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ABSTRACT . 

The growth of large urban centres in Canada, at a time when the availability 

of leisure is increasing, has invested urban recreation facilities, such as 

parks, with a special importance. Although much research effort has been 

directed towards investigating and anlyzing the phenomenon of large scale 

rural outdoor recreation and park use, very little study has been undertaken 

on the subject of urban parks . This is ironical since the largest proportion 

of leisure time is in "small pieces", much of which can only be spent in 

the vicinity of the home. Also, for a large segment of urban residents 

such as young mothers, the poor, the old and children, non-urban parks 

and recreation facilities do not constitute a realistic alternative to local 

parks. 

Given the lack of study in the field of urban parks, planners have been 

forced to rely on planning tools of doubtful geneology and based on 

arbitrary assumptions. This study attempts to make a preliminary 

exploration of one element of the urban park system: the local park in 

a residential setting. It is based on a behavioural approach and analyses 

the use of local parks by the surrounding residents in order to ascertain 

the relationship between the physical variables (characteristics of parks) 

and the activity and population variables (the use of parks and the users 

of parks). 
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The hypothesis guiding this study is as follows: 

The use of local parks is influenced by the 
physical characteristics of the parks and 
the population characteristics of the local 
area residents. 

The variables examined in detail are: size of park, facilities, supervision, 

accessibility of the park, on the one hand, and the frequency of park use, 

the activities conducted in the parks, the characteristics of the park 

users and their recreational preferences,on the other. 

A questionnaire survey was conducted in a single family, working class 

district of Vancouver. The analysis of data from the survey, generally 

speaking, indicated that the physical characteristics do play a part in 

the use of local parks. Facilities, supervision and accessibility of 

the parks emerge as important factors affecting the use of local parks. 

In the final chapter, the data analysis noted above is extended in order 

to construct a list of findings which are stated in the form of detailed, 

tentative hypotheses. The chapter concludes with suggestions to change 

the method employed in arriving at local park standards. It is recommended 

that these be based on the notion of an activity space index rather than on 

land area of the park. This method, it is indicated, would quantify 

the more functional and significant aspects of local park system than 

that based on park area. 
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C H A P T E R I 

1.1. INTRODUCTION 

The concern of planners for the development of parks and the preservation of open 

space in recent years has reached the proportion of a crusade. This emphasis on 

unbuilt space is v i v i d l y expressed in regional plans as well as plans for existing 

cities and metropolitan areas. One of the s t r i k i n g features of these plans is their 

focus on large scale open space, W i l l i a m F. Whyte has pointed out that by this single-

dimensioned approach to open space, based on abstract notions of environmental 

quality, city f o rm and structure, planners have ignored the l o c a l community and its 

recreation and open space needs. (1) 

The recreationistjs conventional wisdom gives further impetus to this conception of 

open space and park areas on a grand scale. Land for recreation is v i s u a l i z e d 

almost exclusively in terms of r u r a l values (2). A s Herbert Gans has said, "open 

space .... s t i l l is considered as a substitute for the departed r u r a l i d y l l and the 

outdoor recreation movement has stressed the need for more .... wilderness areas 

suitable f o r hiking, camping, nature study ...." (3). Infact, one writer has pointed 

out that the term "outdoor" recreation has a special meaning for the recreation 

planner. It stands for unsupervised, unorganized recreation represented by hunting, 

fishing, t r a v e l l i n g for pleasure, camping etc. (4). 

As a result of this convergence of professional perceptions and biassea- there has 
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been much study and writing in recent years dealing with the problems of recreation 

at national and regional scale, but woefully little has been written on the subject of 

small parks (5). The Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission barely 

mentioned the subject in its mammoth 1962 study of the park and' recreation needs 

in the United States (6). A similar study, called the National Demand Study, is 

underway in Canada. Its focus is also on non-urban parks (7). 

The paucity of research on the subject of urban parks has forced planners to rely 

on intuition and precedent (8). Indeed, one writer has claimed, perhaps exaggera

tedly, that "no one has tackled the job of analysing just what is involved in making 

small parks work" (9). 

This study attempts to f i l l some of this void. It is concerned with parks in residen

tial areas of cities, how people use them and what features lead to their attractive

ness for the surrounding residents. If parks planning is to be rescued from it 

almost total reliance on precedent and intuition it must be, like a l l planning, both 

"rational and user-oriented". Rational in the sense that plans and programs devel

oped can be shown to implement goals that are sought. To be "user-oriented" the 

goals which park planners work towards must relate to the behaviour patterns and 

values of the people for whom they are planning (10). This study attempts to provide 

some of the insights required to fu l f i l l this goal. 
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1.2 IMPORTANCE OF URBAN PARKS 

1.2.1 Growth of Leisure 

The growth of leisure is one of the more dramatic phenomenon of the past few 

decades. As a result of a decrease in the work week and increase in paid vacation 

time, the amount of available leisure time has doubled in the past forty years (11) 

accounting for an estimated 49 hours per week in 1970 (12). Given a working week 

of 40 hours (excluding holidays) it is clear that the ratio of leisure to working hours 

among the working population has now become positive for a bulk of the employed 

population (13). 

Nor is the increase in leisure time limited to the working population. The modern 

housewife through the use of convenience foods and home-based labour saving 

devices, has been able to Y*rest a few more hours from her daily chores than could 

her counterpart a generation ago (14). As for the young mandatory schooling has 

resulted in their entry into the labour force at a later agp-Since a day in school is 

less demanding than a working day, this has resulted in greater leisure time being 

available to the young. Finally, for the old people a combination of private and 

public retirement plans and some extension in life-span has increased the years in 

retirement from 3 years to 1900 to 6 years today (15). 

Leisure time is not all of a type. Two factors are c r i t i c a l in evaluating the use 

of leisure time: timing and duration (16). Some leisure time occurs daily such 

as time after work or school. Other leisure is weekly in patterns - weekends for 
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instance. Still other leisure is vacation time: for students this may extend through 

the whole summer. For workers it is likely to be a few weeks. 

Not unexpectedly the bulk of free time occurs in short invervals. According to 

one study the typical two-, three-, or four-hour period available during week days 

at home accounts for half of all free time (17). In another study it was estimated 

that in 1950 of the 453 billion leisure hours available to the whole American popu

lation, 189 billion were daily leisure hours (18). 

Thus, it is evident that a significant proportion of leisure time needs at present 

must be fulfilled by facilities close to home and requiring minimum of travel time. 

Indeed, the single-minded focus on large-scale non-urban outdoor recreational 

facilities does not take into account the hidden need represented by the dominance 

of "leisure in pieces" (19). 

1.2.2 Urbanisation, Leisure and Recreation 

The growth of mass leisure has taken place concurrently with a shift in population 

from rural areas to urban areas and finally to metropolitan centres. About 75% 

of the Canadian population lives in such centres today and this figure is likely to 

increase to about 94% by the year 2001 (20). 

As a result of this shift the amount of open space available in the vicinity of 

people's homes has declined considerably, at a time when the need for it is increas

ing due to more leisure. The constraints imposed by limited open space and 
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recreational facilities has made it difficult for the individual to conduct his own 

recreation. This has forced urban man into organised playgrounds and an organised 

system of recreation in order to minimise conflicts. Many writers have contended 

that such forced organisation of leisure and recreation is a perversity of leisure. 

As one writer has put it, "True leisure ought to be free, 'natural', it cannot be 

engineered" (21). 

If, indeed , this is true, then it may not be too presumptuous to suggest that part 

of the reason for the lemming-like exodus from the city during weekends is an 

unconscious reaction against the mechanistic, organised recreation available in 

the city. In otherwords, it is an attempt on the part of urban man to reassert his 

autonomy as an individual at least during his leisure hours. Lewis Mumford's 

eloquent plea for more quality open space in the city as a means of reducing man's 

reliance on the "anaesthesia of locomotion", may, therefore, have some basis (22). 

1.2.3 Population Characteristics 

Local parks are of particular importance to those members of urban society who 

have not the mobility to avail themselves of far flung outdoor recreational f a c i l i 

ties. These are families of limited means, children, the old and young mothers 

of child rearing age (23). 

Studies have revealed that participation in non-urban outdoor recreation increases 

with increase in income (24). Hauser has argued that the participation rate in 
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outdoor recreation varies directly with both the cost and the physical 

availability of outdoor recreation resources to the public. The higher 

the cost and the further removed the recreation resources are from 

low income populations the less resources are available to them (25). 

The lack of mobility of the very young and the aged is too well known to 

bear detailed repeition here. However, a study by Doxiadis provides some 

interesting insights concerning the relationship between human development 

a nd the range of mobility in a city setting (26).. According to him, between 

the third and fifth year of life, a child's territory extends to the imraaediate 

neighbourhood of his residence, though at this age he s t i l l spends the vast 

majority of his time within the home. By the time the child is ten years 

old he begins to spend an increasing part of his day at the neighbourhood 

level. In fact, the neighbourhood constitutes the locus of most of his 

activities. A child of this age can only venture outside the neighbourhood 

under supervision. 

When he reaches the age of 13 or 14 years the child becomes sufficiently 

autonomous as an individual, that his dependence on the immediate residential 

area, as a setting for his recreational activities, ceases to be c r i t i c a l . As 

indicated by the table below, the child population up to the ages of 12 years 

constituted 25% of the Canadian population, or 5.46 million childrea 

were dependent on the local area to provide them with the bulk of their 

recreational facilities in 1971. 
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Population 
in Millions 

Percentage 

Less than 
4 years 1.81 8.58 

5-12 3.65 17.30 

13-19 2.57 12.18 

20=64 11.33 53.69 

65 + 1.74 8.25 

Table 1 Population Distribution in Canada (1971) 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971 Census 

Similarly, the housewife spends most of her time within the home to fulf i l l 

her obligations of home-making, husband servicing and child rearing. And 

if there is only one car in the family, in view of the low quality of public 

transportation she is constrained to spend a large proportion of her 

leisure hours during the day within the vicinity of the home. And one car 

families constitute the majority of Canadian families. According to an 

estimate, in 1971, only 20% of Canadian households owned two or more 

cars (26). 
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No Car 1 Car 2 Cars 3 Cars 
or More 

1972 22.75% 58.8% 15.8% 2.7% 

1973 22.1% 57.4% 17.3% 3.2% 

Table 2 Car Ownership in Canada by Household 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1971. 

Finally, the reduced mobility and increased leisure time available to the 

old makes them as dependent on local facilities as the very young. Space 

for some form of physical activity, ample circulation space, proximity 

to a l l forms of recreational facilities is specially important for their well-

being (27). Though some of the old people are accommodated in specialized 

residential facilities, many of them do choose to remain in resi dential 

area. F o r them local parks can constitute an important amenity, the focus 

of many of their outdoor activities . Those above 65 years of age constitute 

approximately 8% of the Canadian population, as indicated i n the table 

above. Thoughh not a l l these people would require or benefit from local 

parks, a considerable proportion would welcome them. 

It is clear, that in spite of the high level of mobility of the urban population 
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generally there is a significant segment of this population whose ability to travel 

independently outside their residential area is limited. For them the growing plea 

for the provision of "parks where they are" (28) has a special cogency. 

1.2.4 Quest for Quality, Amenity and Livability 

In recent years, with the growing importance of leisure in the life of urban soc

ieties, a basic re-evaluation of the function of cities is taking place. The earlier 

concept emphasised the industrial and commercial aspects of cities. Cities were 

viewed as settings in which the productive energies of society could be most effic

iently harnessed for economic ends. Such concept led society to concentrate on 

the requirements of the work environment giving high priority to the physical 

relationship among factories, offices, shops, houses and transport routes (29). 

As a result zoning practices, according to one writer, provide extravagant areas 

for commercial and industrial uses (30). It has been contended that this emphasis 

on the productive aspects of the city has non-economic reasons as well. The 

protestent ethic, according to one sociologist was concerned with rendering "leisure 

in the city well nigh impossible (in order) to forestall sin in its natural locus .. ."(31). 

Such a notion of the city as an environment where the people were to be protected 

from the seductions of leisure, is giving way to the notion of the city as an envir

onment for leisure (32). In other words, consideration is increasingly being given 

to the view that the opportunities for work in cities must be balanced by facilities 

for recreation. It is no longer sufficient to consider open space for recreation 
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as "residual space" (33) or as "space left over after planning (SLOAP)" (34). 

The acknowledged need is to view open space as part of the whole functioning of 

the city as a place in which to both work and live ... (35). 

Related to the notion of the city as an environment for leisure are two ideas: the 

ideas concerning amenity and quality. Jean Gottman refers to amenities in terms 

of "the physical and cultural components" related to "the good l i f e " (36). John 

Burchard has linked urban beauty, both natural and man-made, with the term 

"amenities" (37). However, most writers would agree with Gunner Myrdal that 

the term includes "parks and playgrounds " (38). Indeed public open space for 

recreation is considered as one of the main components of the amenity resources 

of an urban area (39). 

Similarly when there is an attempt to isolate the elements of the physical environ

ment which contribute to the quality or livability of an urban area, open space, 

particularly in a residential context figures prominently. For instance, Herbert 

and Stevens measured residential quality in terms of the general appearance of the 

neighbourhood, open spaces, views, greenways (40). In a survey conducted 

by the Greater Vancouver Regional District in order to get some idea of what the 

term "Livable Region" meant to people, the presence of open space in a residential 

area received frequent mention (41). 

The special importance of open space or parks in a residential area lies in the fact 

that people spend a large part of their leisure hours - between 70% and 80% accord

ing to estimates (42) - in or near their home. Understandably, as Robert L. Wilson 
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has suggested, people place more value on the quality of their immediate residen

tial area than on environmental variables which occur at the scale of the entire 

community (43). Further, in a survey conducted by him, it was found that attitudes 

towards the local residential area paralleled the attitudes towards the city as a 

whole. That is, those who were satisfied with their area of residence were likely 

to be satisfied with the city as a whole (44). 

Harvey Perloff and others have argued that the urban community may be viewed as 

a set of interacting subsystems, each comprising a sub-environment (45). Urban 

man may be seen as an environmentally mobile creature who moves from sub-

environment to sub-environment throughout the course of the day, week, year or 

lifetime within the metropolitan community. Robinson and Atkinson have identified 

five sub-environments that interface within the metropolitan community: 1) the 

residential environment, 2) the occupational environment, 3) the service environ

ment, 4) the leisure and recreational environment and 5) the commuter environ

ment (46). 

Our analysis so far has shown that in spite of the high level of mobility of the 

urban population generally people spend most of their leisure in the vicinity of 

their home. Secondly, the quality of the residential environment is of prime 

importance to urban dwellers. Thirdly, open space or park space irisu acknow

ledged as an important component of the "quality of an urban environment". 

Forthly, "leisure in pieces" is a significant part of the total quantity of leisure 

available in an industrial society. And finally, there is a large segment of the 
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population that does not have sufficient mobility to travel widely in search 

of recreational facilities. A l l these factors coalesce to suggest that among 

the sub-environments identified by Robinson and Atkinson the leisure or 

recreational environment in the form of open or park space closely linked 

to the residential environment is acritical one for the well being of urban 

populations. 

1.2.5. The Federal Government and Local Parks 

The Federal Governments of both the United States and Canada are beginning 

to recognize the importance of the local residential area for urban dwellers. 

The earlier emphasis of both government was on large urban renewal type 

projects as a means of improving the living conditions of low income 

urban residents as well as the civic image of the city. This is giving way 

to programmes which are directed to the rehabilitation of decaying 

nneighbourhoods. 

Both governments have also accepted the principle that the creation of park 

and recreation space is a part of neighbourhood rehabilitation. In the United 

States, for instance, there are five major programmes initiated by the 

Federal Government which authorize the provision or acquisition of outdoor 

rrecreation facilities as indicated by Table 4 on the following page. 

In Canada on June 12, 1972, the government introduce an amendment to the 

National Housing Act. This amendment in effect has introduced the principle 

of government involvement in neighbourhood programmes/The legislation 

envisages improvement of neighbourhood amenities, housing and living 



MAJOR U.S. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT LOANS FOR LOCAL PARKS AND RECREATION 

Neighborhood 
Facilities 

Community 
Action 

Model 
Neighborhoods 

Open-Space 
Land 

Urban 
Beautification 

Housing and 
Urban Development 
Act of 1965 

Economic 
Opportunity Act 

Demonstration 
Cities and Metro
politan Development 
Act of 1966 

Housing Act of 1961 

Housing Act of 1961 

Office of Urban Neigh
borhood Services, 
Dept. of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Office of Economic 
Opportunity 

Model Cities 
Administration, 
Department of 
Housing and Urban 
Development 

Office or Urban Neigh
borhood Services, 
Dept. of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Office of Urban Neigh
borhood Services, 
Dept. of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Grants to local governmen ts to help finance neighbor
hood or community centers providing a variety of social 
services. May cover up to two-thirds of project costs, 
or up to three-fourths in redevelopment areas. 

Through the Community Action Programs grants are 
made for public or private non-profit anti-poverty 
projects. Outdoor recreation projects are included as 
eligible programs. Covers 50% of program costs. 

Grants to local governments to plan, develop, and carry 
out comprehensive programs for re-building or restoring 
slum and blighted areas through coordinated use of all 
available federal programs and private and local resources. 
Covers 80% of the cost of planning, developing, and 
administering programs, and up to 80% of non-federal 
contributions required under federally assisted projects. 

Grants to state and local governments for the acquisition 
of land for permanent open-space use. Basic improvements 
on the land also qualify for grants. Matching funds for 
both acquisition and improvements. 

Grants up to 50% to state and local governments to help 
beautify publicly owned land in accordance with an overall 
beautification program. 

Source: Everly, Robert E . , , 
March, 1973, p. 74. 

TABLE 3 

Put the Parks Where the People Are, American City, 
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conditions of residents rather than acquisition and clearance of urban space. 

The Act clearly states that federal financing wil l extend to social and 

recreational facilities and to the improvement of municipal services on a 

neighbourhood scale. Explicitly mentioned is the offer of a grant covering 

50% of the net cost of acquisition and clearance of land for community 

o pen space or community facilities. 

The B i l l authorizing this programme was passed in the House of Commons in 

1973. It is clear, that with the passing of this B i l l and the suspension of Urban 

Renewal approach to urban housing problems, the neighbourhood level planning 

has acquired a new si gnifieance. Similarly, local parks and recreation 

facilities, ignored so far in government assisted housing programmes, will 

also be invested with a new importance. This lends further urgency to the 

need for objective criteria concerning the planning of local parks, particularly, 

and parneighbourhood amenities generally. Otherwise, it is possible that the 

N eighbourhood Improvement Programme conceived with such high hopes may 

g o the way of the ill-fated Urban Renewal Programme. 

1.3 PLANNING AND URBAN PARKS 

1.3.1 Historical Background 

Although the responsibility of city governments to provide for the recreation 

needs of urban residents is generally accepted nowadays, it was not always so. 

In fact public opinion in the 19th Century was strongly against leisure and play. 
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Municipal authorities did not accept as one of their functions the provision of parks 

and recreation facilities for city residents. It was not until the end of the 19th 

Century that a few city governments started taking initiative in this field (47). By 

that time the major cities, under the twin onslaught of industrialisation and migra

tion had become overcrowded, congested and burdened with vast slums in which 

epidemics and crime were common place (48). The sordid plight of the city 

dwellers who lived in these miserable and unhealthy conditions sparked many 

civic reform movements. These movements are the forebears of today's city 

planning (3:9,). 

The reform movements sought to improve city conditions by improving housing 

conditions. This meant slum clearance, construction of model tenements as well 

as the creation of parks. Parks, it was thought would bring into the city health 

giving features of the countryside. In fact, Camillo Sitte called these parks 

"sanitary greens" thereby emphasising their function as agents of public health 

improvement (56). 

These reform groups, as exemplified by leaders of the park movement such as 

J.C. Loudon in England, A . J . Downing and F. C . Olmstead in the United States, 

were deeply sceptical about the city. They doubted that the city was capable of 

providing man with a setting in which healthful living was possible (51!). Thus they 

conceived "parks as urban fascimiles of rur a l landscapes" (5.2). Or as Mumford 

has put it, a park was visualised "not as an integral part of the urban landscape 

but as a place of refuge whose main values are derived from the contrast with the 
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noisy, dusty, urban hive (53). 

The f i r s t public parks, characterised by Central Park in New York and Birkenhead 

Park in London were "great landscape parks more or less in the fashion that the 

aristocracy had promoted in their country estates" (54). These parks presented a 

pleasing landscape with broad lawns, winding walks and drive-ways to be used by 

people seeking recreation in quiet, leisurely, sedate and sometimes cultural use 

of the outdoors (55). The activities catered to were promenading, contemplation, 

appreciation of scenery, resting rather than noisy activities like competitive sport 

and games (56). 

The accent was on large parks which could be completely isolated from the noisy 

bustle of the c i t y . P r i o r to 1900 or even 1910 park systems consisted of several 

large parks (100 acres or more), wideley spaced through the city (57)). Except 

for the leisure classes, these parks were used chiefly on weekends. No equivalent 

effort was made to provide more intimate open spaces in each neighbourhood for 

sports and active play on a day-to-day basis (58). 

Many of the large parks that exist within the cities of North America today are 

inherited from this era. It must be remembered that originally these parks were 

major facilities created to satisfy the open space needs of the urban masses divor

ced from the countryside by the lack of effective mobility, and were used largely on 

weekends (59). However, due to increased mobility today, there is a mass exodus 

out of the city during weekends with people seeking the open country instead of 

merely a fascimile of it. It has been suggested that large parks are much less 



important today, except as oases of calm away from the congestion of weekend 

traffic (60). 

By the 1920's public responsibility for active recreation had become widely accep

ted by the cities of North America. The f i r s t recreation facilities consisted of 

sand-lots and playgrounds in congested areas of cities. As public demand for 

sports facilities increased, these facilities began to invade the bucolic landscape 

setting of- existing parks. In many cases the traditional park planners intent on 

maintaining the 'beautiful landscapes' of their parks did not see eye to eye with the 

concerns of the recreation directors. New public agencies had to be formed to 

organize and plan areas for active recreation as opposed to parks. This organisa

tional anomaly exists to this day in many North American cities (631). 

1.3.2 Neighbourhood Unit and Local Parks 

It was not until the neighbourhood unit gained wide acceptance that local parks for 

recreation became embedded in planning theory. The earlier Garden City move

ment was concerned with urban open space, it is true, but this open space was on 

a large scale. Its basic theme was the "ruralisation" of the city and as such had 

strong links with the "landscape park" movement. 

The neighbourhood unit concept as originally described by Clarence Arthur P e r r y 

in the 1920!s was "essentially a means of relating physical amenities systemati

cally to population" (62). It was concerned with introducing a level of physical 

autonomy into the residential areas by providing " a l l the public facilities and 
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conditions required by the average family for its comfort and proper development 

within the vicinity of its dwelling" (63) 

Although many factors are involved in the implementation of these goals, the incor

poration of parks as an element of the local residential environment is what con

cerns us here. Basically, the neighbourhood unit formula envisages a system of 

small parks and recreation spaces, planned to meet the needs of the particular 

neighbourhood. These parks should be within easy walking distance from all r e s i 

dences within the neighbourhood. This distance, it is suggested, is between 1/4 

mile to 1/2 mile. Also, the population of each neighbourhood should be restricted 

to that required to support an elementary school. This would mean a population of 

about 5000 to 6000 people. In addition embodied in the neighbourhood unity concept 

is the objective of a safe and convenient environment for pedestrians using the 

local Jfacilities. This is accomplished by restricting arterial streets to the p e r i 

phery of the unit and allowing only local, destination-bound traffic within the area. 

Over the years, particularly after World War II, social theory has been added to 

the neighbourhood unit formula. Assertions have been made to the effect that 

"neighbourhood plan .... would foster a sense of belonging, a sense of community 

spirit among the residents of each neighbourhood and help to re-establish face-to-

face relationships" (64). This claim has been hotly disputed by many planners 

and sociologists. It is now accepted that the neighbourhood unit does not embody 

any particular theories of social science (65). Instead it must be seen as a "unit 

of urban design" (66) a "service area" (67) and a "means of allocating amenities 
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in housing areas" (68). 

This concept is s t i l l a respectable ingredient of planning theory and practices. As 

Susanne Kel l e r has pointed out the Neighbourhood Unit is a convenient tool for 

planning since it makes possible the division of urban areas into "manageable, 

conceptually graspable units" (69). As such the Neighbourhood Unit principle, 

stripped of its sociological accretions, has been widely used in the design of new 

towns particularly in Britain and formed the conceptual basis for distributing f a c i l 

ities in residential areas of existing cities a l l over the world. Some city planning 

departments and social agencies use it to delineate planning areas to facilitate local 

area planning and allocate schools, local parks etc.(70). It is thanks to this concept 

that the use of the term Neighbourhood Park has gained wide currency. 

1.3.3 Park Classification and Standards 

As the planning of parks became more sophisticated and diversity of recreational 

activity grew, it became clear that many different types of parks were required. 

Not just neighbourhood parks or large landscape parks . Parks both within and 

outside cities are now seen as part of a park system, in which each class of parks 

fulfills a specific function. In order to understand the function of each component 

of the system various classification systems and standards have been devised. 

The classification system most commonly used involves the description of the 

function of each class of parks within the system and the geographical scale of the 
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T A B L E 4 T H E C O M P L E T E P A R K S Y S T E M 1 

PARK TYPE AXD 
RESPOSSIBUITf PARK FUNCTION* PARK FEATURES 

FLAT tO?3 
(municipal, 
private, or joint 
responsibility?) 

• to provide pre-school children ln a 
.garden apartment, housing project, cr 
other higher density residential area 
witn a substitute for the "backyard"; 
day use. 

alocatloni at the focus of a "block" or housing development 
assuring access without street crossings. 

\z*t one or two lota, es needed, 
'elopxent: simple, safe apparutus at child's scale to 

i n s t i l l sense o f s e l f - d i s c o v e r y ; paved areas for wheeled toys. 

HEIOHBOUHHOOD PARK3 
{municipal 
responsibility?) 

• mainly to provide activity areas for 
pre-school and elementary scnool 
children tr. the residential "neighbour
hood" (?,000-6,000 people) served by 
as elementary school; day use. 

• nay Include play lot. • 

location: at the centre of a "neighbourhood", preferably next 
to the elemtntnry school grounds, facilitating access on foot 
avoiding mujor street crossings, 

•service rndiup; 1/4 to 1/2 mile, depending upon density. 
current a'.ir.dnrd: 1.23 acres per 1,000 population excluding 
scnool grounds, 2.5 acres per 1,003 Including school grounds. 

»site: 4 acre minimum. 
a developmenti opparntua and fields-for play and active games; 

t cm* seas on al su pe rv 1 s i on'. nay . 

COMOTITT PARK3 

(municipal 
responsibility?) 

• mainly to provide activity areas for 
high school students and your.g adults 

' In the "community" (15.000-40,000 
people) served by a high school; d B y 
use. 

• may Include neighbourhood park. 

mlocation: at the centre of a "community", preferably next to 
the hi,-h scnool grounds, facilitating access on foot and by 
bicycle. 

•service radius: 1/2 to 1 1/2 Elles, depending upon density. 
current r'-q-i^rd; 1.25 acres per 1,000 population excluding 
scnool grounds; 2.5 acres per 1,0-00 including school grounds. 

a size: 20 acre minimum. 
ad«;votopa-nt: heavier apparatus; fields for team aporta; 
specialized facilities for tennis, lacrosse, or swinging: indoor 
facilities; seasonal or year-round supervision for all are groupa 

ORBAN PA3T3 
(municipal 
responsibility?) 

• to provide areas of special treatment 
or landscaping as a contrast to assure 
variety In a highly urbanized a r e a such 
as a city or town centre, snepping a r e a . 
Office area, or industrial area; Cor 
uorkins or shopping adults; day use. 

TOWS PARTS 
(municipal l»vel of 
responsibility?,<) 

• location: at the heart of a commercial core, an area of heavy 
pedestrian traffic, a parkway or boulevard, a localized focus 
in an Industrial area. 
9lze: small enough to f i t into the urban texture; numerous 
enough to f u l f i l the function. 
development; a shopping mail with benches and landscaping, a 
city square, a small landscaped node at a key intersection, a 
special vantage point, a busy pnsoapeway for pedestrians 
between tulldlnjrs to Interconnect koy areas. *  

• to provide central natural areas and 
a c t i v i t y a r e o s for residents in a 
* regional town" (over 50,000 people); 
for both active and casual use, also 
Jrovidlng a fecus for major civic aoilltles and civic pride; day use 
on an Incidental stop or special 
trip basis. 

• may Include eooaunity park. 

l o c a t i o n * one or more within each "regional town", permitting 
a c c e s s by transit and car.' 
s e r v i c e r a d i u s ; J to 5 miles. 
c u r r e n t s t a n d a r d : 4.5 acres per 1 .000 population. 
t:ite: 4U acre minimum. 
o e v f l o p a e n t : natural areaa and activity areaa, as a single 
function or in combination; n a t u r a l , a r e a s consisting of 
natural o r developed open lawns, wooded areas, water areas, 
and vantage points, a c t i v i t y arwag consisting of a 
unique sports area, f a i r g r o u n d s , o r building complex. 

REGIONAL PARTS 
(regional Jevel of 
responsibility?!*) 

• to provide residents of a natural 
region with major n a t u r a l nrpas and 
activity arena witrTln a convenient 
distance f o r day use on a special 
trip or incidental atop banla. 

• may Inolude a town park, but only 
when located within or beside a 
regional town. 

locationi primarily to serve regional town population 
concentrations, with unique natural features as a secondary 
consideration; access by car or special trip transit, 
.nervtce rwrtius: up to 1 hour driving time, 
.cut-rent at*L.-iaardt 13.0 acres per 1,000 population. 
> M t g t 1̂ 0 acre mlninum; aaaller for a unique feature, 
i dfvol cementi ln n a t u r a l a r e a s , a minimum of development to 
augment natural topogmpnic features; in activity,areas, 
auch development aa is necessary to realite the recreational 
nnt*nt\n\. 

PROVINCIAL PARTS 
(provincial 
reeponolblllty) 

• to provide residents and tourists 
with wilderness.ar̂ aa of province-
vide •ifiuiflcance" ter weekend use 
and extended stay use, natural areas 
of province-wide and regional 
•tgnifieanee for day use, overnight 
ua«, and limited extended etay use, 
and aot;ivjtv artiwa of province-wide »nd renTonia slguTfloanee for day use 
and limited overnight use-, 

• may Include a regional park whon loca
ted within or near-region. 

alocatlom dependent upon location of outstanding natural 
features', but must be related to major population concentra
tions in the province and to major transportation linkages, 

• aervl-e rndluat Indefinite for wtldernnaa areaa. 3 hours for 
natural arena. 2 hours for activity aiew't. 
icurrjut wtnn-iard; 30 acres per 1,000. population for wilderness. 
ai-,.as and nnturnl areas. 15 acres per 1,000 for activity areas. 
> d g v iff gr mp nTj In vlltie"rneaa areas, trail aoceea onlv: in'nutura^ 
er.yta. trails und rein ted facilities, with incidental recrea-
ticanl development where not in conflict with casual atmosphere; 
in act)v_\ty arrtss, careful intensive or extensive development 
with proviuions lor off-season or incidental caaual use, 

pATIPVAL FASTS 

(national 
responsibility) 

• to provide people in a visitor or 
tourist role with wl^derr-eas Hrwaa 
for rxtenaed stay u jo, a.\d LlV-'la 
areaa of nation*! algnlf;oat»cn i'nr 
Say'use and extended stay ua«; 
emphasis on extensive natural areas 
with Inaldantal recreational 
features. 

•looattoni totally dependent upon looatlon of outstanding 
looolUed ecenery, unique acenlo, geographlo, or geologloal 
features of national interest, outstanding examples of flora 
and fauna of national Interent, features providing outstanding 
opportunity for n<m-urban outdoor reoroatlon amid superb 
surrounainga, 

• development t ln yl\darpeaa areas, trail acoess, and In paturg, 
aj**a, irails and related facllllieai careful development t o - " 
assure preservation of geographic, biological, and geological 
features of national significance for the benefit, education, 
and enjoyment of present and future residents and visitors, 
•voiding impairment by private exploitation, over-use, or 
improper une. 

U , R e c rohy ton Areaa by fl, R. Butler, 
1 '"" Turfet 3nuM Intergovernmental 

•Based on an Maeeoment of material in Par), and Whereat ton M*nlst ration by 0 . 8. M l , S^raa; 
Parks fnr M ^ I . M by the U. 3. n-parttntntt'of '"Ih* Tnteiior, pi.-jn.-t (VjjflMy^a reports nf In-
Cnnf«r^ci7*anl"IlB0uaatnnB with nunWitpal, provincial. »nd reden.* p«rko nrriaUlti. 
*In dsaorlblrur van funotloni wilrtrrness areas mean large tracts of undeveloped land providing people the opportunity to eipand 
their knowledge and experlcnog^'^.r^uTdTiore ln its natural wild atute, divorced from clvllUatlnni Df>V"'»): ftr?»3 
or developed areas of ai>»olal acenio quality, of hlalnrio or ntner apeotal intereat, or of cultural ntgnirifianQa preserved for 

tewing or eiperlonoirw, wtiloh may tnnludo Incidental recreational activities auoh as hiking-, oaraping, picnicking, and 
. if they do not conflict with the oaoual quail(t«« of an nre*| aytiYj ty^r^M *** n B r # a a " l l n ""tural features suited 
• veral active outdonr sports aetlvHlas on an Intenalvs or e»tenai»« W i s , w})teh ma/ inoludo inaldenlal or otf-saason 

oped 
oasual 
Ovtmmlng 
m« er se 
essusl eotlvlty 

^Ktiponslbillly tn Unorganised Areas Ilea with the Provincial Government 
*ftt»oiMUUUy Hos with tho two or thraa affauted munlolpnlltles Jointly wnere an Individual auntotpalUy la too Basil to 
pro?Id• auoh • park on Ita own, or whirs a diattnnl aoolal unit overlaps munlolpai boundaries 
*H»aponaUllity falla to the affected Bunlolpaiitliia Jointly, to the province, to the nunlclpaUWes and tht provlno* Jointly, or 
.eo • regional governmental body* 
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area served (71). Function refers to ages of population served and intensity of 

use. Geographical scale is concerned with the level of community served, whether 

a small residential area, a city, a metropolis etc. 

Park standards give a quantitative dimension to these descriptions. They are used 

to specify the location, use and size of parks (72). Quantitative specifications are 

in the form of ratios of areas of each class of park to units of municipal population, 

standard size for each park within a class and the number and type of recreational 

facilities per unit of population (73). Other factors considered are area served by 

each class of park based on travel time. 

Park standards constitute the basic tool of parks planning within an urban area. 

There is a wide variation in standards recommended by various park authorities 

or used as guides by recreation departments of different cities. Table repre

sents the park system recommended by the Greater Vancouver Regional District 

to its member municipalities. 

The table indicates a standard of about 7 acres per 1000 urban residents. This is 

below the 10 acres per 1000 population recommended by the National Recreation 

and Park Association, a standard perhaps the most widely used in North America(74). 

There has been considerable cr i t i c i s m of the use of park standards as a basis for 

park planning. One of the most persistent criticisms is that these standards are 

based on "crude assumptions and arbitrary assertions in place of established 

facts" (75). F o r instance the N .R .P .A . standard of 10 acres per 1000 population 
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is based on a survey conducted in the 1920's by the American Institute of Park 

Executives. Recreation directors from all over the United States were asked to 

recommend park standards that could be used on a nation wide basis. There seems 

to be a general consensus on 10 acres per 1000 population, and this standard has 

stayed with us ever since (76). In the U .K. for instance, the playing field stand

ards were formulated in 1925. These standards were based on the number of 

people in the 10-40 year age group. This age group constituted about 50% of the 

population in 1925 whereas today it comprises only 41.5%. However, the standards 

used have not changed (77). Besides, there have been marked changes in recrea

tional activities, as well as in mobility. These changes suggest that we can no 

longer rely on outworn standards. As one planner from New Zealand has pointed 

out, "our techniques for locating, shaping and designing parks are out of date" (78). 

Another cr i t i c i s m levelled against the use of park standards is directed at the 

inflexibility of this tool. It is considered too rig i d to be used on a city wide basis 

since population and physical characteristics vary widely within cities and from 

city to city. F o r example, it is argued, the commonly used acreage or population 

standard has been proved by many municipalities to be inapplicable because of 

varying local factors primarily socio-economic, which have a direct influence on 

the amount and kind of recreation programs and areas which are necessary to 

meet local needs and interests (79). 
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1.3.4 Parks Planning and Behaviour 

Given the limitations of parks standards, their continued use has led some writers 

to allege that they have become "crutches" or "something used to hide the lack of 

a rational methodology" (8*0). The only defence offered against such a c r i t i c i s m 

is that "standards are the most satisfactory guides in the absence of anything better". 

Parks planners cannot, for instance, revert to the techniques used in the earlier 

part of this century when aesthetic principles were the guiding force in parks 

planning and design. For it is now recognised that it is meaningless for a planner 

to restructure life according to the principles applicable only to art (81). 

Increasingly, the notion is gaining ground that we need to devise parks to satisfy 

the preferences and accommodate the behaviour and activity patterns of the people 

within the service area of the park. As Gans has argued, " i t is not the park alone 

but the functions and meanings which the park has for people who are exposed to 

it that effect the achievement or non-achievement of the planners aims" (82). He 

goes on to say that the park proposed by the planner is only a potential environment; 

the social system and the culture of the people who will use it determine to what 

extent the park becomes an effective environment (83). 

Robert Gutman makes a similar observation. He suggests that park planners and 

designers do not concern themselves with the distinction between the site plan as 

a physical variable and the activities or social and psychological variables. 

Instead they substitute what should be a physical variable with an activity variable: 
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a paved surface is called a walk-way, a bench is a sitting area whether these 

artifacts are used for these activities or not. If research on spatial behaviour 

is to be of any value as a basis for objective planning criteria, the physical and 

the activity variables must be kept separate, with the physical variables being 

classified in physical terms. Only then is it possible to relate the physical charac

teristics of the site with the activity within it. To ascertain for instance, if a 

sand pit is actually used as an infants play area or a battery of benches as an old

sters sitting area (84). 

1.4 OBJECTIVE OF STUDY 

This study is concerned with the physical variables - that the characteristics of 

the park environment; and the behavioural variables - that is the activity and 

attitude variables. It attempts to relate the variables of one system - the physical 

system with those of another system - the activity system. This is not a scheme 

which assumes the dominance of one sub-system over another nor is it based on 

physical determinism which Gans rails against. It merely assumes that the physical 

environment sets broad limits as to the social phenomenon that can occur within 

it and in that sense influences behaviour (85). 

With this perspective in mind, this study seeks to answer the question: why do 

some parks succeed in attracting users and others fail? Also, is there any basis 

to support the assumption that physical characteristics of a park and its surrounding 
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have something to do with its becoming an effective environment? 

More specifically, the aspects of the physical sub-system that are the concern of 

this study are: location, size and amenities available in the park. That i s , to 

what extent do these aspects of the physical environment of an urban park influence 

its use as well as the satisfaction derived from it by the surrounding population. 

1.5 FOCUS AND SCOPE OF STUDY 

A study of limited scope such as this one, cannot hope to be valid for a l l urban 

parks or populations. It can provide an insight into a specific segment of the city 

chosen for the study and a particular social group (86). Indeed, it is readily 

acknowledged that a remarkable profusion of social groups exhibiting different l i f e 

styles, behaviour and activity patterns are accommodated within the urban fabric. 

As Webber has pointed out, it is not meaningful to make generalised statements of 

public interest since diversities go deep and encompass basic values, aspirations 

and perception of the environment (87). Among the most significant determinants 

of lifestyle are ethnicity, social class and stage in lifecycle (88). 

Social participation in general and outdoor recreation activities in particular are 

also influenced by these determinants. Among the variables identified by studies 

as being relevant to outdoor recreation are: meome, education, occupation, sex 

and race (89). Income, education and occupation have been treated by many 

researchers as indicators of social class (90). Thus social class may be considered 
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one of the chief determinants of outdoor recreation patterns. 

Social class is also regarded as one of the more significant basis for residential 

seggregation in cities. In the words of one writer, "no difference is an inevitable 

basis for residential seggregation of population although some clusters of differ

ences , such as those involved in the concept of social rank may provide an all but 

universal axis of differentiation" (91). Thus, in many sectors of the city, where 

social class is the basis for territorial grouping of people, the outdoor recreation 

and leisure preferences of a majority of the inhabitants falls within an identifiable 

range. Thus, even a limited study such as this one can produce meaningful findings 

if it is to be restricted to the study of one such social area. 

This study focuses on the working class population. There are many reasons for 

this. Owing to their relatively low income generally, working class people have 

fewer opportunities for recreation than the middle class. Their community life is 

place-oriented and they have retained an "intense localism" (92). 

Another consideration is their attitude towards work and leisure. Dubin has 

pointed out that given the repetitive and unchallenging nature of most blue-collar 

employment, the job is not the "central life focus" of working class people. It is 

merely a means to an end - a way of acquiring income for life in the community. 

He has suggested that non-work activities including recreation may be more salient 

to their well-being (93). On the other hand, Louis Orczak has indicated that middle 

class professionals are career oriented and derive considerable satisfaction from 

their work environment (94). In fact, it has been found that professionals and the 
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executive class work harder and longer hours than do the working class owing to 

the nature of their work obligations and their career orientation (95). Wilensky has 

argued that we may be moving to an age when the masses will be able "to take it 

easy on progressively shorter work week" while executives, merchants and pro

fessionals " w i l l labour long and hard to control and service the masses" (96) . 

Given these considerations, it would not be inappropriate to assume that outdoor 

recreation, particularly of the locally -oriented kind is likely to be of greater 

importance to the lower class population, than it is to the middle class or upper 

class. It is for this reason that this study has been limited to the subject of local 

parks in a working class sector of the city. 

1.6 DEFINITION OF TERMS 

So far the terms leisure, recreation, working class, local area and local park 

have been used somewhat loosely. For the purpose of the rest of this study a 

specific meaning is assigned to them. 

Leisure is time beyond that which is required for existence, the things which we 

must do biologically to stay alive (eat, sleep, eliminate etc.), and subsistence, 

the things we must do to make a living, as in work, or prepare to make a living, 

as in school(97). 

Recreation is leisure behaviour, an activity in which there is a maximum discre

tionary element involved (98). Outdoor Recreation is a recreational facility in 
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which open "uncovered" space is an important element. To distinguish 

between outdoor recreation that takes place in r u r a l areas from that 

within the confines of cities, the latter w i l l be referred to as Outdoor 

Recreation and the former simply as Rural Outdoor Recreation. 

Working Class stands for people with regular blue collar employment, 

moderate to low income and limited education. 

Lgcaf&rea refers to a purely physical, areal aspect of a residential 

area. It is arbitrarily assumed as an area of between 1/4 mile and 1/2 

mile in radius. The social and t e r r i t o r i a l connotations contained in the 

term Neighbourhood are not intended. 

. Local Park is a park that is primarily used by surrounding residents who 

make the journey to it on foot, or by bicycle. The absence of any extensive 

car parking facilities in the vicinity of the park is regarded as an indication 

that the park in question falls within the category of a local park. This 

class of parks is equivalent to that designated "Neighbourhood Park" in the 

m odel of the "The Park System" shown in Table V. 

1.7. HYPOTHESIS 

The hypothesis guiding this study is stated as follows: 
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The use of local parks is influenced by the physical 

characteristics of the parks and the population 

characteristics of the local area residents. 

1.8. METHODOLOGY 

This hypothesis was tested by means of a household survey conducted in 

a single family residential area in Vancouver. This area has two special 

attributes which were the bases for its selection: 

1) several local parks with various physical characteristics 
were located within it; 

2) a large percentage of its population earn a moderate to low 
income and are employed in bl ue collar jobs. 

The sample population were asked questions concerning their activities 

in relation to the parks near their homes, their satisfaction or otherwise 

with these parks. The answers were correlated with the physical attributes 

of the parks. Wherever possible simple objective criteria were used to 

c lassify these physical attributes. In some cases, which did not lend 

themselves to such a system of classification, subjective judgements had 

to be made. 

1.9. LIMITATIONS OF STUDY 

This study is conceived of as a preliminary exploration into a relatively unknown 



30 

territory. The problem of man's behaviour in space is a highly complex one 

involving methodological and theoretical issues which are the subject of intensive 

study by many disciplines. This study does not pretend to have gone into any of 

them, except cursorily. Nor is it the intention here to provide scientifically valid 

findings, though every effort has been made to conduct the survey and field work 

iri an objective manner. 

The findings are, therefore, tentative. One of the functions of a study of this kind 

is to help in the formulation of more refined hypotheses which can be used as a 

basis for tfurther research. Another is to provide an insight into the issue under 

investigation. If this study fulfills these objectives, its purpose will have been 

served. 

1.10 ORGANISATION O F STUDY 

After this introductory chapter elucidating the dimensions of the problem area, the 

second chapter will deal with variables under investigation in this study. These 

are based on a review of pertinent literature. The methods used to classify and 

measure these variables will also be established in this chapter. Chapter III will 

describe the study area, the parks within it and the characteristics of the study 

population. Besides this, the sampling and survey technique used to test the 

hypothesis will be described. The findings of the survey will be discussed in 

Chapter TV. In the final chapter the study will be summarised and the; implications 
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of the findings for community planning in general and parks planning in particular 

will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER n 

2.1 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING PARK USE 

The main theme of recreational research to date has been the computation of 

recreational demand based upon population characteristics. The supply side or 

characteristics of the recreation site itself have seldom been taken into account. 

By ignoring one side of the equation, researchers have confused the response of 

populations to the existing recreatioiial facilities for their recreational preferen

ces and propensities. As one economist has put it, 

"the confusion of demand and supply function in outdoor re
creation research has been a source of great difficulty 
in obtaining valid projections of needs and demand levels".(1) 

What is needed, therefore, is a conceptual system that links the supply side of 

recreation to the demand side, in this case response to urban park supply. To 

put it another way, a framework is required which makes it possible to study the 

interaction between variables which have traditionally been thought of as existing 

in two separate dimensions: the physical or spatial and the behavioural (2). 

One of the writers who has attempted this is Marion Clawson. He views outdoor 

recreation from the perspective of the user (3) or as Michelson would call it, 

from the ego-centred point of view. This point of view is specially meaningful 

here since it makes possible the analysis of the immediate environment in terms 
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relevant to its impact on individuals (4). 

According to Clawson basic to any understanding of the requirements of outdoor 

recreation is an understanding of the physical, economic and psychological aspects 

of the whole recreation experience. According to him the recreation experience 

consists of five more or less clearly separate phases: anticipation, travel to site, 

travel back and recollection. For the purpose of this study, which is concerned 

with local parks, two phases are important: travel to the recreation site and on 

site experiences. 

Many factors are involved in travel to the recreation site: distance, ease of travel, 

attractiveness of the environment, attitudes of the people. On-site experiences 

run the gamut of activities such as organized sport, going for a walk, use play 

equipment and the like, depending upon the age and preferences of the users. 

Each of these activities have different requirements, necessitate facilities of some 

kind and present their own rewards for the participant. 

In the discussion so far, three major components of recreation experience have 

been identified: the people, their recreation preferences, attitudes and character

istics; the activities they undertake and the recreational resources available; and 

finally, the '"movement" environment. 

In another study Wingo and Perloff have isolated similar elements when analysing 

outdoor recreation (5). They argue that a new framework is required to view 

recreation: a systems view. The core elements of this system are people or 
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more specifically the various recreation populations, the outdoor recreation 

activities in which they participate and the inputs or facilities which make these 

activities possible. 

A systems analysis approach to problems requires a focus on the relationships 

which connect elements of a system. In the case of outdoor recreation this aspect 

can best be seen in terms of the spatial features of the interaction. In other words 

the nature of the spatial separation between the park user and the park. 

Since this study is concerned with local urban park use rather than parks or out

door recreation generally, the above framework has been modified. Basically we 

are seeking a scheme in which the recreational activities component is the depen

dent variable. Since this study is concerned with relating the physical and other 

attributes of parks with these activities the following framework is being used. 

Dependent Variable Independent Variables 

Park Activity and Population Characteristics. 
Use. Park Characteristics. 

Spatial Interaction. 

T A B L E 6T 

Framework for Analysis of Park Use 

The rest of this section will attempt to define the variables more precisely iden

tify the component parts of each particularly those components which are the sub

ject of this study. 
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2.2 RECREATION AND PARK ACTIVITY 

2.2.1 Types of Activities 

Activities constitute the fulcrum which fixes the overall relationship of recreation 

propensities of outdoor recreation groups to the array of facilities which are in 

different degrees available to users. They relate in specific ways to the behaviour 

patterns of the outdoor recreation groups and each has certain requir ements for 

the nature of the facilities that supports it. To make these relationships clear 

the outdoor recreation activities can be classified by some specific c r i t e r i a . 

Emphasis here will be on activities which are conducted in local urban park settings. 

Skill requirements set apart certain activities in a signal fashion. Some make 

strong demands on the physical skills and experience of their devotees: swimming, 

outdoor games are examples. Participation in (and demand for) such activities 

is limited to those properly equipped to participate. Such outdoor recreation pur

suits may be called active recreation. 

Level of organization is another element which differentiates outdoor recreation 

pursuits. Team sports, activities in which rules and regulations play an impor

tant part. These activities usually require group participation and are classified 

as formal recreation activities. On the other hand, other activities may be un

organised such as walking or bicycling. These may be individually pursued or may 

require small group participation. Informal pursuits such as these tend to require 

few specialised facilities, while formal ones have highly specific requirements 
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in terms of facilities. 

There are other ways to classify activities such as the time required to complete 

an activity: for instance, formal team sports have specific rules governing this 

aspect. Informal activities are more flexible as to duration and depend on the 

propensities of the participants. Some activities require extensive use of land 

such as field sports, others may be enjoyed under conditions of higher density such 

as child-oriented games or swimming. 

For the sake of this study activities have been divided into five general categories 

each representing several specific pursuits. The activity categories are described 

below. 

Activity Category Component Activities 

Passive Supervision of children, sitting 
in the park, watching sporting 
events, walking in the park, 
talking with friends. 

Informal F i e l d Sports Playing field sports without recourse 
to established rules, such as kick
ing a ball with a group of friends 
etc. 

Formal F i e l d Sports Organised team sports: football, 
softball etc. 

Use of Play Equipment Use of swings, see-saw, jungle jim, , 
play sculpture etc. 

Use of Pools Playing or swimming in wading 
pools. 

T A B L E 7T1 

Park Activity Classification 
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Many features characterise the differences between outdoor activities but the ones 

set forth here have the virtue of being highly selective in terms of who participates, 

when, where and how much. These activity classes have the role in the system 

of linking the demand side of the picture - populations, outdoor recreation groups 

and recreation propensities - to the supply side, consisting of an array of facili

ties which public policy provides (6). 

2.2.2 Participation in Recreation and Park Activities 

Predictably, the popularity of outdoor recreation activities varies considerably 

from activity to activity. Surveys have shown that the activities most favoured are 

those which require the least skill, effort or private equipment (7). 

Thus, the most popular activities are of the passive variety in which barriers to 

participation are minimal: walking for pleasure, driving for pleasure, picknicking, 

nature walks, attending outdoor sports events (8). According to a survey in 

California all age groups engage in those activities and these pursuits accounted 

for about 59% of the demand in 1960(9). 

The passive pursuits group is followed by the group involved in physically active 

recreation: playing outdoor games or sports, bicycling and water sports (swimming, 

boating and water skiing). In the survey conducted in California these two activities 

amounted to 20.9% and 13% respectively of the total recreation demand in 1960. 

Playing outdoor games or sports was the single activity accounting for 70.5% of 

the participation in physically active recreation and 15% of the total recreation 
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demand (10). 

The popularity of swimming as an active recreation has received special mention 

in studies on recreation demand (11). In the California survey swimming con

stituted the fourth most actively pursued recreational activity (12). Indeed, 

according to a recreation and park survey conducted in Burnaby in 1970, swimming 

was found to be the most popular activity, more popular than even passive activi

ties like walking (13). 

In the context of urban parks, particularly local parks only a few of the activities 

mentioned above in the passive recreation category. Studies have revealed that 

certain passive recreation pursuits dominate in city parks which are not so popular 

when outdoor recreation is considered in its aggregate form. The most frequently 

mentioned in this category are sitting in the park, watching other people, super

vising and looking after children. Infact these activities showed the highest 

participation rate in a survey of open space use conducted in London, England (14). 

Thus, as far as local parks are concerned the following activities are of special 

significance: 

Passive Recreation: attending sports events, walking for 
pleasure, sitting in the park, supervising children. 

Active Recreation: swimming, outdoor games and sports, 
bicycling. 

2.2.3 Class and Park Activities 

A brief mention may be made here of the participation in outdoor recreation 
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activities of the working class. It has been shown that the participation rates of 

this class are lower than those of higher social classes. Many outdoor recreation 

activities cost money and this is one of the contributory factors which reduces 

participation rates of this socio-economic class. As evidence of this it has been 

found that lower income persons tend to travel shorter distances for outdoor 

recreation (15). This leads to a greater use of city parks by the working class. 

According to one study on the leisure activities of different classes, it was found 

that the lowest group was about 20 times that of the upper middle class. 

upper middle lower middle upper lower lower-lower 
class class class class 

1.6 7.0 12.2 23.0 

T A B L E 8 
Use of City Parks by Social Class 

Source-. R. Clyde White "Social Class Differences in the Use of 
Leisure" in American Journal of Sociology. Sept. 1955, 
p. 145-150. 

In another stiidy conducted in Vancouver it was found that parks in the upper income 

area of Shaughnessy were infrequently used, usually on Sundays and or warm 

evenings. In another part of the city, Grandview, a working class area, parks 

were used relatively frequently by the residents, from every day during summer 

to once a month for specific facilities (16). 

Thus, though the participation rate for outdoor recreation generally among the 

working class group is low, the dependence of this class on city parks and local 

parks is higher than for the middle class. Studies have also shown that there is 
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some significant difference between the choice of leisure activities of the working 

class and the middle class. Not only is income a factor here but also the work 

milieu. Work patterns and attitudes to work are said to influence the choice of 

leisure activity. The employment of the working class in routinised jobs leads to 

routinised outdoor recreation such as "public camp-ground" camping as against 

"wilderness" camping preferred by individuals in the creative professions (17). 

Similarly, in a survey conducted in England it was found that the higher the income 

and occupational levels the greater the participation in active as against passive 

recreation, indicating that activities with low level involvement are preferred by 

the low income group (18). 

In another survey it was found that people engaged in professional occupations 

participated twice as often in physical recreation as skilled and unskilled manual 

workers (19). Even among adolescents this trend prevails. For instance, a study 

on teenage leisure behaviour revealed that those from households in the high 

social class were significantly more sport loving than those in the working class(20). 

2.3 POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS AND PARK USE 

2.3.1 Elements Considered 

Analysis of the population in terms of reasonably consistent groups can isolate 

many variables. The classification into these groups must, of course, be s i g 

nificantly associated with recreation behaviour, otherwise the realiability of the 
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generalisations will be no greater than that associated with a random choice. 

In the previous chapter the major population variables associated with participation 

in outdoor recreation have already been mentioned, namely, age, sex, ethnicity, 

socio-economic class. 

This study is limited to the working class segment of the urban population as 

mentioned earlier. The element of racial differences is also not the concern here. 

The objective is to provide a broad general insight on park use among working class 

populations rather than specific views concerning specialised groups. Thus the 

variables which are of concern to this study are age, stage in life cycle and sex. 

2.322 Effect of Life Cycle and Age 

Age is considered the most predictable determinant of participation in outdoor 

recreation. There is no technical innovation as yet that has mitigated the physical 

effects of age and the consequent variability in inclination or ability to participate 

in different type of pursuits (21). 

In dealing with the effect of demographic variables on outdoor recreation activity, 

studies have sought to divide the population into "demand groups" based on age. 

The simplest such classification is: children, old people, young adults and adults (22). 

In a survey on park use conducted in England a more fine-grained classification 

system was used (23): 
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infants: 
preteens: 
teenagers: 
young adults: 
mature adults: 
elderly: . 

below 4/5 years 
5-12/13 years 
12/13 -19 years 
20-34 years 
35-64 years 
65 + years 

In addition writers have often considered the ages of the children along with the 

ages of the adults when dividing a population into groups. Thus, Beyer when 

analysing housing choices of men and women broke his sample down according 

to the following stages in life cycle: (24) 

In this section the influence of age on park use.will be considered in detail. Stage 

in lifecycle will be taken into account in a more general way and only in instances 

Infants 

Children under 5 years of age seek play areas which are close to the family home, 

in a familiar and secure physical setting. They prefer small enclosed spaces 

where there is movement, activity and colour. Their activities include running, 

jumping, swinging, sliding, digging, rolling, climbing, playing in water, hiding(25). 

The locus of these outdoor activities is the backyard of their home. They travel 

very short distances to parks and are almost always accompanied by adults (26). 

In the park children cluster around the play equipment and pools and tend not to 

disperse throughout the park. 

young couples: 
founding v .families: 
expanding families: 
contracting families: 

women under 35 , no children 
a l l children under 9 years 
all children above lOyears 
women over 35, no children 

when it has a significant impact on park use. 
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Pre-teens 

As children grow up and enter the pre-adolescent stage in their lives, they tend 

to extend their exploration into parks outside their immediate neighbourhood and 

are less dependent on adults. Instead, they venture into the neighbourhood alone 

or with their friends (27). Like children of the younger age group they use play 

equipment such as slides, swings, etc. However, they improvise with the equip

ment, if it is possible. They have a keen desire toetpress their dawning creative 

energy by building things (28). The older children in this age group begin to show 

interest in formal and informal field games (29) . Swimming is the most popular 

activity in this age group (30). Pre-adolescent children are the most frequent 

visitors of urban parks according to the London Open Space Survey (31). 

Adolescents 

Generally speaking, participation rates in organised field sports are high in the 

adolescent age group. In fact, recreation experts consider areas devoted to field 

games to be predominantly for use by this age group (32). There is some evidence 

to support this assumption. In studies done both in England and Canada the p a r t i c i 

pation rates for adolescents in organised sport like soccer and other ball games are 

high, about »'twice as high as for any other age group with the exception of those 

in the pre-adolescent age group (33). Though participation rate in passive acti

vities like sitting and walking in the park is lowest for this age group, these st i l l 

constitute the dominant activity. In the passive recreation category, social activ

ities such as meeting friends in the park is a very popular activity (34). Indeed, 
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as the authors of the Burnaby Recreation and Parks Survey pointed out, "the 

concept of great interest to the teen-agers is the informal socially-oriented Drop-

In activity" (35). 

Since adolescents are generally very mobile, they tend to travel further for their 

recreation than most other age groups. They are not frequent visitors to local 

parks .p:?f.; • i i i ^ th'.s« '\utl:or av'-.y. 

Young Adults 

Young mothers of infant children are frequent visitors to parks. They choose 

parks close to their residence. This age group is concerned mainly with the needs 

of young children. To a large extent young adults go to parks with the object of 

accompanying their children and supervising their play. Outdoor recreation 

visits by people in this stage in life-cycle are family centred. They are mainly 

engaged in passive recreation while in the park such as sitting, strolling and 

playing with children(36). However, a significant percentage of the men indulge 

in field sports (37). 

Mature Adults 

People in this age group tend increasingly towards passive recreation in parks 

such as watching sports events, sitting in parks or walking through them. Accord

ing to a survey conducted in England, park attendance in this age group is high-

higher in fact that for any other age group. These visits are generally made to 

parks outside the local area, particularly to the larger parks (38). However, these 
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findings are contradicted by the survey conducted in Burnaby. 

This survey indicated that people in the mature adult age group do not find large 

or small parks very appealing and visit them seldom (39). 

The Elderly 

A great deal has been in recreation literature of the recreational needs of the 

elderly. There is an inherent assumption that people over 65 years of age would 

be specially appreciative of parks and open space close to their home. Evidence, 

however, suggests that the elderly use parks quite seldom, although they visit 

larger parks somewhat more often than the smaller ones. The activities that the 

elderly indulge in while in the park are overwhelmingly of the passive variety, 

such as walking, sitting, watching sports events or reading. (40). 

2.3.3 Sex as a Determinant of Park Use 

Generally speaking, men engage in more outdoor recreation activities than women 

and this is particularly true where active recreation is concerned. Participation 

by females in organised sports in parks is almost negligible though a significant 

proportion of 11 or 12 year old girls do participate in some field sport. Even at 

that,agevhow.ev3er, boys are far more active in sports than girls (41). 

Activities with'children, social activities have a higher rate of participation 

among women than among men. Other passive activities such as sitting in the 

park or walking are also more popular activities among women than men (42). 
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2.4 PARK CHARACTERISTICS AND PARK USE 

2 A.l Park Elements 

Park characteristics can be seen as a set of limiting conditions or conditioning 

factors offering possibilities and setting limits on the type of activities that can 

take place within a particular site (43). Seen from the user's point of view it can 

be said that people rationally seeking to match their recreational preferences with 

a set of parks or recreational facilities would tend to choose the ones that would 

best suit their preferences. Thus, the configuration of park elements can, theo-

rectically at least, be seen to play an important part in the choice of parks by 

people. 

In recognition of this notion recreation researchers attempting to predict the use 

of parks have used the concept of "park attractiveness" or "drawing power" . 

Frank J. Cesario has defined this concept "as the interface of user preference 

and utility functions with existing recreation facilities and quality" (44). Some 

efforts have been made to devise attractiveness indices for recreation areas 

Van Doren based his index for camping attractiveness on: 

1. outdoor recreation activities 
2. natural environmental resources 

3. camping facilities (45). 

Another formulation of attractiveness index simply considered the type, quantity 

and quality of facilities offered and was defined as a sum of products. The "utility" 

of having an activity and the qua.1%? of the activity were multiplied and this product 
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was added for a set of activities (46). 

Two major components of site attractiveness usually considered in constructing 

attractiveness scales are: 

1. natural aspects and features 
2. man-made facilities (47). 

Natural aspects include a qualitative and quantitative measures? Qualitative 

aspects concern natural amenities of site such as vegetation, water area and 

configuration of landscape elements. The quantitative aspect is size of the park 

in the simple geometric sense - a gross measure which has its limitations as will 

be discussed later (48). 

Among the man-made features are capital improvements such as construction of 

swimming pools, play equipment, sports pitches within the park. One factor which 

is unique to urban parks is supervision. This is considered very important by 

recreation specialists who are concerned with park facilities for children (49). 

For this study the park variables considered are: 

1. size of park 
2. facilities or man-made improvements 
3. level of supervision. 

Natural features or scenic values of the park, although an important aspect when 

considering the attractiveness of a park, has not been taken into account here. It 

was felt that most parks in Vancouver, and particularly those in the working class 

areas of the city, are bereft of any scenic values. It was, therefore, difficult 
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to take this variable into account in the analytical scheme of the study. 

2.4.2 Size of Park 

Perloff and Wingo have suggested that when considering park characteristics, space 

in its simple geometric sense may not itself be a meaningful element. The re

source endowment that goes with the land must be considered alongside with the 

size. Space as the effective quantity of land input frequently involves some complex 

dimensions: length more than area is important in beaches, unobstructed space is 

crucial for field sports. Thus many spatial features may influence the way in which 

input of space may be measured (50). 

However, in the case of local city parks the natural resource endowments are 

fairly similar particularly in Vancouver as already indicated. Size of park can, 

therefore, be viewed as a separate variable when analysing local urban parks. 

Also, it is important to remember that size of a park measured in gross terms 

such as area bears an important relationship with the capacity of the park. 

In recreation planning practice, city park size is directly related to the level of 

community served. Small parks are expected to serve the limited population of a 

neighbourhood, whereas larger parks are designed to serve several neighbourhoods. 

The assumption here seems to be that the larger the park the larger will be the 

number of people who will use it. Also that people will be willing to travel to 

larger distances to use it. 
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In pursuance of this notion a hierarchy of parks has been proposed by recreation 

planners. For instance, the National Recreation and Park Association has pro

posed a park site of about 12 acres to serve about 5000 people. A district park 

is envisaged to be about 70 acres in area serving 20,000 people (51). The 

Greater Vancouver Regional District considers a park of a minimum size of four 

acres would serve a population of 3000 - 5000 people. The next level of park 

called the community park with a minimum area of 20 acres is visualised as 

serving a population of between 15,000 - 40,000 (52). 

How far are the assumptions which relate park use to size, assumption upon which 

the above standards are based, borne out by studies on park visiting patterns? 

In a study done in Baltimore, Dee found that attendance in the larger parks was sig

nificantly greater than in smaller ones. He was comparing parks of less than two 

acres with those between two and six acres (53). In the Burnaby Survey cited 

earlier, it was found that more people visit community parks than neighbourhood 

parks (54). Thus, there does seem some evidence to support the contention that 

the numbers of visitors to parks is related in a positive way to the size of the park. 

2.4.3 Park Facilities 

Parks contain a great variety of outdoor recreation facilities. Some are used the 

year round, others during a single season. Many afford opportunities for highly 

organised, competitive sport; others provide recreation for individuals or family 
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groups. They differ widely in activities they are intended to accommodate, in 

the space and locational requirements, in construction and operating costs and 

in the number of persons served (55). 

Since some activities are more popular than others and among different segments 

of the population, it stands to reason that parks with facilities which accommodate 

these activities should be more popular than others and with different segments of 

the population. 

There are few studies which have attempted to relate facilities in a park to the 

number of visits made to the park. However, one facility does stand out as being 

outstanding in its ability to attract visitors to the park in which it is located: the 

pool. In their study on playgrounds, Dee and Liebman found that attendance to 

parks with pools by children between five to fourteen years was two to three times 

higher than for parks without pools (56). 

The other component of parks which seems very popular with park visitors as a 

whole is play equipment for children. In the London Open Space Survey (57) it 

was found that parks with facilities for children were more popular than those 

without. However, this popularity did not extend through all age groups. For 

the adolescents sports facilities were considered more important. The same study 

noted that visits to parks with facilities were of longer duration than those without. 

2.4.4 Park Supervis ion 

Recreation leadership and supervision takes many forms, involves widely different 
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functions and has varied objectives. Recreation leaders may be concerned with 

children, young people or adults; they help organise and conduct programs, com

prising a wide variety of indoor and outdoor facilities. The importance of recrea

tional leadership has become increasingly recognised. It is considered one of the 

most important factors contributing to the success of the park. As George Butler 

has said: 

"programs have failed and facilities have received little use 
in communities where leadership was considered unimportant"(58). 

Recreation leaders are particularly important where children are concerned. They 

help children to initiate play activity,guide their recreation, arbitrate in disputes, 

maintain order and curb undesirable activity. A supervised playground is consider

ed safer by parents of young children. So important is supervision to the use of 

parks by children, that in one survey it was found that playgrounds which were not 

supervised had little or no attendance (59). 

2.5 SPATIAL INTERACTION 

2.5.1 Aspects of Spatial Interaction 

An important aspect of spatial interaction is embraced by the concept of location, 

where the facilities are located with respect to their consuming publics (60). 

Location affects the use of a park because of the distance to be covered by the con -

sumer to reach the facility. 
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However, the spatial components of park use are not all embodied in the dimen

sion of distance: the relationship is more complex (61). A factor considered in 

many site specific recreation studies is the concept of accessibility or the ease 

with which a facility can be reached (62). Since most visits to local parks are 

made on foot, the ease with which these parks can be reached depends on the extent 

to which there are barriers to pedestrian movement in the environment. 

Thus the section examines two aspects of spatial interaction: distance and the 

pedestrian environment. 

2.5.2 Distance 

Distance is the prime barrier to the consumption of outdoor recreation services. 

In order to enjoy these services the user must overcome this barrier, he must 

transport himself to the park. This involves costs in terms of effort, time and if 

the park is far enough away, money as well. Since his supply of both is not unlim

ited, he must measure the satisfaction of the anticipated experience against the 

value of other experiences which alternative uses of his time and effort would have 

made possible. In short, distance is a measure of the dominant private costs con

fronting the consumer of outdoor recreation services . 

An important part of park standards is the concept of service area, measured 

as the radius around the park. A neighbourhood or local park is expected to serve 

a population within a radius of one-quarter of a mile, according to the National 
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Recreation and Park Association. Similarly, a community park has a service radius 

of about half-a-mile (62 A). 

How far are these distance criteria based on the behaviour of people? 

According to a study done in London, the largest proportion of journeys to parks 

were less than one-quarter mile. However, when parks of different sizes were 

considered the survey showed that visitors travelled considerable distances to get 

to parks over 50 acres, but few travelled over one-half mile to get to parks under 

two acres. (63). 

Other factors effecting the distance people are prepared to travel to a park depends 

upon the object of their visit to the park, their age. It has been found that the 

distance decay function varies from activity to activity. People travel longer dis

tances for formal playground activities than for informal activities (64). 

2.5.3 Pedestrian Environment 

The components of the pedestrian environment are: safety, convenience, comfort 

and appearance (65). These elements are interrelated and overlapping. Some of 

them can be converted into operational terms which are measurable, though not 

all can be quantified. The more important operational elements of the pedestrian 

environment are as follows: 

Pedestrian Safety: Street Width 
Vehicular Speed 
Vehicular Volume 
Pedestrian Crosswalks 
Controlled Intersection 
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Pedestrian Convenience: Pathway Directness 
Linkage Severance 

Pedestrian Comfort: Noise 
Vibration 
Fumes 

TABLE 9 
Elements of the Pedestrian Environment 

Source: Pendakur, Setty V., andG. R. Brown 
Community Values and Street Quality, 
in PLAN, v. 10. no. 3, 1970. 

For the purpose of this study only the element of pedestrian safety will be used as 

a variable with street width and traffic volume being taken as indicators of this 

variable. The other indicators in the list above wwere either considered unquanti-

fiable, or data on them was difficult to obtain. 

There are no studies related to the influence of these two aspects of pedestrian 

safety on park use. However, physical planners have accorded them a great deal 

of importance. One of the common elements in planned new towns all over the 

world are pedestrian networks interspersed with parks and open spaces. Support

ing this physical structure is the assumption that an improved, safe and convenient 

pedestrian environment would encourage the use of parks. A similar notion is 

implicit in the neighbourhood unit idea, According to this idea, as already men

tioned, the local park is located in such a way as to permit residents of a neigh

bourhood to walk to the park without having to encounter any major traffic roads (66). 

The latest cluster housing designs embody an even more radical principle: a 

direct link between each residence and public open space, uninterrupted by any 
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2.6. VARIABLES IDENTIFIED 

The analytical framework to be used to meet the objectives of this 

study can now be identified. Basically the study will examine the 

correlations between the five variables: Park Use, Park Activity, 

Park Characteristics, Population Charzcteristics and Spatial 

Interaction. The specific indicators of these five variables are given 

below: 

Park Use: Number of visits to each local park per week 

Average duration of visits to each park 

Park Activity: Category of recreational activity pursued 
in each park 

Park Characteristics:Size of local park 

Number of Facilities 

Level of Supervision 

Population 
Characteristics: 

Age of Respondent 

Stage in Life Cycle of Respondent 

Sex of Respondent 

Spatial 
Interaction: 

Distance from resident to park volume of 
traffic encountered. 

TABLE 10 

Variables and Indicators 
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CHAPTER III 

3.1 METHODOLOGY OF ANALYSIS 

3.1.1 CHOICE OF SURVEY TECHNIQUE 

Since the main objective of this study is to analyse the response of local parks 

by the surrounding residential population. It was decided to focus on the residen

tial area rather than parks when conducting the sample survey. It was felt that to 

conduct the survey in the parks would have given only a part of the picture: only the 

users of the parks would have been sampled. On the other hand a household survey 

of residences located near the park, would provide a sample of the local area pop

ulation, user and non-user. The response of the non-user population and the char

acteristics of this population was considered an important insight in itself. As 

Seymour Gold has stated: 

"An emphasis on the phenomenon of non-use is fundamental not 
only to the survival of local public park and recreational systems 
but to a better understanding of existing or projected use at the 
neighbourhood level" (1). 

It must be acknowledged that there are disadvantages in the household survey tech

nique. It relies on recal l to a greater extent than does on-the-spot interview. But 

as far as this study is concerned its major drawback seems to be that it ignores 

all those users of parks who reside outside the designated local area. However, as 

has already been pointed out this study is mainly concerned with the response 
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of the l o c a l area population to l o c a l parks and not with a l l users. Certainly, an 

understanding of non-local park users would be useful for a comprehensive view of 

park use, it does not constitute the main thrust of this study. 

F i v e variables have already been identified as constituting the focus of this study: 

park use, park activity, population c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , park ch a r a c t e r i s t i c s and 

spatial interaction. Three of these variables are peculiar to the population: park 

use, park activity and population c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Two of them are p h y s i c a l -

spatial characteristics of the area environs and the parks. Thus only one part of 

the data is obtained f r o m the sample population: the data concerning park use, 

park activity and population c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . The rest of the data: that concerning 

the physical and spatial dimension is obtained f r o m the P a r k s and Recreation Dep

artment and the Department of Planning. 

Variables Source of Data 

Population 
Elements 

P a r k A c t i v i t y 
P a r k Use 
Population Charac
t e r i s t i c s 

Sample Population 

P h y s i c a l 
Elements 

P a r k Characteristics Planning Department 
Spatial Interaction P a r k s and Recreation 

Department 

T A B L E 11 
Variables and Data Sources 
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3.1.2 Choice of Study Area 

In selecting the study area four criteria were used as a basis: 

1. parks in the study area must exhibit a variety of character
istics; 

2. it must be a predominantly working class area: 

3. it must be a predominantly single family area without a 
wide variation in physical characteristics between 
different segments of the area; 

4. the resident population must exhibit similar character
istics throughout the study area. 

As a first step the working class areas of Vancouver were first established with 

the help of the United Community Services study which delineated the various 

"local areas" of the city based on socio-economic indices (2). Then four contin-

guous parks which exhibited a variety of characteristics were selected. It was 

felt that the delineation of the study area based on continguous parks would ensure 

the fulfillment of criteria three and four. 

The decision to limit the study to only four parks was made in spite of the realisa

tion that this is a very small number upon which to make valid generalisations con

cerning park use. However, it was felt that to increase the number of parks would 

mean that few valid correlations could be made between variables, unless the 

sample size was very large. However, owing to limitations of time only a small 

number of households could be sampled. 

Four parks were selected in what is known as the Cedar Cottage-Kensington Area 
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of Vancouver East. This is a predominantly working class area as will be shown 

later in this section. The boundaries of the study area were based on the service 

area of the parks. A radius of about 1/4 mile was assumed as the service area of 

each park - as suggested in the N .R . & P. A. standards (3). The study area as a 

whole, therefore, consisted of the combined service areas of the four parks. 

3.1.3 Selection of Sample 

The selection of the sample population was accomplished in two stages. Having 

delineated the study area, each block within the area was assigned a random number. 

As it was decided to survey only 120 households, a random selection of 120 residen

tial blocks were made. For the second stage each address in the randomly sel

ected blocks was assigned a random number and then 120 addresses were selected. 

These 120 addresses constituted the household sample. The anticipated rate of 

return was 50%, so that the date analysis was to be carried out on the basis of the 

response from 60 households. 

3.1.4 Survey Technique 

The survey technique uses was the household interview. It was felt that the gen

erally lower level of schooling among the working class as well as the lack of 

familiarity with the English language among the immigrant population would result 

in a very low rate of return if the mailed questionnaire technique was used. Also, 

it was feared that a bias would result from the use of such a technique. Since the 
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interviews were conducted by the writer, there was little possibility that lack of 

consistency in the method of interviewing would vitiate the interview. 

Questionnaires formed the basis of the interviews. Data was obtained concerning 

each member of the family. On some occassions all members of the family were 

not present for the interview. In these instances, the members who were present 

at the interview were asked about the absent members. This , it was realised, 

diluted the accuracy of the survey. However, lack of time necessitated this pro

cedure. As a safeguard against inaccurate information, attitudinal questions re

lating to preferences, satisfaction etc., were obtained only concerning the inter

viewees themselves. Questions regarding activities in the park concerning absent 

members were obtained from those present at the time of the interview. 

3.1.5 Questionnaire Design 

The interview schedule was divided into two sections. The first section contained 

questions concerning the household: number of children, stage in lifecycle or 

heads of the household, occupation of household head. The second section contain

ed questions relating specifically to Park Use and Activity, Satisfaction, etc. 

The questions contained in the first section were asked only of one member of the 

household, usually of the older ones. Questions in the second part were asked of 

each member within the household. 

The questionnaire was pretested for clarity. Some changes in wording was found 
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necessary in the initial questionnaire. The term "park" seemed to lead to misin

terpretation. For many respondents it had a special meaning: a landscape open 

space whose major qualities were visual appeal and in which passive recreation 

took place. The term "parks and playgrounds" had to be used in its place. 

The questionnaire was pretested during the third week in August and the survey was 

conducted during the last week of that month and continued into the beginning of 

September. 

During the survey, it was found that in the month of August parks are not very activ

ely used. Several trips to the selected parks at different times of the day, during 

weekends and week days revealed a bleak picture of silent, deserted neighbourhoods 

and empty parks. On questioning the residents and park officials it emerged that 

August is the quietest summer month as far as park use was concerned. There 

are no organised sporting activities during this month, people travel outside the city 

during week-ends for recreation and it is generally considered that the exposed, 

unshaded parks are too hot for use. This knowledge forced a change in the wording 

of the questionnaire. Instead of asking, as was the original intention, "How many 

times during the last week did you visit the parks in your area" the question was 

reworded as follows: "How many times in a week do you visit the parks in your 

area?" . The reworded question relied on memory and recall to a greater extent 

than the original one. However, there was no alternative, since the original 

question would have resulted a response that was only valid for the month of August, 

which was not the intention of the question. 
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3.2 STUDY AREA CHARACTERISTICS 

3.2.1 Physical Characteristics 

The study area is located some 3 1/2 miles from downtown Vancouver in the east

ern part of the city. It is roughly one mile in length and about half-a-mile in 

width. It extends from 29th Avenue in the North to 56th Avenue in the South, from 

Ross Street in the West to Nanaimo Street in the East. It straddles five census 

tracts: 52, 29, 28, 47 and 48. 

The area is overwhelmingly single family residential, dominated by 33 foot lots, 

though there are a few larger properties scattered throughout the study area. 

There are no apartment developments within the boundaries of the area. 

The major land use, apart from single family residential, is retail commercial. 

This is concentrated in a ribbon along Victoria Drive which runs in a North-South 

direction towards the eastern part of the site. Besides four parks, there are 

three schools dispersed through the area: one secondary, one elementary and one 

primary. 

3.2.2 Population Characteristics 

There are approximately 3735 dwelling units within the study area according to the 

Greater Vancouver Regional District Landuse map for the area. Assuming that 

each dwelling unit represents a household with an average of 3.3 persons (4) per 
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household, the population of the study area works out to be approximately 12,300 

persons. This population constitutes the universe from which the actual sample 

was taken. 

There are no population studies which deal exclusively with this area. In order to 

gain some insight into this aspect information from the 1961 , 1966 and 1971 

census will be used. Since the sampla area covers only a part of each census 

tract the figures below give only a highly generalised picture of the universe. 

Census Tracts 
28 29 47 48 52 Total 

1. Population (1966) 9414 7958 9211 5840 5856 38279 
(1971) 9606 8529 10189 5924 5695 39943 

2. Households(1966) 2825 2323 2560 1546 1601 10848 

T A B L E 12 
Population by Census Tract 

Age Total Percentage 

less than 4 3393 8.8 

5-9 3783 9.8 

10-14 3504 9.3 

15-19 3205 8.3 

20-64 20720 53.6 

65 + 3901 10.2 

TABLE 13 
Age Composition (1966 Census) 
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no. of children no. of families percentage 

no children 3403 34.6 

1-2 4383 44.5 

3-4 1774 18.1 

5 + 274 3.8 

TABLE 14 

Families by Number of Children 

occupation number percentage 

managerial, profes
sional, technical 

1115 11.4% 

clerical and sales 1496 15.3% 

skilled and unskilled 
blue collar workers 

5085 52.2% 

other (service,recrea
tion, transport) 

2038 21.1% 

TABLE 15 

Occupational Composition of Household Heads 
(1961 Census) 

Among the household heads the dominant occupation falls within the blue collar 

category as indicated by the table above. In terms of socio-economic status, 

according to the 1961 census, the census tracts representing the universe constitute 

the lowest and second lowest levels in Vancouver. 
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When stability of the population is considered, measured by the percentage of pop

ulation resident for less than one year, this area varies from average to below 

average. Owner occupied houses constitute from 75% - 82% of the dwellings in the 

area covered by the five census tracts, which is above average for Vancouver (5). 

Thus the study area population can be characterised as a predominantly stable work

ing class population with a below average standard of living, as compared to Van

couver. This profile is based on 1961 census figures. There is no comparable 

data from which to judge whether there has been any radical change in the compos

ition of this population in the intervening decade. 

3.2.3 Road and Traffic System 

Four major streets run through the study area-. 49th Street, 41st Street, 33rd 

Street and Victoria Drive. These streets have been designated as secondary 

arterials by the Vancouver Traffic Department (6). They carry long distance intra-

municipal traffic. Besides these major streets there are two others: Knight Street 

and Commercial Drive which within the study area have been designated as neigh

bourhood streets, though north of the site both these streets function as secondary 

arterials. All the other streets in the study area are neighbourhood or local 

streets. 

Apart from 49th Street, the secondary arterials within the study area are all 60 feet 

wide with two paved lanes for parking and four driving lanes, 49th Street is 45 

feet wide and has two unpaved lanes for parking. The heaviest traffic volume is 
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on 41st Street followed by Victoria Drive, 49th Street and 33rd Street. For the 

purpose of this study traffic volume on 41st Avenue will be ranked "High", on 

Victoria "Medium" and 33rd Street and 49th "Low". 

Streets Des ignation Width Driving No. of Traffic Traffic 
Lanes Park. Volumes 

* 
Category 

41st St. Secondary 
Arterial 

60' 4 2 paved 2500 High 

49th it 45' 4 2 unpav-
ed 

1300 Low 

33rd ii 60' 4 2 paved 1150 Low 

Victoria 
Drive 

60' 4 2 paved 1500 

** 
Medium 

TABLE 16 
Street and Traffic System in the Study Area 
Source: Traffic Department, City of Vancouver. 

* Two directional counts for July and August 1970 during peak hours 

* * Refers to counts taken at Victoria and 38th Street, 

3.3 Park Characteristics 

3.3.1 Component of Parks 

There are four parks exhibiting varying characteristics in the study area. They 

are called Kensington Park, Jones Park, Tecumseh Park and Gordon Park. They 

have been classified as local parks since none of them are equipped to deal with 
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lews 

were 

long distance visitors as indicated by the lack of car parking facilities. Interv 

with Parks Board Officials confirmed that all the parks within the study area 

designated by the Board as being for the use of the surrounding residential population. 

A description of the characteristics of each park follows under the following heads: 

phys ical features, accessibility, size, facilities, supervision. 

3.3.1 Kens ington 

Physical Features 

This park is situated just off 33rd Street and Knight Street. It is on a sloping site 

and there is a change in grade of 60 feet along the length of the park. Landscaping 

of the park has resulted in three large terraces. The emphasis in the landscaping 

seems to have been on the provision of the maximum number of playing fields on a 

sloping site. 

There are a few widely spaced young trees barely 15 feet high along the boundaries 

of the park and even smal ler ones scattered along two pedestrian paths that run 

through the site. There is also some shrubbery around a small parking lot behind 

the field house . 

Size 

Kensington Park is roughly rectangular in shape about 1150 feet longs and 500 feet 

in width along the northern boundary. This width increases to about 600 feet 

along the southern side. The area of the park is 15.80 acres. 
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Figure 3: Kensington Park 
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Accessibility 

Kensington Park is bounded by three neighbourhood roads and one secondary 

arterial: 33rd Street which carries a peak traffic volume of 1150 vehicles 

per hour. Also, along 33rd Avenue there is a 3' - 6" metal fence which 

restricts access to the park from the northern side. Thus, the accessibility 

from three sides is good, whereas from the fourth it is restricted. 

Facilities 

This park is well-endowed with a variety of facilities and a large number of 

a ctivities organized by local recreation associations are sited in the park. 

For active sports there are playgrounds for football, soft ball, soccer and 

rugby. There is also a fieldhouse with washrooms and a community hall. 

For small children there is a wading pool, some play equipment in the form 

of two swing-sets, a see-saw and a sand-pit. A resident superintendent looks 

a fter the play-equipment and does minor repairs . 

An active community organization called the Kensington Community Association 

with dues paying members organizes many activities. There is a play school 

o rganized by the association during the summer months, a soccer club, and a 

softball association. Besides this dance programmes, senior citizens programmes 

a nd pageants are organized from time to time (7). 

Supervision 

During the Summer and Fall months, Parks Board provides the services of 
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recreational leaders to help with the organization cf recreational programmes. 

These leaders do not supervise the various organized activities such as sports 

or other programmes sponsored by the community association. However, 

they do coordinate the use of the playfields, arbitrate in disputes. They take 

a more active part in the supervision of young children in the park. They 

watch over the activities of these children, particularly as regards their 

safety and security by providing them protection against bullying adolescents, 

by preventing altercations. They also attempt to prevent misuse of the equip

ment, misuse that may result in injury of the children or damage to the 

equipment. 

Two recreation leaders are in attendance during the Summer and Fall on 

week days from 10 a.m. to 9 p.m. and on week-ends from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

3.3.2. Jones Park 

Physical Features 

Jones Park is located between Victoria and Commercial Drive. A major portion 

of Jones Park is flat and featureless. However, the eastern part of the park 

slopes gently. On this sloping section there are a dozen mature trees: largely 

cedar and also a few hemlock. These trees are clustered together around the 

play equipment and provide areas of shade as well as a sense of enclure for 

those using the play equipment. 
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Figure 4: Jones Park 
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Size 

The approximate dimensions of Jones Park are 700 feet by 220 feet. 

The area of the park is 4 acres. It is a long and narrow park in the shape 

of a regular rectangle. 

Accessibility 

Along its length this park is bordered by rows of single family dwd lings 

and gravel service roads. Access to the public in general is principally 

available from two of its narrow dies: from Victoria Drive and 

Commercial Drive. However, access from these two sides is limited 

by metal fences. 

Thus access to Jones Park from the surrounding residential area seems 

limited. Indeed, effort seems deliberately to have been made to contain 

Jones Park and restrict entry to it rather than to integrate it with the 

s urrounding area. 

Facilities 

Jones Park seems largely designed for organized field sports. Most of its 

four acres are devoted to playgrounds for various games. These include 

team games such as football, softball and soccer. 

There is a small field house with washrooms and accommodation for a resident 

superintendent. However, there has been no resident superintendent in the park 
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for over a year, and none could be found during the survey. 

Near the field house there are two pieces of play equipment: one set of 

swings and one see-saw. Apart from a few benches along the children's play 

area there are no other facilities in this park. 

Supervision 

No recreation leader visits Jones Park. The Parks Board merely looks after 

the maintenance of the park facilities and landscape elements. It does not 

provide any staff for developing recreational activities among park users. 

Jones Park is not a supervised park. 

3.3.3. TecumsehPark 

Physical Characteristics 

This park is located off 43rd Avenue between Argylle Street and Commercial 

Drive. It has a billiard table topography and the only physical features worth 

mentioning are a few newly planted trees and shrubs. 

Size 

The area of this park is just under 5-1/4 acres and its dimensions are 

approximately 325 feet by 425 feet. 

Accessibility 

Two sides of the park abut private residential lots and service lanes. The other 

two sides are bounded by neighbourhood streets. These two streets do not carry 
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Figure 5: Tecumseh Park 
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a great deal of traffic and are not, therefore, significant barriers to 

accessibility of the park. Besides, there are no fences controlling park entry. 

Facilities 

A large part of the park is develoted to childrens' play equipment. There is 

a monkey bar set, a set of see-saws, swings, log-sculpture and a sand-pit. 

For organized sport there is a soccer field. This park does not have a field 

house or wash-room facilities. 

Supervision 

Tecumseh Park is not a supervised park. 

3.3.4. Gordon Park 

Physical Features 

Gordon Park is a large,flat,featureless piece of turf situated between Argyle 

Street and Commercial Drive. Young,widely spaced cedar trees flank the 

boundaries of the park. A few are clustered around the field house off Commercial 

Drive. 

Size 

Gordon Park has an area of 15 acres. It has a roughly rectangular shape and 

its dimensions are approximately 1200 feet by 600 feet. 

Accessibility 

One of the narrower sides of the park abuts David Thompson School, while 
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Figure 6: Gordon Park 
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the other side is bounded by 49th Street. This is a secondary arterial with 

a peak traffic of 2500 vph. Along the longer sides of the park there are 

neighbourhood streets over which there is little traffic. 

Facilities 

This park has a large number of facilities for organized active field sports. 

There are playgrounds for baseball, football, grass hockey, soccer, soft ball, 

rugby as well as tracks for athletics. There is also a field house with a resident 

superintendnent. The field-house is provided with washroom facilities. There 

i s no play equipment or playground facilities for children. 

Supervis ion 

Gordon Park is not a supervised park. 

3.3.5. Comparison 

It is evident from the descriptions of the four parks above that they exhibit 

a variety of characteristics, both physical and organizational.Cnthe other 

hand, some elements of the parks are quite similar, such as landscaping and 

natural features. Apart from Kensington Park which is composed of a series 

of flat terraces, the parks are more or less flat. With the exception of 

Jones Park, in which there is a clump of cedars and hemlock in one corner, 

there are few mature trees in the parks. 
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Kensington and Gordon Parks are relatively large parks whereas Tecumseh 

and Jones are small in size. Accessibility of Gordon Park and Kensington good, 

whereas that of Jones is poor and Tecumseh is moderately good. Tecumseh 

and Kensington are well endowed with facilities for children, Jones has 

moderately good childrens' facilities while Gordon Park has no facilities 

for children in the form of play equipment. 

As far as facilities for organized sport are concerned Gordon and Kensington 

are well provided, whereas Jones has a moderate amount of facilities and 

Tecumseh is not so well-endowed. Facilities for passive recreation are 

uniformly absent from all the parks. As far as supervision is concerned only 

Kensington Park can be classified as a supervised park. 

A summary of comparative park characteristics is given below: 

Child. Organ. Level of 
Park Name Size Access. Facil. Sport. Supervision 

1. Kens ington Large High High High High 

2. Jones Small Low Medium Medium None 

3. Tecumseh Small Medium Medium Low None 

4. Gordon Large High None High None 

TABLE 16 

Classification of Park Characteristics 
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3.4. CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE 

3.4.1. Population Characteristics 

120 households were approached for interviews, only 64 households responded, 

or 53.3%of the sample. The total number of respondents about whom informa

tion was forthcoming numbered 248. 

The age structure of the sample is given below. 

Age No. % 

Disparity 
Between Sample 
& Census (1966) 

Less than 4 18 7.2 -1.6% 

5-9 32 13.2 +3.4% 

10 - 14 38 15.5 +6.2% 

15 - 19 29 11.8 +3.5% 

20 - 64 111 44.6 -9.0% 

65+ 20 7.7 -2.5% 

TABLE 17 
Age Structure of Sample Compared With Census 

It is clear from the table above that the 5-19 year age group has been over-

represented in the sample, while the population above 20 years old has been 

under-represented. 
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These figures confirm the impression received during the survey: that heads 

of households with children above 6 or 7 years old were more likely to co

operate and show interest in the survey than any other group. Retired people 

or families with no children showed little interest in the survey. As many of 

t hem said, "we have no children, we aren't interested in the parks in this 

area." And even repeated pleas concerning the importance of their response 

to the questionnaires fell on deaf ears. 

The following table illustrates the extent of the bias in favour of families with 

children: 

No. of Children No. of Families Percentage 
Disparity Between 
Sample & Census 

None 12 18.7 -15.9 

1-2 31 48.5 +4.0 

3-4 17 26.5 +8.4 

5+ 4 6.2 +2.4 

TABLE 18 
Families by Number of Children 

In relalon to census figures for the area, households without children are 

significantly under-represented in the sample. Similarly, households with 

children are over-represented. 
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Using Beyer's classification of life-cycle stages, it is evident that there 

is a preponderence of families in the middle stage of the life cycle: 

that is the stage referred to as the founding family. 

Stage in 
Life Cycle No. % 

young couples 
(women under 35 

no children) 

founding families 
(all children 

under 9 years) 35 54.6% 

expanding families 
(all children 

above 10) 17 26.5% 

contracting family 
(women above 35, 

no children) 12 18.9 

TABLE 19 
Stage in Life Cycle of Sample 

The bias in the sample is not carried on into occupational structure. 

The diveegence between the census figures and the sample figures is 

not very pronounced. 



95 

Occupation No. % Disparity 
Between 
Sample and 
Census Figures 

Professional 

and Executive 6 10.5 - 0 . 9 % 

Sales and 

Cl e r i c a l 9 15 .8 +0.5% 

Skilled and 
Unskilled Blue Collar 31 54.4 +2.2% 
o t h e r s 11 19.3 - 1 .8% 

T A B L E 20 

Occupational Structure of Sample Population 

Though the sample is not perfectly representative with regard to certain 

aspects, the disparity is not so overwhelming as to vitiate the intent of the 

survey. Also, one of the important objectives of the study is to gain an 

insight into the use of parks by the working class. The sample provides 

ample scope in that direction. 
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CHAPTER IV 

4.1. Specific Hypotheses 

Among the major objectives of this study, as stated in Chapter I, is to 

relate the variables of the "physical system" (the park characteristics) 

and those of the "activity system" (the park use and visiting patterns). 

In other words, the objective is to ascertain whether there is a relationship 

between the use of parks and the activities pursued in them, on the one hand, 

and the charact eristics of the parks, on the other . 

The general hypothesis which ties together the major concern of this study 

has already been stated in Chapter I: 

"The use of local parks is influenced by the 
characteristics of the parks and the population 
characteristics of the local area residents." 

As is evident, the general hypothesis is concerned with the relationship 

between population characteristics, park use and park characteristics. However, 

the specific null hypothesis do not directly include park characeristics as 

variables. These hypotheses deal with the relationship between components 

of park use and population characteristics as shown below. 

1. There is no relationship between population 
characteristics of local area residents, the 
parks visited by them and activities conducted 
by them in the parks . 

2. There is no relationship between distance travelled 
to parks, the parks visited and the activity 
conducted in the parks. 
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3. There is no rd ationship between duration of 
park visits, park activity and the parks visited. 

4. There is no relationship between the frequency 
of park visits, park activity and the parks 
visited. 

The relationships noted in these four hypotheses is used as a basis for 

testing the general hypothesis concerning park characteristics . Each park 

consists of a "package of char abteristics" with respect to size, facilities, 

extent of supervision and accessibility (see Chapter III). Each park is, 

therefore, taken to represent the "package of characteristics" of which 

it is composed. Thus, the relationship between the use to which each 

park is put and the characteristics of each park, forms the basis for 

inferring the relationship between park use and park characteristica. 

An indirect method such as this was necessitated because of the limited 

number of parks sampled. For a direct rd ationship between park characteristics 

and park use to be examined, a considerably larger sample of parks would be 

needed. Since this was not possible in a small survey of the sort conducted 

for this study, the methodology explained above had to be adopted. 

4.2 Population Characteristics and Park Use 

About half the sample (49.2%)visited the parks at least once a week and this 

proportion constitutes the category called park users. However, this group 

is not a homogeneous one. There is a wide variation in the use of parks 

between different age groups as shown in Table 21. 
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Age in Years Sample 
Size 

Park 
Users 

% of 
Users in 
each age 
group 

% of 
Sample in 
each age 
group 

Less than 9 50 37 74 0 30.3 

10 - 14 38 29 76.3 23.8 

15 - 19 29 13 44.8 10.7 

20 - 64 111 40 36.0 32.8 

65 + 20 3 15.1 2.5 

Total 248 122 49.2 100.0 

Table 21 

Age Composition of Park Users 

Two inferences can be drawn from this data: that a very high proportion 

of children less than 14 years of age used the parks and that large proportion 

of park visitors were above the age of 20 years (35.3%). Whereas, the first 

inference seems unexceptionable, the second needs more analysis for a 

clearer insight to emerge. Even a cursory observation of the 

users of local parks indicates that the number of adults using parks 

at any one time, is very small. Thus, superficially at least, the figures 

for adult park use seem to belie common observation. 

To get a more balanced view, an analysis of data concerning the number 

of weekly trips made by park users in each age group is necessary (see 

Table 22). 
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Age in Years 1 Trip 2-3 Trips More than 
4 trips 

Total 

Less than 9 21.4% (15) 38.6% (17) 36.0% (9) 29.5% (41) 

10 - 14 24.3% (17) 29.5% (13) 44.0% (11) 29.5% (41) 

15 - 19 12.9% (9) 4.6% (2) 8.0% (2) 9.4% (13) 

20 + 41.4% (29) 27.3% (12) 12.0% (3) 31.6% (44) 

Total 100% (70) 100% (44) 100% (25) 100% (139) 

X 2 = 13.05 6 d f P < 0.05 

Table 22 

Frequency of Trips by Age Group 

Table 22 shows that a little less than half of all those who visited the parks 

only once a week were those above the age of 20 years . On the other hand, a 

majority of those who visited the parks more than twice a week were those under 

14 years old. It is interesting to note that, though only 9.4% of those who 

visited parks at all were in the age group between 15 and 19 years of age, 

almost 13% of those in this age group who visited parks visited them only 

once a week. This indicates that the majority in the adolescent age group 

visited parks only once. To complete the picture of dominance of those under 

14 years of age in the park user category, Table 23 shows that almost 60% of 

all those who went to parks were children under 14 years of age. 



101 

Age in Years 1 Trip 

Less than 14 23.0% (32) 

Over 15 27.3% (38) 

Total 50.4% (70) 

2-3 Trips Over Total 
4 Trips  

21.6% (30) 14.4% (20) 59.0% (62) 

10.1% (14) 3.6% (5) 41.0% (57) 

31.6% (44) 18% (25) 100% (139) 

X 2 = 10.88 2 d f P < 0.01 

Table 23 

Frequency of Park Visits Compared: 
Under 14's and Over 15' s 

Age in Ye ars Less 30 to Over Total 
Than 60 Mins 60 Mins 
30 Mins 

Less than 9 33.3% (19) 25% (10) 28.6% (12) 29.5% (41) 

10 - 14 28.1% (16) 27.5% (11) 33.3% (14) 29.5% (41) 

15 - 19 8.8% (5) 2.5% (1) 16.7% (7) 9.4% (13) 

Over 20 29.8% (17) 45.0% (18) 21.4% (9) 31.6% (44) 

Total 100% (57) 100% (40) 100% (42) 100% (139) 

X 2 = 9.02 6 d f 

Table 24 

Duration of Park ¥ i s i t s by Age Group 

P < 0.20 
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As indicated by Table 24, almost half the park visitors spent less than 

half-an-hour per visit in the parks and somewhat less than one-third of 

the visitors spent over an hour. However, a higher proportion of park 

visitors between the ages of 10 years and 19 years of age visited the 

parks for over one hour, than any other age group. A striking aspect of 

the data on duration of visits is that, though a rel atively small proportion 

of those between 15 and 19 years of age visited parks, a high proportion 

of those who did, stayed for more than one hour and constituted 16.7% of 

those who visited parks for over an hour. 

The data on park visiting patterns of the adult age group is highly 

aggregated in the above tables. Since this age group does not have 

homogeneous characteristics, Table 25 examines the relationship between 

stage in life-cycle and park visiting patterns among the adults . 

Male Female Total 

Adults with youngest 
children under 9 years old 30.3% (13) 46.6% (20) 76.9% (33) 

Adults with children 
between 10 & 19 years 9.4% (4) 6.9% (3) 16.3% (7) 

Adults above 35 years 
with no children 2.3% (1) 4.5% (2) 6.8% (3) 

Total 42.0% (18) 58.0% (25) 100% (43) 

Table 25 
Adult Park Visitors by Stage in Life Cycle and Sex 
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The proportion of females who visited parks among the adult population 

was higher tha males. However, more significant is the overwhelming 

dominance of adults with children under 9 years of age among those adults 

who visited parks. This group comprised over three-quarters of the 

adults who visited the parks. 

Distance as a factor affecting park use has been much discussed in literature, 

as already indicated. As far as this survey was concerned it was found 

that for certain age groups this variable was more salient than for others. 

Park visitors under the age of 9 years and over the age of 20 years 

seemed to be influenced by the distance to pa rks, in their visiting patterns 

to a larger extent than those between 10 years and 19 years of age. In fact, 

for the age group between 15 years and 19 years, the further away the parks 

were the greater was their popularity. 

Age in Years Less than 
1000 feet 

1000 -
2000 feet 

Over 
2000 feet 

Total 

Less than 9 31.9% (23) 29.2% (12) 23.1% (6) 29.5% (41) 

10 - 14 27.8% (20) 31.7% (13) 30.8% (8) 29.5% (41) 

15 - 19 5.6% (4) 4.9% (2) 26.9% (7) 9.4% (13) 

Over 20 34.7% (25) 34.1% (14) 19.2% (5) 31.6% (44) 

Total 100% (72) 100% (41) 100% (26) 100% (139) 

X 2 =26.65 6 d f 

Table 26 

Distance Travelled to Parks by Age 

P < 0.001 
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In aggregate terms, Tfble 26 shows that somewhat less than half the park 

vis itors lived within 1,000 feet from the parks they visited, while one-third 

were within 2,000 feet from the parks they visited. What is surprising is 

that about one-fifth of the park visitors travelled more than 2,000 feet 
area 

to get to the parks. Since the study/was so delineated that the nsximum 

distance between the respondents and any one park was less than 2, 000 feet, 

it seems evident that a significant number of park visitors did not use the 

park nearest to them. 

Once the respondents got to the parks, what did they do there? The answer 

to that question is given in Table 27. The highest participation rate was in 

activities of a passive variety (54.9%), followed by the use of play equipment 

(34.4%). The lowest rate was for formal field sports (23.8%). 

Activity Participants 

Passive Recreation 54.9% (67) 

Informal Field Sports 27.9% (34) 

Formal Field Sports 23.8% (29) 

Use of Play Equipment 34.4% (42) 

Use of Pool 30.3% (37) 

Table 27 

Activity Participation 
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However, this table does not give a true picture of the popularity of 

different recreational activities. It underestimates the popularity of 

those activities which require capital intensive facilities, such as the 

use of pool or play equipment, since these facilities do not exist in all the 

parks. If any inference can be drawn it is limited to those activities for 

which facilities exist in all the parks. Such activities are "formal and 

informal field sports". 

How is participation in these activities distributed by age group? Table 28 

shows that among those who participated in passive recreation, the over

whelmingly largest single group was the 20 years and over age group 

(56.8%). In fact, the participation of this age group in any other activity 

was at an insignificant level. Formal field sports appeared to be a 

popular activity among those between 10 years and 14 years of age; 44.8% 

of those who participated in this sport were in the pre-adolescent age gioup. 

The second largest proportion of participants in formal field sports was 

the 15 years to 19 year old age group (24.1%). This is particularly interesting 

because few respondents in the 15 years to 19 years 'category went to parks at 

all. As far as the use of play equipment and pool were concerned, these 

activities were understandably monopolized by those under 14 years of age. 

(See Table 28). 
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Age in Years Passive Informal Formal Use of Use 
Recreation Field Field Play of Pool 

Sports Sports Equip. 

Less than 9 14.9% (10) 23.7% (8) 13.8% (4) 47.6% (20) 45.9% (17) 

10 - 14 19.4% (13) 64.7% (22) 44.8% (13) 52.4% (22) 27.1% (10) 

15 - 19 8.9% (6) 5.9% (2) 24.1% (7) -- --

More than 20 56.8% (38) 5.9% (2) 17.3% (5) -- — 

Total 100% (67) 100% (34) 100% (29) 100% (42) 100% (37) 

Table 28 

Participation in Park Activity by Age 

So far the emphasis has been on the use of parks by residents of the local area. 

In order to get an idea of how the residents evaluated tha parks two questions 

were asked. The first was: "What do you think is missing in the parks in 

your neighbourhood"? The second question asked was: "Why do you not 

visit parks in your neighbourhood or visit them more often"? As mentioned 

in Chapter III, the entire survey sample did not answer this question. 

However, since these questions related as much to users of parks as to 

non-users, the answers to them constituted a valuable source of information 

on the attitudes of local area residents as a whole to the existing parks. 

Table 29 gives an indication of the response to the question concerning 

"facilities missing in the parks". The response of the adult age group 

to this question is particularly interesting. 
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A very large proportion in this age group considered the parks quite 

satisfactory as far as the facilities were concerned. Few complained 

about the lack of adult oriented recreation facilities. There seemed some dissat

isfaction regarding lack of trees and vegetation in the parks. If trees and 

vegetation can be construed as constituting an essential setting for certain 

types of passive recreation, an indirect inference of such a response 

may be that there was a perceived dissatisfaction with facilities for some 

forms of passive, adult oriented recreation. However, other shortcomings 

of parks pointed out by adult respondents seems to be in the area of 

child-oriented facilities, such as: Lack of supervision, lack of pools 

or equipment, etc. 

Age in Years Play 
Equip. 

Pool Trees & 
Vegetation 

Super
vis ition 

Adult 
Recreat 

Okay 

Less than 9 33.3% (4) 25% (5) 13.1% (3) - - - - 5.0% i (1) 

10 - 14 8.3% (1) 32% (8) 21.7% (5) - - — 15.0% (3) 

15 - 19 8% (2) 13.0% (3) — — 5.0% (1) 

Over 20 58.4% (7) 40% (10) 52.2% (12) 100% (10) 100% (5) 75.0% (15) 

Total 100% (12) 100% (25) 1 100% (23) 100% (10) 100% ( 5 ) 100% (20) 

Table 29 

Facilities Lacking in the Parks as Perceived by Different Age Groups 
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Though the sample returns to this question from those under the age of 

20 years were small, the evidence from this sample did indicate there 

was less satisfaction with the parks in this age group than that exhibited 

by the older respondents. Certainly, a much smaller percentage in this 

age group considered the parks 'okay". 

In answer to the second question, concerning reasons for not going to 

the parks or not going more often, several reasons were given. These 

have been placed in two categories in Table 30: 1) reasons that are 

related to the characteristics of the park or its location, and 2) reasons 

related to the characteristics of the respondents. 

Age in Years No Time 
No Interest 
Old Age 
Have own lot 

Too far Nothing 
To Do 
In Parks 

No 
Super
vision 
in Parks 

Less than 9 12.5% (6) 22 .2% (2) 23.5% (8) 38.9% (7) 

10 - 14 8.3% (4) 22.2% (2) 23.5% (8) 16.7% (3) 

15 - 19 4.2% (2) -- U.8% (4) --

Over 20 75.0% (36) 55.6% (5) 41.2% (14) 44.4% (8) 

Total 100% (48) 100% (9) 100% (34) 100% (18) 

Table 30 

Reasons for not Visiting Parks or not Visiting Them More Often 
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Table 30 seems to indicate that for a large percentage of the respondents, 

lack of active involvement in park-oriented activity was not a reflection on 

the characteristics of the park. The reasons given by this group concerned 

personal matters. F o r these people, it may be inferred, that a change 

in the park characteristics or improvement in the facilities would probably 

not change participation rates. This is particularly true of the adult age group. 

On the other hand, the characteristics of the parks did appear to have a 

considerable bearing on participation rates for a significant proportion 

of the sample. F o r instance, more than half the reasons given for not 

participating more actively in park activity poirt ed to the inadequacy of the 

parks. Non-adults were more likely to point to the inadequacy of the parks 

as their reason for not going to parks more often than adults. 

An analysis of the data concerning the parks visited by various age groups 

reveals a wide different in the popularity of the various sample parks. 

Table 31 shows that Kensington Park received by far the largest proportion 

of visitors (almost twice as many as any of the other parks). In terms of 

popularity, this park was followed by Tecumseh Park, with Jones Park 

and Gordon Park at the bottom of the l i s t . 

However, it is interesting to note that for the 10 - 19 year age group, 

though Kensington Park was the most popular park there appeared to be 

little different in the popularity of the other three parks. As far as 

park visitors below the age of 9 years and above the age of 20 years were 

concerned, there seemed to be a significant difference between the popularity 

of Tecumseh Park and the two remaining parks . 
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Parks Less 10 - 19 Over Total 
Than Years 20 Years 
9 Years 

Kensington 46.3% (19) 46.3% (25) 54.5% (24) 100% (68) 

Jones 14.6% (6) 16.7% (9) 4.6% (2) 100% (17) 

Tecumseh 31.8% (13) 18.5% (10) 29.5% (13) 100% (36) 

Gordon 7.3% (3) 18.5% (10) 11.4% (5) 100% (18) 

2 
X = 12.62 6 d f P < 0.05 

Table 31 

Park Visiting Patterns by Age Group 

An analysis of the data on park use and population characteristics has shown 

that population chracteristics, generally speaking, appeared to haee a considerable 

bearing on park use. The survey indicated that the use of parks by adults 

differed greatly from non-adults. A larger proportion of those below 14 years 

of age used parks, used them more often, stayed longer in the parks, and 

travelled longer distances to go to parks, than did those above the age of 20 years. 

Few of those in the 15 year to 19 year age group went to parks, but those who 

did, did not go to parks that were closest to them, but to those which were 

further away. 

As sfar as choice of recreation pursuits conducted in the parks is concerned, 

those below 19 years of age preferred active forms of recreation, while those 
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above this age group indulged in more passive types of pursuits. In fact, 

adult activities appeared to be directed toward supervision of children 

rather than more autonomous adult oriented recreation. This is borne out 

not only by the choice of recreational activities by park users in this 

age group, but also in their evaluation of thecadequacy of parks. Although a l l 

the parks are more or less bereft of adult-oriented recreation facilities, 

the largest proper tion of complaints related to child-oriented recreation 

facilities. Also an analysis of data on park use and "stage-in-life cycle" 

of the park users suggests that the largest proportion of adults who visited 

parks were women with children under the age of 9 years old. 

As far as park preference of different age groups was concerned, the 

evidence was more equivocal. A l l age groups overwhelmingly preferred 

Kensington Park, indicating that as far as this aspect of park use was 

concerned there was little difference in the response of the various age 

groups in the sample. However, Tecumseh Park was next in the line of 

popularity, but only for those less than 9 years of age or those above 

the age of 20 years. On the other hand, for those between the ages of 

10 years and 19 years, Tecumseh Park was not significantly more popular 

than the remaining two parks . 

On the basis of the evidence mentioned above, hypothesis No. 1 can be 

only partially rejected. 
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4.3. Distance and Park Use 

Analysis of the survey findings show that, though distance travelled to 

parks did bear some relationship to frequency of park use, the relationship 

is a complex one, as shown on Table 32. 

Distance Travelled 1 V i s i t / 2-3 4 or More Total 
in Feet Week Visits/Week Visits/Week 

Less than 1000 ft. 50.0% (35) 47.7% (21) 60.0% (15) 51.1% (71) 

1000 - 2000 feet 22.9% (16) 40.9% (18) 28.0% (7) 29.5% (41) 

2000 feet or more 27.1% (19) 11.4% (5) 12.0% (3) 19.4% (27) 

Total 100% (70) 100% (44) 100% (25) 100% a3 9) 

X 2 = 7.84 4 d f P < 0.10 

Table 32 

Distance Travelled to Parks by Frequency of Visits per Week 

As is evident, a majority (60.0%) of those who visited parks frequently (more 

than 4 times a week) were those who lived within 1,000 feet from the parks they 

v isited. In comparison, only about half of the moderately frequent visitors 

( 2 - 3 times a week) and infrequent visitors (one visit a week) lived less than 

1,000 feet from the park they visited. On the other hand, about 40% of 

the moderately frequent park visitors lived between 1,000 to 2,000 feet from 

the parks that they visited. Also, only about one-quarter of the infrequent 

park visitors or frequent park visitors lived abeteween 1,000 and 2,000 feet 

from the parks. Interestingly enough, about one-quarter of the infrequent 

park visitors went to parks over 2,000 feet away from their homes, although 

the entire sample population lived less than 2,000 feet from one of the pari? s. 
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As far as the relationship between distance travelled to parks and 

duration of visits is concerned, Table 33 gives some indication. According 

to this analysis, a majority (about 55%) of those who stayed less than 30 

minutes in the parks lived within 1,000 feet from these parks. On the 

other hand, of the "moderate duration" (30 - 60 minutes) and the "lorg 

duration" park visitors (over 60 minutes), somewhat less than half travelled 

less than 1,000 feet to parks. Also a little over 40% of the "long duration" park 

visitors travelled between 1,000 feet to 2,000 feet to go to parks. In contrast 

to this, of the "moderate" and "short duration" visitors, only about one-

quarter travelled between 1,000 feet and 2,000 feet. 

Distance Travelled Less Than 30 - 60 60 Min. Total 
30 Minutes Minutes or More 

Less than 1,000 feet 55.4% (31) 47.5% (19) 48.8% (21) 51.1% (71) 

1,000 - 2,000 feet 23.2% (13) 25.0% (10) 41.9% (18) 28.8% (41) 

2,000 feet or more 21.4% (12) 27.5% (11) 9.3% (4) 20.1% (27) 

Total 100% (56) 28.8% (40) 100% (43) 100% (139) 

X 2 - 7.37 4 d f P < 0.20 

Table 33 

Distance Travelled to Parks by Duration of Visits 

How far did the respondents travel for the different activities that they pursued 

i n the parks? AMSrigGthose whose major activities was passive creation, a 
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little less than 50% of them travelled under 1,000 feet to go to a park. 

In comparison, only one-third of those who used the pool travelled less than 

1,000 feet to go to a park. Roughly one-third of the participants of each 

activity travelled between 1,000 to 2,000 feet. Finally, only about one-

fifth of a l l those who participated in passive recreation, informal field sports 

or used play equipment, travelled m o i e than 2,000 feet. However, more than 

one-quarter of those who indulged in formal field sports or used the pool, 

travelled over 2,000 feet (See Table 34). 

Distance Travelled Passive Informal Formal Use of Use 
Recreation Field Field Play Of 

F Sport Sport Equip. Pool 

Less than 1000 ft. 47.8% (32) 44.1% (15) 41.4% (12) 42.8% (18) 33.3% (9) 

1000 - 2000 ft. 32.8% (22) 35.3% (12) 31.0% (9) 35.7% (15) 37.1% (10) 

2000 + ft. 19.4% (13) 20.6% (7) 27.6% (8) 21.4% (9) 29.6% (8) 

Total 100% (67) 100% 34) 100% (29) 100% (42) 100% (27) 

X 2 = 40.10 8 d f P < 0.001 

Table 34 

Participation in Activities by Distance Travelled to Park 

For those who travelled large distances to go to a pool, there is a ready 

explanation. Since only one of the parks has a pool (Kensington Park), many of 

those who wish to participate in this activity were forced to go long distances. 
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However, for the large number of park visitors who travelled over 2,000 feet 

to participate in organized field sport, there appears to be some other reason, 

since all the sample parks have facilities for field sports. At any rate, it 

w ould appear that distance was not such critical factor for those who indulged 

in organized field sports, as it was for those who pursued other recreational 

activities in the parks. 

The interaction between each study park and the distance travelled to them 

i s shown in Table 35. 

Park Less than 1000 ft. More than 1000 ft. Total 

Kensington 32.4% (23) 66.2% (45) 100% (68) 

Jones 70.6% (12) 29.4% (5) 100% (17) 

Tecumseh 69 4% (25) 30.6% (11) 100% (36) 

Gordon 61.1% (11) 38.9% (7) 100% (18) 

Total 51.1% (71) 48.9% (68) 100% (139) 

X 2 = 16.28 3 d f P <( 0.001 

Table 35 

Distance Travelled to Each Park 

A significant majority of visitors to Kensington Park travelled over 1,000 feet 

to go to this park (about 66%). However, only about 29% of those who visited 

Jones Park travelled over 1,000 feet. On the other hand, about 38% of the 
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visitors to Gordon Park and about 30% of those who visited Tecumseh Park 

travelled that far. This would indicate that more people were willing to 

travel larger distances to get to Kensington Park than to any other park. 

On the basis of these findings it would appear that distance from home 

to parks did have a bearing on park use. Also, that distance effected the 

popularity of Kensington Park to a lesser degree than it did the other parks. 

4.4. Frequency of Park Visits and Park Use 

In order to ascertain whether there was a relationship between frequency of 

visits to parks and park use, two setscbf findings were analyzed: frequency 

of visits to each of the sample parks and the relationship between frequency 

of park visits and the recreational activity pursued. 

Visits Passive Informal Formal Use of Use of 
per Week Recreation Field Sports Field Play Pool per Week 

Sports Equip. 

1 Trip 59.7% (40) 52.9% (18) 44.8% (13) 42.9% (18) 33.3% (9) 

2-3 Trips 29.9% (20) 29.5% (10) 41.4% (12) 26.1% (U) 25.9% (7) 

Over 4 Trips 10.4% (7) 17.6% (6) 13.8% (4) 31.0% (13) 40.8% (11) 

Total 100% (67) 100% (34) 100% (29) 100% (42) 100% (27) 

X 2 - ;15'.57 8 d f P < 0.05 

Table 36 

Frequency of Park Visits by the Recreational Activity Pursued 
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It is clear from Table 36, that a large majority of those who indulged 

in passive recreation made only one trip to the parks, while little over 

55% per cent of those who indulged in informal field sports, were once-a-

week visitors. In contrast, less than one-third of those who used pools 

visited the parks only once a week. About 40% of those who played organized 

field sports went to parks tw> to three times a week. 

Of the respondents who participated in the other recational activities, 

only about one-quarter went to parks two to three time s in one week. 

An interesting finding is that about 44% of those who used pools visited 

parks more than four times a week. 

The d:ata on frequency of visits to the sample parks shows that among 

those who went to Kensington Park a majority made more than two visits 

per week. An overwhelming majority of those who went to Jones Park 

also went more than twice a week (70.6%). 

In comparison, less than half ot those who visited the other two parks 

made more than two visits a week. For instance, of those who visited 

Gordon Park, only about 22% made more than one visit a week to parks. 

(See Table 37.) 
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Park 1 Trip More than 
2 Trips 

Total 

Kensington 

Jones 

Tecumseh 

Gordon 

Total 

44.1% (30) 

29.4% (5) 

58.3% (21) 

77.8% (4) 

50.3% (70) 

55.9% (38) 

70.6% (12) 

41.7% (15) 

22.2% (4) 

49.7% (69) 

100% (68) 

100% (17) 

100% (36) 

100% (18) 

100% (139) 

X * = 10.41 3 d f 

Table 37 

P < 0.02 

Frequency of Visits to the Parks 

It would seem that the number of trips to parks was related to the recreational 

activity pursued. In other words, participants of some activities, such as 

playing in the pool, visited parks more often participants of other activities. 

Similarly some parks, such as Jones and Kensington, were visited more 

frequently by those who did choose to visit them at all, than were Tecumseh 

and Gordon. This analysis would indicate that there appears to be a relationship 

between park use and frequency of park visiting patterns. 

4.5. Duration of Visits and Park Use 

The relationship between the recreational activities pursed by park users 

and the duration of park visits made by them is shown on Table 38. 
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Duration of Passive Informal Formal Use of Use 
Park Visit Recreation Field Sport Field Sport Play of 

Equipment Pool 

Less than 
30 min. 61.2% (41) 35.3% (12) 24.1^ % (7) 45.2% (19) 33.3% (9) 

30=60 min. 16.4% (11) 20.6% (7) 27.6' 7c (8) 19.1% (8) 11.1% (3) 

More than 
60 min. 22 .4% (15) 44.1% (15) 48.3' % (14) 35.7% (15) 55.6% (15 

Total 100% (67) 100% (34) 100% (29) 100% (42) 100% (27) 

2 
X =18.48 8 d f ' P < 0.02 

Table 38 

Relationship Between Duration of Park Visi ts and Recreational Activity 

A large majority (61.2% of those who participated in passive recreation spent 

less than half-an-hour in the pakrs. In contrast, only about 25% of those who 

indulged in organized visits to parks spent less than half-an-hour. As far as those 

who used the pool, more than 50% of them visited parks for more than one hour. 

Also, somewhat less than 50% of those who {participated in organized sport 

spent over an hour at the parks. In comparison, 1 ess than 25% of tbo se who 

indulged in passive drecreation stayed in the parks for over an hour. 

The duration of park visits also varied significantly from park to park, 

as shown in Table 39. 
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Parks Less Than 
30 Minutes 

More Than 
30 Minutes 

Total 

Kensington 32.4% (22) 67.6% (46) 100% (68) 

Jones 41.2% (7) 58.8% (10) 100% (17) 

Tecumseh 52.8% (19) 47.2% (17) 100% (36) 

Gordon . 44.4% (8) 55.6% (10) 100% (18) 

Total 40.3% (56) 59.7% (83) 100% (139) 

X 2 = 4.25 3 d f P < 0.20 

Table 39 

Duration of Visit in the Parks 

The table indicates that about 67% of those who went to Kensington Park stayed 

longer than half-an-hour. On the other hand, 55% to 60% of those who visited 

the other parks stayed more than half-an-hour, with the exception of visitors 

to Tecumseh Park. Only 47% of visitors to thise park stayed more than 

half-an-hour in the parks. 

In view of these findings, it is impas sible to say in general terms that 

there was a relationship between activities conducted in parks and the 

duration of park visits. Also, there did appear to be a relationship between 

the time spent in the parks and the park visited. 

4.6. Park Characteristics and Park Use 

The previous sections have provided some evidence concerning the 

relationship between the following: 
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Population Characteristics: 

- Park Use, Recreational Activity, Park Visited 

Distance: 

- Park Use, Recreational Activity, Park Visited 

Park Use: 

- Recreational Activity, Park Visited 

In order to examine the relationship between park characteristics and Park 

Use the following relationships will need to be examined in details from 

the list noted above: 

Population Characteristics ] 
] Characteristics 

Distance ] of the 
] Park Visited 

Park Use ] 

The characteristics of each of the study parks have already been examined 

detail in Chapter III. Here an attempt will be made to ascertain whether 

some relationship can be inferred to exist between Park Use and these 

chracteristics. 

It has been shown in the earlier sections that Kensington Park was visited 

by more people of all ages and was visited more often. Visitors stayed 

longer and travelled larger distances to get to it, than any other park. 

Kensington Park, according to our earlier analysis, is a large park, 

with a high level of facilities, a supervised playground and easy 

accessibility to the surrounding residents. It is possible to infer from 

this that according to the survey findings, a relationship existed between 
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a high level of facilities, supervision, large size of park and a high level 

of use by every age group. 

However, the analysis also showed that Gordon Park -- approximately 

equal in size and level of accessibility to Kensington Park — was one 

of the least popular of the parks. This would indicate that size of park 

b y itself does not ensure popularity. Two findings in the survey ssiuppo'rt 

this proposition. Tecumseh Park is a small park, but it was far more 

popular than Gordon Park, particularly if the number of visitors to the 

two parks and the frequency of their visits is considered. Tecumseh 

Park was more popular than Gordon Park for all age groups other than those 

10 years to 19 years of age. Also, all the most popular recreational 

activities -- such as passive recreation, use of play equipment, use of pool --

are not dependent upon large size of park. Thfeaonly recreational activity 

where size of park is very important is formal or organized sports. 

This recreational activity, we have seen is the least popular of all 

the activities examined in this survey. In view of all this evidence, it would 

not be too presumptuous to infer that size of park is not a critical 

determinant of park popularity. 

Another relationship that can be examined here is accessibility. 

Tecumseh and Jones Park, we have seen, are very similar in aspects 

such as size, faciliMes, level of supervision. The only striking difference 
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is in the accessibility. Whereas Tecumseh Park is highly accessible, 

Jones Park is not. There is a considerable disparity between the two in 

terms of popularity as we have seen. This would indicate that accessibility 

of the park may have been important as far as popularity of these parks is 

concerned. But this inference needs to be substantiated further. 

Facilities and supervision also seemed to be quite important as far as 

popularity was concerned. As indicated earlier, Kensington Park and 

Gordon Park are similar in terms of size and accessibility. However, 

Kensington Park appeared to be far more popular than Gordon Park. The 

difference between these two parks is in the l e v e l of facilities and 

supervision. Gordon Park only has playing fields and is not supervised, 

while Kensington Park is well endowed with a whole range of facilities and 

is a supervised park. It can be inferred here that park facilities and 

supervision do appear in the survey to hare a positive influence on the 

popularity of the parks. 

Such an inference is supported by the response to the attitudinal questions 

asked in the survey. There seemed to be a general agreement among a 

large number of respondents, particularly those above 20 years of age, that 

the parks lacked sufficient play equipment for children. An even larger number 

of respondents pointed to "lack of supervision" as a feature that they found 

wanting in the parks (Table 29). Also, a large number of people over 20 years 

of age who answered the question"why do you not go the park, or go more often", 

indicated that there was nothing to do in the parks (Table 30). 
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On the basi s of this analysis it would seem that park characteristics did 

influence park use - particularly where the aggregate number of visitors 

was concerned. In more specific terms it is possible to say that the survey 

provided some evidence that a high level of facilities, supervision and high 

level of accessibility was positively related to popularity of the parks. 

On the other hand, size of the parks, in the absence of other "popular features" 

did not appear very important as far as use in aggregate terms was concerned. 
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CONCLUSION 

5.1. Residential Neighbourhood and Neighbourhood Parks 

It is increasingly being recognized by the various levels of government 

that a dwelling unit, whether it be a single family house, an apartment 

or town house, is only a small part of the total "housing package". Not 

only are the "hard services" like piped water, sewage lines, roavds, etc. 

considered essential ingredients of a civilized residential setting, but 

ready access to community supplied "soft services" such as schools, 

libraries, day care centres and parks are being seen in the same light. 

In addition, a new view of problems related to physic al living conditions of 

people is being accepted by government across Canada. This view 

suggests that living conditions consitute a dependent variable while 

the structure of settlements is the independent variable. As a result many 

problems such as those related to transportation, housing, open space, 

are being labelled as urban problems. Solutions to these problems are 

being sought within the realm of the urban structure since major 

ccomponents of these problems are seem as being inherent in the process 

cof urbanization, as it Silas occurred in North America. 

As a result of this new perception, the federal and provincial governments, 

both in the United States and Canada, are attempting a direct assault on these 
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urban problems, rather than leaving then to be solved by their constitutional 

creatures - the munid pal governments, or by the undiluted free enterprise 

system. For instance, the realm of housing in urban areas is receiving an 

unprecedented infusion of money, programs and policy directives from both 

the federal and provincial governments of Canada. One such new initiative 

has been taken by the Federal Government in Canada, in its Neighbourhood 

Improvement Program. This program envisages the rehabilitation of 

private property and the improvement of public facilities in designated 

neighbourhoods of cities and towns. One of the neighbourhood related facility 

specifically mentioned in this program is the local park. Similar statutory 

provisions are to be found in the legislation passed at the federal level in 

the United States over the past decade. 

The Provincial Governments in Canada have not ignored the issue of local 

parks either. The Government of Ontario, for instance, has on its books, a 

statute requiring municipalities to accept a dedication of 5% of land covered 

by every residential subdivision for park purposes. In a recent amendment 

to the Planning Act, this government has expanded these park provisions. 

The amendment would permit municipalities, under certain conditions, 

to require subdividers to dedicate one acre of park land for every 120 dwelling 

units proposed on a piece of land. This provision is aimed specifical ly at 

medium and high density developments, since it was found that the provision 

of 5% of land covered in these subdivisions was insufficient and was starving 

apartment developers of park space. 
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The introduction of these policies indicates that a comprehensive statutory 

framework is being created in Canada for the provision of park space in 

residential areas. As a result, professionals involved in the detailed design 

of park delivery systems will need a rational methodology to allocate this 

service, in accordance with the stated objectives of these legislative 

initiatives and in a manner that is efficient, economic and equitable. 

The need for such a methodology is further accentuated because of the 

skyrocketing price of land in urban areas, the increasing distance that most 

urban residents have to travel in order to get to non-urban open 

spaces and the inability of large segments of the urban population to 

make these trips on a regular basis. 

At present, planners are relying on decades old park standards as a basis of 

design and allocation. These standards are not supported by studies of 

recreational preferences and activities of urban residents. There are 

suggestions that the standards are in fact arbitrary and are widely used for 

reasons of expediency rather than relevance. In view of the impetus 

given to the issue of parks in residential areas by various levels of government 

i n Canada, such unconvincing allocation and design methodologies can no longer 

be considered adequate. The search must be joins d by a l l those involved with 

urban recreational facilities for more rational methodologies which 

are based on analysis of recreational preferences of urban residents rather 

than on thumb rules. The first stage in the desigh of these methodologies is an 
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understanding of the whole issue of recreational preferences of urban 

residents. 

This study was undertaken with a view to reconnoitring a rather small 

part of the territory covered by the issue of urban parks and recreational 

preferences of urban residents. It has attempted to provice some insight 

concerning the use of local parks by those residing in the immediate vicinity of 

these parks. The hypothesis guiding this study has been that the physical 

characteristics of a park have some influence on the popularity of the 

parks and the activities conducted within them. To test this hypothesis a 

questionnaire survey was conducted on a working class area of Vancouver 

comprised of single family dwellings and in 2•which four parks are located. 

An analysis of the data derived fron this survey, at least partially, upheld 

the hypothesis concerning the rel ationship between park use and the 

characteristics of local parks. 

5.2. Summary of Findings 

Though this study was basically designed to test the stated hypothesis, it was 

not intended to limit the product of the study to that which is scientifically 

respectable. In other words by stretching the analysis of data beyond the 

immediate purpose of testing the hypothesis, some useful findings concerning 

park use have emerged. Some use of inference from, and extrapolation 

of the analysis conducted in Chapter IV has been necessary in order to arrive 
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at a list of tentative findings below. These findings will be used as a basis 

for formulation of policy statements related to local parks in Section 5.3. 

The other use of these tentative findings may be as a set of detailed 

tentative hypotheses to be tested as a part of further search for scientifically 

valid bases for parks planning. 

These findings are not meant to be applicable to all urban resid ents 

or urban areas. Rpther the generalizations are specific to working 

class areas in single family subdivisions in the city of Vancouver, and 

refer to local parks only. Their applicability in other residential contexts, 

however, could be tested by further research. 

Parks User Characteristics 

1. vFhe most; Mehjuentjuseivs of parks are children under 14. 

2 . Teenagers are not frequent users of parks. 

3. Among the adults, those most likely to use parks are young mothers 

with children below 9 years of age. 

4. Senior citizens are not frequent users of parks. 

Distance Travelled to local Parks 

1. Distance is not a critical factor for teenagers in their choice 

of parks to visit. 

2. A significant minority of people travel large distances 

(over 2000 feet) to indulge in formal field sports. 
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3. The largest proportion of frequent park visitors and park visitors 

who stay at the parks for over an hour during a visit, are thoese 

who live within 1000 feet from a park. 

4. People travel larger distances to visit a park which is well 

endowed with facilities and is supervised than to other parks. 

The Effect of Local Park Characteristics 

L . More people visit supervised parks which are well endowed with 

facilities, more often, and stay longer at these parks than 

any other parks. 

2. Large size by itself is not a critical factor in the popularity}'! >r' ; , 

of pafcks. 

3. Accessibility has a positive influence on the popularity of a park. 

In other words, of two parks which are similar in other respects, 

the one which has access fromamany sides is likely to be more 

popular than one which is less accessible. 

FaciIH>less, Activities and Park Preferences 

1. The facility for which there is the greatest demand, particularly 

by those under 9 years of age, is the wading pool. This is followed 

by the demand for play equipment. 

2. The activity indulged in by the smallest proportion of park 

visitors is formal field sport. This activity is most popular among 

those between 10 and 19 years of age. 
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3. The dominant acitivity of park visitors over 20 years of age is 

passive type recreation. Indications are that the main activity 

in this category is the "supervision of children". 

4. The reasons for a large proportion of those who do not visit parks 

at all or do not visit them often, are to be found outside the realm 

of park characteristics. This is particularly true of adults. 

5.3. Implications for Parks Planning 

The findings noted above, as well as the analysis contained in Chapter IV, 

suggest several parks policies, whieh may be used to improve the effectiveness 

of local park programmes and increase the use of local parks by local area 

residents. However, much more research will be needed in the realm of 

recreational preferences of people, research which takes into account, not 

o nly park oriented recreation, but the whole expanding gamut of urban oriented 

leisure activities. Also, research needs to be done on the economic, 

iinstitutional and organizational aspects of alternative programmes and 

policies. It is only when a comprehensive view of parks withiriran urban framework, 

derived from these studies, is forthcoming that valid over-arching policy 

statements regarding urbah parks can be made. 

However, based on the limited insight provided by this study the following 

approaches to parks piMnning suggest themselves: 
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1 . The findings of this study provide some evidence that the basic tool 

of planning -- that is park standards -- needs re-evaluation, at least as 

far as local parks are concerned. 

The basis of these park standards which also permeates parks planning 

theory, is that there is a direct relationship between park area and the 

population served by a park. This is a very simplistic notion which needs 

to be corrected before new planning concepts can be introduced which are more 

representative of reality than is presently the case. 

This survey has shown that a large parcel of undifferentiated park space 

(as far as local park system is concerned) does not by itself attract 

a large number of visitors. Support for this notion is to be found in the 

findings on the subject of characteristics of frequent park users and their 

activity preferences. As shown in this survey, local parks are most 

alluring for those under the age of 14 years. F o r this age group the 

most popular recreational pursuits are of an active kind which require 

specific supporting equipment and activity spaces to facilitiate them, such 

as pools or play equipment. Thus the availability of space<or land by itself is 

not sufficient to constitute a popular park and must be looked upon as the 

raw material out of which a local park is create'd. The local park, on the 

other hand, should be consicered as an aggregate of open a i r activity spaces, 

each providing settings for designated recreational activities and the whole 

structured to operate as one interdependent unit. 
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This concept would require that park endowment of a neighbourhood be 

measured in terms of recreational activity spaces that go to make up a 

park rather than the land area which is the raw material of the park. 

Also, park standards shouldobe composed of activity spaces per unit 

of population rather than park area per unit of population. Such a standard 

would encompass the spatial aspect of the park as well as the facilities 

supporting the various activities. 

According to this standard one activity space icould be one item of play 

equipment or facility along with the space required to support it which 

is utilized by one user at one time. For instance, a swing set with two swings 

and the space around the set would constitute two activity spaces. A wading 

pool would constitute several activity spaces, depending upon the size of the pool 

aand the water area considered sufficient for one user. A soccer field with goal posts 

sand nets would be considered as 22 activity spaces, according to this methodology. 

A refbne ment of this tool also suggests itself. Each activity space can be 

weighted according to the relative popularity of the activity. The park 

dndowment of an area, as measured by the activity space indSx would be based 

not only on the number of activity spaces, but also on the demand for such 

activities. 
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A composite measure of the sort indicated here would link the three 

vital elements required for a proper allocation of park space in a 

residential area: facilities, space and the recreational prefernces of 

local park users. Needless to say that a considerable amount of research 

needs to be done in the area of recreational preferences to operationalize 

a methodology such as the one described here. However, once this data 

base is put together, it will be possible to establish park standards based 

on relevant and functional measures which quantify only those elements of 

parks that are meaningful to the users and ignore other components which 

are of peripheral value. As a result, a standard based on the activity space 

index would come closer to communicating the recaretional needs of a 

community than the standards used presently. 

2. Local park standards based on activities and recreational preferences 

rather than on area of land point to a "neighbourhood recreation and parks 

program" in which facilities, general improvements, supe rvision and 

maintenance of parks would play a larger role than is the caae at present. 

Conversely, the role of land in this package would be reduced both 

conceptually and in practice. Conceputally, park land itself would be 

considered just an element rather than as the locus of the recreation program. 

In practice, this may lead to a relatively greater attention being paid to and 

a larger proportion of the municipal park and recreation fund being directed 
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to non-land items -- for instance on supervision, on acquisition and 

maintenance of facilities, on landscaping, etc. 

3. Large parcles of land are necessary for certain types of recreation 

such as organized field sport. However, not many park visitors indulge 

in these activities. Also, these participants are in a relatively mobile 

age group (10 years to 19 years). On the other hand, the most popular 

park activities are those that do not require much land to support them. 

It would appear, therefore, that parks serving the residents of a residential 

neighbourhood, may be of two types: small parkettes, sprinkled throughout 

tthe residential areas of the city which are well endowed with facilities and 

supervised. These may be less than an acre in area. Supplementing these 

parks would be larger parks, several acres in area, but spaced far apart, so 

tthat these parks can serve several neighbourhoods. 

According to this concept the parkettes would be intensively used for active 

recreation which are supported by the park facilities. It would be used by 

children of a younger age group generally. The larger parks vo uld be used 

extensively for activities which require a large land area, field games oke 

soccer, baseball, etc. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 

S c h o o l o f Community an d R e g i o n a P l a n n i n g 
U n i v e r s i t y o f B r i t i s h C o l u m b i a . 

F a c t o r s I n f l u e n c i n g L o c a l P a r t Use 
t h e V a n c o u v e r A r e a 

R e c o r d o f C a l l s : 

D a t e Time R e s u l t ( R i n g Code) 

1. I / P I , R,RO 

2. I , P I , R,RO 

3. I , P I , R,RO 

Code: I n t e r v i e w , P a r t i a l I n t e r v i e w , R e f u s a l 
R e s p o n d e n t Out. 

H e l l o , I am a s t u d e n t a t t h e U n i v e r s i t y o f 
B r i t i s h C o l u m b i a . I am d o i n g a s u r v e y o f 
n e i g h b o u r h o o d p a r k s a n d p l a y g r o u n d u s e i n t h i s 
a r e a . F o r t h i s I am i n t e r v i e w i n g members o f 
s e l e c t e d h o u s e h o l d s and am a s k i n g them q u e s t i o n s 
on how t h e y u s e p a r k s i n t h e i r n e i g h b o u r h o o d . The 
i n f o r m a t i o n o b t a i n e d f r o m members o f y o u r h o u s e h o l d 
a l o n g w i t h a n s w e r s o f s e l e c t e d h o u s e h o l d s w i l l h e l p 
i n t h e d e s i g n o f p a r k s a c c o r d i n g t o p e o p l e s n e e d s . 
Y o u r a n s w e r s w i l l b e c o m p l e t e l y c o n f i d e n t i a l . The 
i n t e r v i e w s w i l l be s h o r t . I f e e l members o f y o u r 
h o u s e h o l d w i l l e n j o y d i s c u s s i n g t h e q u e s t i o n s . 
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A d d r e s s I n t e r v i e w e e 

M a l e h e a d 

H o u s e h o l d no. F e m a l e h e a d 

C h i l d s e x 

O t h e r s e x 

F i r s t o f a l l , d i d y o u v i s i t any o f t h e p a r k s 
i n y o u r n e i g h b o u r h o o d d u r i n g t h e summer? 

a. K e n s i n g t o n 

b. J o n e s 

c . Tecumseh 

d. G o r d o n 

e. no p a r k ( i f answer i s no p a r k go t o 6) 

How many t i m e s p e r week on an a v e r a g e d i d y o u 
v i s i t t h e s e p a r k s ? 

a . K e n s i n g t o n 

b. J o n e s 

c. Tecumseh 

d. G o r d o n 

R o u g h l y how l o n g d i d y o u s p e n d i n t h e s e p a r k s 
on e a c h o c c a s i o n ? 

a . K e n s i n g t o n 

b. J o n e s 

b. Tecumseh 

c. G o r d o n 

What were y o u r d o m i n a n t a c t i v i t i e s i n t h e s e 
p a r k s ? 

1 i i i i i i v v v i v i I v m i x 
a . K e n s i n g t o n 
b. J o n e s 

c . Tecumseh 
d. G o r d o n 



i . took a walk 

i i . sat i n the park 

i i i . supervised 
c h i l d r e n ' s play 

i v . sat i n the 
park 

•145 
v. played team sports 

formally 

v i . played team sports 
i n f o r m a l l y 

v i i . used the pool 

v i i i . used play 
equipment 

i x . other 

5. Why do you not v i s i t the parks i n your 
neighbourhood? (If respondent has answered 
p o s i t i v e l y to question #1 the question i s : 
Why do you not v i s i t parks more o f t e n ) : 

% a. no time 

b. not i n t e r e s t e d 

c. o l d age 

d. have own 
yard 

nothing to do i n park 

no supervision 

too f a r 

other 

/ 
6. What do you think i s missing i n the parks i n 

your area? 

a. not enough f a c i l i t i e s 
f o r c h i l d r e n 

b. not enough f a c i l i t i e s 
f o r adults 

I 
c. no pool ~ 

d. lack trees and 
vegetation 

e. no s u p e r i v i s i o n 

f. okay 

g. other 

7. May I have your age please? 

a. 4 y r s . and under 

b. 5-9 y r s . 

c. 10-14 y r s . 

d. 15-19 yrs, 

e. 20-64 yrs, 

f. 65 y r s . _ 

May I ask what the occupation of the head of 
the family i s ? (ask only of one member of . 
the household) 

\ 
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A r e t h e r e any f u r t h e r comments y o u w i s h t o make 
c o n c e r n i n g t h e p h y s i c a l c o n d i t i o n s o f t h e p a r k s 
i n y o u r a r e a , t h e i r f a c i l i t i e s a n d y o u r 
f e e l i n g s t o w a r d them g e n e r a l l y . 


