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INTRODUCTION

Parks are essential to the physical, social, environmental, and economic health of
a community. For about the past 15 years, agencies and researchers have often

focused planning efforts on addressing “proximity” to parks as being key to
community equity. For example, the National Recreation and Park Association ‘ ’
(NRPA), The Trust for Public Land, and the Urban Land Institute have been leading

a nationwide movement, the “10-minute walk campaign,” to ensure that there’s

- . . . . MINUTE
a great park within a 10-minute walk of every person, in every neighborhood, in
every city across America (https://www.nrpa.org/our-work/partnerships/initiatives/10-minute-walk/).

Historically, level of service (LOS) analysis has looked mostly at availability of the number of components
(known as capacity analysis — or X number of amenities per 1,000 population) and the proximity of those
components to residents. The academic research is now questioning whether availability and proximity
are really the key driving elements for participation and use (Cohen et al. 2017; Layton, 2016). NRPA and
GP RED have suggested that the primary aspects of community use (participation) are both: 1)
availability of program locations and facilities (proximity of the components of a community system),
and also 2) satisfaction with and awareness of those components. In 2018, GP RED was contracted by
NRPA to look at exploring, “How the aspects of proximity to and awareness of parks and recreation
(P&R) components are perceived, and how may they potentially affect usage of our community P&R
systems.” The research explored both objective proximity (actual measured distance from one’s home to
a park), perceptions of proximity (how far they think they are from a park), along with awareness of
availability (do they know or can they find out where the parks and facilities are).

This report includes a summary of relevant literature, along with aggregated analysis of results from 119
previous random sampling surveys from diverse communities conducted since 2005 during professional
P&R planning projects. A case study was included to provide analysis of awareness and proximity issues
for two agencies, Cary, North Carolina, and Montgomery County, Maryland, using component-based
methods for levels of service analysis, and available marketing documents and input from these
agencies. Key elements of awareness, potential strategies (e.g. marketing, social media, signage, and
wayfinding), and key management takeaways were examined.

The literature identified that objective and subjective awareness levels of parks and amenities are not
often in alignment. Key factors for awareness appear to be age, income, education level, marital status,
and whether children are present in the home. Of the variables examined from the case analysis, the
only variable that showed significant correlation in this study was related to quality — design and
ambiance (D&A). Interestingly, a higher score for D&A nearby was correlated with lower awareness
reported of parks and amenities overall. Proximity to a park, number of parks nearby, size of the parks,
and other variables analyzed were not significant factors. The answer for this finding was not apparent.
It is possible that the presence of a higher quality park nearby increases thoughts that other nice parks
and services might be available within the community, and this stimulates an interest in knowing more
about them, leading to a positive relationship between park use and the desire for greater awareness of
park offerings (thus the self-reported indication that people feel that they are not aware of other
offerings).
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A suggested overview is provided for a comprehensive marketing and communications plan, with
attention to various communication channels, safety and perception of safety, along with cohesive
wayfinding, signage, and identity. An agency “checklist” is provided to help agencies select strategies to
go forward with goals and mechanisms to increase awareness, participation, and usage.

TO BEGIN - A THEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW

The authors met and discussed the data available from previous joint professional practice projects and
other research that may be relevant for this study, along with a timeline and allocation of roles for
completion. To complete this research, strong emphasis was first placed on reviewing the available
peer-reviewed literature as related to the research questions. Later in this report, the themes identified
are further explored relative to the results from the aggregated survey data and case study results.

GUIDING CONCEPTS FOR THE THEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW

There are multiple reasons for investigating awareness. A primary one is the concern for public health.
Public greenspace lands and other areas generally referred to as parks have long been associated with
improved public health and well-being (Schultz, et al., 2016). Originally implemented as policy elements
to promote the health, safety, and welfare of residents of industrializing cities with deteriorating urban
conditions in the 1800s (Crompton, 2010; Stanley, Stark, Johnston, & Smith, 2012), parks remain
important components of public health today. While many of the unsafe and unsanitary conditions of
cities from the past have been mitigated, modern lifestyles associated with urban living have brought on
new ills related to stress, poor diets, and a lack of physical activity. The result has been an increase in
obesity, cardio vascular disease, Type 2 diabetes, and other chronic diseases. Recent research supports
the assertion that exposure to parks can reduce the incidence and effects of illnesses. It is important
that people are aware of the parks and recreation opportunities available to them. This review of the
literature was intended to get a sense of what has been published on awareness and proximity as
related to park and recreation (P&R), and the role these aspects play in maximizing the benefits of parks.

Given that parks have been determined to be associated with healthy behaviors and beneficial health
outcomes, ensuring that people know they exist, where to find them, and what they can do there, as
well as their perception of the quality and other characteristics of the park, are important determinants
of whether they will actually use the park. As Lacky & Kaczynski (2009) point out, people cannot make
use of neighborhood resources for physical activity if they are not aware of them. Kirtland, et al. (2003)
found that those who meet physical activity guidelines, or who are reporting at least some physical
activity, had greater agreement with access to recreation — higher awareness.

Bailey, et al. (2014) remarked that how one perceives their environment compared with what is
observable by others can have different impacts on health and related behaviors and outcomes. They
called for improved measurement, “to disentangle the complex relationships between how one
perceives and responds to their environment,” and how these relationships operate in varying
geographic contexts. They point out that previous studies have found moderate to poor agreement
between perceived and objectively collected data.
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They conclude that increasing awareness may prove more effective in some circumstances than adding
to or modifying the physical environment as an intervention aimed at improving health. They also posit
that the converse — modifying surroundings regardless of how they are perceived by people — may
initiate behavior changes as well. Bailey et al. posit that modifying the built environment is a utilitarian
intervention with broad population reach, but that the effectiveness of modifications to some extent
hinges on the residents’ perceptions, that is, “their awareness of opportunities and barriers for certain
behaviors” (p 217).

LITERATURE REVIEW METHODOLOGY

The focus of this literature review was primarily on local community parks rather than national parks
and wilderness areas. This literature review was not intended as a comprehensive systematic survey of
all available literature on awareness, but rather as an exploratory and thematic look at what exists in
peer-reviewed publications. The review began with a search on the NCSU Summons site for the terms
“awareness of parks.” This yielded 300,830 results; however, a review of the first 100 results showed
that relatively few were related to the topic of interest. The search terms were refined to “awareness of
local parks,” which yielded 153,538 results. A review of the first 100 showed similar limitations. A closer
look at what is meant by “awareness” reveals that it refers to the relationship between what one
perceives to exist and what can be objectively measured to exist. This suggests interest in the
perceptions that people have of their local environment and how these compare with objective
measures of that environment. A search for “accuracy of perceived versus objectively measured local
environments” returned 879 results, with somewhat better relevance. Many of these were related to
health, though in ways that have little to do with parks and the outdoors and more to do with other
environments such as workplaces and offices. Nonetheless, a number of the first 100 returns showed
promising relevance to the topic of concern here. Those articles were reviewed, and references cited in
them were gone over to trace a path through the literature. Eventually, the references within the
articles being reviewed tended to refer back to ones that had already been reviewed, indicating that a
level of saturation had been reached. This suggests that, while not comprehensive, the literature review
presented here identifies the major themes and concepts related to the subject of awareness and parks.

OVERVIEW OF KEY IDENTIFIED THEMES

A concern for the level of awareness that people have for parks first appears, though in a limited way, in
the literature several decades ago, when the need arose for park agencies to justify their value in order
to compete for resources among other services normally provided by local governments (Gold, 1977). A
few articles published at that time seem to have served the need and became standard references that
were cited over the next couple of decades, during a gap in the literature on awareness. A 1984 study by
Spotts & Stynes investigated park familiarity levels in relation to variables including the distances
between residences and parks, personal characteristics of the individual, and park characteristics. This
seminal study continues to be cited in today’s literature, indicating that few other studies like it have
been conducted in the intervening years, or perhaps that other studies have not added new information
to that which they provided.

Things started to change in the first decade of the 21 century, when concern for the obesity epidemic
arose and funding for research became available to look at parks and other elements of the built
environment as possible ways to address it. Initially, researchers compared perceptions of the
environment with self-reported health conditions. As GIS and other technology became available,
researchers began to look at objective measures of the environment as well as perceived measures of it,
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and to compare these to one another. It became apparent that there was often much disagreement
between them, but that both are important correlates of individual behaviors and decisions that people
make that affect their health and well-being.

Much of the current literature focuses on the relationship between perceived access to parks and
various health outcomes, particularly physical activity, but also the potential for mental health and social
well-being. The research indicates that a number of variables affect the reliability and accuracy of
perceptions when compared to objective measurements. Variables related to the individual, such as
age, education level, income, and other variables can affect the outcomes, as can characteristics and
quality of the environment.

Figure 1: Timeline of Related Research Emphasis

1970 1980 1950 2000 2010 2020

Obesity Epidemic, 2000’s

Renewed interest
in perceptions - correlated
with behaviors
and health outcomes

Importance of awareness
for justifying value
in competition
for resources

Application of GIS
and objective measures

Seminal study on
awareness of parks

USE OF PARKS

In looking for ways to address public health through parks, a primary focus has been on the relationship
between the availability of parks — whether perceived or objective —and physical activity. Lackey &
Kaczynski (2007) found that participants who were able to achieve a match between perceived and
actual proximity to their closest park were more than one and a half times more likely to engage in at
least some park-based physical activity. Hoehner, et al. (2005) reported that people who perceived that
they had many places to exercise in their community and who reported more facilities within a 5-minute
walk were more likely to meet recommendations for physical activity. Likewise, people who live closer
to a park or trail use the facility more frequently than people who live farther away. However, they
found no direct association between the presence of recreational facilities and meeting recommended
levels for physical activity, suggesting that individual-level factors and other environmental supports
besides proximity must be present before a person engages in recommended levels of activity.
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The findings of Mowen et al. (2007) confirmed a significant
positive relationship between perceived park proximity and
park visitation frequency. However, they also found that
perceived park proximity was not significantly related to
park visitation duration. They reported that perceived park
proximity was more robust than objective park proximity in
relation to self-reported park visitation frequency and daily
physical activity. Perceived park proximity had significant relationships with reported park visitation
frequency, daily physical activity, and perceived health. They suggest that while objective distance
measures are important, individual awareness and perceptions of park environments may be important
prerequisites to physical activity.

While objective distance measures
are important, individual awareness
and perceptions of park

environments may be more
important (Mowen et al., 2007)

FACTORS AFFECTING AWARENESS

In general, research indicates that discordance between an individual’s perception of the environment
around them and objective measures of it is common (Spotts & Stynes, 1984). Researchers have found a
complex set of variables that may explain this phenomenon. Studies related to awareness of parks tend
to be focused on the ability of an individual to accurately identify the presence or absence of parks
within proximity to their home, estimate the quantity of parks available to them, and describe the
distance from home to a park. A few studies have begun to look at other perceptions, such as the quality
of a park and the features within it, or the safety of the park and its environs.

In general, people are not good at accurately
perceiving their environment

Quantity | =

Distance

PRESENCE/ABSENCE AND PROXIMITY

Lackey & Kaczynski (2009) found that only 18 percent of participants matched perceived proximity with
measured proximity to the closest park. They also found that nearly all participants perceived the closest
park to be more than 750 meters from home, when objective measurements showed that almost every
participant had at least one park within 750 meters from home. Lackey & Kaczynski cite other studies
where there were mismatches between perceived and measured proximity and concluded that overall,
the sources of disagreement have varied, but there is generally poor correspondence between
perceived and objective proximity to parks.
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Bailey et al. (2014) found that discordance was almost always the result of reported presence of a
destination by a participant when in fact the destination was not observed in an objective audit. In a
study of 12 different types of nonresidential destinations, parks, trails, and fitness centers were the
most discordant destinations (in order from most to least discordant) while golf courses, pharmacies,
and pools were the least discordant (in order of most to least).

Scott, et al. (2007) found that the percentage of girls reporting easy access to facilities was highest when
the nearest objectively measured facility was located within a half mile of home. With increasing
distance, accuracy of perception declined. The number of facilities within the first half mile strongly
predicted whether the girls would perceive them to be easily accessible. For most types of facilities, it
was both the number and proximity of objectively measured facilities and not the simple presence or
absence of facilities that predicted the girls’ perceptions. However, they point out that easy access may
mean different things to different people.

The ability of an individual to perceive the proximity and presence/absence of parks may be related to
both. Kirtland et al. (2003) hypothesized that one explanation for low levels of agreement between
perceived and objective measurements of physical environments could be people’s inability to
accurately perceive distances. They also say it is possible that shorter distances may enhance perception
of the presence of environmental supports in the neighborhood or community.

People are particularly poor at perceiving
The whether they have a park nearby

(Bailey et al. - 2014)

literature
indicates s

QUANTITY AND QUALITY

The presence of more parks and more features is associated with a better match between perceptions
and objective measures (Bailey et al., 2017; Lackey and Kaczynski, 2009; Lee et al., 2014). Bailey et al.
noted, however, that the “risk” for discordance — the accuracy with which individuals can identify the
number of destinations —inherently increases with density of destinations within the determined buffer.
Certain features, such as playgrounds and wooded areas, produce better matches than other features.
As such, the type of features matter, and parks that are larger or have more features may produce a
higher level of awareness in people (Lackey & Kaczynski, 2007).
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Lackey and Kaczynski also suggest that perceived distances and the ability to predict distances may be
influenced by the attractiveness of the end destination. Thus, people may be unaware of nearby parks
that are smaller and contain fewer features than they are of parks that are larger or possess unique
features. But they noted that this had not been empirically studied at the time of their writing (2007).
Spotts & Stynes (1984) found that new or less-developed parks were less widely known than older or
more heavily developed parks. They also found that size of the park and the percentage of the park’s
acreage in active uses or passive uses were less powerful predictors of familiarity with the park.

Lee et al. (2014) noted that the mere presence or absence of recreational facilities may not be sufficient
to support physical activity, and that other features of such facilities may also determine facility use.
This suggests that awareness of the features and characteristics of parks is important in addition to
simply knowing whether or not a park exists.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INDIVIDUAL

While awareness can be affected by the quantity, quality, and proximity of parks within the
environment, characteristics of the individual also affect awareness. In fact, individual and social
determinants may outweigh environmental ones in relation to visitation of park and recreation facilities
(Mowen et al., 2007). People perceive their environments based on various types of lifestyle behaviors,
including individual transportation routes, personal beliefs, and cultural values, and judge the
environment according to their own desires and expectations (Kirtland et al., 2003). Age is a key variable
in awareness, with older people generally less aware than younger ones (Bailey et al., 2014; Spotts &
Stynes, 1984; Lackey & Kaczynski, 2007; Scott, et al., 2007). However, older people may be more aware
of the presence of a particular park but less aware of specific features in parks than younger ones,
particularly if they have lived in the neighborhood longer (Bailey, et al., 2014; Spotts & Stynes, 1984,
Lackey & Kaczynski, 2007). Scott, et al. (2007) noted that most research to date had focused on
perceptions of adults, yet obesity among children and youth is also a significant issue, and perception of
park access may be an important consideration in mitigating the issue.

Other factors that affect awareness include income, education level, marital status, and the presence of
children under the age of 12 in the home (Bailey et al., 2014; Lackey & Kaczynski, 2007). Lackey &
Kaczynski (2007) found that matches between perceived proximity to a park were significantly more
likely for participants with at least a college education and that persons living in a household with a child
under 12 were almost twice as likely to correctly match perceived and actual proximity. The physical
fitness of an individual may also be associated with awareness of parks (Bailey et al., 2014). Lackey &
Kaczynski (2007) found that overweight or obese individuals were significantly less likely to achieve a
match than individuals who owned a membership to a fitness facility. Scott et al., (2007) noted that
people who play organized sports or take recreational classes may be more likely to notice facilities that
provide such opportunities.

SAFETY AND PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY

An individual’s perceptions of crime and other aspects of their environment may also be important.
Lackey and Kaczynski (2007) found that perceptions of neighborhood safety were unrelated to achieving
a match on proximity. However, they found that participants who reported high neighborhood cohesion
had better matches on proximity. Oddly, Lackey and Kaczynski found that people who perceived their
neighborhood as high in aesthetics had significantly lower odds of achieving a match on proximity. Scott
et al. (2007) point out that women, children, and long-term residents of a place may perceive their
neighborhood as a smaller place than others, as might foreign-born residents, individuals with lower
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levels of education, lower income residents, and those with fewer family and friends in the immediate
area. They noted that someone who walks or uses public transportation may be limited to a smaller
geographic area, but may have a better knowledge of what is there.

The perception that a community or local environment may be unsafe is a factor that can lead to a
reduction in use over time. This can be either through perceptions or realities of crime or other
unsanctioned behaviors, or related to traffic and transportation. While users of parks tend to perceive
them as safe and nonusers perceive them as unsafe, people who are insufficiently active may be better
at achieving higher matches for perceived vs. objective safety and crime in recreation facilities. It is
uncertain whether an ability to accurately predict safety prevents individuals from using facilities that
would promote more physical activity or if use of facilities promotes a false impression of their safety
(Kirtland et al., 2003). For example, one barrier to activity participation may be the safety or perception
of safety from parent or youth around how youth get to an activity location (Friedan & Dietz, 2010).
Research has shown that unsupervised out-of-school time is associated with various negative youth
outcomes. Juvenile crime rates and other non-sanctioned behaviors occur most frequently between 3
and 6 p.m. in the afternoon, just after students are released from school and when they have nothing to
do. (Kremer, Maynard, Polanin, Vaughn, & Sarteschi, 2014). The National Institute of Out of School Time
(NIOST) provides many studies which suggest that during this time period, youth are most likely to
become victims of crime; engage in destructive behaviors (graffiti, vandalism); be in or cause car
accidents; and engage in risky behaviors, such as smoking, alcohol abuse, drugs, and sexual intercourse
(https://www.niost.org/).

There is evidence to suggest that community-based programs, such as those often offered by P&R and
other providers, can provide alternative positive activities that can help improve safety and health
(Godbey & Mowen, 2010; Kremer et al., 2014). Fear of crime or perception of safety has been shown to
be related to lower physical activity and outdoor recreation (Shinew, Stodolska, Roman, & Yahner,
2013). Increasing police and adult presence in parks and other recreation and trails areas, along with
positive messaging and creation of a safe culture, has been recommended. Moreover, efforts must be
made to reduce any gang problems. If perceptions of unsafe conditions, or actual crime is present, there
are specific tactics and strategies that can be implemented to address the issues. Working closely with
public safety officials can be key to establishing strong positive community environment (Newman, Fox,
Flynn, & Christeson, 2000). Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) can also help.
CPTED is defined as a multi-disciplinary approach for reducing crime through urban and environmental
design and the management and use of built environments (www.cpted.net). CPTED strategies aim to
help activate spaces through positive programming, reduce victimization, deter offender decisions that
precede criminal acts, and build a sense of community among inhabitants so they can gain territorial
control of areas and reduce opportunities for crime and fear of crime. CPTED is pronounced “sep-ted,”
and it is known around the world as Designing Out Crime, defensible space, and other similar terms.

URBAN VS. RURAL ENVIRONMENTS

One aspect of awareness that has not been fully explored in the literature is the difference between
urban and rural environments. Most studies on awareness of parks have focused on urban situations,
and few have explored the role of suburban or rural communities in awareness (Bailey et al., 2014).
Respondents from a large metro area may not view their environment in the same way as respondents
in other areas, such as smaller metros, suburbs, and rural areas (Kirtland et al. 2003). Scott et al. (2007)
noted that people who live in metropolitan areas define their neighborhoods as smaller than those who
live in rural areas. Bailey et al. (2014) found that agreement between perceived and objective presence
of various nonresidential destinations was consistently higher for households located in rural areas, and
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this discrepancy was particularly clear for parks, with 66 percent agreement in rural areas vs. 30 percent
in suburban areas and 34 percent in urban areas. Further exploration of these differences may prove
meaningful to the provision of parks and recreation services in all areas.

GOING FORWARD

This review of the literature suggests that awareness of parks is an important part of ensuring that they
provide the maximum benefits to people. While this thematic review does not claim to be a
comprehensive accounting of all of the literature available related to awareness of parks, certain
conclusions can be drawn. Foremost is that the study of awareness, how it relates to support for parks,
the use of parks, and the positive and negative effects of parks on individuals and society, are relatively
new areas of study, and there are many gaps. The focus of the literature is primarily limited to
comparisons of perceived and objectively measured presence and proximity of parks. Further
investigations into awareness of the features, quality, safety, and other characteristics of parks, and how
these relate to multiple dimensions of health such as mental and social wellbeing, are warranted to fill
the gaps.

One important starting point is to address in future research is the ambiguity in the term “park” itself.
For example, Lackey & Kaczynski (2007) point out that when conducting their study, they did not know
what participants defined to be a park when estimating the distance to one from their home. They
suggest that future studies use qualitative or other methods to investigate how residents perceive and
define parks and what factors limit or enhance their awareness of parks as neighborhood features.
Other refinements to the methods by which awareness is studied and measured are needed as well.
Kirtland et al. (2003) suggest that since perception is more accurate closer to one’s home, researchers
should consider using even shorter distances, such as the street or block, when assessing local
environmental supports for physical activity. Scott et al., (2007) point out that studies have focused on
adults and recommend that because the number and proximity of objectively measured facilities are
most directly related to adolescent girls perceiving them, future studies should incorporate both
dimensions in their analyses.

AGGREGATED COMMUNITY SURVEYING

Working on behalf of GP RED, the authors explored a variety of data sources to examine the driving
influences on recreation participation associated with physical proximity and awareness of facilities. RRC
Associates staff focused on examining primary data that has been collected by the firm through
statistically-valid parks and recreation community surveys, usually obtained as a part of needs
assessments, often in collaboration with GreenPlay. RRC consolidated data to permit recreation
participation and awareness to be analyzed using representative survey responses collected from a wide
variety of towns, cities, special districts, and counties. Between 2005 and May 2018, RRC and GreenPlay
had jointly conducted approximately 115 mail or email-based survey programs in communities around
the U.S. with approximately 98,000 surveys returned. RRC tasks included data consolidation, data
cleaning; preliminary data analysis using various statistical techniques; and aggregated reporting,
graphing, and analysis of results.
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This following summary report provides an overview of the primary data collection and interpretation
process and outlines findings. Further, it identifies topical areas where the data may be applied to
hypothesis testing and exploration of insights.

METHODS OF DATA CONSOLIDATION

The data consolidation process began by aggregating survey data from various studies into a master
data file, followed by a process of sorting and cleaning the dataset. The size of the master data file made
working with the data challenging, so a main focus was to eliminate variables that asked respondents to
provide open-ended answers. By removing the open-ended comments from the master data set,
responses from 119 surveys were consolidated, decreasing the size of the master data file by about 9
million lines of text/numbers.

The team was then able to examine each survey question, determine which questions were relatively
standard, and to organize results in data dictionaries using Tableau and Excel. The purpose of the
dictionary approach was to assign a standard name to all variables that represented relevant question
themes. For example, initially there were 10 different variables that represented age of respondent. The
dictionary assigned all 10 of those variables to one common name, age, in the master data file.

OVERVIEW OF THE DATABASE AND RESULTANT VARIABLES

In total, the study is based on 119 community-wide random surveys. Of these, 116 were sufficiently
comparable to be merged into the final Tableau workbook. In the end, the team identified 25 different
variables for analysis. For example, for age, the consolidation process yielded data from 58 potential
community surveys that contained age variables. Other primary variable examples identified related to
importance from the literature review were income, household makeup (including marital status), race,
and the geographic location of the community in which the survey was conducted. These variables
emerged as of limited interest on their own, but when used to segment, other variables, the measures
provided additional insight. An example of the results from the merged age question from 58
communities is provided. The mean (average) reported ages ranged from 41 in the Washington Park
neighborhood of Denver, Colorado, to 63, in Bella Vista Village, Arkansas (a recreational community run
by a property owners association).
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Figure 2: Average Age of Survey Respondents
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A full summary of the survey aggregation results is available by emailing TeresaP@GPRED.org. The
following sections provide highlights of key results identified following statistical analysis. From the
investigation, three primary questions emerged that provided significant data to inform this research
topic.

Three Primary Questions Around Awareness Analyzed

1) What are the reasons for non-use of Parks and Recreation?
How do they currently find out about Parks and Recreation in their community?
How do they prefer to receive information on programs and facilities?

2)
3)
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One of the primary questions analyzed, with data available from 37 communities (34,429 responses),
was why respondents do not use the P&R offerings in their community. As expected, time limitation was
the most frequently identified answer (35%); however, the perception that they are not aware of the
programs or facilities offered was the next most frequently identified (29%) reason. Lack of facilities or
amenities or price were only reported by 14 percent of the respondents.

Figure 3: Reasons for Non-Use of Parks and Recreation Offerings

If you or anyone else in your household DOES NOT use parks or recreation offerings, why not?
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However, this question yielded significant differences in answers for respondents based on segmented
analysis using variables that d