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Executive Summary 
 

Physical activity can provide wide-ranging benefits to health, including reduced risk for type 2 
diabetes, hypertension, heart disease, and many cancers.  In addition, physical activity can 
reduce the risk for obesity, a central risk factor for many diseases.  The National Academy of 
Medicine in focusing on obesity prevention in the United States, recommends that 
communities increase access to places and opportunities for being physically active.  Common 
places to be physically active in the City of Knoxville are neighborhood and community parks, 
located throughout the City. 
 
The purpose of this report was to examine how residents of the City of Knoxville use their local 
park for physical activity.  Do all residents have equal access to parks?  And what features and 
amenities of the parks do people use?  Finally, what are the factors that residents consider in 
deciding whether to use or not use their park?  To answer these questions a variety of methods 
were used.  First, a sample of parks were selected for two one-week observations of physical 
activity, including morning, lunch, and evening hours.  Also, every park underwent an extensive 
audit of features, amenities, and aesthetics to establish a ‘park quality score’.  Next, surveys of 
residents across the city were collected to gather insights and feedback from residents about 
their physical activity and park use.  Finally, a series of key informant interviews and focus 
groups were conducted among residents to gain neighborhood level insight into perceptions of 
their local parks. 
 
After considering the data, both quantitative and qualitative, one overarching and six major 
conclusions are offered.  The main conclusion was that the City of Knoxville Parks are well 
maintained, distributed equitably – but are underutilized by residents.  Other conclusions were 
the following: 

1. The larger the park, the more opportunities for being physically activity, especially for 
adults. 

2. The park system is equitable in terms of access, features, aesthetics, and amenities. 
3. Knoxville city residents, especially in the East Park planning sector, do not consider the 

park system to be equitable. 
4. Parks are currently ‘child centric’ with very few features for physical activity among 

adults. 
5. Safe access to a park using active transportation (i.e., walking/biking), and public transit 

is lacking. 
6. Perceptions of safety traveling to, and while using a park, is greatest personal barrier to 

park use. 
 
With the above in mind, five general recommendations were made to increase the visits of 
residents to their local neighborhood park, visits that would ideally involve health-enhancing 
physical activity.  Key to these recommendations are community engagement and a partnership 
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between the City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation and the Knox County Health Department.  
The recommendations follow. 
 
 
Recommendation One: Increase Park User Engagement and Programming 

o Conduct ‘Park Environment and Safety Audits’ with local residents at their 
neighborhood park. 

o Increase physical activity programming throughout the park system, with a focus 
on the existing ‘Programs in the Park’ and ‘Adopt a Park’ initiatives. 
 

Recommendation Two: Increase Park and Physical Activity Community Awareness 
o Increase park and physical activity awareness by implementing a mass-media 

campaign. 
 

Recommendation Three: Renovate the Park Environment to Promote Park Visits  
       and Physical Activity 

o Create new park features that promote physical activity, especially walking, 
among adults by renovating existing parks.  

o Retrofit under-utilized athletic fields in existing parks to new physical activity 
features using feedback from local residents. 

o Install park wayfaring signage within neighborhood street networks and park 
maps that highlight features and amenities at all local neighborhood parks. 

o Assure that all local neighborhood parks have water fountains, restrooms/porta-
potties, and emergency call cylinders. 

o Emphasize the linkage of new greenways with existing parks as destinations of 
physical activity. 
 

Recommendation Four: Improve the Neighborhood Built Environment and Park Access 
o Continue to emphasize the linkage of parks with greenways to create active 

transit routes to parks. 
o Install safe street crossing at all street intersections adjacent to each park. 
o Incorporate bus stops, adjacent to park entrances, within Knoxville Area Transit 

(KAT) routes 
 

Recommendation Five: Enhance Partnerships for Promoting Physical Activity 
o Formalize the partnership between the City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation 

Department and the Knox County Health Department – both whom are essential 
to promoting the public health of residents. 

o Establish a physical activity coalition across a variety of sectors of the community 
(e.g., healthcare, faith-based groups, schools, etc.). 
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Introduction 
Being physically active is perhaps the most important way a person can lower their risk for 
developing chronic disease.  People who are active, or who become active, have much lower 
risk for hypertension, type 2 diabetes, heart disease, stroke, cancer, depression, and falls with 
injuries.  Figure 1 provides a more complete list of the benefits of being physically active.  In 
addition, physical activity can help people living with chronic health conditions (e.g., type 2 
diabetes) to better manage and control their condition (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2018). 
 
Figure 1. Heath Benefits Associated with Being Physically Active 
 

 
 
Just a single bout of moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (MVPA) can show immediate 
benefits in reducing blood pressure, improving insulin sensitivity, improving the quality of sleep, 
and leading to better cognitive function.  Ideally, to maximize the benefit of physical activity, an 
adult would need to acquire an equivalent of 150 minutes of moderate-intensity physical 
activity per week.  At that level a person can achieve 70% of the overall benefits associated with 
being active.  More extensive health benefits can be achieved by increasing these minutes of 
physical activity.  In addition to these aerobic physical activity guidelines, it’s recommended 
that physical activity take the form of muscle-strengthening activities done at least twice per 
week.  Of note, in 2017 only 1 out of 4 adults in the United States reported meeting both the 
aerobic and muscle-strengthening guidelines, a trend that has been gradually increasing 
(National Center for Health Statistics, 2019). 
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Physical Activity of Knoxville City Residents 
Despite the widespread knowledge of the benefits associated with being physically active, in 
2016, 34.0% of adults in the City of Knoxville reported being sedentary in their leisure-time 
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2019a).  More alarmingly, in the City of Knoxville 
there are neighborhoods with even higher levels of sedentary adults.  In fact, there are census 
tracts (Census tracts: 19, 20, 21, 67, and 68) in Southeast Knoxville where more than 45.8% of 
adults report being sedentary (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2019a).  Not 
surprisingly, the obesity prevalence rate for these census tracks is 41.2% compared to 27.7% for 
the county.  The diabetes rate for these census tracts is 18.9% - double the prevalence for Knox 
County as a whole (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2019a).  Also, these same tracts 
tend to have a higher proportion of minority and low-income households (Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, 2010). 
 
It is possible that these disparities in sedentary behavior and diabetes prevalence found across 
the City of Knoxville are related to inequities in the availability of places or facilities, both public 
and private, to be physically active (Taylor, Floyd, Whitt-GLover, & Brooks, 2007).  Very simply 
put, perhaps adults living in these at-risk census tracts within Knoxville don't live in 
neighborhoods with nearby parks and fitness facilities.  In the United States, neighborhoods 
composed of more low-income or minority households have been found to have smaller 
numbers of the types of places needed for health-enhancing physical activity (Dajun, 2011).  
Furthermore, fees for private fitness facilities may pose a significant cost barrier for people 
living in low-income neighborhoods.  Thus, access to local parks and recreation facilities where 
people live may be the only opportunity to be active for these at-risk groups of people (Buchner 
& Gobster, 2007). 
 
Local Parks and Physical Activity 
Research shows that local parks are important spaces for physical activities (Buchner & 
Gobster, 2007; Kruger, Mowen, & Librett, 2007), and that the closer people live to a park the 
more likely they are to use the park to be active (Bancroft et al., 2015). The Trust for Public 
Land identified a 10-minute walk to have access to a quality park as a national goal for all 
people in the United States.  Research finds that if a person lives beyond this distance they will 
be much less likely to use their local park (Harnik & Simms).  Across the United States, 57% of 
adults are estimated to live within a 10-minute walk to a park. However, in the City of Knoxville 
only 48% of adults can walk to a local park within 10 minutes (The Trust for Public Land, 2019).  
With this in mind, it’s possible that people living in the at-risk areas of Knoxville mentioned 
above are 'park poor', with the proximity to a local park being a barrier to their being physically 
active (Sallis, Floyd, Rodriquez, & Saelens, 2012).  Alternatively, they may live near a park, but 
perceive that they don't have easy access to the park (National Recreation and Park 
Association). Other barriers at the individual level that are reasons for not using parks may 
include concerns for safety, a lack of social support, time, and not being aware of park 
amenities and services (Cordell, McDonald, Teasley, & et al., 1999; Scott & Munson, 1994). 
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There clearly is a need to understand why people who live in the areas of Knoxville at risk for 
diabetes and obesity are sedentary.  Are they sedentary because of individual factors, 
attributes of their neighborhood, including the proximity and access to local parks, or a 
combination of both?  And if they do live near parks, do the environmental characteristics of 
the park promote or hinder active visits to the park?  Local parks provide two opportunities to 
be active – first, the person in that neighborhood near the park can actively walk to the park 
and second, they can actively use the amenities found in the park (Buchner & Gobster, 2007).  
 
There are five environmental characteristics of a local park described below that might possibly 
impact the active use of a park (Bedimo-Rung, Mowen, & Cohen, 2005). 
 

• Park features.  These include the types of amenities, facilities, and programming 
available to park users. Examples might include the types of activity areas (e.g., sports 
fields, paths or trails, playgrounds), organized recreation activities, and security lighting. 

• Condition of park. This includes the conditions of the park features and amenities.  Is the 
park properly maintained?  Is the equipment perceived to be safe?  Are the physical 
surroundings disorderly?   

• Access to the park. Can people get to the park and can they easily move around in the 
park? 

• Park aesthetics. This includes how the features of the park are designed, the size and 
topography of the park, shade provided by trees, visual appeal, and perceived 
attractiveness. 

• Safety. This includes both objective and perceived safety of the park. 

Certainly, local parks and recreation environments are key contributors to health (Librett, 
Henderson, Godbey, & Morrow, 2007; Sallis et al., 2006; Taylor et al., 2007).  To address the 
local concerns in Knoxville specific to diabetes, obesity, and the underlying risk factor of 
sedentary behavior, a collaborative effort is needed to understand how people interact with 
their parks and recreation environment.  The fields of public health and park recreation need to 
collaborate to allow everyone the opportunity to achieve the highest quality of life (Librett et 
al., 2007). 
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Purpose 
A goal of the Knox County Health Department’s Project Diabetes, a state‐funded initiative from 
the Tennessee Department of Health, is to make physical activity an integral and routine part of 
life.  In particular, this goal focuses on fostering supportive policies and environments to 
increase physical activity in all Knox County residents.  With this goal in mind, the University of 
Tennessee at Knoxville (UTK) has prepared a report to better understand how parks and 
recreation relate to the health of the population with a specific focus on the City of Knoxville.  
This report has been prepared to provide both recreation and public health planners with 
insights into how City of Knoxville residents, particularly those living in high‐risk areas, interact 
with their local neighborhood parks.  These insights will focus on the following questions: 
 

1. Who uses local neighborhood parks?  Does this use vary by demographics? 
2. What type of physical activities are people doing when they visit a local neighborhood 

park? 
3. What portion of park visits can be considered to be 'active visits'? 
4. What neighborhood park features and amenities attract the most people? 
5. How equitable are geographic placement and facility quality across existing city parks? 
6. How accessible are city parks to nearby residents? 
7. What are the perceived park characteristics associated with promoting or hindering 

local neighborhood park use among residents living in at‐risk areas? 

Ideally, this report will aid in the development of a comprehensive plan to ensure all City of 
Knoxville residents have equal opportunities to be active and healthy using their local 
neighborhood park. 
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Methodology 
The report is based upon a mixed-methods approach to examine how city residents interact 
with their neighborhood park.  While more specific details of the methodology are located in 
the appendices, a brief description of the various methods follows. 
 
Quantitative Methods 
Park Physical Environment Audit.  An abbreviated version of the Environmental Assessment of 
Public Recreation Spaces (EAPRS) tool was used to measure three elements of each park of the 
City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation Department (COK Parks and Recreation) (Geremia, Cain, 
Conway, Sallis, & Saelens, 2019). The first element reflected the ‘Physical Activity’ potential of 
the park across 7 categories: trails, open spaces, pools, beaches, sidewalks, playsets, and 
athletic fields/courts.  The element titled ‘Amenities’ captured data on quality items related to 
seating, restrooms, eating/drinking facilities, bike racks, parking, and signage, etc.  Finally, the 
‘Aesthetics’ measure of the park was based on items such as the presence of meadows, 
streams, landscaping.  In total, 177 items were used to calculate the physical activity, amenity, 
and aesthetic elements.  An overall ‘Park Quality Score’ for each park was used to estimate 
whether people would use that park for physical activity or not.  Appendix A highlights the 
EAPRS methods and instrument. 
 
Physical Activity Direct Observation.  Physical activity, both active and passive, was assessed at 
12 selected parks across Knoxville.  Parks were selected based on the 7 City of Knoxville Parks 
and Recreation planning sectors.  However, parks in two sectors, Downtown and Northeast, 
were not suitable for observation due to parks that were not designed for being physically 
active.  Remaining sectors had two parks selected with the exception of the South sector, which 
because of a large acreage size had three parks.  The following parks were selected for the 
direct observation of physical activity (Alphabetical Order) and are mapped in Figure 2 below. 
 

• Cal Johnson 
• Charter Doyle 
• Edgewood 
• Fountain City 
• Harriet Tubman 
• Island Home 
• Lonsdale 
• Malcolm-Martin 
• Sam Duff 
• West Hills 
• Whitlow-Logan 
• World’s Fair 
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Figure 2.  Map of Parks undergoing Direct Observation of Physical Activities. 

 
 
The System for Observing Play and Recreation in Communities (SOPARC), a reliable and valid 
tool and process, was used to directly observe physical activity in the selected parks over two 
weeks, a week in October 2018 and a week in March 2019.  Observed physical activity during 
each week covered 4 days of the week (Monday, Wednesday, Saturday, and Sunday) at three 
time points each day (7:30-8:30 AM; Noon-1:00 PM; and 5:30-6:30 PM).  Each park was broken 
down into physical activity scan zones for the observations.  These physical activity zones 
ranged from 3 zones at Whitlow-Logan to 18 zones at West Hills, the largest park.  
Undergraduate Kinesiology students, two for each park, were trained in SOPARC and collected 
the data. 
 
Telephone/Facebook Survey.  City of Knoxville residents were surveyed on use of their local 
park, including their physical activity behaviors.  Residents were asked specifically about their 
perception of how their local neighborhood supports them being physically active, use of their 
local neighborhood park, and types of physical activities they had performed in the past month.  
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This survey was conducted via phone, both landline and cell.  In addition, Facebook 
advertisements were used in order to assure adequate representation of all age groups.  
Appendix C contains specific information on this survey. 
 
GIS Geocoded Data.  Several data points were geocoded in ArcGIS to provide data to enhance 
the level of statistical analysis.  These geocoded data included the following. 

• Street Intersection.  These data, gleaned from the telephone and web survey, allowed the team 
to calculate distance to the nearest park from the residence. 

• WalkScore. The research team also purchased WalkScore data based upon the street 
intersection measure above.  These data provided other distance and proximity measures to 
walking destinations (Walk Score, 2017).  The WalkScore is also a marker of opportunities or 
barriers for active transport to the park. 

 
Qualitative Methods 
Key Informant Interviews.  Using a semi-structured interview guide, key informant interviews 
were conducted regarding the physical environment of neighborhood parks, perceived 
accessibility to parks and recreation facilities, services offered at parks, the quality and 
condition of the recreation facilities, and local programming and policy initiatives for 
neighborhood parks.  Key informants were identified as individuals who play a central role in 
the 12 high priority census tracts as identified by the Knox County Health Department.  (See 
Figure 3 below for map of high priority census tracts.)  Data from the 500 Cities project (Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, 2019a)(CDC, 2016) and local life expectancy estimates were 
used to prioritize census tracts in Knoxville, Tennessee.  Because regular physical activity may 
decrease the risk of both coronary heart disease and type 2 diabetes, and may extend life 
expectancy (Moore et al., 2012), we used these health outcomes and no leisure-time physical 
activity to rank order the census tracts in Knoxville, Tennessee.  The 12 census tracts with the 
highest estimates for coronary heart disease among adults aged ≥18 years and diagnosed 
diabetes among adults aged ≥18 years as well as the lowest estimates for no leisure-time 
physical activity among adults aged ≥18 years and life expectancy were selected (Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, 2019a). In total, 36 key informants were interviewed. 
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Figure 3. High Priority Census Tracts Identified for Key Informant Interviews. 

 
 
Focus Group Interviews.  Focus group methodology, as suggested by Krueger & Casey (2014) 
and Patton (2015), was utilized to conduct 6 focus groups in 6 low-income communities (one 
focus group in each low-income community).  Six focus groups were held in the six census tracts 
with the most detrimental estimates for the health outcomes and no leisure-time physical 
activity; one in each census tract.  These census tracts were 14, 19, 20, 21, 67, and 68.  Focus 
group participants were recruited with the assistance of the Knox County Health Department 
and key informants in these areas.  Focus groups consisted of 5-15 participants, with the intent 
to capture perceptions of their local park and its influence on their physical activity behaviors.  
The barriers and facilitators to park use, the impact of physical inactivity and obesity in their 
lives, and the likelihood of developing chronic disease outcomes related to excess weight were 
also themes of interest.  
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Findings
Based upon the variety of methods, both quantitative and qualitative, the following findings are 
offered. 

Question 1: Who Uses Local Neighborhood Parks? 
Introduction: Using SOPARC data from the selected 12 parks that included 1,548 activity zone 
scans, we observed 3,961 residents using the parks over the course of this study.  Because of 
the sampling design, the profile of park users reflects the typical use across the entire park 
system.  A national study conducted in 2016 provides a good frame of reference for comparing 
Knoxville to the United States (Cohen, Han, Nagel, 2016 – A).  Figure 4 below shows a 
demographic profile of parks users in Knoxville. 

Figure 4.  Demographic Profile of Park Users in City of Knoxville Parks. 
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FINDING 1A: GENDER 
Males are more likely to use the park than females (53.8% vs. 46.2%).  This is not unexpected 
in that a national study using SOPARC found that 57% of park users were male (Cohen et al., 
2016). 

FINDING 1B: AGE 
Based upon the four age categories of SOPARC, park users do not reflect national estimates.  
(Cohen et al., 2016) 

• Compared to the nation, more adults (55% in Knoxville vs. 44% nationally) and older 
adults (6% in Knoxville vs. 4% nationally) in the City of Knoxville use parks.  

• Fewer children (30% in Knoxville vs 38% nationally) and teenagers (9% in City vs 13% 
nationally) use local City of Knoxville parks. 

 

FINDING 1C: RACE/ETHNICITY 
Minority residents use the parks in a much higher proportion than reflected by the Knoxville 
census (33.5% minorities directly observed in this study vs. 24.8% minorities in surrounding 
census areas).  The national survey of parks did not assess for race/ethnicity, so no direct 
comparisons are available. 

Key informants and focus group participants also reported that in various communities, 
immigrants from African and Latin American countries play soccer in parks. 

“Which is even stranger because we have a big African population, we have a lot of 
immigrants from Africa in this area, soccer is a big thing. We have a lot of immigrants 
from Hispanic countries... Everybody plays soccer. It’s like the universal language, why 
would you not... So, they’re beginning to have it over here where we live!”   (Focus group 
participant) 

 

Finding 1D: Overall Park Use 
City of Knoxville Parks are underutilized by residents, especially in low-income areas.  This 
finding is based upon the fact that 61.6% of all activity zones (e.g., courts, open space, 
playgrounds), across all observed parks, were found to be empty with no one using that area of 
the park.  Also, the parks located in low-income census tracts (N=4) had significantly higher 
empty physical activity zone rates compared to parks in areas associated with higher incomes 
(74.9% vs. 56.4%; p=<0.0001).  A profile of the percentage of empty activity zones by park is 
found below in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Empty Activity Zones (%) by Park 

 
 

We also note the following findings that are highlighted in Table 1. 

• Smaller neighborhood parks, which have fewer activity zones by design, have much 
lower use than larger community parks.   

• Parks get significantly more use during the weekdays than the weekend.  Not reported 
in Table 1, but Sunday is the day associated with the lowest level of use (68.0 of activity 
zones are empty). 

• Park use is lowest in the morning hours (83.1% empty) and highest during evening 
hours, with 6 out 10 zones having people present. 

• Athletics fields and courts are the most underutilized area of the observed 12 parks.  
The park activity zone with the greatest use across the 12 parks were the pavilions, 
regardless of their location in the park.  And as noted later in the report, park users in 
pavilions use the park for more passive, sedentary activities. 
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Table 1.  Empty Activity Zones by Observation and Park Characteristics. 
  

Empty (%)         P-value 
Type of Park 

  
p=0.0819  

Neighborhood A 63.2 
 

 
CommunityB 58.1 

 

Day of Week 
 

p<0.0448  
Weekday 59.1 

 
 

Weekend 64.1 
 

Time of Day 
  

p<0.0001  
Morning 83.1 

 
 

Noon 58.1 
 

 
Evening 43.6 

 

Type of Activity Zone 
 

p<0.0001  
Athletic Field 75.0 

 
 

Athletic Court 71.1 
 

 
Playground 64.4 

 
 

Open Space 55.2 
 

 
Pavilion + Open Space 46.7 

 
 

Pavilion + Athletics 36.1 
 

Notes: 
ANeighborhood park is a close-to-home park within an easy walk or drive. 
BCommunity park is a more regional park that has a wide range of activities and tends to be a larger 
park. 

Data gleaned from key informant interviews substantiate the finding that City of Knoxville parks 
are underutilized, especially by low-income residents. Key informants reported their lack of 
park use (based on the results of the brief demographic survey they completed).  In the last 30 
days, the 36 key informants on average visited a park on only 4 days (range 0-25 days; mode = 0 
days; median = 1 days).  Several key informants mentioned that most people do not use parks 
as often as they could or should.  Nevertheless, according to interviewees, parks are in fact 
used for a variety of reasons, including the following. 

• Use for physical activity: activities mentioned included walking, dog walking, bike riding, 
tennis, soccer, basketball, baseball, fishing, skateboarding, disc golf, pickle ball, and 
organized sports. 

• Use of playgrounds and other equipment. 
• Use of pavilions, gazebos, or picnic tables to mingle, grill, and eat. 
• Religious services:  some churches hold an annual service in the parks. 
• Community and family celebrations. 
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“Uh, well, the park in my neighborhood, well, it’s actually not quite where I'm from, but it’s 
the park that I visit the most often. It’s Victor Ashe Park it’s off of Pleasant Ridge road and 
the reason I go there is because of...I don’t really use any of the facilities there other than 
just go for walking on the trails and usually picnics. But, sometimes I'll watch games, 
soccer games. You know, that go on over there, but I don’t really, really, do anything 
active there other than just walk and enjoy setting...the setting.”  (Key Informant) 
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Question 2: What Type of Physical Activities are Residents doing when 
  they visit a Local Neighborhood Park? 

Table 2 below provides an overview of the primary types of observed physical activity across 
physical activity zones by gender.  It should be noted that of the 1,548 scans of physical activity 
zones over the course of this study, 70.5% of zones had no people present.  Only 3 of 10 
physical activity zones had at least one person observed.  Of those occupied physical activity 
zones, here are the primary activities that were observed. 

Table 2.  Primary Observed Physical Activities by Gender 

Females Males 
Frequency    % Frequency     % 

Walking 124 29.3 Walking 128 26.2 
Climbing/Sliding 69 16.3 Climbing/Sliding 69 14.1 
Sitting 57 13.4 Sitting 60 12.3 
Picnic 32 7.6 Basketball 45 9.2 
Racquet Sport 31 7.3 Racquet Sport 36 7.4 
Standing 30 7.1 Standing 28 5.7 
Jogging/Running 19 4.5 Picnic 27 5.5 
Cycling 15 3.5 Jogging/Running 26 5.3 
Basketball 12 2.8 Cycling 5 3.8 
Tag/Chasing 10 2.4 Soccer 9 1.8 
Soccer 5 1.2 Tag/Chasing 9 1.8 
Baseball 4 0.9 Baseball 8 1.6 
Lying Down 4 0.9 Football 6 1.2 
Aerobics 2 0.5 Other 6 1.2 
Reading 2 0.5 Aerobics 4 0.8 
Skate Boarding 2 0.5 Lying Down 4 0.8 
Other 2 0.5 Child Racquet Play 3 0.6 
Fitness Stations 1 0.2 Muscle Strengthening 1 0.2 
Dance 1 0.2 Volleyball 1 0.2 
Volleyball 1 0.2 Reading 1 0.2 
Child Racquet Play   1 0.2 Skate Boarding 1 0.2 

Both key informants and focus group participants mentioned a variety of physical activities 
done at the parks.  None mentioned the type of physical activity by gender. 

“Victor Ashe there’s also frisbee golf. You can fish I believe. They have a stock pond there. 
Um, when I can get to the park, we normally ride bikes and things like that. There’s also 
um like a volleyball, beach sand volleyball, whatever you wanna call it. I’m no good at it so 
I don’t play it. Um, so things like that.”   (Focus group participant) 
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“At Holston Park they have soccer. In the middle of Holston Park. You can walk the park.  I 
walk the park. Dogs walk the park. They have lots of good things in that park.”  (Focus 
group participant) 

 

“Oh gosh, most of the time while I’m there it’s disc golf and soccer.  It’s the two things that 
everybody...and then everybody’s walking on the walking trail.  Those are probably the 
three things that I see the most often out there.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

FINDING 2A: SEDENTARY ACTIVITIES 
Sedentary-related activities (e.g., sitting, standing, lying down) are the most commonly 
observed activities for both females and males.  As noted in the sedentary actives (i.e., sitting, 
lying down, reading, and picnicking) in table 2 above, for females, 29.5%, roughly 3 out of 10 
visits to a park, involved sedentary behavior.  For men, 24.3%, or 1 out of 4 visits, involved a 
sedentary behavior. 

Focus group participants acknowledged engagement in sedentary activities at parks. 

“Or you can go there to read, or just relax.” 

 

“So, when I go to the park, I look for an open area, I look for a barbecue grill, and I look for 
a pavilion.  Those three areas are important to me.  I need the open area for my kids can 
play, I need the barbecue grill because I’m like king barbecue guy ever [laughs], and then I 
need the pavilion so that we can have shelter.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“Of course.  It’s a child who now has grew up in this neighborhood who is a teenager.  So 
now, they go to the park just to use the plugs.  They don’t play at the park, they use the 
electricity.  I thought, how sad is that?  Now this is their new escape place to plug their 
phones up. So now, what used to be healthy social time, is now another place for them to 
isolate themselves to do whatever and to what now is destroying people’s life.  I mean, I 
didn’t have phones growing up.  Social time was gathering at parks.  I had to go out my 
way to go meet my friends.”  (Focus group participant) 
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FINDING 2B: MOST COMMON TYPE OF PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
Walking, a moderate-intensity physical activity, was the most commonly observed type of 
active physical activity for both females (29.3%) and males (26.2%), but levels were much 
lower than expected.  This is interesting in that walking is the most common type of physical 
activity nationally, and at much higher levels than seen in the City of Knoxville parks.  It is also 
interesting because 9 of the 12 observed parks included walking trails as a feature or allowed 
access to walking areas. 

This discrepancy also was noted between this project’s observed walking in the parks versus the 
self-reported walking obtained through a telephone survey of 851 adult residents across the 
City of Knoxville.  In the City of Knoxville, 65.9% of adults reported that they had walked for 
LTPA in the past month, a level mirroring the prevalence of walking in the United States.  In 
fact, Figure 6 below shows that walking was by far the most common form of LTPA among 
adults in the City.  Jogging and running, a more vigorous intensity form of walking, was the 2nd 
most popular form of LTPA.  The popularity of walking, jogging, and running for LTPA in the City 
of Knoxville demonstrates the need for safe areas for people to be active.  However, it appears 
that many adults elect not to do these types of activities at their local park.   

Figure 6.  Self-Reported Physical Activity of City of Knoxville Adult Residents: Past 30 Days. 
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Although walking prevalence estimates from the telephone survey and SOPARC observations 
vary, participants from the six focus groups reported walking as their main physical activity.  
Other types of physical activity were soccer, baseball, basketball, and Frisbee golf.  Additionally, 
focus group participants mentioned that concerns of safety reduced their willingness to walk in 
parks. 

“We use it walking around.  It’s a nice walking trail there, shaded and there is a picnic 
pavilion that we’ve used once or twice.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“Um Lakeshore is walking, baseball, soccer, lacrosse, sports, um, the play structure is what 
we use it for with our granddaughter.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“You fall over the bushes and nobody sees you in the deep of the woods.  They don’t have 
life alert out there.  Help I’ve fallen and I can’t get back up isn’t in there.  I’m not going in 
there.  Ain’t nobody going in those bushes.  It ain’t safe.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

FINDING 2C: ATHLETIC ACTIVITIES 
Very few physical activities, both directly observed and those self-reported, involved using an 
athletic field/court.  Among the directly observed primary activities at parks for females, only 
12.9% would be traditionally played on an athletic field/court.  This percentage was slightly 
higher among men at 22.2%.  The telephone data highlighted the possible low prevalence of 
adult LTPA in the city that might need an athletic field or court.  Only 1% of the LTPAs of female 
adults in the City of Knoxville would require a court or field (i.e., basketball and tennis).  And 
only 7.4% of LTPA among males would require a court or field.  As noted in table one, athletic 
field/courts are the most common type of feature to be underutilized. 

Despite this finding, focus group participants mentioned the lack of available athletic 
fields/courts.  It was perceived that non-participants of organized sports could not use the 
athletic fields/courts because the sport leagues had priority.  Many ballfields, in particular those 
located at local schools, are owned by Knox County Schools and perceived to be maintained by 
the City of Knoxville.  These ballfields are open to the public unless there is a previously 
scheduled event for the facility. 

 

“Uh, I have a question.  Are there any basketball courts in east Knoxville?”  (Focus group 
participant) 
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“I would say, with what your question, parks are used when it’s organized events going on 
as opposed to on your leisure.  I’m saying they’re not used as often as they should be.  We 
speak of all these parks and walkers.  Yeah, when you have organized events and football 
and sports that’s going on.  I’m talking about your everyday Joe.  That’s not as often.  You 
don’t see that as much.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Question 3: What Portion of Park Visits to Local Neighborhood Parks are   
   'Active Park’ Visits? 
 
Active visits to a park involve a person being physically active at moderate- or vigorous-intensity 
levels when they are the park.  Walking and similar activities are classified as moderate-
intensity.  Jogging, running, or activities like playing basketball are classified as vigorous-
intensity.  SOPARC methods, when observing people in activity zones in this study, classified 
these people into three categories: sedentary, moderate-intensity, or vigorous-intensity.  
Combined, observed moderate- and vigorous-intensity categories were classified as an ‘active 
visit’.  This is the type of activity that is considered ‘health-enhancing’ – the type of physical 
activity that provides the most health benefits. 

Finding 3A: Percent Active Visits 
Active visits, reflective of MVPA, vary a great deal across parks– a low of 35.2% (Charter 
Doyle Park) to a high of 78.5% (Harriet Tubman Park).  For example, for every 10 people who 
visited Harriet Tubman Park, 8 of them were either walking, playing basketball, or jogging 
around the track.  This compares to Charter Doyle where 6 out of 10 users were observed being 
sedentary, reflective of a passive visit.  (See Figure 7 below.) 

Figure 7. Percent Active Visits (MVPA) by Local Neighborhood Park. 
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Finding 3B: Physical Activity Intensity 
Community Parks attract users who tend to be more sedentary.  Smaller neighborhood parks 
attract fewer users, but they tend to do higher intensity activities. 

Intensity is measured by metabolic equivalents of a person’s resting metabolic rate or what is 
called a MET.  We typically measure the intensity of an activity by multiples of resting energy 
expenditure.  For instance, normal brisk walking, a moderate-intensity activity, might be 
reported to have a MET of 3.3 -- 3 times more energy expenditure than when that person is at-
rest.  Jogging, a vigorous-intensity activity (depending on the pace) might have a MET of 6.0 or 
higher. 

Figure 8 below reports number of users by gender and park.  The red line highlights the average 
intensity observed among the users of that park.  For instance, Cal Johnson had the fewest 
number of park users (N= 39).  However, on average the users were active at a moderate-
intensity MET level (3.12 METs).  On the other hand, Malcolm-Martin, which had 143 park users 
observed, saw these users performing physical activities at a MET of 1.92 which indicates that a 
great deal of sedentary behavior was observed in these users. 

Figure 8. Park Use by Park: Gender and Intensity Average 

 

 



 

   
 

21 

Focus group participants acknowledged their park visits to be inactive. They referenced the lack 
of physical activity features or programming to be the cause of inactive park visits. 

“That’s because they don’t have anything to do at the parks so right now, they don’t want 
to go because it’s not nothing to do.  Or if you take them to the park, the oldest one have 
something to do but the younger one don’t.  The younger one got something to do and the 
older one know they gonna have to go babysit the younger one climbing on the rock 
because it’s too big for them.  So they really just don’t care to do that.  I just sit in the 
house and not go to the park with them and not have nothing to do.  I’m not going.”  
(Focus group participant) 

 

“So, what are we doing?  Just walking to the park and that’s it?”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“And nobody uses that tennis court.  People don't know how to play tennis . And I hate to 
say it, or have the equipment to play tennis.  So, there are things that exists at certain 
parks that look good, but would never be utilized.  So maybe thinking about restructuring 
some of those things that are already there, those spaces that are already there and 
turning them into something a little more useful.  Or if you're going to have a tennis court 
in a lower income area at least provide somebody that's going to do lessons or if you’re 
going to do it and you got to make the space useful.  So I guess I don't know if 
policymakers would do that.  But it can go back to programs.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Question 4: What Park Features and Amenities Attract the Most People? 
 

This question is largely answered by looking at the EARPS ParkScore audit data.  The possible 
maximum ParkScore is 65 total points.  An overall ‘ParkScore’ was calculated by summing three 
Subscores – physical activity, amenities, and aesthetics.   

Finding 4A: City of Knoxville Park Quality Score (PQS) 
The average Park Quality Score (PQS) for City of Knoxville Parks is 15.5 (Standard Deviation = 
7.0 points) out of a possible 65 points.  The mean Park Quality Score (PAS) for the City of 
Knoxville is very similar to the San Diego park system, the park system used to validate the 
Abbreviated-EARPS.  The means for 40 parks in San Diego ranged from 14.4 (10 small parks 
located in high-income areas) to 19.4 (10 large parks located in low-income areas).  PQS and the 
associated physical activity, aesthetics, and amenity Subscores for each City of Knoxville park is 
found in Table 3 below.   

Note that the physical activity subscore reflects the potential for physical activity using features 
found in that park.  For example, parks that provide mountain biking opportunities (e.g., William 
Hastie Natural Area, Marie Myers) have lower physical activity scores because of fewer other 
options for being active. 

Table 3.  Park Quality Score (PQS) and Subscores by Park.  

   Rank  Park                                 PQS                     Physical Activity        Aesthetics     Amenities 

 1 Victor Ashe 32.5 12.3 5.6 14.7 
 2 Morningside 31.0 9.8 6.5 14.7 
 3 Ijams Nature Center 30.1 5.5 8.9 15.7 
 4 Lakeshore 29.2 8.0 5.6 15.6 
 5 Tyson 28.4 11.7 4.2 12.5 
 6 Malcolm-Martin 28.3 11.3 5.3 11.6 
 7 World's Fair 28.2 7.9 7.7 12.6 
 8 Inskip 26.8 12.0 2.3 12.6 
 9 Sam Duff 26.4 8.6 5.4 12.5 
 10 Caswell 26.0 9.0 4.5 12.6 
 11 West Hills 24.9 8.1 4.3 12.5 
 12 Northwest Middle School 24.9 11.4 3.1 10.3 
 13 Suttree Landing 24.0 8.0 5.6 10.4 
 14 Holston River 23.6 7.8 3.3 12.5 
 15 Adair 23.4 6.2 4.5 12.6 
 16 Fountain City 22.6 7.7 5.5 9.5 
 17 Charter Doyle 22.3 9.6 2.1 10.5 
 18 Baker Creek 22.0 8.3 4.3 9.4 
 19 Sequoyah Hills 22.0 6.1 5.5 10.5 
 20 Lonsdale 22.0 8.4 2.0 11.5 
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Table 3.  Park Quality Score (PQS) and Subscores by Park (Con’t) 

   Rank  Park                                 PQS                     Physical Activity        Aesthetics     Amenities 

 21 Westwood 21.3 8.5 3.4 9.4 
 22 Holston Chilhowee Ballpark 20.9 7.3 3.3 10.4 
 23 Harriet Tubman 20.8 7.2 2.2 11.4 
 24 Volunteer Landing 20.5 3.3 7.7 9.5 
 25 Mary Vestal 20.4 6.9 4.1 9.4 
 26 Island Home 20.1 8.4 3.3 8.5 
 27 Parkridge 19.1 7.1 4.5 7.5 
 28 Westview 18.8 6.3 3.1 9.4 
 29 Krutch 17.5 3.4 6.7 7.4 
 30 Dr. Walter Hardy 17.1 4.3 4.3 8.4 
 31 Forks of the River 17.1 3.3 6.5 7.3 
 32 Third Creek Greenway 16.5 4.9 4.1 7.4 
 33 Fourth & Gill 16.3 5.6 2.2 8.4 
 34 Gary Underwood 16.2 5.6 2.2 8.4 
 35 Fort Kid 16.1 5.4 4.3 6.3 
 36 Cal Johnson 16.0 5.7 2.1 8.2 
 37 Christenberry Ballfields 15.9 7.3 1.2 7.4 
 38 Scottish Pike 15.8 4.1 3.2 8.5 
 39 Old North Knoxville 15.7 6.1 2.3 7.3 
 40 Safety City 15.6 4.2 1.0 10.4 
 41 Edgewood 15.5 6.9 1.2 7.4 
 42 Alice Bell Ballfields 15.3 5.9 1.1 8.3 
 43 Mary James 15.1 5.6 3.3 6.3 
 44 Fort Dickerson 14.9 2.0 4.4 8.5 
 45 James Agee 14.9 4.3 4.3 6.3 
 46 Danny Mayfield 14.7 6.1 3.3 5.3 
 47 Cumberland Estates 14.7 4.1 2.2 8.4 
 48 North Hills 14.4 5.9 1.1 7.4 
 49 Happy Homes 13.9 5.6 1.0 7.2 
 50 William Powell (Linden Ave) 13.8 7.5 1.0 5.3 
 51 Deane Hill 13.8 5.3 2.3 6.2 
 52 Joe Foster 13.7 5.3 1.0 7.4 
 53 West Haven 13.4 3.9 3.2 6.2 
 54 Claude Walker 13.3 4.1 0.0 9.2 
 55 Skyline 13.2 5.8 1.1 6.3 
 56 Maynard Glenn Ballfields 13.0 2.4 1.2 9.4 
 57 Riverside Landing 12.9 2.6 3.0 7.3 
 58 Paul Hogue 12.7 5.3 0.0 7.4 
 59 James Smith 12.3 3.8 1.1 7.3 
 60 Everly Brothers 11.9 3.2 4.4 4.3 
 61 Fulton Bicentennial 11.9 3.7 3.1 5.1 
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 Table 3.  Park Quality Score (PQS) and Subscores by Park (Con’t) 

   Rank  Park                                 PQS                     Physical Activity        Aesthetics     Amenities 

 62 First Creek 11.9 3.5 3.2 5.2 
 63 Cecil Webb 11.8 4.3 3.3 4.2 
 64 Bearden MS Ballfields 11.8 6.5 1.1 4.2 
 65 Rock City Ballfield 11.3 2.8 2.1 6.3 
 66 Forest Heights 11.0 2.4 2.3 6.3 
 67 Inskip Ballfields 10.9 2.7 0.0 8.2 
 68 Fountain City Ballfields 10.8 2.4 1.1 7.3 
 69 Frajan Campbell 10.8 3.5 2.0 5.3 
 70 S&J Colquitt 10.7 4.4 2.2 4.2 
 71 Mont Castle 10.6 4.1 1.1 5.4 
 72 Cradle of Country Music 10.5 1.8 5.4 3.3 
 73 Sharp's Ridge 10.3 2.0 2.1 6.2 
 74 Rocky Hill Ballfields 10.0 2.6 1.1 6.3 
 75 Meadow Circle 9.8 3.6 0.0 6.2 
 76 Community Unity 9.7 5.6 0.0 4.1 
 77 Fountain City Skate 9.6 5.4 1.1 3.1 
 78 William Hastie Natural Area 9.1 1.7 2.2 5.2 
 79 Olde Mechanicsville 9.0 2.7 2.1 4.2 
 80 Whitlow-Logan 8.4 5.1 1.1 2.2 
 81 Babe Ruth 8.3 4.2 1.0 3.1 
 82 New Hope 8.2 2.8 2.2 3.2 
 83 Roseanne Wolf Picnic Area 7.9 2.6 2.2 3.1 
 84 Talahi 7.1 1.6 3.4 2.1 
 85 Ledgerwood 6.9 1.4 2.3 3.2 
 86 Baxter Avenue 6.9 4.7 0.1 2.2 
 87 Boright 6.3 4.0 0.1 2.2 
 88 Highland 6.0 1.6 3.3 1.1 
 89 Stanley Lippencott Ridge 5.7 2.5 2.2 1.0 
 90 River Bluff Wildlife Area 5.4 1.0 3.3 1.2 
 91 Williams Creek Urban Forest 5.2 2.9 2.3 0.0 
 92 Marie Myers 4.2 2.0 1.1 1.1 
 93 Reed & Baxter 2.3 1.2 1.0 0.0 
 94 Luxmore Drive Natural Area 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 
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Finding 4B: Park Quality Score by Park Type 
Community Parks (e.g., Victor Ashe, Morningside, Lakeshore, West Hills Parks), compared to 
all other types of Knoxville City Parks, offer the widest range of opportunities for active visits, 
have more attractive amenities, and are aesthetically pleasing to visit.  This finding should not 
be surprising in that community parks have been designed to serve a ‘broader purpose and 
community population’ compared to neighborhood parks. (Knoxville-Knox County Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, 2011) 
Using the 2009 Knoxville-Knox County Park, Recreation, and Greenway plan, this report 
classified the parks into 5 distinct categories for comparison.  

• Community Park: Larger parks that serve people across greater geographical areas and 
that accommodate a wide range of activities. 

• Special Use Park: Parks that accommodate special activities (e.g., World’s Fair, Baker’s 
Creek, Holston Chilhowee Ballpark) 

• Natural Area: lands that are set aside for the preservation of natural resources, 
landscapes, and open spaces 

• Plaza: opens spaces for passive recreation and civic purposes (e.g., Krutch Park) 
• Neighborhood: Close-to-home parks within an easy walk or drive that includes spaces 

for active recreation (e.g., Edgewood, Cal Johnson, Scottish Pike Parks) 
A comparison of Park Quality Scores (PQS) across these park categories is located in Figure 9. 

Figure 9.  Park Quality Scores and Subscores by Park Type. 
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Key informants and focus group participants could easily identify park type and the features 
and amenities offered by each. 

 

Community Park:  “With Victor Ashe Park, I know my family we do soccer, volleyball, 
walking, we like to watch the dogs at the dog park, the play structure, and I guess as a 
way to fellowship because I know on Sundays there’s food that’s available and you can 
just hang out.  You gotta pay for it though, but it’s still like a nice community of people to 
just meet new people.” 

Pocket Park:  “The Tank Strickland Park is a small area, about 3 acres of land. We call it a 
pocket park, it joins the Burlington Library.  It lays between Asheville Highway and Holston 
Drive.” 

Special Use Park:  “There are other events throughout the year like car shows, antique 
shows, art shows, concerts, dog and cat shows, gun shows, and of course the Tennessee 
Valley Fair which lasts for 10 days.  While it is a multi-use park it does lack green space for 
the community.” 

Natural Park:  “Adair Park has entrance kind of at both ends and it’s quite a bit of 
playground equipment.  Another thing’s that the kids like is the pond that’s got turtles and 
things like that so they get a little nature study going too.” 

Neighborhood Park:  “Because of Parkridge, the good thing about it being a backyard, it’s 
lovely and kind of feels safe.  They can kind of look out the back window and watch the 
children still.” 
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Finding 4C: Physical Activity by Park Zones 
Playgrounds are the most used activity zone, in addition to having high levels of MVPA equal 
to a MET average of 3.16.  Clearly, playgrounds get used a great deal with over 1,170 users of 
the park observed in this physical activity zone (See Figure 10 below.) Still, as seen in Table 1, 
64.4% were empty during the course of this study with athletic fields and courts had very 
fewest park users.  With the exception of males using athletic courts, athletic facilities did 
indeed have low numbers of users, but they were associated with the highest intensity of 
physical activity (Athletic Fields MET mean = 3.87; Athletic Courts MET mean = 3.76). 

Figure 10.  Park Use by Gender, Physical Activity Zone, and Intensity Average. 

 

Key informants and focus group participants acknowledged frequent use of playgrounds.  They 
also mentioned use of athletic fields and courts.  

“The playground equipment is used a lot by people who come to the park with their kids.”  
(Focus group participant) 

 
“We go to that little playground park right there and also Alex Haley Park.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
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“So the parks that usually have a basketball court, they probably go almost every day, 
particularly when there is nicer weather.  As far as Chestnut Park, um, because it’s nested 
within homes, kinda surrounded, I think I see more kids playing there. Hardy Park, which is 
the one that I consider close to me doesn’t really have a playground...playground features 
to it.  It just has the picnic bench, um, it has kinda of like a stage and seating area for that. 
So, for me, it’s good for cookouts or gatherings more so than recreation and play. Um, 
unless you just wanna go sit in the park.”  (Key informant) 
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Question 5: How Equitable are the City of Knoxville Parks by Location,  
     Physical Activity Features, Aesthetics, and Amenities? 
 
As mentioned in the introduction, we know that local parks are important spaces for physical 
activities, (Buchner & Gobster, 2007; Kruger et al., 2007) and that the closer people live to a 
park the more likely they are to use the park to be active (Bancroft et al., 2015).  Local parks 
provide two opportunities to be active – first, the person in that neighborhood near the park 
can actively walk to the park and second, they can actively use the amenities found in the park 
(Buchner & Gobster, 2007). 

This question sought to determine if people at-risk for diabetes and obesity are 'park poor' (i.e. 
no parks near where they live), with the proximity to a local park being a barrier to their being 
physically active (Sallis et al., 2012)?  To answer this question we classified five Knoxville census 
tracts (19, 20, 21, 67, and 68) with the highest prevalence of diabetes and obesity as at-risk 
areas to examine whether park inequities existed for these census tracts.  We also looked at 
inequities across the five park and recreation planning sectors. 

Finally, in the telephone survey of adults in the City of Knoxville (N=851) participants were 
asked if they perceived that local neighborhood recreation facilities received equal resources.  
Also, we asked if they thought that people in their neighborhood had equal access to public 
recreation facilities. 

Finding 5A:  Park Equity by Park Location 
There is park equity throughout neighborhood and community park location in the City of 
Knoxville.  The number and size of parks, across both at-risk census and planning sectors, had 
no significant differences.  Table 4 below highlights the size of parks according to planning 
sector and at-risk census areas. 

Table 4. Park Size by At-Risk Census and Park Planning Sectors. 
  

   Parks (N) Park Size (Acres) 
 

At-Risk Census (Health) 
 

Median (IQR)         p-value  
Yes 15 4.4 (2.1-15.6) 0.3558  
No 79 6.3 (1.2-18.4) 

 

Park Sectors 
    

 
Downtown 6 1.5 (0.4-12.5) 0.1054  
East 19 4.6 (2.1-14.0) 

 
 

Northwest 16 4.3 (0.4-13.1) 
 

 
North 16 4.7 (0.8-16.7) 

 
 

South 21 7.6 (4.5-68.7) 
 

 
West 15 5.5 (1.3-39.2) 

 

Note: IQR= Inter Quartile Range (25th—75th percentiles) 
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This finding was also noted among adults across the City of Knoxville who were asked via 
telephone survey if they felt that all people in their community had equal access to public 
recreation facilities.  Overall, 80.1% of adults felt all people had equal access to public 
recreation facilities.  When this question was examined by income of the household -- above or 
below median City of Knoxville income of 35K, there were no significant differences, 82.3% for 
below median income, and 81.0% above median income.  People who did no leisure-time 
physical activities (LTPA) in the past month, compared to active people, also had similar 
perceptions of equal access – 83.1% inactive versus 80.8% of active residents. 

Still, roughly 2 out of 10 adults felt there was not equal access.  Key informants and focus group 
participants from census tract 14, located in the Northwest park planning sector, vehemently 
believed their community lacked parks (park location inequity).  These community members 
also perceived their community as lacking in other social determinants of health (economic and 
social conditions that influence the places where people live, learn, work, and play).  Residents 
reported the use of playgrounds at the local school and at a local religious center.  Residents 
also used other community resources, such as the Boys and Girls Club, for recreational 
purposes.  

“Okay.  Umm, parks in our neighborhood… um there isn’t really any parks in our 
neighborhood.  Um, basically, the school has now an open playground policy where it is 
basically open all the time to anybody.  That would be considered um the neighborhood 
park per se…um, there is one up close at Baptist Center that’s kind of like a park-ish area 
for people to be at. Um, but that’s the only thing around this facility that people would use 
as a park.”  (Key informant) 

 

Participant 1:  “We don’t have one.  There’s nothing to use.”   
Participant 2:  “Exactly.  There’s nothing, nothing here.  I don’t even know where the 
closest park is besides the Baptist center if you want to call that a park.  It’s tiny.  I mean, 
that’s so tiny.”  (Focus group participants) 
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Finding 5B: Park Equity by Park Quality 
There is equity in park quality associated with physical activity features, aesthetics, and 
amenities.  This finding is based on Table 5 below using the ParkScore and Subscores, which 
were compared by at-risk census tracks and park planning sectors.  With one exception, there 
were no significant differences in the comparisons.  The lone exception was with aesthetics in 
which the downtown parks had significantly greater levels compared to all other park planning 
sectors (F5,87 = 5.37; p<0.0001)  

Table 5.  ParkScore and Subscores by At-Risk Census and Park Sectors. 

  Park 
Park Quality 

Score 
Physical 
Activity Aesthetics Amenities   

(N) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
At-Risk Census (Health) 

     
 

Yes 15 16.3 (6.8) 5.8 (2.2) 2.5 (1.9) 8.1 (3.8)  
No 79 15.1 (7.0) 5.1 (2.8) 3.0 (1.9) 7.1 (3.6) 

Planning Sectors 
     

 
Downtown 6 17.9 (6.0) 4.3 (2.1) 6.0 (1.6) 7.6 (3.2)  
East 19 16.1 (6.3) 5.6 (2.2) 2.4 (1.7) 8.1 (3.5)  
Northwest 16 15.7 (8.6) 6.2 (3.7) 2.3 (1.6) 7.2 (4.1)  
North 16 13.0 (5.4) 4.4 (2.1) 2.2 (1.4) 6.4 (3.2)  
South 21 15.5 (7.1) 5.0 (2.6) 3.3 (2.2) 7.2 (3.7)  
West 15 15.8 (8.2) 5.4 (3.1) 3.1 (1.6) 7.3 (4.4) 
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Finding 5C: Perceived Park Quality Inequity                
There is a perception of park quality inequity among adults in the City of Knoxville.  In the 
telephone survey 55.5% of adults across the City of Knoxville felt that their neighborhood 
seldom or never gets its fair share of public money allocated to public recreation facilities.  This 
level of perceived inequality is particularly higher among people who are physically inactive 
(66.5%) and those who live in households below the median income of 35K (57.8%). 

Also, in contrast to the Park Quality Scores, key informants and focus group participants from 
low-income communities (census tracts 19, 20, 21, 67, and 68), who are at greater risk for type 
2 diabetes than those from affluent communities, perceived park inequity related to features, 
aesthetics, and amenities in parks.  Although these participants reported that they did live 
within walking distance to a park, they believed that the physical activity features, aesthetics, 
and amenities of their neighborhood parks were of lower quality compared to parks in higher-
income neighborhoods which are less at-risk for type2 diabetes. Participants reported broken 
playground equipment, damaged athletic courts, and a lack of other physical activity features, 
as well as a lack of amenities such as water fountains, restrooms, benches, and areas with 
shade.   

“Run down.  I mean, when I say run down, I mean it needs to be upgraded.  I’m in walking 
distance of Linden Avenue Park, but there's nothing there.  The basketball goals are…the 
goals are there, but where’s the… I’m gonna say net, it's gone.  There's no sprinkler 
system.  The equipment there is so old, it’s about as old as me.  It just needs to be 
upgraded.”  (Focus group participant) 

“They’re not created equal.  Some of the parks have those nice cushy mats.  This one has 
like woodchips and holes that have been dug in and my son tripped because his foot got 
stuck in the hole.  Like they don’t smooth it out.”  (Focus group participant) 

 
“So, um, there are a lot of concerns about basic structural amenities that the communities 
feels are lacking from the park.  So the big one is bathrooms.”  (Key informant) 

 
“Because it’s so hot.  I’ve heard people say it’s so hot down there because it’s no shade, no 
water or nothing.  People go there I think to sit and read, but very seldom do you see kids 
on the play equipment because it’s so hot during the summer.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Finding 5D: Community Pride and Park Assets in Low-Income 
                     Communities that may Counter Perceptions of Park 
                     Quality Inequity 
Although there is a perception of park quality inequity in low-income at-risk census tracts, 
focus group participants expressed community pride, including the contributions of historical 
figures, neighborhood associations, and other community groups to parks and the 
community. Participants attributed recent park renovations to a community organization. They 
identified community celebrations and church services at parks as sources of community unity. 
They also voiced the importance of increasing awareness of historical figures from their 
communities to Greater Knoxville. 

“This park has brought a lot of pride in the community.  And actually increased property 
values in that area.  Because it’s been cleaned up, I can’t think of any better use for that 
area.  It wasn’t large enough really to develop, but the park is something for the 
community and it helps the community.  And yes, I actually saw attitudes change and a lot 
of people came to work on it [the park].  And a lot of the new people now, don’t have any 
idea of what it used to look like.  If I’m talking about the park one of the first things I ask is 
‘show of hands is who remembers what it was before’ and it’s getting less and less.  Which 
is a good thing.”  (Focus group participant) 

 
“They have the Kuumba fest too in Morningside Park.  They have that over a lot.  And I 
think Mount Olive [Church] occasionally they have had their church service over in 
Morningside Park too where it was open to the public and they serve food.”  (Focus group 
participant) 

 

“You got Alex Haley park right there.  You know, we already have some information about 
him right there.  But you know, you can make a biking tour or a walking tour and get to 
know your city and learn and bring…Let people be proud….”  (Focus group participant) 
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Finding 5E: The Potential Role of Ethnic/Racial Tensions in 
                     Perceptions of Park Quality Inequity 
Socio-cultural factors may also have influenced perceptions of park quality and park use.  
Multiple African-American focus group participants mentioned that socio-cultural issues 
influence how they interact with other ethnic/racial minority community members as well as 
influencing how they use their parks and recreation environment.  Although focus group 
participants perceived their neighborhood parks to be of poor quality, they also saw themselves 
as being displaced from these parks.  African-American participants disclosed feelings of being 
discouraged from park use, and reported resentment toward Latino-American park users, who 
use the parks heavily.  
 

“It’s by Linden Park but the goals don’t have nets. It’s just the goals that’s been up there 
for 20-30 years.  It’s not been updated at all.  Ain’t no lines on the court you know.  You 
imagining the 3 point, you know where you at.  So it’s really maybe a goal on one side but 
not over here.  So you can’t really play team to team.  You can just play one shot, and 
everybody is going to the same goal. But it’s like 3 or 4 of them but you can’t really like 
have a game, versus, you know It's more like for them to just shoot. Then it’s one down by 
Austin Homes but the Mexicans have really taken that park over.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
 

“And they do like to have cookouts. I know Cinco de Mayo that’s really big down there.  I’m 
talking about, what’s going on down there?  Oh that’s not for us.”  (Focus group 
participant) 

 
These feelings of being displaced from historically Black neighborhoods by other ethnic/racial 
minorities may be conflated with gang tensions.  African American focus group participants 
were primarily older adult women, and not likely to be involved in gang activities, but they 
provided observations of gang activities in their neighborhood parks.  These gang activities 
impact interactions between all community members regardless of their affiliations with gangs. 
 

“You know the one where I see Hispanics there all the time. Honestly I’ve never been there.  
When I drive past there I get intimidated. I know that’s horrible because of who I see over 
there.  Because you know some of the gangs here are Hispanics and they’re fighting the 
black gangs too. But um, I don’t know what goes on over there. I don’t know.”  (Focus 
group participant)  
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Question 6 -- How Accessible are City of Knoxville Parks to Nearby 
                         Residents? 
 
A major barrier limiting the use of local parks relates to the accessibility, either real or 
perceived (Sallis, Floyd, et al. 2012).  People may live within a 10-minute walk to a local park, 
but may not be able to safely walk or bike on the route leading to the park.  For instance, if a 
park is bordered by roads with high-volume automobile traffic that lack sidewalks, bike lanes, 
or safe crossings, they may not feel safe walking or biking to the park.  And if that person lacks 
access to a car or if public transit is not linked to their local park, the person may just not 
attempt to visit their park. 

Finding 6A: Knoxville Residents and Park Proximity 
One in every two people living in Knoxville live within a 10-minute (0.5 mile) walk to a park.  
In Knoxville, ParkServe, a database of The Trust for Public Land (2019), reports that 49.9% of 
Knoxville residents, compared to 54% of people in the United States, live within a 10-minute 
walk (0.5 miles) to a local park.  Beyond this distance of a half-mile most people will skip a trip 
to the park or will elect to drive to a park (Harnik & Simms).  In terms of visual observation, 
86.2% of City of Knoxville Parks have neighborhoods located near them. Using local data 
available from the 2016 Knox County Behavior Risk Factor Survey (KCHD, 2016), 44.9% of 
residents living in the City of Knoxville live within a 10-minute walk to a local park.  For all 
Knoxville residents it takes 14.9 (SD = 13.3) minutes to walk to their nearest park.   

In this same survey, 12.9% of the City of Knoxville residents reported that they have diabetes.  
Also, 27.4% of Knoxville residents were found to be physically inactive in their leisure-time.  
However, in terms of access to parks, there were not significant differences between diabetics 
and non-diabetics or active versus sedentary residents. 

       Live within a 10-minute walk to local parks 
• 46.6% diabetics vs. 44.9% non-diabetics (p=0.7578) 
• 45.3% sedentary vs. 44.8% physically active (p=0.9063) 

Data from the key informant interviews and focus groups also show that participants live within 
walking distance to neighborhood parks.  However, participants did not report diabetes status. 

“I know Paul Hogue Park is right in a residential area.  So it's very easy for a lot of people 
to walk there, bring their kids, their families there.  It's not a, it's not really a parking area 
there.  So it's, I guess, more geared towards people that live there.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
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 “I mean, it’s probably right at a mile from our neighborhood, umm… because the one in 
ours is really, really small geographically, but uh we regularly walk to Tyson Park from my 
house along Third Creek Greenway, so people driving, or biking, or walking and it’s 
relatively accessible.”  (Key informant) 

 

Finding 6B: Parks and the Built Environment 
The built environment near a park relates to its potential for physical activity.   This finding 
relates to the presence of sidewalks and greenways linked to the park.  Also, the walkability, 
bikeability, and availability of public transit for residents near the park reflect the likelihood that 
a nearby resident can access the park.  Here are the factors: 

Sidewalks 

• 44.7% (N=42) of parks in the City of Knoxville have sidewalks present along the 
boundary of the park perimeter. 

• Parks with sidewalks have a significantly higher potential for physical activity 
than parks without sidewalks (5.9 vs. 4.7, F1,92 = 5.26; p=0.0240) 

Greenways 

• 25.8% (N=24) of the Knoxville parks are linked to greenways. 
• Parks that are linked to a greenway have the following positive attributes: 

o Higher ParkScores (20.9 vs. 13.4, p<0.0001) 
o More potential for physical activity (6.6 vs. 4.7, p=0.0039) 
o Better aesthetics (4.5 vs. 2.3, p<0.0001) 
o More amenities (9.9 vs. 6.3, p<0.0001) 

Where a previous finding found no inequities across the park system, the existence of sidewalks 
and greenway links does vary by planning sector (See Figure 11 below).  Related to the 
presence of sidewalks, there are significant differences (X2 = 16.5; p=0.0054) across park 
planning sectors with the South and West sectors having the lower presence.  Greenway 
linkage also shows significant differences by planning sector (X2 = 13.1; p=0.0221).  The North, 
Northwest, and East sectors have many fewer connections to greenways. 
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Figure 11.  Sidewalk Presence and Greenway Linkage by Park Planning Sector. 

 

 

Data from the key informant interviews and focus groups corroborated the finding that the 
existence of sidewalks and greenway links differed by planning sector.  Key informants and 
focus group respondents reported that sidewalks in neighborhoods, sidewalks leading to parks, 
and sidewalks at parks varied. 

“It’s a hit or miss.  Hit or miss.  Yes.  Hit or miss.  The street that I live on doesn’t have 
sidewalks.... it’s kind of secluded so you actually can walk if I come out my driveway and 
go to the left, there are no sidewalks. If I come out and go right, there’s some sidewalk to a 
certain point on this side.  So it’s really truly hit or miss.”  (Key informant) 

 

“There’s not always sidewalks to get to things like gazebos.  For those in wheelchairs, I 
remember we had our voting party at Paul Hogue, and one our teammates has cerebral 
palsy so she was in a wheelchair.  It was really difficult trying to get from the sidewalk to 
where the event was happening.  And if it rains, that’s even worse.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
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Discussion on greenways also varied.  Participants acknowledged that some parks are 
connected to greenways.  Participants also considered greenways to be parks or places for 
leisure-time physical activity.  

“Victor Ashe is pretty accessible in several ways you can get there.  There’s a greenway 
that attaches to it so yeah, it’s pretty accessible.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“But there was a program going on once upon a time where they were trying to get all of 
the greenways to connect.  You can leave one and go to the other one.  Where you could 
walk and they were going to put lights up.  I think the closest one over here would be off 
Chestnut.  It was going to be a nice thing if they did it, but it’s a nice walking trail where 
seniors go out and walk.  Walk, sit.  Something like that.  We ain’t trying to do a whole 
lot.”  (Focus group participant) 
 
 

“Then there's a greenway a mile the other way, which I consider that a park…  They’re 
easily accessible to where I live.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Finding 6C: Walkability, Bikeability, and Available Public Transit 
Potential park users will be challenged to use active transport (walking/biking) or using public 
transit to access their local park.  Across all parks, Knoxville residents living within a 10-minute 
walk of a park have a walkability score of 36.7 (SD=24.7), a WalkScore reflective of people living 
in an area deemed car-dependent.  However, there are significant differences across park 
planning sectors (F5,87 = 7.82; p<0.0001) (See Figure 12).  Downtown residents live in an area 
with a walkability index of 78.0, which means they should be able to walk/bike to a local park.  
Conversely, residents living in the South planning sector have a walkability index of 19.7, which 
means they would almost always need to take a car to go to a local park.  There was no 
difference of walkability by census tracts, at-risk versus no-risk tract (F5,87 = 0.5; p<0.4798). 

 

Figure 12.  Walkability (WalkScore) by At-Risk Census and Park Planning Sectors. 
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A more detailed profile of walkability, bikeability, and available public transit is found in Table 6 
below. 

BikeScore: The bikeability (BikeScore) scores reflected ‘bikeable’ areas for the downtown and 
East planning sectors.  However, all areas near the parks were similar with one exception – the 
bikeability of the downtown sector is significantly higher than the South planning sector. 

Public Transit: Downtown residents have very good access to parks via public transit 
(TransitScore = 61.7).  Residents in the remaining sectors have some access to public transit 
around the park areas.  The only significant difference was between the downtown and South 
planning sectors, with the South having the lowest public transit access near parks.  When 
examining the walk-time between Knoxville Area Transit stops at the top-20 parks according to 
park quality scores (See table 3), a resident wanting to visit these parks has an average walk of 
8.6 minutes to reach the park, a time and distance on the very edge of where a person will elect 
not to visit the park. 

Finally, it is interesting to note that as the size of a park increases, the walkability and access to 
public transportation decreases.  As parks get larger, fewer people may be able to access them 
by walking/biking or public transportation.   
 
Table 6.  WalkScore, BikeScore, and TransitScore of Areas Near Local Knoxville Parks. 

  
Park WalkScore BikeScore TransitScore   
(N) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

At-Risk Census (Health) 
     

 
Yes 15 40.9 (21.8) 47.9 (18.0) 41.3 (15.0)  
No 79 35.3 (25.3) 38.1 (17.4) 30.6 (14.2) 

Planning Sectors 
     

 
Downtown 6 78.0 (14.7) 55.1 (11.1) 61.7 (3.9)  
East 19 39.3 (21.6) 44.7 (17.8) 37.1 (16.8)  
Northwest 16 38.5 (26.5) 35.1 (18.6) 28.8 (11.7)  
North 16 43.1 (22.2) 33.8 (6.1) 33.8 (6.1)  
South 21 19.7 (15.4) 25.2 (13.1) 25.2 (13.1)  
West 15 32.4 (21.7) 26.9 (9.9) 26.9 (9.9) 

 
Key informants and focus group participants typically reported that parks were walkable and 
bikeable.  However, a concern for several participants was the lack of transportation to and 
from parks.  Several participants voiced the need for city bus routes to include stops at parks. 

“I don’t know, some people that live nearby will ride their bikes over to the trail, some 
people actually come and park and drive from near-by areas and ride the trails.”  (Focus 
group participant) 
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“I don’t think there’s a bus that goes to a whole lot of those parks.  I always drive to get to 
where I’m going.  If you don’t drive I imagine it would be a real issue.  That’s probably the 
biggest thing I would probably vote for is to put walkways and bike paths you can go from 
one park to another.  There’s some people would go quite a ways if they didn’t have to 
worry about traffic.  Traffic is a big problem.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“A lot of people are choosing to be able to connect to the things they want to do through 
public transportation whether that’s a KAT bus or whether that’s a greenway or bicycle or 
walking or you know some kind of private transportation service or something like that.  
But I think that’s increasingly going to be more important as we move forward because 
there’s a great resurgence of people who want to live in you know, the downtown, and 
everything.”  (Key informant) 
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Finding 6D: Ideas about Park Policies and the Built Environment  
Focus group participants provided suggestions on how to improve park use with changes to 
the built and policy environments.  Although focus group participants, in general, wanted 
changes that impacted the built environment of the entire community, many suggested 
environmental policy changes that would help increase visibility of parks, park features, and the 
City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation Department. 

“And I mean in underrepresented communities it’d be great to have a library, community 
center and a park right there.  Because that activity, positive activity is going to be getting 
more positive activity and people who are like here at the park are gonna see what’s going 
on at the library, community services, oh, there's a meeting here about something that's 
positive or productive or helpful to the community and they would be more aware of it.”  
(Focus group participant) 

 

“They’re not.  They’re not.  They’re doing ADA [American Disability Act] stuff because they 
have to.  They’re putting in wheel-chair ramps and new sidewalks and crossing places, but 
they’re not putting up signs that’s in multiple languages.  They’re not advertising the parks 
for being safe for everybody no matter where you come from or what your belief is.”  
(Focus group participant) 

 

“More visibility from someone.  I mean, I don’t know who visits these parks.  I mean, most 
parks I go to I see these people that come to visit or bring their families but someone could 
show up and they could be the recreational director and I would not know that from 
Adam.  So even if somebody was checking on a weekly or the maintenance or just seeing 
somebody walking by and okay that person works for parks and recreation whatever you 
want to call it.  If you go to the Smoky Mountains, you see rangers.  You know who they 
are. Same thing with parks.  I do think that they will make a huge difference because some 
areas, people probably do feel unsafe.  But I do think visibility would play a huge role in it.”   
(Focus group participant) 
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Question 7: What are the Perceived Park Characteristics associated 
                      with Promoting or Hindering Park Use among At-Risk 
                      Populations? 
 

Two methods were central to answering this question on perceived park characteristics that 
relate to park use:  a telephone survey of adults (N=851) across the City of Knoxville and a 
series of focus group and key informant interviews.   

Several at-risk populations were identified to gain insight into how people interact with their 
local parks.  Data on the at-risk group obtained from the telephone survey comprised a first 
group, and were physically inactive residents, or people who had done no leisure-time physical 
activity (LTPA) in the past month.  Second, residents who reported living in a household below 
the median income (35K) of the City of Knoxville from the telephone survey were considered to 
be a second group comprising an at-risk population.  Finally, insights from those persons living 
in at-risk census tracks were obtained using feedback from residents who participated in the 
key informant and focus group interviews. 

Finding 7A: Awareness of Public and Community Recreation Facilities 
The public awareness of public recreation facilities in the City of Knoxville is high.  In general, 
80 to 90 percent of adults in the City of Knoxville were aware that public recreation facilities 
exist in the broader Knoxville area (See Figure 11 below).  This level of awareness extended to 
other community facilities outside of public parks and recreation facilities – malls, churches, 
and schools.  However, when asked if there were public recreation facilities in their specific 
neighborhood, only 56.0% of adults said ‘yes’. 

Focus group participants believed only some community members were aware of community 
recreation facilities. 

“Out where I live at by Victor Ashe on Pleasant Ridge.  The one I know of is attached to 
West Haven but I don’t know the name of it because it’s not really advertised as a 
community center.  And it’s beside the school so a bunch of people don’t know it’s there 
unless you go up to the school.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Finding 7B: Use of Public and Community Recreation Facilities 
City of Knoxville parks and walking trails have been visited by the majority of residents over 
their lifetime.  When asked if they have ever visited a neighborhood park, 7 out of 10 adult 
residents in the City of Knoxville responded ‘yes’ (See Figure 13 below).  64% said that they had 
visited a walking trail in their lifetime.  The least used public recreation facility were city pools 
(22.4%). 

Figure 13. Awareness and Use of Public and Community Recreation Facilities among Adults in   
                   the City of Knoxville. 
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Finding 7C: Income and Use of Public and Community Recreation  
   Facilities. 
City of Knoxville residents in low-income households are much less likely to have used 
recreation facilities, both inside and outdoors, located in their neighborhood.  Residents from 
below median income households (35K) had significantly less use of walking trails, 
neighborhood parks and bike paths.  (See Figure 14 below.)  This lack of use also extended to 
schools that allowed access for recreation, and for waterway activities (use of lakes, streams, 
etc.).  The only exception related to using malls for walking.  Low-income residents, compared 
to high-income households had significantly higher use of malls to walk (24.3% vs. 18.6%, 
respectively). 

 

Figure 14.  Use of Public and Community Recreation Facilities by Median Household Income  
       (35K). 
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Finding 7D: Neighborhood Factors Promoting/Hindering  
                     Physical Activity 
A variety of neighborhood factors increased the odds that a person will be physically inactive 
or sedentary.  Compared to active residents, sedentary residents in the City of Knoxville are 
much more likely report the following barriers to being active, with an emphasis on those 
related to walking in the neighborhood (See table 7 below). 

• Lack of sidewalks 
• Fewer recreational facilities present 
• Greater perceptions that their neighborhood 

o Is not a pleasant place to walk 
o That unattended dogs are a problem for walking 

• Lower levels of trust of neighbors 
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Table 7. Self-Reported Neighborhood Factors Hindering/Promoting Park Use. 

 
 

  Overall Active Inactive  
Below 

35K 
Above 

35K  
Access   % % % p-value  % % p-value 

 
 Sidewalks Present (Yes) 37.2 39.5 31.5 0.0316  45.7 32.3 0.0002 

 
 Public Recreation Facility Present in 

Neighborhood? (Yes) 56.0 58.2 50.2 0.0400  54.1 59.7 0.1328 

Characteristics         

 
 How Pleasant is your Neighborhood to Walk? 

 Very/Somewhat Pleasant 79.0 81.0 73.8 0.0207  69.3 85.6 <0.0001 
 Not Very/Not at all Pleasant 21.0 19.0 26.2   30.7 14.4  

 
 How Well are Sidewalks Maintained?         

 
Very Well/Somewhat Maintained 79.4 80.6 75.7 0.3613  76.3 81.2 0.3185 

 
Not Very/Not at all Maintained 20.6 19.4 24.3   23.7 18.8  

 
 Are Unattended Dogs a Problem for Walking?         

 
Big/Somewhat of a Problem 14.7 13.1 19.1 0.0286  18.4 11.8 0.0115 

 
Not Very Much/Not a Problem 85.3 86.9 80.9   81.6 88.2  

 
 Condition of Public Recreation Facilities?         

 
Excellent 24.6 25.4 22.2 0.4729  18.1 29.1 0.2650 

 
Good 50.8 51.5 49.1   52.1 49.2  

 
Fair/Poor 24.6 23.1 28.7   29.8 21.6  

 
 Street lighting for Walking at Night? 

 
Very Good/Good 39.5 40.8 36.3 0.0578  38.2 39.0 0.8469 

 
Fair 34.3 35.2 31.6   34.4 35.6  

 
Poor/Very Poor 26.2 24.0 32.0   27.4 25.5  

Barriers          

 
 Is Neighborhood Safe from Crime?  

 
Extremely/Quite Safe 63.2 64.8 59.3 0.1402  53.5 70.6 <0.0001 

 
Slightly/Not at all Safe 36.8 35.2 40.7   46.5 29.0  

 
 Motorized Traffic in Your Neighborhood is?  

 
Heavy 23.8 22.3 27.3 0.2948  31.5 19.0 <0.0001 

 
Moderate 43.4 44.4 40.8   43.2 43.7  

 
Light 32.8 33.3 31.9   25.3 37.3  

Social Issues     

 
 How Physically Active are People in your Neighborhood? 

 
Very/Somewhat Active 74.2 77.3 66.2 0.0012  71.2 76.1 0.1411 

 
Not Very/Not at all Active 25.8 22.7 33.8   28.8 23.9  

 
 Most People in Your Neighborhood can be 

Trusted? (Yes) 85.8 87.6 81.6 0.0356  75.9 90.6 <0.0001 

 
 Public Monies for Recreation Facilities in your Neighborhood? 

 
Always/Often Gets Fair Share 44.5 48.8 33.5 0.0004  42.2 46.6 0.3061 

 
Seldom/Never 55.5 51.2 66.5   57.8 53.4  

 
 Do you use Private Recreation Facilities? (Yes) 38.3 44.6 22.1 <0.0001  24.8 47.4 <0.0001 
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Finding 7E: Low-Income Household Barriers to Being Active 
People living in low-income households perceive many more neighborhood barriers to 
physical activity, including safety and traffic.  (See table 7 above).  With the exception of 
sidewalks and facilities (in contrast to the findings of 7D), the perceived neighborhood barriers 
to being active which were reported at high levels by residents in low-income households are as 
follows:  
  

• 30.7% feel that that their neighborhood is not a pleasant place to walk. 
• 18.4% feel unattended dogs are a problem with walking in the neighborhood. 
• 31.5% feel that there is a high volume of traffic impacting safe walking 
• 46.5% feel that their neighborhood is not safe for walking. 
• Only 75.9% feel they can trust their neighbors versus 90.6% for residents in above-

median households. 
 

Finding 7F: Reliance on Public and Community Recreation Facilities 
Residents from low-income households are much more reliant on access to public and 
community recreational facilities to be physically active.  75.2% of low-income residents 
report not accessing private recreational facilities (e.g., fitness centers) for their health-
enhancing physical activity.  This compares to 52.6% of those from higher than median income 
(35K) households who do go to private facilities.  Clearly, City of Knoxville residents in these 
low-income households are reliant on public and community facilities. 

Focus group participants identified several environmental supports that influence park use 
among low-income at-risk populations.  Park renovations were a top influencer.  Specifically, 
participants believed park renovations should be done in low-income parks, targeting all age 
groups in low-income communities. 
 

“Update them.  Clean it up.  Give us one good park with the basketball goals, sprinkler 
system, the new equipment, the soft whatever tires, whatever they do, the mulch ground, 
and just a soft place for the younger kids.”  (Focus group participant) 

 
“More for the adults just to play.”  (Focus group participant) 

 
“I’d like to, me personally, would like to see more for older, elderly.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
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Participant 1:  “And put it in the black neighborhoods instead of just out west.” 
Participant 2:  “Put it in the heart of the community.” 
Participant 1:  “Put it where we can get to it.”  (Focus group participants) 

Participants also identified parks that received recent renovations.  However, they mentioned 
that they would have preferred for another park to have been renovated because gang activity 
is often seen at the renovated park. 

“Well we have a park in our neighborhood, the Chestnut Park, but um... we don’t feel safe 
to go there sometimes.  You see what I’m saying.  They upgraded it and put new stuff, but 
I don’t have time to be going over there and worrying about gun shots and stuff.  I’m 
worrying and my kids are out there playing.  So I really don’t feel safe to that park so I 
really don’t go to that park.  And the parks that I feel like they should have upgraded, they 
don’t do anything to them.  Where we feel like we can go there, it’s in walking distance, 
where we can take our kids there and we can play safely. Where I don’t have to worry 
about the next street over being a gun zone or constant shootings all the time.  So I feel 
like those parks should have been eliminated due to the fact that it’s not a safe 
environment.”  (Focus group participant) 
 

Participants mentioned specific park renovations.  Specifically, participants believed park 
renovations should be done in low-income parks, targeting all age groups in low-income 
communities.  Although certain amenities like splash pads are only available at special use parks 
(such as World’s Fair Park), participants believed that these amenities were (recently made) 
available in community and neighborhood in affluent communities.  The participants wanted 
similar amenities installed in their neighborhood parks. 

“Some parks don’t have enough playground equipment.  Like on free days you have to 
fight for your kids to play on the equipment.  Like you will have a lot of open land, but the 
playground part, you’ll have one little tower that they can climb up or there’s no swings.  
That’s really it.  There’s a boat that they can rock back and forth in.”  (Focus group 
participant) 

 

“Put in a sprinkler system.  Give us the splash pad.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“I was gonna say clean restrooms.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Transportation to and from parks and lack of parking at parks were other barriers to park use. 

“No, I mean we are fairly socially, not socially, but uh like economically disadvantaged 
neighborhood, so you know, transportation could be an issue for a lot of people I would 
think, especially if they have a disability and things like that may be more difficult to get to 
a place like that.”  (Focus group participant) 

 

“Not within walking distance because I don’t have a car. That’s one of my barriers.  And 
most of the parks that I would like to go to are not on the bus line.”  (Focus group 
participant) 
 

Participants emphatically declared safety concerns as a barrier to park use.  They also 
mentioned that litter and vandalism were obstacles to park use.  Specifically, participants were 
very concerned about homeless individuals using the parks, especially at night.  

“And a lot of people are using the park.  The homeless.  They go there and live.  They lay on 
the tables.  They bring the bed bugs there.  They eat the food.  The latex wrappers are 
laying around and nobody cleans it up.  It’s been 20 days and the same latex wrapper 
laying there.  Who’s gonna clean it up?  We don’t wanna touch it.”  (Focus group 
participant) 

 
To combat safety concerns, participants believed security guards, police officers, or the 
neighborhood watch could patrol the parks to help promote park use.  

 
“Park officers that patrol the parks or make a presence in the park when there are children 
there?  When there are people there?  Do you have anybody there or officers there to 
come in and patrol?  Can that be arranged if it’s not done already?”  (Focus group 
participant) 

 

“I mean security... if they hire security...Whatever, whatever.  You know, see it could be a 
volunteer.  It could be a neighborhood watch maybe, but it don’t have to necessarily be 
the police.”  (Focus group participant) 
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Focus group participants recommended increasing awareness of City of Knoxville parks 
(location of and amenities offered) to increase park use. 

“You how they could do that where’s Waldo thing?  You could have a go and explore the 
parks week.  And, you know get a sheet of paper [with information on City of Knoxville 
parks] and you go and explore… you know find different parks.  It could be an event.”  
(Focus group participant) 
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Conclusions 
 

Based upon the study findings, one overarching and six specific conclusions are offered. 

Overarching Conclusion:  City of Knoxville parks are well maintained, 
and are distributed equitably, but are underutilized by residents. 
This report has outlined a variety of reasons that can explain the low level of park use of 
residents.  These factors include the experience of potential park user, the built environment of 
the neighborhood in which they live, the quality of their local park, and modes of access to the 
park.  It should be noted that the underutilization of parks might be a national trend that 
reflects the sedentary nature of our society (Han, Cohen, & McKenzie, 2013) – a trend that also 
is present in the City of Knoxville. 
 
More specific conclusions of the report are below. 
 

Conclusion One: Community parks, the larger parks in the Knoxville 
system, offer many more opportunities for ‘active visits’ across a variety of 
potential physical activity options. 

1. This conclusion is not entirely unexpected.  The 2009 Knoxville‐Knox County Park, 
Recreation Greenways Plan (2009) highlighted the goal of designing a system with a 
variety of facilities that serve different users and functions. 

2. Community parks appeal to more users because of the diverse range of possible physical 
activities, more amenities, and enhanced aesthetics. 

3. However, these parks are very car‐dependent in terms of accessing them, which limits 
access for many residents across the City of Knoxville.  For example, Holston River Park, 
a high scoring park in East Knoxville, would require a person to take a KAT bus followed 
by a 24‐minute walk from the nearest stop to the park on a 2‐lane road with no 
shoulders or sidewalk.  The odds of a person without a car using that park would be very 
low. 

4. Those community parks linked with the greenway system have maximal positive impact 
across Knoxville by allowing multiple modes of access to the park. 

 

Conclusion Two: There is equity for all quality metrics of the City of 
Knoxville park system including: park features, aesthetics, and amenities. 

1. There is one exception to this conclusion – the presence of greenways linking parks in 
the North, Northwest, and East park planning sectors are fewer than other sectors. 

2. While there are parks that have low scores for park features, aesthetics, and amenities – 
those low‐scoring parks are equally located across all areas of the city. 
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Conclusion Three: Perceptions of park equity, especially in the East park 
planning sector, do not align with conclusion two: objective equity. 

1. People living in the East city sector, despite having equal resources, perceive that 
inequalities do exist for parks in their neighborhoods.  Certainly, research has noted that 
in the United States, low-SES and high-minority groups have access to fewer public 
recreation facilities (Taylor et al., 2007).  However, there appears to be a misalignment 
between perception and reality in the East city sector that needs to be addressed. 

2. This perception of inequality was noted in telephone surveys, and in key informant and 
focus group interviews. 

 

Conclusion Four: The current design of physical activity features across the 
vast majority of local neighborhood parks are ‘child centric’ and provide 
limited opportunities for adults to be active. 

1. Children, especially at playground activity zones, are very likely to get health-enhancing 
physical activity.  However, their adult guardian is likely to be sedentary. 

2. The lack of features targeting the types of physical activity among adults, especially 
middle- and older adults, may account for low levels of use at smaller parks.   

3. There is an abundance of athletic fields that are designed for very specific seasonal 
types of activities, typically for use by youth athletic leagues.  This may explain the low 
levels of use observed during the months of October and April. 

4. Walking is the most common health-enhancing type of physical activity among adults in 
Knoxville.  However, the proportion of adult walkers observed in the City of Knoxville 
park system, while a common activity, was very low.  Few parks, especially local 
neighborhood parks, actually have features that promote walking such as walking 
paths/trails and lighting.  Nationally, walking is the common leisure-time mode of 
physical activity – and this is true for both genders, all ages, races and ethnicities, and 
income groups. 

5. Very few adults in the City of Knoxville report doing leisure-time physical activities that 
require an athletic court or field.  This may also explain the low level of use of athletic 
features in the observed parks. 

6. While few in numbers, adult park users at smaller neighborhood parks, especially in at-
risk areas, are very active when they visit the park. 
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Conclusion Five: Many people, both children and adults, who live within a 
10-minute walk to a park may not be able to safely walk or bike to that 
park. 

1. Many parks and their surrounding street network may be ‘unwalkable’ due to the lack of
sidewalks, high volumes of cars, and the lack of safe street crossings.  This may deprive
residents of opportunities for two types of physical activity at their local park: actively
walking to the park and being active at the park (Blanck et al., 2012).

2. This lack of access will impact households without cars at even greater levels.  They
can’t walk to their park safely, they have no car to access the park, and public
transportation may have bus stops far from the park entrances that still require one to
walk more than 10 minutes in an area without sidewalks.

Conclusion Six: Perceptions of safety are a major personal barrier to the 
use of local parks. 

1. In total, 4 out of 10 adult residents in the City of Knoxville say that concerns of safety
impact their use of public recreation facilities.

2. 2 out 10 residents in the City of Knoxville feel that their neighborhood is not a pleasant
place to walk.  In residents living in households making less than 35K, the median
household income for the City of Knoxville, 3 out of 10 feel that walking in their
neighborhood is not pleasant.

3. The reasons for low park use and unpleasant feelings for walking include:
a. Feeling that their neighborhood is not safe from crime
b. Neighborhood has heavy traffic with few sidewalks
c. Unattended dogs
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Recommendations 
 
Active use of a park can provide immediate physical and psychological benefits to individuals, 
while communities and neighborhoods benefit socially, economically, and environmentally. 
(Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005) Access to outdoor parks is free and ideally close to home while 
providing a variety of opportunities for pleasurable physical activity.  The National Recreation 
and Park Association (NRPA) hopes that by 2020, next year, every person in America will have 
convenient access to safe and affordable public parks and recreation services (Godbey & 
Mowen, 2010).  They have identified three major strategies to achieve this goal. 
 

1. Create new parks 
2. Increase access to existing parks 
3. Modify existing park opportunities to promote more widespread and active use. 

 
These NRPA strategies could also help accelerate the progress towards solving the problem of 
obesity in the City of Knoxville by meeting a key recommendation of obesity prevention: 
promote physical activity by substantially increasing access to places and opportunities to be 
active (Glickman, Parker, Sim, Del Valle Cook, & Miller, 2012).  Of note, obesity prevention is a 
key focus of the Knox County Health Department (Knox County Health Department, 2015). 
 
The mission of the City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation Department is to provide a safe and 
fun environment for all citizens to recreate and enjoy their leisure time (Knoxville-Knox County 
Metropolitan Planning Commission, 2011).  Similarly, the Knox County Health Department 
(KCHD) strives to encourage, promote and assure the development of an active, healthy 
community through innovative public health practices (Knox County Health Department, 2019; 
Knoxville-Knox County Metropolitan Planning Commission, 2011).  Together, both Departments 
have a vested interest in promoting active visits to City of Knoxville parks (Buchner & Gobster, 
2007). 
 
By promoting more visits to local parks that are considered active, the City of Knoxville Parks 
and Recreation Department can help to fulfill their mission for providing leisure-time recreation 
to all residents of Knoxville.  And by promoting active visits to parks, KCHD can help citizens get 
health-enhancing physical activity, including the people living with diabetes and other chronic 
diseases.  While the Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans (U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, 2018) recommends that all adults get an equivalent of 150 minutes of 
moderate-intensity physical activity a week and two-days of muscle-strengthening activities to 
promote health and prevent disease, the health benefits of exercise start immediately for all 
adults.  The benefits of regular exercise are many, and at this time, well established.   
 
The conclusions of this report are based upon visits to every park in the city, observations of 
residents using the 12 selected City of Knoxville parks, and dialogues with residents about their 
perceptions of their local park.  While this work was limited to only outdoor parks and 
recreation facilities, the City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation Department does provide indoor 
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opportunities for recreation, including senior citizen centers, for city residents to be physically 
active.  Additionally, there are many potential new recreation-related resources that could be 
available to City of Knoxville residents.  Central to these potential resources are school 
playgrounds and other school related open spaces that could provide new opportunities for 
physical activity and recreation (National Physical Activity Plan Alliance, 2010; Spengler, 2012).   
However, in conducting audits for this report, many of those school-based locations were 
determined not to be accessible to the local neighborhood on weekdays during after-school 
hours or on weekends.  It should be noted that in 2011, the Knoxville-Knox County Park and 
Recreation and Greenway plan recognized that it would be mutually beneficial for schools and 
parks to open these resources for recreation purposes (Knoxville-Knox County Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, 2011). 
 
Outdoor parks in the City of Knoxville range in size from small pocket parks to large community 
parks.  This report does conclude that the opportunities for physical activity and active visits 
during a visit to a park are closely related to the size of the park.  Related to maintenance, there 
are well-maintained parks, and there are parks in need of attention.  Still, there is general 
equity among parks and recreation across the city of Knoxville in terms of numbers of parks, 
park size, and maintenance.   
 
Nevertheless, this report also concluded that many parks are underutilized by local residents.  
Also, the design of a park may largely determine the amount and level of physical activity of 
people who do visit their local park.  In Knoxville, almost all of the parks provide opportunities 
for children to be active – a positive factor that can be used to help prevent childhood obesity.  
However, current park designs, especially in neighborhood parks, provide few opportunities for 
adults to walk or recreate at health-enhancing levels. 
 
Furthermore, many residents in the City of Knoxville perceive that their local neighborhood 
park does not meet their needs.  And many residents, particularly in the East Knoxville planning 
district, do perceive inequities in the quality of their local park.  This report recognizes that 
there is a misalignment between perception and reality among residents that needs to be 
addressed.  People’s perceptions are their realities, realities based upon their lived experiences 
over time.  Feedback from local residents does give insight on how they interact with their 
neighborhood and their local park.  Feedback collected for this report provides reasons why 
parks may have low-utilization and ways that park utilization can be increased.  
 
With this in mind, the following recommendations and strategies are offered to achieve two 
park and public health goals that can improve the health and well-being of people living in the 
City of Knoxville. 
 

1. Increase park visits, among all groups of people, across all areas of the City of Knoxville. 
2. Increase the proportion of ‘active’ visits – health-enhancing physical activity – 

throughout the City of Knoxville parks.   
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Recommendation One: Increase Park User Engagement & Programming 

• Conduct community ‘Park Environment and Safety Audits’ at local neighborhood parks, 
in conjunction with neighborhood associations and community groups (National 
Recreation and Park Association, 2012).  Involving community groups in the design 
selection, installation, and maintenance of local neighborhood parks leads to greater 
park use and more active visits (Slater, Pugach, Lin, & Bontu, 2016).  

o Audits can determine maintenance and safety needs, desired park features of 
people living near the park, and identify assets and resources within existing 
parks (e.g., Alex Haley Heritage Square at Morningside Park). 

o The City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation Department, in conjunction with the 
Knox County Health Department, should focus on community engagement of 
residents with their local park (National Recreation and Park Association, 2019). 

o Current partners, such as the City of Knoxville Office of Neighborhoods and the 
CAC Knoxville – Knox County Neighborhood Centers, can assist with the 
engagement of community advocates. 
 

 
• Provide physical activity programming throughout the park system, with a focus on 

neighborhood parks. 
o A study in Southern California parks found that park size and number of 

organized physical activities were the best predictor of park use and physical 
activity (Cohen, Marsh, Williamson, Derose, & Martinez, 2010).  Indeed, in the 
City of Knoxville park use was strongly associated with park size.  However, since 
park size is fixed across existing parks, a strong emphasis should be placed on in-
park programming to increase use, especially those visits considered to be active 
visits.   

o This programming should be based upon community park audits and 
neighborhood feedback that helps to identify needs and resources.  Examples of 
programming could be: 
 Walking groups 
 Pickleball orientation lesson in parks with tennis courts. 
 Tai Chi (The Knoxville Parks recognize a provider for this activity in the 

parks.) 
o Encourage community groups (e.g., churches, Boys and Girls Club, etc.) who 

currently offer physical activity programming to utilize park facilities and space. 
 

• Increase the visibility of the current City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation’s ‘Programs in 
the Parks’ initiative that seeks to partner with commercial and non-profit entities in 
promoting physical activity.   

o This program has the potential to be an excellent resource for providing in-park 
physical activity programs.  While current partners recognized on the Knoxville 
City Parks and Recreation website mainly target youth, locating partners focusing 
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on adult programming should be a priority (Parks and Recreation Department, 
2019b). 

o As noted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, 2009), the Knox County Health Department 
(KCHD) can assist in identifying potential partners, especially programs that 
target at-risk populations, including people living with diabetes and other 
chronic diseases.  This could best be achieved by creating a ‘Physical Activity 
Community Coalition’ supported by the KCHD (see recommendation five below). 

 
• Increase the promotion of ‘Adopt a Park’, a new program of the City of Knoxville Parks 

and Recreation.  
o The aim of this program is to improve the environmental and aesthetic quality of 

local parks by allowing neighborhood associations and organizations to develop 
a strong sense of ownership and responsibility for their local park.  (Parks and 
Recreation Department, 2019a) 

 

 
Recommendation Two: Increase Park & Physical Activity  
                                           Community Awareness 

• Implement a mass-media physical activity campaign revolving around the benefits of 
being active at your local park (Glickman et al., 2012). 

o The KCHD, the City of Knoxville Parks and Recreation, and mass media 
professionals should collaborate to develop consistent mass communication 
messages that promote physical activity in local parks.  (Bauman & Chau, 2009; 
Reger-Nash et al., 2011) 

o The mass-media campaign should target adults at-risk or living with chronic 
diseases, including diabetes, hypertension, and coronary heart disease.  The 
central message towards these individuals should convey the immediate benefits 
of becoming active, especially using local parks near where they live.  (Bauman, 
Walker, McLean, Shilton, & Bellew, 2014) 

o Infographics and messaging from the mass media campaign should be shared 
with neighborhood associations and community groups so that they may post 
these messages via social media groups (e.g., Facebook).  Messages should be in 
multiple languages; reflecting the languages spoken in the communities. 

o Hospitals and other medical organizations may be potential partners in 
implementing such a campaign.  The Physical Activity Community Coalition 
would be best facilitator for engaging these partners. 
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Recommendation Three: Renovate the Park Environment to  
                                              Promote Park Visits and Physical Activity 

• Within existing parks, install new physical activity zones, with an emphasis on walking, 
that promote park use and adult physical activity. 

o A national study found that walking loops generated the most health-enhancing 
physical activity for adults and seniors.  Parks with walking loops were found to 
have 80% more users than parks without loops.  (Cohen et al., 2016; Cohen & 
Leuschner, 2018) 
 Create new walking trails in existing parks.  (Adair Park and West View 

Park are excellent examples of walking trails in smaller parks.) 
 Create walking trails around athletic fields.  (This would allow parents to 

walk while their child practices/competes in youth sports.) 
o By expanding the number of amenities and physical activity zones at existing 

parks, local residents are likely to perceive the park as being safe.  Also, 
increased park facilities and amenities, combined with organized park 
programming resulting (see recommendation one above), will encourage 
physical activity among targeted at-risk groups (Lapham et al., 2016). 

o In order to increase active visits for the entire family, develop physical activity 
zones near playgrounds that promote physical activity for supervising adults.  
(e.g., Fitness Zone equipment).   
 

• In existing parks, convert under-utilized athletic fields to new physical activity zones.  
(e.g., skate park, pickleball/tennis courts, walking trail) (Godbey & Mowen, 2010; 
National Physical Activity Plan Alliance, 2010). 

o In 2011, the Knoxville-Knox County Parks and Recreation plan recognized that 
many existing parks had been developed for particular field sports, and whose 
space does not lend itself to other types of physical activity (Knoxville-Knox 
County Metropolitan Planning Commission, 2011). 

o This retrofitting approach can lead to a greater variety of physical activity zones 
that are appealing to a wider cross-section of people. 

o Again, involvement of neighborhood groups and associations in conducting ‘Park 
Environment and Safety Audits’ will help direct that renovation. 

 
• Install park signage, including routing to neighborhood parks in surrounding 

neighborhood street networks (National Physical Activity Plan Alliance, 2010). 
o In focus group interviews, many community members could not recall the name 

of their local park.  
o This recommendation of specific street network park signage is intended to 

increase awareness, name recognition, and routing or wayfaring information.  It 
is noted that some neighborhoods do have existing park signage.  However, this 
signage was found to be limited in size and scope throughout the street network. 
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• Provide park mapping and wayfaring signage at all entrances for all parks to promote 
first-time park use, engaging current park users, and promote feelings of safety 
(National Recreation and Park Association, 2012). 

o Park mapping can identify physical activity zones and provide health-related 
messages for being active.  A large randomized control-trial in the City of Los 
Angeles found that signage provided environmental clues that contributed to 
increases in park users and MVPA (Cohen et al., 2013). 

o A national study found that posting community events and park programming in 
and around a park was associated with a 62% increase in park users and 
increased physical activity compared to parks without marketing materials 
(Cohen et al., 2016). 

o Existing and new walking trails should have distance signage similar to Knoxville 
Track Club signs installed on the city greenways. 
 

• Install three essential park features in all parks --water fountains, restrooms/porta 
potties, and emergency call cylinders. 

o Using similar methods to this report, a large study found that drinking fountains, 
picnic facilities, and signage were the strongest park features related to park use  
(Geremia et al., 2019). 

o Currently, only 28% of Knoxville parks allow users to have access to a water 
fountain.   

o Access to restrooms or porta-potties can only be found in 40% of Knoxville parks. 
o Emergency call cylinders will increase feelings of safety in the park, a major 

factor for people using their local park. 
 
 
Recommendation Four: Improve the Neighborhood Built Environment  
                                            and Park Access 

• Continue to emphasize the linkage of parks with greenways to create active transit 
routes to parks (City of Knoxville, 2016; National Physical Activity Plan Alliance, 2010; 
National Recreation and Park Association, 2016). 

o Parks can, and should be, activity-friendly destinations, and greenways can 
provide safe active-friendly routes to get to the park  (Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, 2019b). 

o This strategy will promote the #No. 1 type of physical activity for adults and 
seniors – walking. 

o In 2011, it was noted that greenway connections were the greatest need within 
the park system (Knoxville-Knox County Metropolitan Planning Commission, 
2011). 

o An excellent example of this type of promotion of park use while creating safe 
routes to park destinations is the First Creek Greenway project completed in 
2018.  This project provided safe connections from Woodland Avenue to 
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Edgewood Park, a neighborhood park observed in developing this report 
(Engineering Department, 2019). 

 
• Increase safe access to local parks by installing safe street crossings adjacent to parks 

(National Recreation and Park Association, 2016). 
o This will increase the level of safety for park users who walk or bike to the park, 

while also increasing park awareness among local residents navigating in car. 
 

• Incorporate bus stops, adjacent to park entrances, within Knoxville Area Transit (KAT) 
routes (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2019b). 

o This will facilitate park use for residents who lack transportation and/or who do 
not live within a 10-minute walk to a local park. 

o Park destinations on Knoxville Area Transit but routes should be highlighted on 
the KAT and Park and Recreation websites. 

 
Recommendation Five: Enhance Partnerships for Promoting  
                                           Physical Activity 

• Formalize the current working partnership between the City of Knoxville Parks and 
Recreation Department and the Knox County Health Department – both essential to 
promoting the public health of residents in the City of Knoxville. (Buchner & Gobster, 
2007) 

o Many, if not all, of the recommendations in this report will necessitate 
collaboration of both agencies. 

• Establish a physical activity community coalition to formalize the linkage between public 
health and parks and recreation.  The expertise to create this coalition resides with the 
Knox County Health Department’s Community Health section.  This coalition should 
identify agencies across the following sectors (National Physical Activity Plan Alliance, 
2010): 

o Business and Industry  
o Schools 
o Faith-Based Settings  
o Healthcare  
o Mass Media  
o Sport  
o Transportation, Land Use and Community Design.  
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Appendix A 
Park Physical Environment Audit Methodology 

 
Central to this study and final report are the physical environmental audits for each of the 94 
parks across the city of Knoxville.  These park audits, conducted by Dr. Fitzhugh, utilized an 
abbreviated version of the validated instrument ‘Environmental Assessment of Public 
Recreation Spaces’ (EAPRS). (Saelens et al., 2006)  The abbreviated-EARPS are strongly 
correlated with park use and physical activity.  The appendix presents the abbreviated EAPRS, a 
17-page audit instrument containing 117 items.  
 
EARPS allows for a comprehensive assessment of the physical environment of the park that 
captures 7 possible facility components related to the ‘physical activity’ potential of the park.  
This physical activity related facilities or areas measured by the EARPS include the following 
areas – trails (paved and unpaved), open spaces, pools, beaches, sidewalks, playsets and 
athletic courts/fields, all places in the park where a person could be active.  A physical activity 
subscore for each park was calculated using 70 items that, when coded, could achieve a 
maximum of 18 points.  The higher the score, the more potential for of that park for a person 
be physically active.  Lower scores reflect fewer opportunities or areas in the park to be active. 
 
An ‘amenity’ subscore was calculated using 76-items that could achieve a maximum of 23 
points.  The following amenities were assessed at each park: seating, paths, restrooms, 
eating/drinking facilities, trash cans, wildlife areas, entrances, bike racks, parking, signage, and 
safety features.  The amenity subscore was based on the presence and quality of each amenity.  
These amenities reflect the aspects of the park that increase the user’s experience with the 
park   
 
Finally, the EARPS calculates a ‘aesthetic’ subscore for each park using 31-items that could 
reach a maximum of 24 points. The presence and quality of meadows, woods, ponds, streams, 
fountains, views, historical markers, landscaping, and art were assessed at each park.  The 
greater the score, the more physically attractive the park which also impacts the user 
experience. 
 
An overall ‘ParkScore’ was calculated by summing the three sub-scores – physical activity, 
amenities, and aesthetics.  The possible maximum ParkScore was 65 total points. 
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Appendix B 
Park Physical Activity Direct Observation Methodology 

 
An objective measure for quantifying physical activity in the parks was obtained using direct 
observation.  Trained observers, who were undergraduate Kinesiology students, used the 
System for Observing Play and Recreation in Communities (SOPARC) approach for direct 
observation of physical activity in the park setting.(McKenzie, Cohen, Sehgal, Williamson, & 
Golinelli, 2006; Ward et al., 2014)  SOPARC provides a generalizable picture of park use related 
to being active, especially at the moderate-to-vigorous intensity levels.  It also relates this 
physical activity to the park facilities and amenities.  SOPARC data has been combined with the 
EAPRS data regarding identified facilities and amenities to examine how people interact with 
the park.  
 
SOPARC is based upon a momentary time sampling approach that involved collecting data at 
each park across 4 days of the week (Monday, Wednesday, Saturday, and Sunday) at 3 times 
per day (morning, midday, and evening) between 7 AM and 8 PM.  Data collection occurred 
during one week in the fall 2018 (October) and one week in the spring 2019 (April).   
 
SOPARC first entailed mapping the park into activity zones which dictated the systematic 
observation protocol of SOPARC.  The number of activity zones varied by the specific park.  The 
smaller parks (e.g., Whitlow-Logan, Edgewood, and Cal Johnson) had 3 activity zones and the 
largest park, West Hills, had 18 activity zones.  The subsequent direct observation using SOPARC 
followed an exact order of observation across the activity zones by each study team. Across the 
two-week time periods there were 24 total observations for each physical activity zone in each 
of the selected parks.  An example of a park scan zone plan for Edgewood Park is below. 
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Each study team was composed of two Kinesiology undergraduate students who had 
undergone extensive SOPARC observer training.  This training involved both classroom and field 
related reliability exercises in using the SOPARC instrument and protocol.  After the training, 
each team was assigned a specific park for study data collection in the field.  In total, 12 parks 
were purposefully selected to be SOPARC parks. Selected SOPARC parks included the following. 
 

• Cal Johnson 
• Charter Doyle 
• Edgewood 
• Fountain City 
• Harriet Tubman 
• Island Home 
• Lonsdale 
• Malcolm-Martin 
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• Sam Duff 
• West Hills 
• Whitlow-Logan 
• World’s Fair 

The SOPARC instrument, seen below, allows trained observers to measure park use at each 
activity zone and classifies use by apparent gender (male and female), age (child, teen, adult, 
and elder), race/ethnicity (black, Hispanic, white, and other), and physical activity levels 
(sedentary, walking, and vigorous).  In total, 42 undergraduate students were trained on 
SOPARC protocol, including how to classify people into categories mentioned above. 
 
In addition, each zone is assessed for accessibility, usability, supervision, and organization.  
These counts of users are aggregated by zone, day of the week, and season. 
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Appendix C 
Telephone Survey Methodology 

 
The project team, in conjunction with the UT College of Social Work Office of Research and 
Public Service’s Center for Applied Research and Evaluation (CARE), conducted a public opinion 
survey between January and May 2019 to measure the relation between parks and physical 
activity behaviors of residents in the city of Knoxville.  The following aspects of the survey, 
including the actual instruments are described below. 
 
Perceived Environmental Supports for Physical Activity Questionnaire.  This 27-item survey was 
developed and validated by the University of South Carolina in 2000 (Ainsworth et al., 2000; SIP 
4-99 Research Group, 2002).  This survey has previously been used in a local research study 
focusing on the impact of the Bearden Greenway (Fitzhugh, Bassett, & Evans, 2010).  The 
survey measures the perceptions of both the social and physical environments of the 
respondent.  At the neighborhood level, defined as a 10-minute walk from home, measures 
include observed physical activity as a norm, walkability, traffic, feelings of safety, and places 
where people can go to be physically active in the neighborhood.  The survey was slightly 
modified to place a greater emphasis on park use. 

Physical Activity Behavior.  The physical activity of each respondent was assessed using the 6-
item 2015 physical activity questionnaire obtained from the CDC Behavior Risk Factor Survey 
(BRFS) (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2018).  This report estimates the 
prevalence of people meeting the 2018 Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans.  
Respondents were asked details on the top two leisure-time physical activities they had done in 
the past month.  In addition, the survey asked if any of the two LTPAs were done in a park 
setting.  These questions also allowed the report to identify the most common leisure-time 
physical activities of Knoxville adults with information on frequency, duration, and intensity, 
and whether those activities took place in a park. 

Park Awareness and Proximity.  Respondents were asked to name the park nearest to their 
home, and were also asked to identify the nearest cross street intersection near their home.  
These data allowed the measurement of park awareness, and can be geocoded to provide an 
objective proximity measure to both the park and at-risk census tracts. 

Demographic Measures.  Standard BRFSS demographic measures were asked in order to create 
a demographic profile of park users. 

The telephone survey component of the study was conducted with 800 residents living within 
the city limits of Knoxville. The survey was administered using landline and cell phone samples, 
and by web interface using Facebook advertisement, to ensure an adequate representation of 
all age groups.  The sample was also stratified by census tracts to increase participation of 
residents from all areas of the city.  The target sample size for each general region of the city – 
north, south, east, and west – was 200.  This sample size was identified to provide a +/- 6.9% 
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margin of error at the 95% confidence level for each of the regions and a +/- 3.5% margin of 
error for at the 95% confidence level for the city at-large.   
 
The addresses and phone numbers in the sample, as well as the Facebook advertisements, 
were purchased from Survey Sampling, Inc. based upon census tracts.  When possible, 
household address information was included in the sample record.  These addresses were used 
to mail a pre-notification letter explaining the purpose of the survey and providing researchers’ 
contact information for any questions the household members had. Including a pre-notification 
letter in the methodology was intended to increase the response rate substantially and to 
reduce the non-response error.  Facebook ads were designed to target subgroups that generally 
are underrepresented in telephone surveys.  These groups typically include residents under the 
age of 45 and minority residents.  
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

“I will be asking you some questions about the neighborhood in which you live, followed by some questions 

about the community in which you live.” 

“First, some questions about the neighborhood in which you live. For the purpose of this interview, 

neighborhood is defined as the area within one-half mile or a ten-minute walk from your home. 

3.1 How long have you lived at your current address? 

Number of months (twelve months or less) ...................................................................___ ___      

Number of years (one year or more)...............................................................................___ ___ 

Don’t know/ not sure ...............................................................................................................77 

Refused ....................................................................................................................................99 

<Note to interviewer: Less than one year is entered as months and more than twelve months is entered as 

whole years only. E.g. 5 years, not 5 years and 4 months.> 

3.2 In general, would you say that the people in your neighborhood are…. 

a. Very physically active..........................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat physically active.................................................................................................2

c. Not very physically active ...................................................................................................3

d. Not at all physically active...................................................................................................4

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.3 Overall, how would you rate your neighborhood as a place to walk? Would you say…  

a. Very pleasant .......................................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat pleasant...............................................................................................................2

c. Not very pleasant .................................................................................................................3

d. Not at all pleasant.................................................................................................................4

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

3.4 In general, would you say the motorized traffic in your neighborhood is… 

a. Heavy, ..................................................................................................................................1

b. Moderate, OR.......................................................................................................................2

c. Light? ...................................................................................................................................3

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.5 Does your neighborhood have any sidewalks? 

a. Yes .......................................................................................................................................1

b. No (Skip to question 3.7).....................................................................................................2

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused……..…………………………………………………………………………………9 

3.6 For walking in your neighborhood, would you say your sidewalks are… 

a. Very well maintained...........................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat maintained..........................................................................................................2

c. Not very well maintained.....................................................................................................3

d. Not at all maintained............................................................................................................4

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.7 For walking at night, would you describe the STREET lighting in your neighborhood as… 

a. Very good.............................................................................................................................1

b. Good.....................................................................................................................................2

c. Fair .......................................................................................................................................3

d. Poor ......................................................................................................................................4

e. Very poor .............................................................................................................................5

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

3.8 For walking in your neighborhood, would you say that unattended dogs are…. 

a. A big problem ......................................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat of a problem .......................................................................................................2

c. Not very much of a problem ................................................................................................3

d. Not a problem at all..............................................................................................................4

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.9 How safe from crime do you consider your  neighborhood to be? 

Would you say… 

a. Extremely safe .....................................................................................................................1

b. Quite safe .............................................................................................................................2

c. Slightly safe .........................................................................................................................3

d. Not at all safe .......................................................................................................................4

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.10 Generally speaking, would you say most people in your neighborhood can be trusted? 

a. Yes .......................................................................................................................................1

b. No.........................................................................................................................................2

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused………………………………………………………………………………………..9 

3.11 Does your neighborhood have public recreation facilities (such as public swimming pools, parks, walking 

trails, bike paths, recreation centers, etc.)? 

a. Yes .......................................................................................................................................1

b. No (Skip to question 3.13)...................................................................................................2

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused………………………………………………………………………………………..9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

3.12 In general, how would you rate the condition of these public recreation facilities?  Would you say…  

a. Excellent ..............................................................................................................................1

b. Good......................................................................................................................................2

c. Fair ........................................................................................................................................3

d. Poor .......................................................................................................................................4

Don’t Know/Not Sure ................................................................................................................7 

 Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.13 Thinking about how public money is spent on recreation facilities, which of the following statements is 

most accurate… 

a. My neighborhood almost always gets its fair share.............................................................1

b. My neighborhood often gets its fair share ...........................................................................2

c. My neighborhood seldom gets its fair share ........................................................................3

d. My neighborhood never gets its fair share...........................................................................4

Don’t Know/Not Sure ................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.14 For physical activity, do you use ANY private or membership only recreation facilities?  

(… including those outside of your neighborhood) 

a. Yes .......................................................................................................................................1

b. No.........................................................................................................................................2

Don’t know/not sure ..................................................................................................................7 

Refused………………………………………………………………………………………..9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

“For the next several questions, think about the community in which you live. For the purposes of this 

interview, community is defined as the area within ten miles or a twenty-minute drive from your home. 

“Please tell me if you yourself USE any of the following resources and facilities in your community.  If the type 

resource or facility I mention is not available in your community, please let me know.”  

<Note to interviewer:  Emphasize you/yourself.  The question is asking about personal use, not their 
family or community’s use.> 

3.15 Walking trails? 

a. Yes – R USES WALKING TRAILS IN COMMUNITY ...................................................1

b. No – R DOES NOT USE WALKING TRAILS IN COMMUNITY ..................................2

c. My community does not have any walking trails ................................................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

PROBE: BY WALKING TRAILS WE MEAN PUBLIC TRAILS THAT ARE DESIGNATED FOR 
WALKING. 

3.16 Public swimming pools?  

a. Yes - R USES POOLS IN COMMUNITY..........................................................................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE POOLS IN COMMUNITY .........................................................2

c. My community does not have any public swimming pools ................................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.17 Public Recreation Centers? 

a. Yes - R USES PUBLIC RECREATION CENTERS IN COMMUNITY...........................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE PUBLIC RECREATION CENTERS IN COMMUNITY...........2

c. My community does not have any public recreation centers...............................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

3.18 Bicycle paths or bike trails? 

a. Yes - R USES BIKE TRAILS IN COMMUNITY..............................................................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE BIKE TRAILS IN COMMUNITY..............................................2

c. My community does not have any bike paths or bike trails ................................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.19 Parks/playgrounds/sports fields? 

a. Yes - R USES PARKS IN COMMUNITY .........................................................................1

b. No - R DOES NOT USE PARKS IN COMMUNITY ........................................................2

c. My community does not have any parks/playgrounds/sports fields....................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.20 Schools that are open for public recreation activities?  

a. Yes- R USES SCHOOLS FOR REC IN COMMUNITY ...................................................1

b. No - R DOES NOT USE SCHOOLS FOR REC IN COMMUNITY .................................2

c. Schools in my community are not open for the public to use..............................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.21 Do you use a shopping mall for physical activity/walking programs? 

a. Yes- R USES MALLS FOR PA IN COMMUNITY...........................................................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE MALLS FOR PA IN COMMUNITY..........................................2

c. My community does not have a shopping mall ...................................................................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

93



Section 3: Social and Physical Environments  

3.22 Do you use physical activity programs and facilities at a place of worship? 

a. Yes- R USES FACILITIES AT PLACE OF WORSHIP IN COMMUNITY.....................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE FACILITIES AT PLACE OF WORSHIP IN COMMUNITY....2

c. My community does not have any places of worship with physical activity programs ......3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.23 Do you use nearby waterways such as creeks, rivers, and lakes for water-related physical activities such 

as canoeing, kayaking, swimming, or skiing? (DO NOT INCLUDE NON-PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES SUCH 

AS BOATING)  

a. Yes- R USES WATERWAYS FOR PA IN COMMUNITY ..............................................1

b. No- R DOES NOT USE WATERWAYS PA IN COMMUNITY......................................2

c. My community does not have any waterways to use for physical activity ........................3

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

"The next questions concern your opinion about physical activity facilities in your community." 

3.24 For your own physical activity, how important are recreational/ physical activity clubs, programs, or 

organized recreational events in your community… 

a. Very important .....................................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat important ............................................................................................................2

c. Not very important...............................................................................................................3

d. Not at all important ..............................................................................................................4

e. My community does not have any physical activity clubs or programs..............................5

Don’t know/ not sure .................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 
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Section 3: Social and Physical Environments 

3.25  In your community, would you say that all people have equal access to public recreation facilities? 

a. Yes .......................................................................................................................................1

b. No.........................................................................................................................................2

c. My community does not have any public recreation facilities, (Skip to question 4.1) .......3

Don’t Know/Not Sure ...............................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.26 How safe are the public recreation facilities in your community? Would you say… 

a. Very safe ..............................................................................................................................1

b. Somewhat safe .....................................................................................................................2

c. Somewhat unsafe .................................................................................................................3

d. Not at all safe .......................................................................................................................4

Don’t Know/Not Sure ...............................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 

3.27 Do concerns about safety at the public recreation facilities in your community influence your using them? 
a.Yes...........................................................................................................................................1

b. No.........................................................................................................................................2

c. My community does not have any public recreation facilities ............................................3

Don’t Know/Not Sure ................................................................................................................7 

Refused ......................................................................................................................................9 
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READ IF RESPONDENT ASKS ABOUT WHAT TO INCLUDE: “INCLUDE TOMATOES, 

GREEN BEANS, CARROTS, CORN, CABBAGE, BEAN SPROUTS, COLLARD GREENS, AND 

BROCCOLI. INCLUDE RAW, COOKED, CANNED, OR FROZEN VEGETABLES. DO NOT 

INCLUDE RICE.” 

1_ _  Days 

2_ _  Weeks 

3_ _  Months 

888  Never 

777 Don’t Know 

999 Refused 

Section 13: Exercise (Physical Activity) 

The next few questions are about exercise, recreation, or physical activities other than your 

regular job duties. 

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: If respondent does not have a “regular job duty” or is 

retired, they may count the physical activity or exercise they spend the most time doing in a 

regular month. 

13.1 During the past month, other than your regular job, did you participate in any 

physical activities or exercises such as running, calisthenics, golf, gardening, or walking for 

exercise?           (233)  

1 Yes 

2 No    [GO TO Q13.8] 

7 Don’t know / Not sure[GO TO Q13.8] 

 9 Refused  [GO TO Q13.8] 

13.2 What type of physical activity or exercise did you spend the most time doing during 

the past month?          (234-235) 

_ _        (Specify)   [See Physical Activity Coding List] 

 77 Don’t know / Not Sure [GO TO Q13.8] 

99 Refused     [GO TO Q13.8] 
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INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: IF THE RESPONDENT’S ACTIVITY IS NOT 

INCLUDED IN THE PHYSICAL ACTIVITY CODING LIST, CHOOSE THE OPTION 

LISTED AS “OTHER”. 

13.3 How many times per week or per month did you take part in this activity during the 

past month?           (236-238) 

1_ _ Times per week 

2_ _ Times per month 

 777 Don’t know / Not sure 

999 Refused 

13.4 And when you took part in this activity, for how many minutes or hours did you 

usually keep at it? (239-241) 

 _:_ _  Hours and minutes 

777      Don’t know / Not sure 

999 Refused  

13.5 What other type of physical activity gave you the next most exercise during the past month? 

(242-243) 

_ _        (Specify)  [See Physical Activity Coding List] 

88 No other activity [GO TO Q13.8] 

77 Don’t know / Not Sure [GO TO Q13.8] 

 99 Refused  [GO TO Q13.8] 

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: IF THE RESPONDENT’S ACTIVITY IS NOT 

INCLUDED IN THE CODING PHYSICAL ACTIVITY LIST, CHOOSE THE OPTION 

LISTED AS “OTHER”. 

13.6 How many times per week or per month did you take part in this activity during the 

past month?          (244-246) 

1_ _ Times per week 

2_ _ Times per month 

 777 Don’t know / Not sure 

999 Refused 
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13.7 And when you took part in this activity, for how many minutes or hours did you 

usually keep at it?                                                                                           (247-249)   

 _:_ _  Hours and minutes 

777      Don’t know / Not sure 

999 Refused  

13.8 During the past month, how many times per week or per month did you do physical 

activities or exercises to STRENGTHEN your muscles? Do NOT count aerobic activities 

like walking, running, or bicycling. Count activities using your own body weight like yoga, 

sit-ups or push-ups and those using weight machines, free weights, or elastic bands. 

(250-252)  

1_ _ Times per week 

2_ _ Times per month 

 888 Never 

 777 Don’t know / Not sure 

999 Refused  

Section 14: Seatbelt Use 

14.1 How often do you use seat belts when you drive or ride in a car? Would you 

say —  (253)  

Please read:  1 Always  

2 Nearly always 

3 Sometimes  

4 Seldom  

5 Never  

Do not read: 

7 Don’t know / Not sure  

8 Never drive or ride in a car 

9 Refused  

Section 15: Immunization 

Now I will ask you questions about the flu vaccine.  There are two ways to get the flu 

vaccine, one is a shot in the arm and the other is a spray, mist, or drop in the nose called 

FluMist™.  

15.1 During the past 12 months, have you had either a flu shot or a flu vaccine that was 

 sprayed in your nose?     (254)  
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Activity List for Common Leisure Activities
(To be used for Section 12:  Physical Activity) 

Code Description (Physical Activity, Questions 12.2 and 12.5 above) 

01 Active Gaming Devices (Wii Fit, Dance, Dance revolution)  

02 Aerobics video or class 

03 Backpacking 

04 Badminton 

05 Basketball 

06 Bicycling machine exercise 

07 Bicycling 

08 Boating (Canoeing, rowing, kayaking, sailing for pleasure 

or camping) 

09 Bowling 

10 Boxing 

11 Calisthenics 

12 Canoeing/rowing in competition  

13 Carpentry 

14 Dancing-ballet, ballroom, Latin, hip hop, Zumba, etc. 

15 Elliptical/EFX machine exercise 

16 Fishing from river bank or boat 

17 Frisbee  

18 Gardening (spading, weeding, digging, filling) 

19 Golf (with motorized cart) 

20 Golf (without motorized cart) 

21 Handball 

22 Hiking – cross-country  

23 Hockey 

24 Horseback riding 

25 Hunting large game – deer, elk 

26 Hunting small game – quail 

27 Inline Skating 

28 Jogging 

29 Lacrosse 

30 Mountain climbing 

31 Mowing lawn 

32 Paddleball 

33 Painting/papering house 

34 Pilates 

35 Racquetball 

36 Raking lawn/trimming hedges 

37 Running 

38 Rock climbing 

39 Rope skipping 

40 Rowing machine exercises 

41 Rugby 

42 Scuba diving 

43 Skateboarding 

44 Skating – ice or roller 

45 Sledding, tobogganing 

46 Snorkeling 

47 Snow blowing 

48 Snow shoveling by hand 

49 Snow skiing 

50 Snowshoeing 

51 Soccer 

52 Softball/Baseball 

53 Squash 

54 Stair climbing/Stair master 

55 Stream fishing in waders 

56 Surfing 

57 Swimming 

58 Swimming in laps 

59 Table tennis 

60 Tai Chi 

61 Tennis 

62 Touch football 

63 Volleyball 

64 Walking 

66 Waterskiing 

67 Weight lifting 

68 Wrestling 

69 Yoga 

71 Childcare 

72 Farm/Ranch Work (caring for livestock, stacking hay, etc.) 

73 Household Activities (vacuuming, dusting, home repair, 

etc.) 

74 Karate/Martial Arts 

75 Upper Body Cycle (wheelchair sports, ergometer  

76 Yard work (cutting/gathering wood, trimming, etc.) 

98 Other_____ 

99 Refused 

100
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Appendix D:  Qualitative Methodology 
Key Informant Interviews 
12 high-priority census tracts were selected within the City of Knoxville based on local data on 
prevalence of coronary heart disease among adults aged ≥18 years and diagnosed with 
diabetes among adults aged ≥18 years as well as the lowest estimates for no leisure-time 
physical activity among adults aged ≥18 years and life expectancy.  To recruit key informants, 
we identified individuals within these areas who might play a role in the local programing and 
policy initiatives related to access, quality, and services of parks and recreation facilities.  
Potential key informants included City of Knoxville parks and recreation representatives, Knox 
County School District officials, representatives of neighborhood associations, representatives 
of community housing, directors of non-profit organizations, clergy, and/or others working with 
religious organizations.  The research team contacted eligible participants via email and/or 
telephone to recruit key informants.  Two 60-90 minute in-depth interviews were conducted by 
trained Public Health graduate students within each of the 12 high-priority census tracts, except 
for census tracts 14, 19, 21, and 67 where four were held.  The institutional review board (IRB) 
at the University of Tennessee reviewed and approved all study materials and protocols before 
implementation. To safeguard participant confidentiality and the collected data, participants’ 
identities were not disclosed in the study findings.  With permission, interviews were audio-
recorded and transcribed using InqScribe v. 2.2.4 (InQuirium, 2019).  The research team 
conducted the key informant interviews using a semi-structured interview guide on the physical 
environment of neighborhood parks, accessibility to parks and recreation facilities, services 
offered at parks, the quality and condition of the recreation facilities, and programming and 
policy initiatives for neighborhood parks.  Demographic information (i.e., age, education level, 
etc.) was collected.  Transcripts were analyzed with rapid qualitative data analysis techniques, 
specifically data condensation, were used to analyze the key informant interviews.  Data were 
sorted, organized, and reduced to facilitate and verify conclusions (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  
Additionally, neutral domain names for each interview question (deductive approach) and a 
summary matrix were developed (Averill, 2002). 
 
Focus Group Interviews 
One focus group (5-15 participants) was conducted in six priority census tracts; a total of six 
focus groups.  Focus group methodology, as suggested by Krueger and Casey (2014) and Patton 
(2015), was utilized. Focus group participants were recruited with the assistance of the Knox 
County Health Department and key informants.  Consent was obtained for each participant 
prior to the start of each focus group.  Graduate students in Public Health and Kinesiology 
trained in focus group methodology conducted the groups.  All focus groups were audio-
recorded and transcribed using InqScribe v. 2.2.4 (InQuirium, 2019).  Transcripts were coded 
and subsequently abstracted to identify common elements.  Demographic information (i.e., 
age, education level, etc.) was also collected.  Participants received a $25 Knoxville Utility Board 
voucher for their participation.  The focus groups of 5-15 participants provided the opportunity 
to directly question men and women about their perceptions of the parks and recreation 
facilities and its influence on their physical activity behaviors.  We intended to elicit responses 
from participants about the context and meaning of these complex concepts for themselves 
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and their families.  Barriers and facilitators to park use and the impact of physical activity or 
inactivity in their lives were also themes of interest. 
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Appendix E 
Characteristics of City of Knoxville Parks:  

Physical Activity Features, Aesthetics, Amenities 
 
        PHYSICAL ACTIVITY PROMOTING FEATURES 
Trail                                                Park N              %  
 Paved 40 42.6 
 Unpaved 21 22.3 
Open Space 71 75.5 
Pools  3 3.2 
Sidewalk 42 44.7 
Playground 
 Playset 56 59.6 
 Other Play Equipment 49 52.1 
Athletics 
 Field 34 36.2 
 Court 29 30.8 
 Skate Board 3 3.2 
 Indoor Rec Center 11 11.7 
Greenway Linkage 24 25.8 
 
                       AESTHETICS 
Meadow 14 14.9 
Wooded Area 80 85.1 
Ponds/Lakes 15 16.0 
Streams/Creeks 29 30.8 
Appealing Views 23 24.5 
Fountains 7 7.4 
Historical Markers 16 17.0 
Landscaping 46 48.9 
Sculpture/Art 18 19.2 
 
                     AMENITIES 
Connecting Paths 45 47.9 
Water Fountains 26 27.7 
Grills  31 33.0 
Picnic Area 56 59.6 
Vending 14 14.9 
Restrooms 38 40.4 
Shelters/Pavilions 44 46.9 
Entertainment Stages 8 8.5 
 
 



 

   
 

104 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY PROMOTING FEATURES (Continued) 
Seating Park                                      Park N              % 
 Benches 70 74.5 
 Tables 66 70.2 
 Seat Walls 16 17.0 
 Bleachers 19 20.2 
Visibility to Neighborhood 31 33.0 
Trash Cans 
 Trash 83 88.3 
 Recycling 67 80.7 
Bike Racks 25 26.6 
Parking Lots 64 68.1 
Maps  13 13.8 
Event Postings 4 4.3 
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