sitting and playing on the slope 

1 adult reading at a picnic table next to the older child play area 

Stronger 
40 

(J) (0) 
(K) (P) 
(L) 
(M) (Q) 

(R) 

1 adult and 3 children (2 ages 6-8; 1 toddler) sitting under a tree near the picnic area 
1 adult and 3 children (2 ages 2-4; 1 toddler) sitting under a tree next to the small child tot-lot 

(These 4 and the adult reading at a picnic table are a family) 

11:30 a.m. 
(B) 1 adult smoking in water misting area (from 11 :00 a.m. - reading at picnic table) 

1:00 p.m. 
30 

(T) 
(U) 

M 

1 adult and 1 child (toddler) sitting under a tree next to the small child tot-lot (from 11:00 a.m.) 

Stronger 
34 

(W) 

(X) 
(Y) 

(Z) 

(C) 1 adult and 1 child (toddler) playing on animal spring (from 11 :00 a.m. - sitting under a tree near the picnic area) 
(D) 2 children (ages 6-8) playing on swings (from 11 :00 a.m. - sitting under a tree near the picnic area) 

2 children (ages 2-4) playing in surface material (from 11:00 a.m. - sitting under a tree next to the small child tot-lot) 
3 children (ages 6-8) playing on multi-level play structure with adult sitting in van parked on the street 

(E) 2 adults walking 2 dogs through park 

fl.) 
fl.) 
fl.) 



12:00 p.m. 
(F) 1 adult and 1 child (toddler) sitting under a tree near the picnic area (from 11:00 a.m.) 

1 adult reading at picnic table next to older child play area (from 11:00 a.m.) 
2 adults sitting on seat-wall at the older child play-area observing child at play 

(G) 1 child (age 2-4) playing on multi-level play structure (arrived with 2 adults sitting on seat-wall) 
2 children (ages 6-8) playing on multi-level play structure (from 11:00 a.m. - sitting under tree near picnic area) 
3 children (ages 6-8) playing in surface material (from 11:30 a.m. - adult sitting in van parked on street) 

(H) 1 adult and 3 children (1 age 6-8; 2 ages 2-4) playing baseball 
(I) 2 adults and 3 children (2 ages 8-10; 1 toddler) arriving to park(1) 

4 adults and 3 children (1 age 6-8; 2 ages 2-4) arriving to park(2) 

12:30 p.m. 
(J) 2 adults sitting near misters at the older child play area (from 12:00 p.m. - arriving at park(2)) 

2 adults sitting at picnic table by small child tot-lot (from 12:00 p.m. - arriving to park(2)) 
2 adults and 1 child (toddler) sitting under tree next to small child tot-lot (from 12:00 p.m. • arriving to park(1)) 
2 adults sitting on seat-wall at older child play-area (from 12:00 p.m.) 
2 adults and 1 child (age 2-4) sitting under tree at picnic area 
2 adults and 2 children (1 age 2-4; 1 toddler) sitting under tree at older child play-area 

(K) 3 children (1 age 6-8; 2 ages 2-4) playing in surface material (from 12:00 p.m. - arriving to pari((2)) 
1 child (age 2-4) playing in surface material (from 11:00 p.m. - sitting under tree next to small child tot-lot) 

(With adult walking around) 
(L) 2 children (ages 8-10) playing on multi-level play structure (from 12:00 p.m. • arriving to park(1)) 

1 adult and 1 child (age 2-4) playing on swings 
1 child (age 2-4) playing on multi-level play structure (child with 2 adults sitting on seat-wall) 

(M) S adults and 6 children (1 age 10-12; 2 ages 4-6; 2 ages 2-4; 1 toddler) sitting and playing on slope 
(N) 1 child (age 4-6) riding bike around pari( (child with 2 adults and 1 child sitting under tree at picnic area) 

1 adult walking around (from 11:00 a.m. - reading at picnic table) 

1:00 p.m. 
(O) 2 adults and 1 child (age 2-4) sitting on seat wall (from 12:00 p.m.) 

2 adults and 2 children (1 age 2-4; 1 toddler) sitting under tree at older child play area (from 12:30 p.m.) 
2 adults and 2 children (1 age 4-6; 1 age 2-4) sitting under tree at picnic area (from 12:30 p.m.) 
1 adutt sitting on walk next to small child tot-lot 
2 adults and 1 child (age 2-4) sitting near misters at small child tot-lot 



(P) 1 adult and 2 children (ages 2-4) playing on swings 
1 adult and 1 child (toddler) playing on multi-level play structure 
1 child (age 2-4) playing in surface material (with adult sitting on walk) 

(Q) 2 adults and 3 children (2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) sitting and playing on slope (from 12:30 p.m.) 
2 adults and 4 children (1 age 6-8; 3 age 2-4) playing klckball 

(R) 3 adults and 4 children (1 age 6-6; 2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) picnicking at table near small child tot-lot 
(S) 1 adult walking through park 

1.30 p.m. 
(T) 1 adult and 4 children (1 age 6-8; 3 ages 2-4) playing on surface and level structure (from 1:00 p.m.-playing klckball) 

1 adult and 1 child (age 2-4) playing in surface material (from 1:00 p.m. - sitting on walk next to small child tot-lot) 
(U) 6 teenagers sitting on slope 

2 adults and 3 children (2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) sitting and playing on slope (from 12:30 p.m.) 
1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) flying a kite (from 1:00 p.m. - picnicking near small child tot-lot) 

(V) 2 adults and 3 children (2 age 2-4; 1 toddler) picnicking on table next to older child play-area 
2 adults and 3 children (1 age 6-8; 1 age 4-6; 1 toddler) picnicking at table near small child tot-lot (from 1:00 p.m.) 

2:00 p.m. 
(W) 1 adult sitting on table next to older child play-area (from 1:00 p.m. - sitting on walk next to small child tot-lot) 
(X) 1 child (age 2-4) playing on multi-level play structure (with adult sitting on table next to older child play-area) 

5 children (ages 8-10) playing on multi-level play structure 
1 adult and 3 children (ages 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure 
1 child (age 6-8) playing on multi-level play structure (from 1:00 p.m. - picnicking near small child tot-lot) 

(Y) 1 adult and 3 children (1 ages 4-6; 2 age 2-4) flying a kite 
2 adults and 2 children (ages 2-4) flying kite (from 1:00 p.m. - playing klckball) 
2 children (1 age 6-8; 1 age 2-4) playing klckball (from 1:00 p.m. - playing klckball) 
1 adult and 4 children (2 ages 4-6; 2 ages 2-4) sitting and playing on slope (from 12:30 p.m.) 

(Z) 2 adults and 1 child (age 2-4) picnicking on table next to older child play-area (from 1:30 p.m.) 
3 adults picnicking on table next to small child tot-lot (from 1:00 p.m.) 

(AA) 1 adult using metal detector 

N> 
to 
ip> 



CENTURY PARK: 

Weather Pattern 

Total Users in Park 
Total Car in Parkin 
Activities: 

Relaxing (Passive) (A) (I) 
Playground (B) (E) (G) (J) 
Open Play-Area (C) (F) 
Picnicking (H) (K) 
Other 

11:00 a.m. 
(A) 2 teenagers sitting under picnic structure 
(B) 1 child (age 4-6) playing in sand (with group playing in open play-area) 
(C) 1 adult and 3 children (1 age 1 0-12; 2 ages 8-1 0) playing baseball 
(D) 1 adult walking a dog 

11:30 a.m. 
(E) 3 children (2 ages 8-1 0; 1 age 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure and in sand 

(from 11 :00 a.m. - child playing in sand and playing baseball) 
1 adult, 1 teenager, and 1 child (age 4-6) playing in sand 

(F) 1 adult and 1 child (age 10-12) playing baseball (from 11:00 a.m.) 

12:00 p.m. 

Total Observations: 

(M) 
(N) 

(0) 

Adults/Teenagers- 38 

Children/Toddlers- 66 

(Q) (T) 
(U) 

(R) M 
(W) 

(G) 1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure (from 11 :30 a.m. - playing in sand) 
(H) 2 adults and 4 children (1 age 10-12; 2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) picnicking under small picnic structure(1) (did not park in parking lot) 

2 adults and 2 children (1 age 2-4; 1 toddler) picnicking under small picnic structure(2) (did not park in parking lot) 

t\) 
t\) 

01 



12:30 p.m. 
(I) 2 adults sitting under large picnic structure with dog 
(J) 1 child (age 6-8) playing on multi-level play structure (with 2 adults sitting under large picnic stmcture) 
(tQ 2 adults and 4 children (1 age 10-12; 2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) picnicking under small picnic structure(l) (from 12:00 p.m.) 

2 adults and 2 children (1 age 2-4; 1 toddler) picnicking under small picnic structure(2) (from 12:00 p.m.) 
(L) 2 adults -1 walking dog through park and 1 running two dogs inside tennis court fencing 
1:00 p.m. 
(M) 1 adult sitting under small picnic structure next to playground 

1 adult sitting on lawn next to playground 
(^^) 5 children (3 ages 6-8; 2 ages 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure (with adult sitting under small picnic structure) 

1 child (age 6-8) playing in sand (with adult sitting on lawn next to playground) 
1 adult and 1 child (age 2-4) playing on multi-level play structure 

(O) 2 adults and 4 children (1 age 10-12; 2 ages 4-6; 1 toddler) picnicking under small picnic stmcture(l) (from 12:00 p.m.) 
(P) 1 child (age 8-10) rollerblading through park 
1:30 p.m. 
(Q) 1 adult and 2 children (ages 4-6) sitting on lawn (from 1:00 p.m. - sitting under small picnic structure) 

1 adult and 1 child (age 6-8) sitting on lawn (from 1:00 p.m. - sitting on lawn next to playground) 
1 child (age 6-8) sitting under large picnic structure (from 1:00 p.m. - with adult sitting under small picnic structure) 

(R) 1 adult, 1 teenager, and 4 children (ages 4-6) flying model plane 
1 adult and 3 children (ages 8-10) playing baseball 

(S) 2 children (ages 6-8) roaming around (from 1:00 p.m. - with adult sitting under small picnic structure) 
2 children (ages 8-10) skateboarding through park 
1 adult jogging around perimeter of park 

2:00 p.m. 
(T) 2 adults and 3 children (ages 4-6) sitting on lawn 

1 aduit sitting on lawn (from 1:30 p.m. - Jogging around perimeter) 
1 adult sitting on lawn (from 1:00 p.m. - sitting under small picnic structure) 

(U) 5 children (3 ages 6-8; 2 ages 4-6) playing on the multi-level play structure (from 1:00 p.m. - small picnic structure) 
1 child (age 4-6) playing on swingset (with 2 adults picnicking) 

(V) 1 adult and 3 children (ages 4-6) flying a kite 
(W) 2 adults picnicking at small picnic structure 
(X) 3 children (ages 6-8) playing badminton next to picnic area (v^th 2 adults picnicking) 

1 child (age 6-8) roaming (with 2 adults and 3 children sitting on lawn) 



IRONWOOD PARK: Total Observations: 

Adults/Teenagers- 58 

Children/Toddlers- 77 

Weather Pattern 

Total Users in Pa1 
Total Car in Parki 
Activities: 

Relaxing (Passive) (A) (D) (H) (M) (Q) M 
Playground (B) (E) (I) (N) (R) (W) 
Open Play-Area (C) (F) (J) (0) (S) 
Picnicking (K) (T) 
Other 

11:00 a.m. 
(A) 10 adults and 1 child (age 2-4) watching pee-wee baseball practice 

1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) sitting in folding chair next to playground 
(B) 3 children (1 age 4-6; 2 ages 2-4) playing in sand (supervising adult watching pee-wee baseball practice) 
(C) 5 adults and 13 children (ages 4-6) adults coaching children in pee-wee baseball practice 

11:30 a.m. 
(D) 1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) sitting in folding chair next to playground (from 11 :00 a.m.) 
(E) 2 children (1 age 6-8; 1 age 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure 
(F) 1 adult and 2 children (1 age 6-8; 1 age 2-4) playing tee-ball 
(G) 1 adult sitting in car at parking lot listening to music (arrived with the 2 children playing on multi-level play structure) 

12:00 p.m. 
(H) 1 adult sitting in folding chair next to playground (from 11 :00 a.m.) 

3 adults and 3 children (1 age 8-1 0; 2 toddlers) sitting on lawn 
(I) 1 child (age 4-6) playing on swingset (from 11 :00 a.m. - sitting in folding chair next to playground 

M 

(Z) 

1 adult and 2 children (1 age 6-8; 1 age 4-6) playing on swingset and hand-slide (from 11:30 a.m. - playing on multi-level play) 
2 adults and 3 children (ages 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure f\) 

f\) 
...J 



(J) 3 ctiildren (ages 2-4) playing on lawn (with group at picnic structure) 
(K) 1 adult and 1 child (toddler) at small picnic structure 
(L) 2 adults walking toward park from parking lot 

2 adults walking through park (with 2 adults and 3 children playing on multi-ievel play structure) 
12:30 p.m. 
(M) 3 adults and 3 children (1 age 8-10; 2 toddlers) sitting on lawn (from 12:00 p.m.) 

1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) sitting In folding chair next to playground (from 11:00 a.m.) 
(N) 1 adult and 2 children (ages 4-6) adult pushing children on tire swing (from 12:00 p.m. - at small picnic structure) 

4 adults and 2 children (ages 2-4) adults watching children on swingset (from 12:00 p.m. - playing on multi-level play stmcture) 
(O) 1 child (age 4-6) playing on lawn (from 12:00 p.m. - playing on multi-level play structure 
(P) 1 child (age 4-6) riding bike around circular sidewalk (from 12:00 p.m. - at small picnic structure) 

1 adult working for Sun Bus maintenance stops to use restroom 
1 adult (policeman) stops to use restroom 

1:00 p.m. 
(Q) 3 adults and 3 children (1 age 8-10; 2 toddlers) sitting on lawn (from 12:00 p.m.) 
(R) 1 adult and 1 child (age 2-4) playing on swing 

2 children (ages 2-4) playing in sand (from 12:00 p.m. - at small picnic structure) 
2 children (ages 4-6) playing in sand 
2 children (ages 4-6) playing on multi-level play structure 

(S) 1 child (age 6-8) riding bike in open play-area (from 12:00 p.m. - at small picnic structure) 
1 child (age 4-6) riding big wheel around open play-area 

(T) 2 adults and 2 children (ages 4-6) at small picnic structure (from 12:00 p.m.) 
(U) 1 adult and 1 child (age 4-6) arriving at park 

1:30 p.m. 
(V) 2 adults sitting in folding chairs next to playground 
(W) 2 adults and 3 children (ages 2-4) playing on multi-level play structure (from 12:00 p.m. - at small picnic structure) 

3 children (ages 2-4) on tire swing (wth adults sitting in folding chairs) 
(X) 2 children (ages 6-8) riding bikes around perimeter sidewalk 

2:00 P.m. 
(Y) 2 adults and 2 children (ages 4-6) sitting in folding chairs next to playground (from 1:30 p.m.) 
(Z) 2 adults and 4 children (1 age 6-8; 3 ages 4-8) playing baseball 

(AA) 1 adult and 2 children (1 age 2-4; 1 toddler) walking around perimeter sidewalk 
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APPENDIX L 

Study Site Observation Data - Part 2 



ADULT'S ACTIVITIES: 
Adams Park: 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 
Playground 
Open Play-Area 
Picnicking 
Other 

Centu 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 
Playground 
Open Play-Area 
Picnicking 
Other 

Ironwood Park: 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 
Playground 
Open Play-Area 
Picnicking 
Other 

TOTAL: 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 
Playground 
Open Play-Area 
Picnicking 
Other 

32 
7 
17 
12 
11 

10 
3 
5 

12 
4 

27 
11 
8 
3 
9 

69 
21 
30 
27 
24 

6 

2 
1 
1 

2 
1 
7 
0 
0 

32 
7 
23 
12 
11 

12 
4 
6 
12 
4 

27 
11 
8 
3 
9 

71 
22 
37 
27 
24 

37.65% 
8.24% 

27.06% 
14.12% 
12.94% 

31.58% 
10.53% 
15.79% 
31.58% 
10.53% 

46.55% 
18.97% 
13.79% 
5.17% 

15.52% 

39.23% 
12.15% 
20.44% 
14.92% 
13.26% 
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CHILDREN'S ACTIVITIES: 
Adams Park: 

vities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 7 10 1 2 20 18.18% 
Playground 2 16 3 13 7 41 37.27% 
Open Play-Area 3 12 10 3 1 29 26.36% 
Picnicking 3 5 3 2 13 11.82% 
Other 1 2 1 1 2 7 6.36% 

Centu 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 5 2 7 10.61% 
Playground 9 8 2 20 30.30% 
Open Play-Area 7 5 2 14 21.21% 
Picnicking 5 2 6 3 16 24.24% 
Other 6 3 9 13.64% 

Ironwood Park: 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 6 1 5 3 15 19.48% 
Playground 13 13 2 28 36.36% 
Open Play-Area 4 18 3 25 32.47% 
Picnicking 1 2 3 3.90% 
Other 1 2 2 6 7.79% 

TOTAL: 

Activities: 
Relaxing (Passive) 13 11 11 4 3 0 42 16.60% 
Playground 2 30 25 23 9 0 89 35.18% 
Open Play-Area 3 16 35 6 5 3 68 26.88% 
Picnicking 9 7 11 2 0 3 32 12.65% 
Other 2 3 3 9 5 0 22 8.70% 



PLAYGROUND ACTIVITIES: 
Adams Park: 

Activities: 
Multi-Level Structure 
Swingset 
Animal Springs 
Surface Material 

Activities: 
Multi-Level Structure 
Swing set 
Animal Springs 
Surface Material 

Ironwood Park: 

Activities: 
Multi-Level Structure 
Swingset 
Hand Slide 

TOTAL: 

Activities: 
Multi-Level Structure 
Swing set 
Animal Springs 
Hand Slide 
Surface Material 

1 12 
0 6 
1 0 
0 0 
0 12 
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16 14 9 0 52 58.43% 
3 2 0 0 11 12.36% 
0 0 0 0 1 1.12% 
0 1 0 0 1 1.12% 
6 6 0 0 24 26.97% 



APPENDIX M 

Survey Data Analysis — Study Sites 
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ADAMS PARK Total Responses - 50 40.00% 

Age of Respondent - Education Level of Male 
Under 18 years: 1 2.00% Head of Household -
18 to 24 years; 0 0.00% No Highschool Degree: 1 2.00% 
25 to 34 years: 6 12.00% Highschool Degree: 12 24.00% 
35 to 44 years: 18 36.00% College Degree (Undergrad.): 16 32.00% 
45 to 54 years: 9 18.00% College Degree (Grad.): 13 26.00% 
55 to 64 years: 11 22.00% Not Applicable: 5 10.00% 

65 years and oven 5 10.00% No Answer 3 6.00% 
No Answer 0 0.00% 

Education Level of Female 
Sex of Respondent - Head of Household -

Male: 25 50.00% No Highschool Degree: 0 0.00% 
Female: 24 48.00% Highschool Degree: 12 24.00% 

No Answer 1 2.00% College Degree (Undergrad.): 18 36.00% 
College Degree (Grad.): 12 24.00% 

Marital status - Not Applicable: 6 12.00% 
Mamed: 36 72.00% No Answer 2 4.00% 

Single: 10 20.00% 
No Answer 4 8.00% Households with Children -

New Bom to 4 Years: 9 14.75% 
Year-round Resident - 5 to 8 Years: 8 13.11% 

Yes: 49 98.00% 9 to 12 Years: 8 13.11% 
No: 1 2.00% 13 to 15 Years: 4 6.56% 

No Answer 0 0.00% 16 Years and Older 7 11.48% 
No Children at Address: 25 40.98% 

Own (or buying) Home - No Answer 0 0.00% 
Yes: 47 94.00% 
No: 0 0.00% Number of Children in Study -

No Answer 3 6.00% New Bom to 4 Years: 10 24.39% 
5 to 8 Years: 8 19.51% 

Length at Residence - 9 to 12 Years: 9 21.95% 
Less Than 6 Months: 3 6.00% 13 to 15 Years: 5 12.20% 

6 Months to 1 Year 1 2.00% 16 Years and Older 9 21.95% 
1 Year to 2 Years: 2 4.00% 

2 Years to 5 Years: 18 36.00% 
5 Years to 10 Years: 20 40.00% 

Over 10 Years: 3 6.00% 
No Answer 3 6.00% 
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ADAMS PARK Total Responses - 50 40.00% 

Is Respondant Aware of Park - Time of Day Park Is Visited -
Yes: 50 100.00% 8am to 11am; 5 12.20% 
No: 0 0.00% 11am to 2pm; 10 24.39% 

No Answer 0 0.00% 2pm to 5pm; 8 19.51% 
Later Than 5pm: 6 14.63% 

Has Respondant Visited Park - Combination of At)ove: 10 24.39% 
Yes: 41 82.00% No Answer 2 4.88% 
No: 9 18.00% 

No Answer. 0 0.00% Bring Children To Parte -
Yes; 24 58.54% 

Distance Living From Park - No; 2 4.88% 
Less Than 1/4 Mile: 22 53.66% Not Applicable; 15 36.59% 

1/4 to 1/2 Mile: 15 36.59% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Further Than 1/2 Mile: 1 2.44% 

No Answer 3 7.32% Means of Travel to Parte -
Drive Vehicle: 2 4.88% 

Frequency Park Is Visited - Ride Bicycle: 1 2.44% 
Less Than Once a Month: 15 36.59% Walk; 22 53.66% 

Once a Month: 4 9.76% Other 1 2.44% 
Twice a Month: 2 4.88% Combination of Above; 15 36.59% 

Three Times a Month: 3 7.32% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Four Times a Month: 4 9.76% 

More Than Four Times a Month: 13 31.71% Feel Safe If Ride Bicycle -
No Answer 0 0.00% Yes: 12 29.27% 

No; 3 7.32% 
Periods Which Park Is Visited - Do Not Ride Bicycle; 26 63.41% 

Weekends Only: 12 29.27% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Holidays Only: 3 7.32% 
Midweek Only: 6 14.63% Feel Safe If Walk-

Weekends and Holidays: 3 7.32% Yes; 29 70.73% 
Weekends and Midweek: 6 14.63% No; 4 9.76% 

Holidays and Midweek: 1 2.44% Do Not Walk; 8 19.51% 
Weekends, Holidays, Midweek: 8 19.51% No Answer 0 0.00% 

No Answer 2 4.88% 
Length of Visit to Park -

Less Than 1/2 Hour 9 21.95% 
1/2 To 1 Hour 19 46.34% 
1 To 3 Hours; 13 31.71% 
3 To 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 

Longer Than 6 Hours; 0 0.00% 
No Answer 0 0.00% 



ADAMS PARK Total Responses - so 40.00% 
Ranking of Amenity's - RANKING 

1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % 6 % 7 % No Answer 
Drinking Fountain; 5 12.20% 5 12.20% 4 9.76% 8 19.51% 6 14.63% 4 9.76% 3 7.32% 6 14.63% 

Misting System; 2 4.88% 5 12.20% 8 19.51% 4 9.76% 5 12.20% 3 7.32% 7 17.07% 7 17.07% 
Older Children Play; 4 9.76% 4 9.76% 5 12.20% 3 7.32% 3 7.32% 9 21.95% 6 14.63% 7 17.07% 

Open Play-Fleld; 11 26.83% 2 4.88% 4 9.76% 6 14.63% 4 9.76% 6 14.63% 2 4.88% 6 14.63% 
Picnic Areas: 6 14.63% 2 4.88% 5 12.20% 5 12.20% 8 19.51% 3 7.32% 6 14.63% 6 14.63% 

Shade Structure; 4 9.76% 13 31.71% 8 19.51% 5 12.20% 2 4.88% 2 4.88% 0 0.00% 7 17.07% 
Younger Children Play; 4 9.76% 4 9.76% 2 4.88% 2 4.88% 5 12.20% 6 14.63% 10 24.39% 8 19.51% 

* Data indica es the numt>er of times each rank was selected for each given amenity. 

Children are Protected From Injury Play Equipment is Adequately Adequate Separation Children are Safe to Play on 
While Playing on the Equipment - Spac  ̂to Prevent Injury - Between Play Areas - Playground Unsupervised • 

Strongly Agree; 1 2.44% 2 4.88% 2 4.88% 0 0.00% 

Agree: 21 51,22% 30 73.17% 29 7073% 9 21.95% 
Neutral; 18 43.90% 8 19.51% 8 19.51% 11 26.83% 

Disagree; 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 2.44% 14 34.15% 
Strongly Disagree; 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6 14.63% 

No Answer; 1 2.44% 1 2.44% 1 2.44% 1 2.44% 

Children Protected From How is Maintenance How is Maintenance of 
Running Into Traffic - of Park Rated - Playground Equipment Rated -

Strongly Agree; 0 0.00% Highly Acceptat)te; 10 24.39% Highly Acceptable: 11 2683% 
Agree: 8 19.51% Acceptable: 28 68.29% Acceptabte; 22 53.66% 

Neutral: 10 24.39% Neutral; 2 4.88% Neutral; 7 17.07% 
Disagree; 13 31.71% Unacceptable: 1 2.44% Unacceptable; 1 2.44% 

strongly Disagree; 8 19,51% Highly Unacceptal)le; 0 0.00% Highly Unacceptable; 0 0.00% 
No Answer; 2 4.88% No Answer. 0 0.00% No Answer 0 0.00% 

Family Memtier If Yes, Did Injured Person 
Ever Injured - Seek Medical Attention -

Yes: 1 2.44% Yes; 0 000% 
No: 40 97.56% No; 1 2.44% 

No Answer: 0 0.00% Not Applicable; 40 97.56% 
No Answer 0 0.00% 



237 

ADAMS PARK 

Respondent Ranking 
of Amenities: 

Mean Median Mode 
Shade Structures: 2.82 2.50 2 
Open Play-Field: 3.46 4.00 1 

Drinking Fountain: 3.83 4.00 4 
Picnic Areas: 4.14 4.00 5 

Misting System: 4.24 4.00 3 
Older Children Play-Area: 4.41 5.00 6 
Younger Children Tot-Lot: 4.76 5.00 7 

Mean Ranking 
(By Respondent Age Group): 

Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 
65 and 
older 

Shade Structures: 2.00 O.OO 3.00 2.75 3.17 3.00 1.00 
Open Play-Field: 4.00 O.OO 3.80 3.24 3.71 2.75 6.00 

Drinking Fountain: 1.00 O.OO 5.00 3.76 3.71 2.75 4.00 
Picnic Areas: 6.00 O.OO 5.60 4.06 3.50 3.60 3.00 

Misting System: 3.00 0.00 4.80 4.44 3.71 4.50 2.00 
Older Children Play-Area: 5.00 O.OO 2.80 4.63 4.33 4.80 7.00 
Younger Children Tot-Lot: 7.00 O.OO 3.60 4.69 5.17 5.25 5.00 

Mean Ranking (By 
Child's Age): Under 13 13 Years No 

Years Old Rank and Older Rank Children Rank 
Shade Structures: 2.44 1 4.00 5 2.50 1 
Open Play-Field: 4.44 4 2.33 1 2.90 2 

Drinking Fountain: 4.56 5/6 3.50 3 2.91 3 
Picnic Areas: 5.06 7 2.89 2 3.80 4 

Misting System: 4.56 5/6 3.63 4 4.20 5 
Older Children Play-Area: 3.31 2 5.13 6 5.60 6 
Younger Children Tot-Lot: 3.56 3 6.13 7 5.67 7 

Age of Children 65 and 
Based on Respondent's Age: Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 older 
New Bom to Four Years Old: 

Five Years to Eight Years Old: 
Nine Years to Twelve Years Old: 

Thirteen Years to Fifteen Years Old: 
Sixteen Years or Olden 

0 0 5 3 1 0 0 
0 0 4 4 0 0 0 
0 0 1 4 2 0 0 
0 0 0 3 2 0 0 
0 0 0 1 3 0 0 
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ADAMS PARK 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Playground Safety (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Strongly Agree: 1 5.0% 0 0.0% 
Agree: 9 45.0% 12 60.0% 

Neutral: 10 50.0% 8 40.0% 
Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Playground Safety (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Older % Children 

strongly Agree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 6.7% 
Agree: 10 62.5% 3 33.3% 8 53.3% 

Neutral: 6 37.5% 6 66.7% 6 40.0% 
Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 65 and 

Highly Acceptable: 0 0 3 3 3 2 0 
Acceptable: 1 0 2 13 5 5 1 

Neutral: 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Unacceptable: 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Park Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 4 21.1% 5 23.8% 
Acceptable: 14 73.7% 15 71.4% 

Neutral: 1 5.3% 1 4.8% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Equip Maintenance (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Older % Children % 

Highly Acceptable: 3 20.0% 4 44.4% 3 18.8% 
Acceptable: 10 66.7% 4 44.4% 8 50.0% 

Neutral: 1 6.7% 1 11.1% 5 31.3% 
Unacceptable: 1 6.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Equip Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 6 30.0% 5 23.8% 
Acceptable: 11 55.0% 11 52.4% 

Neutral: 3 15.0% 4 19.0% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
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ADAMS PARK 
Respondent's Mode of Transportation Within 1/4 To Further Than 

Based on Distance From Paric: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 
Drive to Park: 1 3.7% 5 18.5% 1 50.0% 

Ride Bicycle to Park: 4 14.8% 10 37.0% 0 0.0% 
Walk to Park: 22 81.5% 8 29.6% 1 50.0% 

Other 0 0.0% 4 14.8% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Duration of Visit Within 1/4 To Further Than 
Based on Distance Prom Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 

Less Than 1/2 Hour 4 18.2% 4 28.6% 0 0.0% 
1/2 to 1 Hour 14 63.6% 3 21.4% 1 100.0% 
1 to 3 Hours: 4 18.2% 7 50.0% 0 0.0% 
3 to 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Visiting Time Frame 
Based on Days of Week Visiting: eekends % Holidays % idweek % 

8:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.: 5 11.4% 3 11.5% 7 21.2% 
11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.: 13 29.5% 9 34.6% 5 15.2% 
2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.: 14 31.8% 7 26.9% 11 33.3% 
Later Than 5:00 p.m.: 12 27.3% 7 26.9% 10 30.3% 



CENTURY PARK 

Age of Respondent 
Under 18 years: 0 
18 to 24 years: 0 
25 to 34 years: 8 
35 to 44 years: 13 
45 to 54 years: 2 
55 to 64 years: 6 

65 years and over 5 
No Answer 0 

Sex of Respondent -
Male: 16 

Female: 18 
No Answer 0 

Marital status -
Mam'ed: 25 

Single: 6 
No Answer 3 

Year-round Resident -
Yes: 33 
No: 1 

No Answer 0 

)wn (or buying) Home -
Yes: 33 
No: 1 

No Answer 0 

Length at Residence -
Less Than 6 Months: 0 
6 Months to 1 Year 2 

1 Year to 2 Years: 3 
2 Years to 5 Years: 10 

5 Years to 10 Years: 14 
Over 10 Years: 5 

No Answer 0 
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Total Responses - 34 27.20% 

Education Level of Male 
0.00% Head of Household -
0.00% No Highschool Degree: 0 0.00% 

23.53% Highschool Degree: 14 41.18% 
38.24% College Degree (Undergrad.): 9 26.47% 
5.88% College Degree (Grad.): 5 14.71% 

17.65% Not Applicable: 5 14.71% 
14.71% No Answer 1 2.94% 
0.00% 

Education Level of Female 
Head of Household -

47.06% No Highschool Degree: 0 0.00% 
52.94% Highschool Degree: 14 41.18% 
0.00% College Degree (Undergrad.): 12 35.29% 

College Degree (Grad.): 4 11.76% 
Not Applicable: 4 11.76% 

73.53% No Answer 0 0.00% 
17.65% 
8.82% Households with Children -

New Bom to 4 Years: 9 20.93% 
5 to 8 Years: 8 18.60% 

97.06% 9 to 12 Years: 6 13.95% 
2.94% 13 to 15 Years: 4 9.30% 
0.00% 16 Years and Older 3 6.98% 

No Children at Address: 13 30.23% 
No Answer 0 0.00% 

97.06% 
2.94% Number of Children in Study -
0.00% New Bom to 4 Years: 13 36.11% 

5 to 8 Years: 10 27.78% 
9 to 12 Years: 6 16.67% 

0.00% 13 to 15 Years: 4 11.11% 
5.88% 16 Years and Older 3 8.33% 
8.82% 

29.41% 
41.18% 
14.71% 

0.00% 
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CENTURY PARK Total Responses - 34 27.20% 

Is Respondant Aware of Park - Time of Day Park Is Visited -
Yes; 34 100.00% Sam to 11am: 7 22.58% 
No: 0 0.00% 11am to 2pm; 6 19.35% 

No Answer 0 0.00% 2pm to 5pm; 7 22.58% 
Later Than 5pm: 2 6.45% 

Has Respondant Visited Park - Combination of Atiove; 6 19.35% 
Yes: 31 91.18% No Answer 3 9.68% 
No: 3 8.82% 

No Answer 0 0.00% Bring Children To Park -
Yes: 18 58.06% 

Distance Living From Park- No; 2 6.45% 
Less Than 1/4 Mile: 18 58.06% Not Applicable: 11 35.48% 

1/4 to 1/2 Mile: 13 41.94% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Further Than 1/2 Mile: 0 0.00% 

No Answer 0 0.00% Means of Travel to Park -
Drive Vehicle; 3 9.68% 

Frequency Park Is Visited - Ride Bicycle; 2 6.45% 
Less Than Once a Month: 6 19.35% Walk: 14 45.16% 

Once a Month: 6 19.35% Other 1 3.23% 
Twice a Month: 2 6.45% Combination of Above; 9 29.03% 

Three Times a Month: 1 3.23% No Answer 2 6.45% 
Four Times a Month: 8 25.81% 

More Than Four Times a Month: 7 22.58% Feel Safe If Ride Bicycle -
No Answer 1 3.23% Yes; 9 29.03% 

No: 1 3.23% 
Periods Which Park Is Visited - Do Not Ride Bicycle: 20 64.52% 

Weekends Only: 7 22.58% No Answer 1 3.23% 
Holidays Only: 1 3.23% 
Midweek Only: 6 19.35% Feel Safe If Walk-

Weekends and Holidays: 3 9.68% Yes; 21 67.74% 
Weekends and Midweek: 7 22.58% No; 2 6.45% 

Holidays and Midweek: 0 0.00% Do Not Walk: 7 22.58% 
Weekends, Holidays, Midweek: 3 9.68% No Answer 1 3.23% 

No Answer 4 12.90% 
Length of Visit to Park -

Less Than 1/2 Hour 5 16.13% 
1/2T0 1 Hour 12 38.71% 
1 To 3 Hours: 13 41.94% 
3 To 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 
No Answer. 1 3.23% 



CENTURY PARK Total Responses - 34 27.20% 
Ranking of Amenity's - RANKING 

Baseball Field 
Basketball Court 

Drinking Fountain 
Open Play-Field 

Parking Lot 
Picnic Areas 
Playground 

Rest room 
Tennis Court 

Children are Protected From Injury Play Equipment is Adequately ChlMren are Safe to Play on 
While Playing on the Equipment - Spac  ̂to Prevent Injury - Playground Unsupervised -

strongly Agree; 3 9.68% strongly Agree; 4 12.90% Strongly Agree: 0 0.00% 
Agree; § 35.48% Agree; 13 41.94% Agree; 4 12.90% 

Neutral; » 32.26% Neutral; 10 32.26% Neutral: 9 29.03% 
Disagree; 2 6.45% Disagree; 0 0.00% Disagree; 7 22.58% 

Strongly Disagree; 2 6.45% strongly Disagree: 1 3.23% Strongly Disagree: 8 25.81% 
No Answer 3 9.68% No Answer 3 9.68% No Answer 3 9.68% 

How Is Maintenance How Is Maintenance of 
of Park Rated - Playground Equipment Rated -

Highly Acceptatile; 8 25.81% H^hlyAcceptal)le; 4 12.90% 
Acceptat)te; # 48.39% Acceptal)le; 14 45.16% 

Neutral; 3 9.68% Neutral; 9 29.03% 
Unacceptable: 3 9.68% Unacceptable: 1 3.23% 

Highly Unacceptat)le; 2 6.45% Highly Unacceptable; 2 6.45% 
No Answer; 0 0.00% No Answer 1 3.23% 

Family Member ir Yes, Did Injured Person 
Ever Injured - Seek Medical Attention -

Yes: 1 3.23% Yes: 0 0.00% 

No: # 96.77% No: 1 3.23% 
No Answer. 0 0.00% Not Applkable: 30 96.77% 

No Answer 0 0.00% 
K> 
IO 

1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % 6 % 7 % 8 % 9 % No Answer 
1 3.23% 1 3.23% 2 6.45% 0 0.00% 3 9.68% 2 6.45% 4 12.90% 2 6.45% 2 6.45% 14 45.16% 
1 3.23% 1 3.23% 1 3.23% 1 3.23% 4 12.90% 3 9.68% 3 9.68% 3 9.68% 1 3.23% 13 41.94% 
2 6.45% 1 3.23% 3 9.68% 4 12.90% 2 6.45% 3 9.68% 1 3.23% 2 6.45% 0 0.00% 13 41.94% 
1 3.23% 6 19.35% 5 16.13% 2 6.45% 0 0.00% 3 9.68% 1 3.23% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 12 38.71% 
0 0.00% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 1 3.23% 2 6.45% 1 3.23% 4 12.90% 3 9.68% 5 16.13% 14 45.16% 
3 9.68% 1 3.23% 4 12.90% 5 16.13% 4 12.90% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 12 38.71% 
9 29.03% 3 9.68% 0 0.00% 1 3.23% 2 6.45% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 6.45% 1 3.23% 13 41.94% 
1 3.23% 4 12.90% 3 9.68% 3 9.68% 0 0.00% 1 3.23% 2 6.45% 1 3.23% 1 3.23% 15 48.39% 
2 6.45% 2 6.45% 1 3.23% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 6.45% 3 9.68% 3 9.68% 7 22.58% 11 35.48% 
* Dataind cates the number of times each rank was selected for each given amenity. 
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CENTURY PARK 
Respondent Ranking 

of Amenities; 
Mean Median Mode 

Playground: 3.00 1.50 1 
Open Play-Field; 3.63 3.00 2 

Picnic Areas: 3.74 4.00 4 
Restroom; 4.19 3.50 2 

Drinking Fountain: 4.44 4.00 4 
Basketball Court: 5.67 6.00 5 

Baseball Field: 5.76 6.00 7 
Tennis Court: 6.45 7.50 9 

Parking Lot: 7.00 7.00 9 

Mean Ranking 
(By Respondent Age Group): 65 and 

Under 18 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 
Playground; 0.00 0.00 1.62 2.40 7.00 8.00 3.00 

Open Play-Field: 0.00 0.00 3.38 3.80 6.00 2.50 3.00 
Picnic Areas: 0.00 0.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 4.00 3.00 

Restroom; 0.00 0.00 4.00 2.80 4.50 9.00 7.00 
Drinking Fountain: 0.00 0.00 4.86 4.80 4.50 1.67 8.00 
Basketball Court: 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.00 2.00 

Baseball Reld: 0.00 0.00 5.86 6.67 5.50 5.00 1.00 
Tennis Court: 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.25 2.00 1.00 6.00 

Partying Lot: 0.00 0.00 7.29 7.17 4.50 7.00 9.00 

Mean Ranking (By 
Child's Age); Under 13 13 Years No 

Years Old Rank nd Older Rank Children Rank 
Playground: 1.50 1 3.67 1/2 5.60 8 

Open Play-Reld; 3.10 2 4.33 5 3.83 2 
Picnic Areas: 3.64 3 3.67 1/2 4.00 3/4 

Restroom: 3.89 4 4.00 3/4 5.00 7 
Drinking Fountain: 4.78 5 4.00 3/4 4.17 5 
Basketball Court: 6.27 6 5.67 6/7 4.00 3/4 

Baseball Field; 6.50 7 6.00 8 3.75 1 
Tennis Court; 8.08 9 5.67 6/7 4.25 6 

Pari^ing Lot- 6.67 8 8.00 9 6.75 9 

Age of Children 
Based on Respondent's Age; 
New Bom tc Four Years Old: 

Five Years to Eight Years Old: 
Nine Years to Twelve Years Old: 

Thirteen Years to Fifteen Years Old: 
Sixteen Years or Older. 

65 and 
Under 18 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 

0 0 4 5 0 0 0 
0 0 3 5 0 0 0 
0 0 2 4 0 0 0 
0 0 1 2 0 1 0 
0 0 1 1 0 1 0 



244 

CENTURY PARK 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Playground Safety (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Strongly Agree: 2 15.4% 1 6.7% 
Agree: 7 53.8% 4 26.7% 

Neutral: 3 23.1% 7 46.7% 
Disagree: 1 7.7% 1 6.7% 

Strongly Disagree: 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Playground Safety (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Olde % hildren % 

Strongly Agree: 1 6.3% 1 25.0% 1 12.5% 
Agree; 6 37.5% 2 50.0% 3 37.5% 

Neutral: 5 31.3% 1 25.0% 4 50.0% 
Disagree: 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 65 and 
Park Maintenance (By Age Group): Under 18 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55-64 older 

Highly Acceptable: 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 
Acceptable: 0 0 6 4 1 2 2 

Neutral: 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
Unacceptable: 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Park Maintenance (By Gender): Male % emale % 

Highly Acceptable: 7 46.7% 1 6.3% 
Acceptable: 7 46.7% 8 50.0% 

Neutral: 1 6.7% 2 12.5% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 3 18.8% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Equip Maintenance (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Olde % hildren % 

Highly Acceptable: 2 12.5% 1 25.0% 1 10.0% 
Acceptable: 9 56.3% 2 50.0% 3 30.0% 

Neutral: 2 12.5% 1 25.0% 6 60.0% 
Unacceptable: 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Equip Maintenance (By Gender): Male % emale % 

Highly Acceptable: 4 28.6% 0 0.0% 
Acceptable: 7 50.0% 7 43.8% 

Neutral: 3 21.4% 6 37.5% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 



CENTURY PARK 
Respondent's Mode of Transportation Within 1/4 To Further Than 

Based on Distance From Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 
Drive to Park: 1 3.6% 4 30.8% 0 0.0% 

Ride Bicycle to Park: 9 32.1% 2 15.4% 0 0.0% 
Walk to Park; 16 57.1% 6 46.2% 0 0.0% 

Other. 2 7.1% 1 7.7% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Duration of Visit Within 1/4 To Further Than 
Based on Distance From Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 

Less Than 1/2 Hour 1 5.9% 4 30.8% 0 0.0% 
1/2 to 1 Hour 8 47.1% 4 30.8% 0 0.0% 
1 to 3 Hours: 8 47.1% 5 38.5% 0 0.0% 
3 to 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Visiting Time Frame 
Based on Days of Week Visiting: Weekends % Holidays % Midweek % 

8.00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.: 7 28.0% 0 0.0% 6 28.6% 
11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.: 7 28.0% 3 37.5% 6 28.6% 
2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.: 9 36.0% 4 50.0% 6 28.6% 
LaterThan 5:00 p.m.: 2 8.0% 1 12.5% 3 14.3% 
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IRON WOOD PARK Total Responses - 47 37.60% 

Age of Respondent - Education Level of Male 
Under 18 years: 0 0.00% Head of Household -
18 to 24 years: 0 0.00% No Hfghschool Degree: 1 2.13% 
25 to 34 years: 2 4.26% Highschool Degree: 8 17.02% 
35 to 44 years: 4 8.51% College Degree (Undergrad.): 16 34.04% 
45 to 54 years: 13 27.66% College Degree (Grad.): 15 31.91% 
55 to 64 years: 9 19.15% Not Applicable: 5 10.64% 

65 years and over 18 38.30% No Answer 2 4.26% 
No Answer 1 2.13% 

Education Level of Female 
Sex of Respondent - Head of Household -

Male: 22 46.81% No Highschool Degree: 0 0.00% 
Female: 24 51.06% Highschool Degree: 11 23.40% 

No Answer 1 2.13% College Degree (Undergrad.): 12 25.53% 
College Degree (Grad.): 15 31.91% 

Marital status - Not Applicable: 5 10.64% 
Mam'ed: 34 72.34% No Answer 4 8.51% 

Single: 9 19.15% 
No Answer 4 8.51% Households with Children -

New Bom to 4 Years: 2 3.92% 
Year-round Resident - 5 to 8 Years: 4 7.84% 

Yes: 43 91.49% 9 to 12 Years: 2 3.92% 
No: 3 6.38% 13 to 15 Years: 3 5.88% 

No Answer 1 2.13% 16 Years and Older 5 9.80% 
No Children at Address: 35 68.63% 

Own (or buying) Home - No Answer 0 0.00% 
Yes: 46 97.87% 
No: 0 0.00% Number of Children in Study -

No Answer 1 2.13% New Bom to 4 Years: 4 21.05% 
5 to 8 Years: 4 21.05% 

Length at Residence - 9 to 12 Years: 2 10.53% 
Less Than 6 Months: 2 4.26% 13 to 15 Years: 4 21.05% 
6 Months to 1 Year 1 2.13% 16 Years and Older 5 26.32% 

1 Year to 2 Years: 5 10.64% 
2 Years to 5 Years: 7 14.89% 

5 Years to 10 Years: 7 14.89% 
Over 10 Years: 24 51.06% 

No Answer 1 2.13% 
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IRONWOOD PARK Total Responses - 47 37.60% 

Is Respondant Aware of Park - Time of Day Park Is Visited -
Yes; 43 91.49% 8am to 11am: 12 32.43% 
No: 2 4.26% 11am to 2pm: 2 5.41% 

No Answer 2 4.26% 2pm to 5pm: 8 21.62% 
Later Than 5pm: 2 5.41% 

Has Respondant Visited Park - Combination of Above: 12 32.43% 
Yes: 37 78.72% No Answer 1 2.70% 
No: 10 21.28% 

No Answer 0 0.00% Bring Children To Parit -
Yes: 14 37.84% 

Distance Living From Park - No: 6 16.22% 
Less Than 1/4 Mile: 20 54.05% Not Applicable: 17 45.95% 

1/4 to 1/2 Mile: 14 37.84% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Further Than 1/2 Mile: 2 5.41% 

No Answer 1 2.70% Means of Travel to Paric -
Drive Vehicle: 2 5.41% 

Frequency Park Is Visited - Ride Bicycle: 1 2.70% 
Less Than Once a Month: 9 24.32% Walk: 29 78.38% 

Once a Month: 2 5.41% Other 0 0.00% 
Twice a Month: 6 16.22% Combination of Above: 5 13.51% 

Three Tinnes a Month: 5 13.51% No Answer 0 0.00% 
FourTinfiesa Month: 5 13.51% 

More Than Four Times a Month: 9 24.32% Feel Safe If Ride Bicycle -
No Answer 1 2.70% Yes: 2 5.41% 

No: 2 5.41% 
Periods Which Park Is Visited - Do Not Ride Bicycle: 33 89.19% 

Weekends Only: 6 16.22% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Holidays Only: 2 5.41% 
Midweek Only: 6 16.22% Feel Safe If Walk-

Weekends and Holidays: 3 8.11% Yes: 30 81.08% 
Weekends and Midweek: 6 16.22% No: 3 8.11% 

Holidays and Midweek: 1 2.70% Do Not Walk: 3 8.11% 
Weekends, Holidays, Midweek: 12 32.43% No Answer 1 2.70% 

No Answer 1 2.70% 
Length of Visit to Park -

Less Than 1/2 Hour 9 24.32% 
1/2 To 1 Hour 18 48.65% 
1 To 3 Hours: 9 24.32% 
3 To 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 
No Answer 1 2.70% 



I RON WOOD PARK Total Responses - 47 37.60% 
Ranking of Amenity's - RANKING 

1 % 2 % 3 % 4 % 5 % 6 % 7 %  N o  A n s w e r  
Drinking Fountain; 3 8.11% 4 10.81% 4 10.81% 0 0.00% 7 18.92% 4 10.81% 2 5.41% 13 35.14% 

Open Play-Fleld: 2 5.41% 5 13.51% 3 8.11% 4 10.81% 3 8.11% 2 5.41% 2 5.41% 16 43.24% 
Parking Lot: 1 2.70% 1 2.70% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 5.41% 5 13.51% « 29.73% 17 45.95% 

Picnic Areas: 3 8.11% 1 2.70% S 13.51% 3 8.11% 7 18.92% 2 5.41% 0 0.00% 16 43.24% 
Playground; 8 21.62% 3 8.11% 3 8.11% 1 2.70% 2 5.41% 2 5.41% 2 5.41% 16 43.24% 

Rest room: 2 5.41% 7 18.92% 4 10.81% 3 8.11% 2 5.41% 3 8.11% 1 2.70% 15 40.54% 
Shade Structure: 5 13.51% 3 10.81% 4 10.81% 9 24.32% 0 0.00% 1 2.70% 1 2.70% 14 37.84% 

* Data Indicates the number of times each rank was selected for each given amenity. 

Children are Protected From Injury Play Equipment Is Adequately CNMren are Sale to Play on 
While Playing on the Equipment - Spac  ̂to Prevent Injury - Playground Unsupervised • 

Strongly Agree; 7 18.92% Strongly Agree; 9 24,32% strongly Agree; 2 5.41% 

Agree; # 40.54% Agree; 19 51,35% Agree: 8 21.62% 

Neutral; # 27.03% Neutral; 2 5,41% Neutral; 3 8.11% 

Disagree; 0 0.00% Disagree; 2 5.41% Disagree; 14 37.64% 

strongly Disagree; 0 0.00% strongly Disagree; 0 0.(X>% Strongly Disagree; 4 10.81% 

No Answer; 5 13.51% NoAnswen 5 13.51% NoAnswen 6 16.22% 

How Is Maintenance How is Maintenance of 
of Park Rated - Playground Equipment Rated -

Highly Acceptal)te: # 37.84% Highly Acceptable; 9 24.32% 

Acceptak>le; # 43.24% Acceptable; 16 43.24% 

Neutral; 2 5.41% Neutral; 7 18.92% 

Unacceptable; 1 2,70% Unacceptable; 0 0.00% 

IHighly Unacceptable; 2 5,41% Highly Unacceptable; 1 2.70% 

No Answer; 2 5,41% No Answer. 4 10.81% 

Family Member If Yes, Did Injured Person 
Ever Injured - Seek Medkial Attentkm -

Yes; 1 2,70% Yes; 1 2.70% 

No; « 97.30% No; 0 0.00% 

No Answer; 0 0,00% Not Applteat>le; 36 97.30% 

NoAnswen 0 0.00% 
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IRONWOOD PARK 

Respondent Ranking 
of Amenities: 

Mean Median Mode 
Playground: 3.00 2.00 1 

Shade Stnjctures: 3.13 3.00 4 
Restroom: 3.41 3.00 2 

Open Play-Field: 3.71 4.00 2 
Picnic Areas: 3.76 4.00 5 

Drinking Fountain: 4.00 5.00 5 
Parking Lot: 6.00 7.00 7 

Mean Ranking 
(By Respondent Age Group): 65 and 

Under 18 18-24 25-34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 
Playground: 0.00 0.00 6.00 3.33 3.86 2.75 2.40 

Shade Stoictures: 0.00 0.00 2.00 3.67 2.71 3.40 3.50 
Restroom: 0.00 0.00 3.00 5.33 4.29 2.25 2.17 

Open Play-Field: 0.00 0.00 5.00 2.67 3.71 3.25 4.20 
Picnic Areas: 0.00 0.00 5.00 3.33 2.71 4.50 4.40 

Drinking Fountain: 0.00 0.00 4.50 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.63 
Parking Lot: 0.00 0.00 7.00 6.33 6.33 6.25 4.80 

Mean Ranking (By 
Child's Age): Under 13 

Years Old Rank 
13 Years 
nd Older Rank 

No 
Children Rank 

Playground: 1.40 1 3.75 4 3.42 2 
Shade Stmctures: 3.40 2 2.25 1 3.43 3 

Restroom: 4.40 6 4.50 6 2.54 1 
Open Play-Field: 3.60 3 3.25 3 3.92 5/6 

Picnic Areas: 4.20 4/5 2.75 2 3.92 5/6 
Drinking Fountain: 4.20 4/5 4.00 5 3.67 4 

Parking Lot: 6.80 7 6.50 7 5.45 7 

Age of Children 65 and 
Based on Respondent's Age: Under 18 18-24 25-34 35 • 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 
New Bom to Four Years Old: 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Five Years to Eight Years Old: 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 
Nine Years to Twelve Years Old: 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

hirteen Years to Fifteen Years Old: 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Sixteen Years or Older 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 
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IRONWOOD PARK 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Playground Safety (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Strongly Agree: 2 11.8% 4 28.6% 
Agree: 8 47.1% 7 50.0% 

Neutral: 7 41.2% 3 21.4% 
Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Playground Safety (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Older % Children % 

Strongly Agree: 1 20.0% 1 25.0% 5 21.7% 
Agree: 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 13 56.5% 

Neutral: 2 40.0% 3 75.0% 5 21.7% 
Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 65 and 
Park Maintenance (By Age Group): Under 18 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 

Highly Acceptable: 0 0 1 2 3 2 6 
Acceptable: 0 0 1 2 5 5 3 

Neutral: 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Unacceptable: 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Park Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 9 47.4% 5 31.3% 
Acceptable: 7 36.8% 9 56.3% 

Neutral: 1 5.3% 1 6.3% 
Unacceptable: 1 5.3% C 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 1 5.3% 1 6.3% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 
quip Maintenance (By Child's Age): Years Old % 

13 Years 
nd Older % 

No 
Children % 

Highly Acceptable: 1 20.0% 1 25.0% 5 29.4% 
Acceptable: 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 8 47.1% 

Neutral: 1 20.0% 3 75.0% 3 17.6% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Equip Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 4 21.1% 7 33.3% 
Acceptable: 9 47.4% 12 57.1% 

Neutral: 6 31.6% 1 4.8% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 
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IRONWOOD PARK 
espondent's Mode of Transportation Within 1/4 To Further Than 

Based on Distance From Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 
Drive to Park: 1 4.8% 3 13.0% 2 50.0% 

Ride Bicycle to Park: 1 4.8% 3 13.0% 0 0.0% 
Walk to Park: 19 90.5% 13 56.5% 2 50.0% 

Other 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Duration of Visit Within 1/4 To Further Than 
Based on Distance From Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 

Less Than 1/2 i-ioun 5 25.0% 3 23.1% 1 50.0% 
1/2 to 1 Hour 12 60.0% 5 38.5% 1 50.0% 
1 to 3 Hours: 3 15.0% 5 38.5% 0 0.0% 
3 to 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Respondent's Visiting Time Frame 
Based on Days of Week Visiting: eekends % Holidays % idweek % 

8:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.: 19 43.2% 9 31.0% 17 44.7% 
11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.: 8 18.2% 6 20.7% 7 18.4% 
2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.: 14 31.8% 11 37.9% 11 28.9% 
Later Than 5:00 p.m.: 3 6.8% 3 10.3% 3 7.9% 
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APPENDIX N 

Survey Respondent Coinments - Part I 



ADAMS PARK: 

1. For some reason, people 
coming off Adams St. 
are usually moving at a 
quick pace. Adams and 
La Falma should be 
closed where they meet. 

2. Cars traveling too fast 
on Adams. 

3. Cars drive too fast 
down La Falma. Too 
many cars park along 
the street. 

4. Stop signs needed at 
Adapts St. and La Falma. 

CENTURY" FARK: 

1. Camrose, Da Vail, and 
McCallum streets all 
seem to get speeders 
since it is an open 
straight-away with no 
slow or stop signs. 
Can be dangerous to 
pedestrians and kids 
playing. 

2. Water drains are never 
clean. Walks are 
flooded and muddy. 
Also, lots of stray 
dogs. 

IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. I feel fairly safe 
except crossing 
Haystack. 

2. Once again, a stop sign 
is needed for park-
goers crossing 
Haystack. 
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ADAMS PASK: 

1. Stop sign needed at 
Villeta and Arosa. 
Many children live in 
this neighborhood and 
my six-yeeur-old was 
almost hit by someone 
at this corner. 

2. Traffic patterns are 
increasing. 

3. Speeding cars on Adams 
St. 

CENTURY PARK: 

1. Camrose, Da Vail, and 
McCalum streets all 
seem to get speeders 
since it is an open 
straight-away with no 
slow or stop signs. 
Can be dangerous to 
pedestrians and kids 
playing. 

IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. I feel fairly safe 
except when crossing 
Haystack Dr. 

2. There should be a stop 
sign at the corner of 
Chia and Haystack so 
that we may cross 
Haystack safely. 
Recently, the speed 
limit was increased to 
45mph. We live on the 
other side of the 
greenbelt from 
Haystack. 



ADAMS PARK: 

1. Rollerblade 

2. Run 

3. Skateboard 

4. Rollerblade 

CENTURY PARK: 

1. Rollerblade 

2. Rollerblade 

3. Walk with kids in red wagon 
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ADAMS PARK: 

1. On two occasions, 
unsupervised toddlers 
have 'toddled' into the 
street in front of our 
moving car. Thank God 
we drive very slowly in 
front of park! 

2. Children should never 
be unsupervised at 
playground. ChiIdren 
have easy access to 
streets. 

3. Busy street (Adams) 
next to park. Other 
streets very close. 

4. No fences. 

5. Las Palmas Rd. a busier 
street with no 
separation from traffic 
along play-field. 

6. Even in the safest 
environment, children 
need to be supervised, 
especially younger 
children. 

7. Parents always need to 
supervise kids under 
the age of 10 or 11. 

8. Children always have to 
be supervised by adults 
for safety. 

9. Adams and La Palma are 
heavily traveled 
(vehicles). 

10. Young children are 
never safe alone but 
older children are 
fairly safe. The 
playground is on a 
corner of a busy street 
but surrounded by 
foliage. 

11. They can get hurt on 
any ec[iiipment if not 
well supervised. The 
street is open to park 
area. It has no fence. 

12. Traffic is a big thing 
to me. Also, there are 
teens playing sometimes 
on the older children 
play-area. 

13. Children at a 
playground should 
always be supervised. 

14. I have a two-year-old 
that needs supervision. 

15. Play area is not 
fenced. 

16. May need a low fence to 
protect small children 
from Adams St. 

17. I do not think parents 
should leave their 
children unsupervised 
at any time. Look what 
happened to Anthony 
Martinez. 

18. No real provisions to 
keep kids from going 
into Adams St. 
(fencing, rails, etc.)* 
If they wanted to run 
onto Adams, there is 
nothing to prevent it. 



257 

19. Small children should 
never be left 
unattended. 

20. No fencing. Some 
obstructions exist with 
landscaping however, 
landscaping also 
obstructs view of small 
children upon entering 
the park. 

21. Although separated by 
bushes, ;insupervised 
children may wander 
onto Adams St. 

22. All children should be 
supervised because of 
high traffic in area. 

23. Children should always 
be supervised. Adams 
Street is not safe. 

24. A small child can 
easily run off the 
playground on to the 
busy street (Adams). 

25. Unfortunately, in this 
day and age, children 
need to be supervised 
all the time. If 
children are not 
supervised, there is 
nothing to keep them 
from running into the 
street. 

26. This has nothing to do 
with the park itself. 
I feel that children 
are never safe to play 
on a playground 
unsupervised. 
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CENTURY PARK: 

1. The large climbing 
structure needs a type 
of gate where the 
fireman's pole is 
located. This is a 
very high platform and 
small children can be 
pushed or fall from it. 
We desperately need a 
canvas covering the 
play equipment. Such 
as the Palm Desert peirk 
provides. It offers 
shade and keeps the 
equipment cool enough 
to use during the 
summer. 

2. Park is close to or 
adjacent to an open 
desert field. The risk 
of a child being taken 
and no one seeing the 
departure is high 
because of perimeter 
block walls on Da Vail. 
Easy escape by an 
individual removing a 
child. 

3. A child should not be 
left unsupervised in my 
opinion. 

4. A child could walk in 
front of someone on a 
swing, or fall off the 
slide. 

5. No child is safe 
anywhere unsupervised!i 

6. Parental supervision at 
all times. 

7. {Jlayset dangerous for 
^isall children. It is 
very high and easy to 
fall from. Exposed 
concrete footings and 
bolts on some equipment 
that children can 
injure themselves on. 

8. Children must always be 
supervised. 

9. CDhe whole castle slide 
j^ijcture is a disaster 
waiting to happen. But 
in particular, the last 
time we visited the 
park I noticed that 
various pieces of the 
side railing on the 
fixture seemed to be 
missing. Thus, leaving 
a gap of about eight 
inches wide. Easily 
ftnough room for a 
child's body to slip 
through and fall about 
ftight feet to the 
ground. 

10. I'QO many open spaces 
^or kids to fall. 
Also, I would not allow 
smll children to play 
in any public area 
unsupervised. 

11. Children younger than 
-twelve should be 
supervised by an adult. 

12. i.ooking out for older 
Kids and unleashed 
dogs. 
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13. We constantly observe 
people selling drugs, 
doing drugs, or 
intimate contact 
between two people 
taking place. I don't 
like my children 
exposed to any of this! 

14. No children should be 
unsupervised at 
anytime. 

15. In the play yard, I've 
seen kids get injured 
on the pole that slides 
down from the open area 
in the third level. 

16. The slides are very 
high for younger 
children who tend to 
keep climbing and then 
get 'stuck' (due to lack 
of experience). 

17. I don't let my child 
out of my sight as it's 
a tough world today and 
you never know what can 
happen. 
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IRONWOOD PARK; 

1. Children should always 
be supervised. 

2. Small children should 
be supervised at all 
times, no matter the 
environment. 

3. Children young enough 
to use the playground 
need constant 
supervision. Twice I 
have spoken to 
unsupervised kids who 
were loading sand into 
the drinking fountain. 
One time I stopped a 
kid from hitting 
equipment with a bat. 

4. Children should always 
be supervised. 

5. Tire swing too close to 
slide equipment. Small 
children run in front 
of swings-should be 
supervised. 

6. Children should not be 
left unattended at 
park. 

7. I do not believe that 
children tens years and 
younger should be left 
unsupervised. 

8. Children should always 
be supervised. 

9. Children, especially 
small ones, should 
always be supervised on 
a playground and mostly 
so at a public parki I 
know of incidents that 
can and have happened 
at a park to 
'unsupervised children'. 

10. Things have changed. 
Children should never 
be unsupervised in 
parks. 

11. Should be a much larger 
play-area with 
sufficient space from 
the pathways in order 
to not be a hazard. 

12. Children need to be 
supervised at all times 
in a public place. 

13. Small children should 
never be unsupervised 
mainly for safety from 
unknown adults (not a 
major problem in our 
area) as well as 
falling from equipment 
or sand in eyes. 

14. In this day and age, it 
is unwise to assume 
that any place is a 
safe place from child 
predators for children 
to play unsupervised. 



261 

ADAMS PARK: 

1. Graffiti on equipment 
left over many months. 

2. The run-off in the 
flood basin tends to 
create mud. And in 
summer, mosquitoes are 
a problem. 

3. Kids writing on play 
equipment. 

CENTURY PARK: 

1. Lots of trash and 
dangerous/disgusting 
items found in sand. 

2. The grounds are kept 
nice but the bathrooms 
are not kept clean 
enough. 

3 . Not enough trash 
containers for large 
gatherings. Trash all 
over. Water drain 
never has worked, so 
park floods and they 
had cattails growing 
ten feet tall. Never 
clean street around 
park. Sprinklers are 
broken-over a week to 
fix. 

4. The bathrooms could be 
cleaner. 

5. The restrooms are 
really, really filthy a 
lot of the time. 
Whether it's due to 
poor design or neglect, 
someone should have 
noticed how unsafe the 
slide fixture is. 

6. The restrooms are not 
sufficiently maintained 
and the drinking 
fountain is non-
operable . 

IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. Excessive animal feces 
are prevalent 
throughout the park. 
Bottles and debris are 
left. Trash is only 
infrequently emptied. 

2. Frequent breaks in 
irrigation pipes. 
Monitoring/inspection 
irregular. 
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ADAMS PARK: 

1. My cousin fell while 
riding bike. 

CENTURY PARK: 

1. My daughter cut and 
bled significantly 
while sliding down the 
tube slide. Went home, 
stopped bleeding, and 
applied gauze pad and 
tape. 

IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. Bitten by an unleashed 
dog. 
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ADAMS PABK: 

1. No s-top sign at the 
corner of Villeta and 
Arosa. Cars sail 
around this corner 
without slowing down. 
We need a stop sign 
there - many children. 

2. La Palna is becoming 
regularly traveled and 
sometimes parking 
creates congestion and 
opportunities for 
accidents. 

3. Maj or road to cross. 

4. Too many cars parked on 
street. Can•t see 
kids, at times, in 
between cars. 

5. Somebody is going to be 
hit and/or killed by 
speeding cars down 
Adams Street. 

6. We cross Adams St. 

7. Pedestrians in roads. 
Many people do not use 
sidewalks when 
jogging/walking. 

CENTURY PARK: 

1. Camrose, Da Vail, and 
McCallum streets all 
seem to get speeders 
since it is an open 
straight-away with no 
slow or stop signs. 
Can be dangerous to 
pedestrians and kids 
playing. 

2. Housing construction on 
the north side of the 
park. 

3. Dogs in the 
neighborhood. 

4. Running unleashed dogs. 
Kids playing basketball 
in the park run into 
the street without 
looking. Erratic 
skateboarders around 
park and streets. 

5. Lots of barking dogs 
(behind gates) in route 
to park. 

IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. No crosswalk on 
Haystack at any 
intersection. 

2. Crossing Haystack. But 
it is not an 
inconvenience. 

3. Crossing Haystack. 

4. Haystack's speed limit 
is too high. Drivers 
cannot stop quickly 
enough to let people 
across the street. 

5. In order to get to 
park, there are no 
right-of-ways through 
Silver Spur Dr. 
Residents need to go 
down to Haystack Rd. 
which is very busy. 

6. 'The dirt paths are hard 
on the baby strollers. 
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Survey Respondent Corrments - Part 2 
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ADAMS PARK: 

1. *Basketball court 

2. *Post:ed noise 
ordinances. My only 
complaint is the 
occasional (weekly) 
visitors who blast 
their car boom boxes 
while parked at the 
park. It's becoming a 
problem and needs to 
be addressed. 

•More police patrol 
would help. 

3. *If anymore were added, 
it would bring too 
many people to the 
park. It's perfect 
the way it is, as a 
local neighborhood 
park. 

4. *Restrooms. This park 
is very nice. My 
grandchildren love to 
visit it when they 
visit me. My concern 
is no restrooms. Why 
build a park with no 
restrooms? 

5. *Restrooms. I've 
noticed children 
relieving themselves 
outdoors. 

6. *Restrooms. What do 
you do with a small 
child who says 'I have 
to go now', and you're 
h - h mile away from 
home (and on foot)? 

7. *Restrooms. 

8. *Nothing. 

9. *Mone. 

10. *Restrooms. 
•Closed in area for 
younger kids. 

11. *Large shaded area over 
play structure as 
found in Palm Desert 
park (Ironwood Park). 
During many of the hot 
months, playground is 
vacant since equipment 
is too hot to touch or 
play on. 

•Greater separation 
from mobile home park 
above playfield (i.e. 
block wall). 

12. •Can't think of any. 

13. •Parking - located on 
Adams St. 

14. •Better parking where 
there is not traffic. 

•I do not want a 
bathroom at this park. 
What a mess that would 
be. 

15. •Restrooms. 

16. •More police patrols. 

17. •Bathrooms. 
•Basketball hoops. 

18. •The park would be more 
appealing with bigger 
shade trees. 

•Fitness course. 

19. •Cement path around 
park. 

20. •Off-street parking. 
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21. *ITot:hing. Baseball 
fields may attract 
loitering which will 
be conducive to other 
problems. 

22. *More picnic areas with 
shaded covers. 

23. *More play-area for 
tots. 

•More swings and see
saws. 

24. *Sand for the kids to 
play in. 

25. *Basketball Courts 
•Fencing 

26. *The park needs more 
mature shade trees. 

*A bench in the open 
play-area. 
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CENTURY PARK: 

1. *Volleyball court. 
•Duck pond. 
•Fountains. 
•Shade trees. 
•Misters. 
•Wooden play equipment 
•Rings, bars, etc. 

2. •Shade trees. 

3. •A water eurea for the 
children such as the 
water turtles at 
Panorama Park 
(Cathedral City). It 
gets very hot during 
the summer. 

4. •Lighting. 
•More covered areas. 

5. •Walking path around 
perimeter of park. 

6. •A safe play-set for 
older children. 

•A toddler play-set. 
•A water-spray 
playground feature. 

7. •A better, safer, and 
more entertaining 
playground. 

•Lighted tennis courts. 

8. •Another basketball 
court. With only one 
hoop, there are often 
times when people 
can't play. 

9. •More trees. 

10. •Recycling bins. 
•More shade trees. 
•More landscaping 
(flowers, etc.). 

11. *Swimming pool. 
•Jacuzzi. 

12. •Better lights in the 
parking lot. 

13. •Additional lighting at 
night. More covered 
picnic tables. A 
walking track. 

14. •None. 

15. •A full basketball 
court. 

•More lights. 

16. •The park needs more 
equipment for children 
to play on. 

17. •A water-play area like 
at Panorama Park 
(Cathedral City). 

•Covered benches around 
playground area would 
be great. 

18. •Nighttime lights for 
baseball teams to 
practice. There is 
only one park in the 
Cathedral City with 
nightlights. 

•Traffic control for 
high-speeds on Da Vail 
Dr. 

•Water turtles for hot 
summer days where kids 
can play in the water. 

19. •Doors in restrooms (on 
stalls) and maintained 
weekly. 
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20. *Soine sort: of a water 
fountain where kids 
can get wet during the 
summer. 

•Bigger parking lot 
•Passive entrance from 
Da Vail Dr. 

21. *Swimining Pool. 

22. *Water fountain/spray 
for children to play 
in during hot weather. 

23. *Perhaps a running 
track or a small lake 
for wildlife 
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IRONWOOD PARK; 

1. *Larger trees. 

2. *Sviiiiming pool. 
•Little League 
ballpark. 

3. *More playground 
equipment. 

4. *More parks (in 
general) so that the 
few we have aren't 
over-crowded. 

5. *Nothing. It serves 
basic needs. Bicycle 
riding, walking at 
one's own pace, 
sitting and enjoying 
the mountain scenery 
and sunsets. 

6. *A dog park and 
monitoring. 
Encouragement for 
animal owners to clean 
up after their 
animals. A code 
enforcement officer 
should be stationed at 
the park each day for 
a couple of weeks to 
enforce leash/cleanup 
requirements. 

*A basketball court 
would be nice. 

7. *Activities for older 
children. 

•Basketball hoops. 
•Handball courts. 

8. *Too small for anything 
else. 

10. *No missing features. 
For the relatively 
small size, Ironwood 
is a little jewel. 

11. *Some park benches 
(maybe with a shade 
tree over each one) 
overlooking the north 
side of the lower 
desert where 'walkers' 
could sit and rest or 
enjoy the views. I 
believe that's one of 
the 'pitches' we heard 
when the park was 
proposed back in late 
1992 or early 1993. I 
worked on getting the 
cul-de-sac on our 
street through the 
public works dept. 
with great success and 
their cooperation. 

12. *None. 

13. *It's beautiful the way 
it is. 

14. *I wish the open desert 
(with walking trails) 
were larger. 

15. *More trees to create 
more shade. 

16. *Dog park. 
*More trees. 

9. *Maybe greener. 
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17. ̂ Guidance signs 
regarding litter and 
grilling food at 
picnic tables. 
Particularly a sign 
threatening a fine if 
dog waste is not 
picked up by owner. 

•Also, printed 
information on park 
flora and fauna would 
help kids appreciate 
those natural 
attractions. 

18. *Water feature. 
•Tennis courts. 
•Level area for play-
field. 

•Additional playground 
equipment. 

19. •More playground 
equipment. 

•Perhaps more mature 
trees in the play area 
for shade. 

•It would be great to 
have a water feature 
for the kids to play 
in like the one in 
Rancho Mirage at the 
truck next to the big 
red fire truck. 

20. •Another play 
structure. Maybe 
bigger for the older 
children. 

21. •The park is beautiful 
and kept up very well. 

22. •For walkers: Distance 
markers located on 
perimeter path. 

23. •Tennis courts 
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Survey Respondent Continents - Part 3 
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ADAMS PARK: 

1. We drive past: the park 
frequently. It always 
seems well cared for 
and the children seem 
to enjoy the park. 

2. I don't like the "gangs" 
at the park after dark 
and I've heard drug 
dealing goes on there. 
Never see a cop around. 

3. Was originally 
skeptical whether the 
financial was worth it. 
But we now see families 
with children playing 
and picnicking and we 
feel that the park 
money was well worth 
it. 

4. Overall we are pleased 
to see so many families 
using the park - as it 
was intended to be 
used. There are times 
when gang members and 
undesirables lurk 
about. As long as it 
stays a family park, 
everyone will be happy. 

5. Need restrooms. 

6. Pleased there is no 
restroom at park since 
this would bring a bad 
element, a place to 
loiter, and possibly 
illegal activity. Very 
glad to have such a 
nice facility close to 
home. A wonderful 
place for exercise and 
socialization. 

7. During the course of my 
day, I often drive past 
the park and always see 
many families enjoying 
it. It's very clean, 
well maintained, and 
obviously very popular 
with people of all 
ages. 

8. Interesting survey! I 
wish there would have 
been a park like this 
one as close to home 
when my kids were 
little. We did a lot 
of park time but always 
had to drive. 

9. People leaving their 
trash behind while 
playing in the open-
play field. Drinking 
and leaving bottles. 
Drinking in the park 
area. 

10. The yards in this area 
are spacious enough for 
children and pets and 
many have pools. 
Unless supervised, 
parks create an element 
of undesirable 
elements. 

11. Nice to know about the 
park in my area. It is 
very close to me. 
Being new to the area, 
we have not had the 
opportunity to teike 
advantage of the park 
yet. 

12. Good luck! 
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13. Police surveillance at 
night will deter 
loitering and vmdesired 
activities. This in 
turn will maintain the 
family atmosphere of 
the park without the 
graffiti and other 
garbage associated with 
public park and 
recreational 
facilities. 

14. This park is used a lot 
and everyone seems to 
enjoy the facilities. 
It is particularly 
popular with the up to 
fifteen age group. 
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CENTURY PAEK: 

1. The -tennis courts would 
be used more often if 
there was wind protection 
either from hedges or 
fabric and if the net 
were kept at the proper 
height. 

2. We are senior citizens. 
Our children are all gone 
so we don't use the park. 
Although I take my daily 
walk and I enjoy walking 
around the park where I 
see and hear 
children/families 
enjoying the excellent 
facility. 

3. Cathedral City parks has 
done a great job with the 
'retention' basin. It's 
wonderful to see families 
use the park. 

4. I think the park is very 
nice and clean. A plus 
for the coimunity. It is 
family oriented. 

5. Good work. My son is 
attending University of 
Arizona next year. I 
have always enjoyed 
having the park close by 
and it's in a very good 
(but private) location. 

6. The basketball court 
surface has a very smooth 
spot on the concrete that 
has resulted in falls. 
All in all, I love the 
park. 

7. At one point, there was 
an area by the tennis 
courts that held a lot of 
water. In fact, floral 
grove has a lot of water 
just sitting and 
desperately needs a sewer 
drain. With the new 
construction going on and 
more water to be used, 
there is no curb drain 
from water to escape and 
it just stagnates. 

8. Hopefully it won't take 
the life of a child or a 
lawsuit for someone to 
fix that slide. 

9. Need rollerblade/ 
stroller paths. We 
need the bathrooms 
cleaned and the sand 
(in the playground) 
rciked and cleaned more 
often. The plastic 
equipment gets filthy 
after "party weekends" 
and the trash mounts 
up. We need night-
lights for the 
playground during 
summer use. Also, need 
a telephone and 
additional play 
equipment. Older kids 
get bored! Wind 
protection needed like 
in Palm Springs and 
Palm Desert. Also need 
a dog run park to 
exercise the dogs. 
Different type of dirt 
in the sand pit - less 
dirty and easier to 
clean. 
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10. People park along Da 
Vail Dr. and drink and 
eat then leave their 
trash (beer bottles, 
etc.) all along the 
lawn. Park is very 
dark at night. 

11. We'd go to this park 
much more often if it 
wasn't so nerve-
wracking keeping our 
children from injuring 
themselves on the play 
equipment. The picnic 
area and play equipment 
could be cleaner. 

12. This park is a good 
thing for our 
neighborhood - this is 
a very nice area to 
live in. Any futvire 
improvements would well 
serve this area. 

15. Visited Century Park 
twice in nine years. 
Do not feel adequate in 
answering most 
questions. 

16. We have had two 
birthday parties and 
one BBQ. We fly kites 
at park when windy. 
Now that my son is 
older, he can go to 
park as long as two or 
more go. 

13. By improving our park, 
the value of our homes 
goes up and the quality 
of neighbors improves. 
Eliminate the drug 
problems, improve the 
little league 
opportunities, and all 
sports activities and 
Cathedral City will 
then earn its tax 
dollarsi 

14. Maintenance crews do a 
great job in keeping 
the park clean. More 
police presence would 
be very nice and 
appreciated. 
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IRONWOOD PARK: 

1. Speed limit too high on 
Haystaclc Rd. 

2. We're glad the park is 
here! Maintains a free-
space from structures. 
Keeps natural environment 
that enhances the area. 

3. We appreciate the park. 

4. Play equipment limited to 
children only. I think 
children should have 
first choice, but in the 
absence of kids, why not 
adults. Swinging, etc. 
is healthy for everyone. 

5. Should have signs 
indicating dogs to be on 
leash at all times or 
have enclosed play area 
for dogs. Small children 
sometimes are afraid of 
'loose' dogs. 

6. The park is a nice 
addition to the area. 

7. Thank you for your 
interest and concern. I 
am curious how your study 
will tvirn out and how it 
may affect the valley's 
present and future sites. 
Best regards. 

8. Ironwood serves a 
definite purpose. It is 
a pleasant, grassy 
retreat in the midst of 
many homes. It should 
not be a park given over 
to a highly organized 
sports program venue. 

9. The passive park model 
requires a bit more 
landscaping than now 
exists. Well sites and 
other noisy/obnoxious 
eyesores should be 
removed. It is 
reminiscent of oilrigs 
in otherwise scenic 
beauty. Completely 
misplaced and a blight 
on the landscape. 

10. Nice small neighborhood 
park. Just right for 
the neighborhood. 
Sometimes used for 
block parties. 

11. The only problem (and 
it is infrequent) is 
pet/dog control. "Leash 
your dog" and "pick up 
after your dog" signs 
should be more 
prominent and 
enforcement patrols 
increased. 

12. I worked at Ironwood 
Country Club and highly 
encouraged the use of 
Ironwood Park to our 
renters. We never 
received a complaint. 

13 . Although we enj oy and 
value the park, it does 
bring people into the 
neighborhood that 
normally would not 
frequent the area. In 
some cases, the 
individuals present a 
safety risk. Good luck 
in your study. 
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14. I am aware that the 
first year this park 
became a reality, the 
city inherited $8,000 
worth of damages. My 
husband and I have 
witnessed the 
gatherings at various 
times of young male 
adults smoking what 
didn't smell like 
regular cigarettes and 
just two days ago, I 
picked up two condoms. 
So what does this tell 
you? 

15. We love the large green 
play area. Please 
don't turn it into a 
basketball court. 
Children love exploring 
the hiking trails -
perhaps some curb your 
dog signs would help 
the dog-waste problem. 

16. We enjoy the park often 
because it's usually 
not overly crowded. 

17. Considered a place 
where teenagers get 
into trouble at night. 
I've heard it's not 
safe at night. It is 
isolated (but nice it's 
here). 

18. There is a lot of 
unusable space in the 
park. The thick desert 
landscaping makes it 
difficult to use or 
walk with small 
children. 

19. Vandalism is commonly 
visible. Restroom roof 
tiles broken and 
removed; sabotage of 
drinking fountain, 
theft of sprinkler 
heads. Enlist 
neighborhood retirees 
to supervise when park 
is in use. More 
lighting is needed to 
discourage nighttime 
vandalism. 

20. The natural look of the 
park is very inviting. 
The play areas have 
been worked into this 
natural setting very 
well. Access (walking 
or biking) from the two 
cul-de-sacs to the east 
is good. 

21. More attention should 
be given to the back of 
the portion facing 
Little Bend cul-de-sac. 
Also, more control on 
dogs off of leashes. 

22. In warmer weather the 
small children say the 
slides and climbing 
bars get so hot they 
can't use them. Is it 
practical to use shade 
structures as is over 
the picnic tables? 

23. On one occasion, we had 
our living room windows 
shot out by a group of 
adolescents in the park 
(target shooting). 



APPENDIX Q 

Survey Data (Raw) 



"Design Variables and the Success of Outdoor Neighborhood Recreational Facilities" 
Statistical Analysis: Raw Data # of Questionnaires Returned: 50 40.0% 
Ans>ver left blank = '99' 

Questionnaire Returned; 

Adams Park: 158 leo 161 163 164 165 168 171 173 179 180 182 183 185 186 187 188 191 195 200 203 205 211 
questKm 1 - V 1 1 1~ 1 1" -! —1 1 •• 1 1 1 •1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 V 
question 2 - 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 3 - 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 99 2 2 1 2 1 1 99 
question 4 - 6 4 5 2 1 1 2 1 6 4 2 8 1 1 8 6 4 
question 5- 5 6 3 1 99 1 2 1 7 3 7 5 1 2 7 7 4 
question 6 - 8 15 6 2 1 99 2 2 4 3 4 3 2 2 15 2 8 
question 7 - 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 t 1 1 
question 8 - 5 14 4 8 11 8 1 2 3 1 5 9 3 3 11 3 3 
question 9- 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 3 3 1 1 3 3 2 3 3 
question 11 - 3 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 
question 14- 3 3 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 2 3 
question 15-
driniting fountain; 5 2 7 7 99 1 1 1 6 4 3 3 1 4 6 5 99 
misting system; 3 5 4 5 99 3 7 7 2 7 7 99 2 2 7 2 99 
older < îid play area; 7 7 1 3 99 6 5 3 5 1 4 99 7 7 2 4 99 
o(ien play-neld; 1 1 3 6 1 4 6 2 4 6 1 1 5 6 1 6 99 
picnic area; 4 3 6 1 99 5 3 5 1 5 5 2 4 3 5 7 99 
stiade structure; 2 4 5 2 99 2 2 4 3 3 8 99 3 1 4 1 3 
younger child tot-lot: 6 6 2 4 99 7 4 6 7 2 2 99 6 5 3 3 99 

question 16-
proteî ed from Injury: 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 
adequately spaced; 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 
separation between; 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 
play unsupervised; 1 4 2 2 3 4 4 4 1 2 2 4 2 3 1 1 4 
pmtected frorn traffic; 3 4 1 1 2 2 2 4 2 2 99 4 1 4 t 1 4 

question 17 -
general maintenance; 4 5 s 4 5 4 4 4 S 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 
equipment malnt. 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 2 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 

question 18- 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
question 19- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
question22- 6 6 6 4 3 3 5 5 7 4 4 6 4 3 4 4 7 4 5 7 4 3 e 
question23- 1 99 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 
question 24 - 1 1 99 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 99 1 2 1 1 
question 25- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
questlon26- 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 27 - 4 4 99 99 2 4 5 5 6 4 6 4 99 5 1 1 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 
question 26- 4 2 99 3 2 3 4 4 4 3 2 2 4 3 2 3 5 1 5 2 5 3 4 
question 29- 3 2 99 3 5 2 3 3 4 5 99 2 2 3 2 3 3 4 4 2 4 3 3 
questionSO-
new bom - 4 years; 1 1 1 2 
S years - 8 years; 1 1 



Questionnaire Returned; 
Adams Park: 215 217 220 221 222 230 232 240 242 247 
question 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question S! - 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 3- 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question4- 6 6 6 6 1 5 . 5 1 6 
questfcxi 5 - 7 1 1 7 1 5 3 3 5 
question 6 - 4 3 2 3 1 4 6 1 10 
question 7 • 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 3 
question 8- 3 8 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
questionS- 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
question 11 - 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
question 14- 2 3 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 
question 15-
drinldng fountain; 2 2 7 3 4 6 5 3 99 
misting system; 3 1 4 6 5 4 6 7 99 
older child play area; 6 6 3 2 6 1 1 99 99 
open play-r)eld: 1 4 s 1 3 3 4 99 99 
picnic area; 5 7 1 4 1 7 7 99 99 
shade structure; 4 3 2 5 2 2 3 99 99 
younger child td-lDt; 7 5 6 7 7 5 2 99 99 

question 16-
protected from Injury; 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 
adequately spaced; 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 
separation between; 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 
play unsupervised; 3 3 2 2 3 1 3 3 2 
protected from traffic; 3 2 2 2 3 4 1 3 3 

question 17-
generai maintenance; 4 4 5 5 4 5 3 4 4 
equipment maint. 4 4 5 5 3 5 3 3 4 

question 16 - 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
question 19- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
question22- 6 7 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 3 
question23- 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 
question24- 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 2 1 
question 25 - 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 
question 26 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 27 - 3 1 4 4 6 5 5 5 5 3 
question 28- 4 2 99 3 2 2 4 99 4 3 
question 29- 5 2 4 3 3 3 4 2 s 3 
question 30-
newt>om-4years; 1 
5 years-6 years; 1 1 1 1 

)0 251 254 255 256 261 262 263 265 266 267 269 270 271 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 
2 2 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 
1 6 6 1 3 5 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 
1 3 4 1 1 5 3 7 1 4 99 2 1 
4 3 15 3 1 10 1 4 3 3 99 2 2 
2 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 3 
3 3 9 3 6 11 3 6 3 3 3 3 8 
3 3 1 3 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 3 1 
1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
1 2 3 2 2 3 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 

4 S 1 99 6 2 5 99 4 2 4 99 5 
5 4 3 99 7 3 6 99 3 3 5 99 1 
7 3 5 2 3 6 2 99 6 4 7 99 6 
1 6 4 99 s 4 7 99 S 1 3 99 2 
2 7 6 99 4 7 4 99 1 S 6 1 3 
3 2 2 99 2 1 3 99 2 6 2 99 4 
6 1 7 99 1 5 1 99 7 7 1 99 7 

3 4 4 5 4 3 3 99 4 4 3 3 3 
4 4 4 5 4 4 4 99 4 4 4 4 4 
2 4 5 4 S 4 4 99 3 4 3 4 4 
2 2 3 2 3 2 2 99 4 4 3 2 3 
3 2 3 4 2 1 3 99 3 2 3 2 2 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 
4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 S 5 
2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 5 1 6 4 4 4 5 6 5 6 7 6 5 
2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 
1 1 2 1 1 1 1 99 1 2 1 1 1 2 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 
4 4 4 4 4 4 S 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 
2 3 5 2 3 3 4 3 3 5 4 2 4 3 
4 3 4 2 4 4 3 3 2 3 2 2 4 5 

1 1 1 1 
1 1 

to 
CO 
o 



QuesUoniwire Returned; 

"Design Variables and the Success of Outdoor Neighborhood Recreational Facilities" 
Statistical Analysis: Raw Data # of Questionnaires Return 34 27.2% 
Ans^ver lett blank = "yy 

144 14S 146 148 151 155 158 159 161 175 176 178 182 183 191 197 199 203 210 211 222 22S 226 
question 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 • 1 •1 1 "T" —r 1 1 • T" • 1-—T" —T" "T" -T-T--T" "T 
question 2 - Z 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 3 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 
question 4- 5 1 2 6 5 5 S 3 4 5 2 6 1 6 6 5 5 6 1 1 2 6 
questionS- 5 3 3 3 5 3 2 1 99 3 4 1 1 5 5 7 1 5 99 4 1 4 
question 6 - 3 7 2 2 8 1 2 3 10 1 3 1 1 1 4 3 2 2 99 2 1 6 
question 7- 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 1 
questionS- 3 3 14 8 15 3 3 8 5 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 99 1 8 3 
question 9 - 3 3 1 1 2 3 3 1 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
question 11 - 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 3 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 
question 14- 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 3 
question 15-
baseball field: 99 5 5 2 7 6 99 8 6 99 99 99 3 99 5 9 99 7 99 8 99 99 
basketball court; 99 8 6 8 8 7 99 5 8 99 99 99 4 99 6 7 99 3 99 9 99 5 
drinking fountain; 99 3 7 3 5 8 99 6 4 99 99 99 5 99 3 6 99 4 99 4 99 99 
open pilay-fiekl; 99 2 1 4 2 2 99 4 3 99 99 3 6 99 7 2 3 2 99 8 3 99 
parking lot: 99 7 8 7 4 5 99 9 7 99 99 99 7 99 8 5 99 8 99 2 99 99 
ptenk: areas: 99 4 3 5 6 3 99 3 1 99 99 99 8 99 4 4 4 5 99 1 1 99 
playground: 99 B 2 1 1 1 99 2 5 99 99 99 9 99 1 1 1 1 99 S 2 99 
restroom; 99 9 4 6 3 4 99 1 2 99 99 99 2 99 2 3 99 8 99 7 99 99 
tennis court: 2 1 9 9 9 9 99 7 9 99 99 99 1 99 9 8 2 9 99 3 99 7 

questkm 16-
protected from Injury; 3 4 3 3 3 4 99 4 4 4 5 99 4 3 5 3 4 2 99 3 4 4 
adequately spaced; 3 4 4 3 3 4 99 5 5 4 4 99 4 3 5 3 4 3 99 4 4 4 
play unsupervised; 2 3 3 1 4 2 99 9 2 1 4 99 9 1 3 3 1 3 99 2 4 4 

questkm 17 -
general n)alntetwir>ce; 4 4 4 4 2 4 5 4 5 4 s 4 5 1 4 4 4 4 S 4 4 2 
equiptnenl malnl. 

question 18 -
4 4 4 4 2 4 99 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 equiptnenl malnl. 

question 18 - 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 
questkm 19- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 
questk>n22- 4 4 6 3 3 4 3 7 3 4 4 7 8 5 6 4 4 3 3 8 5 7 4 
questk>n23- 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 
questkm 24 - 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 99 99 1 1 2 2 1 1 
quesUon25- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 A 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
questk>n26- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
questkx) 27 - 2 4 4 4 4 6 5 6 S 5 S 6 4 S 6 5 6 4 5 S 5 5 4 
questkx) 28 - 2 3 5 5 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 5 3 5 3 99 2 3 3 S 4 4 
questk>n29- 2 3 4 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 5 2 3 3 2 4 5 3 3 4 
questk)n30-
new bom - 4 years; 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 
5 years-8 years: 1 1 1 1 1 
9 years -12 years; 1 1 1 1 1 
13 years - IS years; 1 1 1 1 
16 years or ol̂  1 1 1 

lo 
00 



Questionnaire Returned; 

230 231 233 239 240 245 255 256 258 259 264 
question 1 - 1 1 1 1 » 1 J J 1 } I 
question 2 • 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 
question 3 - 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 4 - 2 1 2 6 1 2 5 3 99 
question 5 - 5 3 7 5 99 1 7 1 99 
question 6- 5 3 3 11 99 1 4 3 99 
question 7 - 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 3 
question 8 - 1 3 8 8 3 3 8 2 99 
question 9- 3 3 1 1 3 3 1 1 99 
questlon 11 - 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 99 
question 14- 2 1 2 3 1 3 2 3 99 
question 15-
baset»ll neld; 99 1 7 99 99 7 9 3 99 
basKettKill court; 99 2 5 99 99 5 7 1 99 
drinking fountain; 99 8 2 99 1 4 99 6 1 
open play-field; 99 3 8 99 99 6 99 2 99 
parKing lot; 99 9 9 8 99 9 99 9 99 
picnic areas; 99 S 4 99 99 3 2 5 99 
playground; 99 4 1 99 99 1 99 8 99 
restroom; 99 7 3 99 99 2 99 4 99 
tennis court; 99 6 99 99 8 8 7 99 

question 16-
protected from Inluiv; 1 4 1 5 3 2 4 3 3 
adequately spac ;̂ 1 4 3 5 3 4 4 3 3 
play unsupemsed; 1 1 3 3 1 2 2 1 

question 17-
general maintenance; 3 4 2 5 3 1 5 5 3 
equipment malnt. 

question 18-
3 
2 

4 
2 

1 
2 

5 
2 

3 
2 

1 
2 

4 
2 

3 
2 

3 
2 

question 19- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
questioii 22 - 4 7 3 4 6 4 4 7 4 3 8 
question 23- 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 
questlon 24 - 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 25- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question26- 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
question 27 - 2 5 3 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 
question 28- 2 4 2 3 2 2 4 2 3 2 2 
question 29 - 2 5 2 3 5 2 4 2 3 2 3 
question 30-
new bom - 4 years; 2 1 
S years - 8 years; 2 1 2 
9 years -12 years; 1 
13 years-15 years; 
leyeatsoroWer; 

10 
00 
to 



Questionnaire Relumed: 

Ironwood Park: 

"Design Variables and the Success of Outdoor Neighborhood Recreational Facilities" 
Statistical Analysis; Raw Data # of Questionnaires R 46 36.8% 
Answer left blank = '99' 

103 105 106 107 111 114 115 118 120 122 126 128 130 140 141 144 145 147 148 149 150 154 159 
question 1 - 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 • 1 1 •V 1 '"V 1 1 r T- y 
question 2 - 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 
question 3 - 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 2 
question 4- 5 1 5 4 4 1 3 99 3 5 4 S 1 6 1 3 3 6 
question 5 - 3 1 5 4 5 99 4 2 6 S 3 7 7 7 7 5 7 7 
question 6 - 1 2 1 3 1 99 3 3 6 4 6 1 2 1 8 8 5 14 
question 7- 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 
question 8 - 3 1 6 3 3 3 3 3 11 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 11 
question 9- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 
question 11 ~ 1 3 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 
question 14- 1 1 1 3 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 
question 15-
drinMng fountain: 2 99 99 99 99 99 5 99 6 5 99 1 2 7 2 99 7 6 
open play-field: 99 99 99 99 99 99 1 5 3 4 99 4 99 3 6 2 5 4 
parMnglot; 99 99 1 99 99 99 6 99 5 7 99 7 99 2 7 99 6 7 
picnic areas; 99 99 99 99 99 99 3 99 4 2 99 6 99 5 5 1 4 S 
playground; 99 99 3 99 99 99 7 99 1 3 99 5 99 6 1 5 3 1 
restroom; 99 99 2 99 99 99 4 99 2 6 99 3 1 1 3 3 2 2 
shade structures; 99 99 S9 99 99 99 2 99 7 1 99 2 3 4 4 4 1 3 

question 16-
protected from Injury; 3 99 5 4 4 99 3 4 99 3 4 5 99 3 4 4 4 4 
adequately spaced: 4 99 5 4 4 99 4 4 99 3 4 5 99 4 5 4 4 4 
play unsupervised; 4 99 99 4 2 99 2 4 99 2 4 3 99 2 4 4 4 4 

question 17-
general maintenance; 2 99 5 4 3 99 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 
equipment maint. 3 99 5 3 4 99 3 4 4 3 4 5 99 4 5 4 4 4 

question 18- 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
questi(X)19- 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
questi<X) 22 • 7 7 7 6 7 6 5 5 7 7 6 5 5 5 5 7 5 7 99 7 5 6 3 
question 23- 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 99 1 1 2 2 
question24- 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 
question 25 - 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 2 1 
question 26 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 99 1 1 1 1 
question 27- 6 6 6 6 1 6 6 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 4 1 6 99 5 6 S 4 
question 28 - 4 99 5 3 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 1 2 4 4 99 2 3 3 3 
question 29- 4 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 4 2 3 5 4 5 2 2 3 2 99 2 3 3 3 
question30-

new tx)m - 4 years: 3 
5 years - 8 years: 1 
9 years -12 years: 1 
13 years -15 years; 1 2 
16 years or older; 1 1 1 
not applicable: g 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 ro 

00 
U) 



Questionnaire Returned; 

Ironwood Park: 160 162 164 171 181 187 189 190 196 197 199 200 207 208 209 211 212 213 217 221 222 223 224 227 
question 1 -
question 2 -
question 3-
questlon 4 -
question S -
question 6-
questton 7 -
question 8 -
question 9 -
question 11 -
question 14-
question 15-
drinking fountain; 
open play-field; 
partdnglot; 
picnic areas; 
playground: 
restfoom; 
stiade structures; 

question 16-
protected from injury; 
adequately spaced; 
play unsupeivlsed; 

question 17-
general maintenance: 
equipment malnt. 

question 18 -
question 19 -
question 22-
question 23-
question24-
question 25 -
question 28-
question 27 -
question 28-
question 29-
question30-
new tx>m - 4 years; 
S years - 8 yrars; 
9 years -12 years; 
13 years - IS years; 
18 years or older; 
not applicabte; 

1 -2 1 99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 • 1 1 I-"i- 1 • •1"  1- T— -r- 1 1 T 
1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 
1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 99 1 1 1 
6 1 2 6 3 1 2 1 5 8 8 4 8 4 1 1 8 3 8 
7 4 1 7 3 1 1 1 5 7 7 7 7 3 3 2 5 1 3 
8 8 1 3 1 3 3 1 8 1 7 8 11 1 1 4 1 3 3 
1 1 1 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 3 

11 8 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 
2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 
3 2 3 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 99 3 2 2 2 

5 3 8 99 1 3 3 99 99 99 5 8 S 99 3 1 5 5 2 
2 5 2 99 3 2 8 99 99 99 99 2 99 99 7 4 1 7 99 
6 7 7 99 7 8 7 99 99 99 99 7 99 99 5 7 7 8 99 
3 8 5 99 S 4 5 99 99 99 99 5 99 99 1 3 3 3 1 
1 1 1 99 8 7 2 99 99 99 99 1 99 99 2 2 4 1 99 
7 2 3 99 2 5 4 99 99 99 99 4 99 99 8 S 8 2 99 
4 4 4 99 4 1 1 99 99 99 1 3 99 99 4 8 2 4 3 

4 5 3 99 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 3 5 3 3 5 4 
4 5 2 99 4 4 5 5 S 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 2 5 4 
2 2 2 99 2 2 3 5 5 2 2 1 2 1 1 3 2 1 2 

4 1 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 S 5 3 4 5 5 1 4 5 
4 1 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 99 S 3 4 4 5 4 3 5 4 
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 7 7 7 8 5 6 5 4 3 7 4 7 8 7 6 7 8 5 4 7 5 5 7 
2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 
1 1 1 1 1 99 1 2 2 99 1 2 2 1 1 99 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
3 4 5 5 8 4 2 4 3 4 8 3 8 4 8 8 8 3 8 8 3 8 8 8 
4 3 2 3 2 4 4 5 4 4 3 5 5 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 S 4 4 4 
3 4 3 99 2 99 4 4 S 5 4 4 4 3 2 99 3 S 3 4 3 3 4 4 

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 lO 
CO 
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APPENDIX R 

Survey Data Analysis - Suitimary 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS Total Responses - 131 34.93% 

Age of Respondent - Education Level of Male 
Under 18 years: 1 0.76% Head of Household -
1810 24 years: 0 0.00% No Highschool Degree: 2 1.53% 
25 to 34 years: 16 12.21% Highschooi Degree: 34 25.95% 
35 to 44 years: 35 26.72% College Degree (Undergrad.): 41 31.30% 
45 to 54 years: 24 18.32% College Degree (Grad.): 33 25.19% 
55 to 64 years; 26 19.85% Not Applicable: 15 11.45% 

65 years and over 28 21.37% No Answer 6 4.58% 
No Answer 1 0.76% 

Education Level of Female 
Sex of Respondent- Head of Household -

Male: 63 48.09% No Highschool Degree: 0 0.00% 
Female: 66 50.38% Highschool Degree: 37 28.24% 

No Answer 2 1.53% College Degree (Undergrad.): 42 32.06% 
College Degree (Grad.): 31 23.66% 

Marital status - Not Applicable: 15 11.45% 
Mam'ed: 95 72.52% No Answer 6 4.58% 

Single: 25 19.08% 
No Answer 11 8.40% Households with Children -

New Bom to 4 Years: 20 12.90% 
Year-round Resident - 5 to 8 Years: 20 12.90% 

Yes: 125 95.42% 9 to 12 Years: 16 10.32% 
No: 5 3.82% 13 to 15 Years: 11 7.10% 

No Answer 1 0.76% 16 Years and Older 15 9.68% 
No Children at Address: 73 47.10% 

Own (or buying) Home - No Answer 0 0.00% 
Yes: 126 96.18% 
No: 1 0.76% Number of Children in Study -

No Answer 4 3.05% New Bom to 4 Years: 27 28.13% 
5 to 8 Years: 22 22.92% 

Length at Residence - 9 to 12 Years: 17 17.71% 
Less Than 6 Months: 5 3.82% 13 to 15 Years: 13 13.54% 

6 Months to 1 Year 4 3.05% 16 Years and Older 17 17.71% 
1 Year to 2 Years: 10 7.63% 

2 Years to 5 Years: 35 26.72% 
5 Years to 10 Years: 41 31.30% 

Over 10 Years: 32 24.43% 
No Answer 4 3.05% 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS Total Responses - 131 34.93% 

Is Respondant Aware of Park - Time of Day Park Is Visited -
Yes: 127 96.95% Sam to 11am: 24 22.02% 
No: 2 1.53% 11am to 2pm: 18 16.51% 

No Answer 2 1.53% 2pm to 5pm: 23 21.10% 
Later Than 5pm: 10 9.17% 

Has Respondant Visited Park - Combination of Above: 28 25.69% 
Yes: 109 83.21% No Answer 6 5.50% 
No: 22 16.79% 

No Answer 0 0.00% Bring Children To Park -
Yes: 56 51.38% 

Distance Living From Park - No: 10 9,17% 
Less Than 1/4 Mile: 60 55.05% Not Applicable: 43 39.45% 

1/4 to 1/2 Mile: 42 38.53% No Answer 0 0.00% 
Further Than 1/2 Mile: 3 2.75% 

No Answer 4 3.67% Means of Travel to Parte -
Drive Vehicle: 7 6.42% 

Frequency Park Is Visited - Ride Bicycle: 4 3.67% 
Less Than Once a Month: 30 27.52% Walk: 65 59.63% 

Once a Month: 12 11.01% Other 2 1.83% 
Twice a Month: 10 9.17% Combination of Above: 29 26.61% 

Three Times a Month: 9 8.26% No Answer 2 1.83% 
Four Times a Month: 17 15.60% 

More Than Four Times a Month: 29 26.61% Feel Safe If Ride Bicycle -
No Answer 2 1.83% Yes: 23 21.10% 

No: 6 5.50% 
Periods Which Park Is Visited - Do Not Ride Bicycle: 79 72.48% 

Weekends Only: 25 22.94% No Answer 1 0.92% 
Holidays Only: 6 5.50% 
Midweek Only: 18 16.51% Feel Safe If Walk-

Weekends and Holidays: 9 8.26% Yes: 80 73.39% 
Weekends and Midweek: 19 17.43% No: 9 8.26% 

Holidays and Midweek: 2 1.83% Do Not Walk: 18 16.51% 
Weekends, Holidays, Midweek: 23 21.10% No Answer 2 1.83% 

No Answer 7 6.42% 
Length of Visit to Park -

Less Than 1/2 Hour 23 21.10% 
1/2 To 1 Hour 49 44.95% 
1 To 3 Hours: 35 32.11% 
3 To 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 

Longer Than 6 Hours: 0 0.00% 
No Answer 2 1.83% 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS Total Responses - 131 34.93% 
Children are Protected From Injury Play Equipnnent is Adequately 
While Playing on the Equipment - Spaced to Prevent Injury -

Strongly Agree: 11 10.09% Strongly Agree: 15 13.76% 
Agree: 47 43.12% Agree: 62 56.88% 

Neutral: 38 34.86% Neutral: 20 18.35% 
Disagree: 2 1.83% Disagree: 2 1.83% 

Strongly Disagree: 2 1.83% Strongly Disagree: 1 0.92% 
No Answer 9 8.26% No Answer 9 8.26% 

Children are Safe to Play on How is Maintenance 
Playground Unsupervised - of Park Rated -

Strongly Agree: 2 1.83% Highly Acceptable: 32 29.36% 
Agree: 21 19.27% Acceptable: 59 54.13% 

Neutral: 23 21.10% Neutral: 7 6.42% 
Disagree: 35 32.11% Unacceptable: 5 4.59% 

Strongly Disagree: 18 16.51% Highly Unacceptable: 4 3.67% 
No Answer 10 9.17% No Answer 2 1.83% 

How is Maintenance 
of Playground Family Member 

Equipment Rated - Ever Injured -
Highly Acceptable: 24 22.02% Yes; 3 2.75% 

Acceptable: 52 47.71% No; 106 97.25% 
Neutral: 23 21.10% No Answer 0 0.00% 

Unacceptable: 2 1.83% 
Highly Unacceptable: 3 2.75% 

No Answer 5 4.59% 

If Yes, Did Injured 
Person Seek 

Medical Attention -
Yes: 1 0.92% 
No: 2 1.83% 

Not Applicable: 106 97.25% 
No Answer 0 0.00% 



SUMMARY ANALYSIS 
289 

Respondent Ranking Common in all 
of Amenities: Three Parks 

Mean Median Mode 
Playground: 3.55 3.00 1.00 

Open Play-Field: 3.57 3.00 1.00 
Picnic Areas: 3.93 4.00 5.00 

Drinking Fountain: 4.03 4.00 5.00 

Common in 
Two Parks 

Mean Median Mode 
Shade Structure: 2.95 3.00 2.00 

Restroom: 3,74 3.00 2.00 
Parking Lot: 6.46 7.00 7.00 

Found In Only 
One Park 

Mean l\^edian Mode 
Misting System: 4.24 4.00 3.00 

Basketball Court: 5.67 6.00 5.00 
Baseball Field: 5.76 6.00 7.00 

Tennis Court: 6.45 7.50 9.00 

Mean Ranking (By Age Group): 65 and 
Lindens 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 older 

(found in all three sites) Playground: 6.00 O.OO 3.51 3.76 5.09 5.20 4.35 
Open Play-Field: 4.00 O.OO 4.06 3.24 4.47 2.83 4.40 

Picnic Areas: 6.00 O.OO 4.70 3.80 3.57 4.03 3.47 
Drinking Fountain: 1.00 O.OO 4.79 3.85 4.07 3.14 5.21 

(found in two sites)Shade Structure: 2.00 O.OO 2.50 3.21 2.94 3.20 2.25 
Restroom: 0.00 O.OO 4.50 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.63 

Paridng Lot: 0.00 O.OO 7.15 6.75 5.42 6.63 6.90 
(found in one site) Misting System: 3.00 0.00 4.80 4.44 3.71 4.50 2.00 

Basketball Court: 0.00 O.OO 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.00 2.00 
Baseball Field: 0.00 O.OO 5.86 6.67 5.50 5.00 1.00 

Tennis Court: 0.00 O.OO 7.00 7.25 2.00 1.00 6.00 

Mean Ranking (By 
Child's Age): Llnden3 13 Years No 

Years Old Rank nd Older Rank Children 1 Rank 
(found in all three sites) Playground: 2.44 1 4.67 7 5.07 10 

Open Play-Field: 3.71 3 3.30 3 3.55 2 
Picnic Areas: 4.30 5 3.10 1 3.91 6 

Drinking Fountain: 4.51 6 3.83 5 3.58 3 
(found in two sites)Shade Structure: 2.92 2 3.13 2 2.97 1 

Restroom: 4.15 4 4.25 6 3.77 5 
Pariting Lot: 6.74 10 7.25 11 6.10 11 

(found in one site) Misting System: 4.56 7 3.63 4 4.20 8 
Basketball Court: 6.27 8 5.67 8/9 4.00 7 

Baseball Field: 6.50 9 6.00 10 3.75 4 
Tennis Court: 8.08 11 5.67 8/9 4.25 9 
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Respondent's Attitude Toward 

Playground Safety (By Gender): 
Strongly Agree:" 

Agree: 
Neutral: 

Disagree: 
Strongly Disagree: 

Chi-Square Test: 0.71431 

Male % emale % 
5 16.6% 5 10.2% 

24 48.0% 23 46.9% 
20 40.0% 18 36.7% 
1 2.0% 1 2.0% 
0 0.0% 2 4.1% 

Respondent's Attitude Toward Under 13 13 Years No 
Plavaround Safety (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Older % Children % 

Strongly Agree: 2 5.4% 2 11.8% 7 15.2% 
Agree: 18 48.6% 5 29.4% 24 52.2% 

Neutral: 13 35.1% 10 58.8% 15 32.6% 
Disagree: 2 5.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Strongly Disagree: 2 5.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Chi-Square Test: 0.00825 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Park Maintenance (By Age Group): Under 18 18-24 

65 and 
25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 older 

Highly Acceptable: 0 0 4 9 7 5 8 
Acceptable: 1 0 9 19 11 12 6 

Neutral: 0 0 0 3 0 3 1 
Unacceptable: 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
Chi-Square Test: 0.81318 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Park Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 20 37.7% 11 20.8% 
Acceptable: 28 52.8% 32 60.4% 

Neutral: 3 5.7% 4 7.5% 
Unacceptable: 1 1.9% 3 5.7% 

Highly Unacceptable: 1 1.9% 3 5.7% 
Chi-Square Test: 0.28500 

Respondent's Attitude Toward UnderlS 13 Years No 
quip Maintenance (By Child's Age): Years Old % nd Older % Children % 

Highly Acceptable: 6 16.7% 6 35.3% 9 20.9% 
Acceptable: 22 61.1% 6 35.3% 19 44.2% 

Neutral: 4 11.1% 5 29.4% 14 32.6% 
Unacceptable: 2 5.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Highly Unacceptable: 2 5.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.3% 
Chi-Square Test: 0.13226 

Respondent's Attitude Toward 
Equip Maintenance (By Gender): Male % Female % 

Highly Acceptable: 14 26.4% 12 20.7% 
Acceptable: 27 50.9% 30 51.7% 

Neutral: 12 22.6% 11 19.0% 
Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 2 3.4% 

Highly Unacceptable: 0 0.0% 3 5.2% 
Chi-Square Test: 0.27319 
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ispondent's Mode of Transportation Within 1/4 To Further Than 

Based on Distance Fronti Park: 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 
Drive to Park; 3 3.9% 12 19.0% 3 50.0% 

Ride Bicycle to Pari^: 14 18.4% 15 23.8% 0 0.0% 
WalktoParic: 57 75.0% 27 42.9% 3 50.0% 

Other. 2 2.6% 9 14.3% 0 0.0% 
Chi-Square Test: 0.00010 

Respondent's Duration of Visit Within 1/4 To Further Than 
Based on Distance From Park; 1/4 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 1/2 Mile % 

Less Than 1/2 Hour 10 16.9% 11 27.5% 1 33.3% 
1/2 to 1 Hour 34 57.6% 12 30.0% 2 66.7% 
1 to 3 Hours: 15 25.4% 17 42.5% 0 0.0% 
3 to 6 l-lours: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Longer Than 6 l-lours; 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Chi-Square Test; 0.36532 

Respondent's Visiting Time Frame 
Based on Days of Week Visiting; eekends % Holidays % idweek % 

8:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.: 31 27.4% 12 19.0% 30 32.6% 
11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.; 28 24.8% 18 28.6% 18 19.6% 

2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.: 37 32.7% 22 34.9% 28 30.4% 
Later Than 5:00 p.m.; 17 15.0% 11 17.5% 16 17.4% 

Chi-Square Test: 0.63283 
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The following are suggested design guidelines based on the 
findings of this study. 

The first step in developing a successful design is to 
understand the definition of a neighborhood park. Page 
forty-three of the literature review defines the term 
"Neighborhood Park"as a recreational space that is located 
in the center of a development that allows the residents to 
access the space with merely a short valk. In addition, 
neighborhood parks tend to provide limited recreational 
opportunities, with consideration given to all age groups. 

The NRPA describes a neighborhood park as a space that 
services a residential area located within a one-half mile 
radius of up to five-thousand residents and is typically 
located on a collector street with, if possible, two street 
frontages. In addition, it must be easily accessible by all 
residents within the intended service area with special 
consideration given to pedestrian and bicyclist route 
connections for safety purposes. The size of the park is 
typically between two- and five-acres with approximately one 
acre of open area for sporting activities. The remaining 
acreage is typically comprised of pathways, tot-lots, picnic 
areas, bicycle parking area, tennis, volleyball and 
basketball courts, barbecue facilities, restroom facilities, 
and an area for off-street parking. 

Before deciding which amenities are to be designed into the 
development of a neighborhood park, another important step 
must first be implemented. As stated on page forty-four of 
the literature review: "Since recreational needs of a 
population vary between neighborhoods and age groups, it is 
important for the designer to fully understand the 
characteristics of the service area. These characteristics 
play an important role in determining the selection of 
amenities." If I, as the author of this study, must choose 
an area of utmost importance, I would stress the crucial 
significance of understanding the demographic medce-up of the 
service area. Time must be spent conducting a demographic 
study prior to design development. 

The demographic analysis conducted in this study was of 
great significance. Based on the common demographic make-up 
of all three study sites, I have concluded that the 
following design guidelines will play a significant role in 
developing a successful outdoor neighborhood recreational 
facility located in a neighborhood of similar demographics. 

Design guidelines, as detailed in the following paragraphs, 
pertain to a residential area with the majority of residents 
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(residing within a one-half mile radius of the proposed 
site) being between the ages of thirty-five and forty-four. 
In addition, the majority of such residents are married, own 
the home in which they reside, are college-educated, and 
parents of children ages twelve-years-old or younger. 

The site is to be two to five-acres in size (unless 
constricted by available land), located within the interior 
of a defined residential development, on a corner lot, with 
one side fronting a collector street. The main entrance 
into the site should be well defined (with signage enhanced 
landscaping) and located away from the collector street (for 
safety purposes) if possible. Special attention must be 
given to those accessing the park on foot or by bicycle, 
especially when crossing the collector street. If the 
collector street is deemed highly dangerous, perhaps an 
overhead pedestrian crossing would be appropriate. However, 
due to an overhead crossing's characteristics (vertical, 
stately, unsightly), a close analysis must be conducted to 
insure neighborhood acceptance of such a structure. 
Otherwise, a more logical approach would be utilizing 
crosswalks, stop signs or traffic lights located at key 
points to ensure safe crossings without sacrificing 
convenience. 

The site should be segmented into activity zones, with a 
minimum of one acre set aside for active-play. This one 
acre area is to be located on well-drained level ground, 
turfed, of a non-linear shape, safely distanced from passive 
activity areas, and free from any protruding objects (such 
as sprinkler heads, utility vaults, trees) or surface 
objects (such as survey markers, concrete slabs, asphalt, 
etc.). The remaining site would consist of activity zones 
detailed in the following paragraphs. 

The amenities provided should satisfy the needs of a 
resident visiting the site for a period of one-half to 
three-hours during times of heavy use. The location of 
amenities should be designed to relate effectively to each 
other during times when the park is at capacity as well as 
when the park is relatively free from visitors. 

The focal point of most neighborhood parks tends to be the 
playground. Therefore, special attention must be given when 
designing this space and selecting facilities and equipment. 
Demographic analysis of this study concludes that 40.6% of 
the respondents have children between the ages of five- to 
twelve-years-old and 28.1% of the respondents have children 
younger than five-years-old. Therefore, separate play-areas 
(as a safety issue) for these two age groups are justified. 
Referring to page eighty-three of the literature review. 
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Epel indicates that a separate playground for children under 
five-years-old and children between the ages of five- and 
twelve-years-old would aid in safe-play during times of 
recreation. 

The two playground areas are to comply with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990, be located away from the main 
entrance, distanced from the street (especially the 
collector street), and buffered by any parking area. In 
addition (as indicated in Appendix C), the playground should 
be located away from passive, quiet areas and adjacent to 
any picnic facilities. The two play-areas are to be 
adjacent to one-another, with an appropriate buffer zone of 
vegetation or other safe material (such as an impact-
attenuating material). 

A surface material (proven safe, yet interesting for the 
children) is an important aspect of the playground design. 
During the observation period, a high percentage of the 
children enjoyed playing on the surface. Sand was a 
dominant feature during several observations. Therefore, I 
highly recommend the use of clean (screened) sand with a 
minimum depth of twelve-inches. On top of the sand is to be 
a multi-level play structure specified by the project 
landscape architect. According to Epel (page eighty-two of 
the literature review), this structure should have platforms 
no higher than six-feet above the ground for the younger 
children's play-area and no more than seven- to eight-feet 
above the ground for the older children. However, caution 
must be taken not to create a space that is unchallenging to 
the older children. On several occasions during site 
observations, children climbed to levels not intended by the 
equipment designer. These levels were not protected with 
guardrails and the height was increased to a dangerous 
level. Therefore, attention must be given to providing a 
safe yet, challenging play-area. In addition, for the 
younger children, all raised platforms higher than twenty-
inches should include guatdrails and, for the older 
children, guardrails are recommended for platforms thirty-
inches or higher. Likewise, all spaces between rungs should 
be large enough to prevent entrapment, yet tight enough to 
prevent smaller children from slipping through. 

In addition to the multi-level play structure, a swingset 
should be provided. Spacing between play structures should 
be at a minimum of twelve feet (see Appendix B) and the fall 
zone of the swingset should equal twice the distance of the 
swing's pivot spread. For example, if the distance between 
the bottom of the seat to the top of the chain equals eight-
feet, than the fall zone would be equal to twice that 
distance, or sixteen-feet in front of the swing and sixteen-
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feet behind the swing. The older children's swings should 
be spaced at least two-feet apart and at least two and one-
half feet away from any supporting structures. The smaller 
children's swings should be equipped with leg dividers to 
protect the infant from injury. 

Other equipment deemed appropriate and useful shall be 
designed into the playground only if size of the space 
permits. In addition, special care must always be taken 
when selecting playground equipment. All equipment should 
be specified by the project landscape architect and be 
constructed of robust material, free from any safety 
hazards, and possess sustaining qualities. 

Enclosing the playground on at least three sides insures a 
safer environment for the children and a greater peace of 
mind for the parents. A densely vegetated border 
approximately two-feet high will protect the children from 
running into undesirable areas (such as streets or open 
play-areas) and helps parents in supeirvising their children. 
Special precautions must be taken in selecting the 
appropriate plant material. At maturity, the plant material 
must not reach heights much greater than two-feet because, 
if so, children can become hidden, resulting in a higher 
level of stress amongst the parents. An alternative to the 
preferred plant material border is a low fence or railing. 
A chain-link fence would serve the functional purpose of 
safety, but is typically not aesthetically pleasing. 

Shade structures are also important amenities in the design 
of a neighborhood playground. Respite from the heat and sun 
is extremely important, especially during the summer months. 
Shade structures should be provided in all of the activity 
areas and especially in the picnic grounds (discussion to 
follow). Parents supervising children on the playground 
will appreciate a shaded area from which to observe; 
children and parents active in the open play-field will 
welcome an opportunity to rest and revitalize between 
activities; and those who picnic will, almost always, choose 
a spot which is protected from the sun. When specifying 
shade structures, special attention must be taken in 
selecting a material that is robust, free of any safety 
dangers, and possesses sustainable qualities. 

Erected structures are not the only means of creating shade. 
Trees, strategically located, will provide shade throughout 
the day. Large shade trees should be located on the west 
(or southwest) side of key areas in order to protect such 
areas from the afternoon sun (which is typically the most 
intense). When specifying trees in a plant palette, the 
designer needs to be specific in the species chosen. A 
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species that provides a high canopy and wide spread will 
prove most beneficial in offering a place of shade. 
However, if a tree is deciduous, special attention must be 
given to its location. Fallen foliage in playgrounds, 
fountains, or on picnic tables can become a maintenance 
problem. Therefore, deciduous trees should be located with 
care. 

Restrooms are a debatable amenity in a neighborhood park. 
Respondents of the site that did not provide a restroom 
facility (Adams Park) indicated such a facility would be 
highly desired and respondents of the two sites (Century 
Park and Ironwood Park) that did provide a restroom 
indicated negative comments pertaining to the facility (see 
Appendix N, page nine). Therefore, a close analysis of the 
desires and needs of the neighbors is advantageous prior to 
the inclusion of a restroom facility. If those residing 
within the service area of a neighborhood park wish for a 
restroom, it should be located near the parking lot, with 
easy access from the playground (i.e. heavy-use areas should 
not be located between the restroom and the playground). In 
addition, vegetation around the facility is desirable in 
order to soften the hard edges of the walls. 

Picnic areas are typically a welcome amenity in a 
neighborhood park. However, special consideration must be 
taken when establishing the size and location of such areas. 
A leisurely lunch is easily ruined by the intensity of the 
sun. Therefore, as previously mentioned, shade structures 
or canopy trees should always be provided in such areas. 
The picnic area should be located in the vicinity of the 
playground, yet away from the more active, open play-eirea. 
The sizes of picnic areas can vary to accommodate a large 
group of ten to twenty or a smaller, more intimate group of 
two to four. However, such areas should generally be 
equipped to serve groups of six to eight with, if budgetary 
constraints allow, a barbecue provided at each area. 

Drinking fountains are also a highly valued amenity, 
especially in the hotter, southwestern climate. Drinking 
fountains should be located in key areas throughout the 
site. A fountain near the playground is of importance for 
both the active children and the supervising adults. In 
addition, a water fovmtain should be located near (if 
provided) a tennis, basketball, or volleyball court due to 
the intense cardiovascular activity found in these areas. 
Realistically, fountains are typically located on the 
outside of restroom walls in order to take advantage of the 
already existing plumbing. Such a location is acceptable as 
long as the playground is easily accessible. Other 
eunenities which should be incorporated include waste bins 
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located near the playground and picnic areas; park benches; 
pathway lighting and security lighting for nighttime safety; 
vegetation along the perimeter of the site; emd vegetation 
screening adjacent residential housing. 

Another, less obvious factor, of extreme importance, is the 
on-going maintenance of the park. A sound maintenance 
program is needed for the continuing success of any outdoor 
neighborhood recreational facility. Once maintenance 
becomes delinquent, the deterioration of the site is 
inevitable. Once deterioration sets in, park-use declines 
and unlawful activities begin to take over. As long as a 
maintenance program continues, residents maintain a sense of 
pride in their neighborhood and will not tolerate unlawful 
behavior. Discontinue the maintenance program and residents 
lose that pride, and tend to become uncaring about what 
occurs in the park. Neighborhood parks are generally owned 
and operated by the city in which the park is located. 
Hopefully, the city maintains a strong Parks and Recreation 
Department with adequate financial allocations to provide 
acceptable park maintenance. 
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