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The urban poor are isolated in our society. They
lack skills, education, and opportunities. Specifically,
they lack leisure and recreational opportunities. Unlike
more affluent segments of the population, the inner city
poor do not have proper access to recrestional areas.

There are not an adequate number of accessible rec-
reational areas within the vicinity of low income neighbor-
hoods. Moreover, the recreational areas which are acces-
sible are often badly maintained and in a deteriorating
condition or else are very small and have few facilities.
Neighborhoods which now house low income families within
the inner city were often built prior to the current under-
standings about open space. Recreational needs were often
not considered in the initial development of these neighbor-
hoods. The amount of open recreational space has also been
diminishing over the last several years. Fiscal constraints
have forced local govermments to sacrifice urban open space
for various public projects. Recreational space has also
been so0ld for private develorment. Although such develop-
ment practices are normally carried out in all sections of
the city, the impact has been far greater for low income
neighborhoods. Development of open space within the inner
city has had a detrimental impact on the poor, since open
space is in such short supply in low income neighborhoods

to begin with,



The poor also lack the means to travel to recreational
areas located outside of the neighborhood. Recreational
planners have attempted to meet the demand for public open
space through extensive purchases gt the periphery of met-
ropolitan regions where land costs are the lowest. It was
thought that such a strategy would benefit the poor. How-
ever, the poor lack access to these outside park and rec-
reation areas. Since nearly all low income families do not
own automobiles, they are dependent upon public transporta-
tion for travel to areas outside of the neighborhood. Un-
fortunately, few recreational planners have considered ac-
cess to transit systems when purchasing and developing open
space for recreational use and, as a result, few of the out-
lying areas are accessible to the inner city poor.

It is extremely difficult for the inner city poor to
take advantage of outlying city and regional parks. More-
over, it is nearly impossible for the poor to use national
parks and forests, given the location of most of these areas.
They are, as one author has described, "light years" away
from the inner city poor.1

This study will specifically examine the problem of
recreation accessibility as it applies to eight low income
neighborhoods in Boston. Three different types of recrea-
tional areas (neighborhood park and recreational areas,
city wide park and recreational areas, and regional parks

and recreational areas) were defined. The accessibility of





















Methodology for the Evaluation of Recreation Accessibility

The methodology will be the same in evaluating the
accessibility of each of the three different types of rec-
reational areas to the low income neighborhoods. The lo-
cation of both the client population and the (corresponding)
recreational areas will be identified and plotted on a map.
A recreation area will be termed inaccessible if it is be-
yond an established distance from the client population or
if any other intervening barriers restrict access. Dis-
tance requirements or standards will vary according to the
mobility characteristics of the client population, the type
of recreational area and the mode of travel. Travel be-
havior guidelines, which specify different distance re-
quirements for different age groups, modes of travel and
types of recreational areas, have been formulated from
specific survey data.

Traditionally, recreation planners have used space
standards and requirements to assess recreational oppor-
tunity. 1In this study, standards are not used, other than
general travel behavior guidelines, which have been based
on empirical data. On the other hand, most area sgstandards,
as noted by Patrick Lavery, are often based on little more
than "unsubstantiated assumptions or informed guesses."2
It cannot be argued that area standards can be useful in

targeting specific recreation deficiences. When used as



general guidelines and not as "explicit directives", these
standards can serve a purpose. However, no one as yet has
been able to correlate any relationship between the amount
of recreation space per population and the fulfillment of
recreational need. These standards assume that each demo-
graphically distinct segment of the population - each d4if-
ferent age, income, racial, ethnic, etc. group, has iden-
tical needs. These standards also neglect to take into ac-
count the quality of facilities and the type of recreational
area. Herbert Gans has criticized space standards "as the
quantified statements of an ideal recreation system as en-
visioned by suppliers”. He continued by saying that stan-
dards neglect user and community goals as well as the type
or quality of the recreation experience supplied and "lack
sengsitivity to variation in the structure and characteris-
tics of the community".3 In a definitive study, Seymour

M. Gold strongly criticized the existing use of standards.
Although most planners would agree that standards are inten-
ded to be used only as guidelines, Seymour M. Gold has no-
ted that "there have been almost no constructuve attempts

to challenge or change existing standards...To date, most

of the conceptual effort has been directed toward rational-
izing arbitrary standards."u Gold continued by saying that
agencies responsible for publishing standards have given

little thought to defining the distinction between minimum,
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In this study, an outdoor recreational area has been
defined as simply an area or space where recreation is
carried on outdoors. Recreation in the 'classical’ Marion
Clawson definition means "activity (or planned inactivity)
undertaken because one wants to do :H:."1 Recreation differs
from work, which is primarily undertaken to earn money or
to provide for the necessities of life. Recreation also
differs from what Marion Clawson has termed the "mechanics
of life", which includes eating, sleeping, personal care and
housekseping. It is very difficult to distinguish recreation
from work and the other types of activity. For example,
what may be work at one time may be recreation at another
time. The key to distinguishing recreation from other ac-
tivities is that with recreation there is no feeling of
compulsion.2 Recreation is motivated from the enjoyment and
satisfaction that it derives and can take many forms.

A number of different kinds of outdoor recreation areas
have been identified and defined in past studies. There
are a large volume and a "bewildering variety" of names
for outdoor recreation areas. The name of a recreation area
is generally derived in part from its physical character-
istics,"its chief uses, its history, and in part upon the
administering agency, and, perhaps, in large part upon his-

3

torical eccident."
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I. Neighborhood Park and Recreation Areas

These user oriented areas are designed to meet the
recreational interests and needs of the people living with-
in the neighborhood. Most importantly, these neighborhood
areas provide the recreational needs of children and the
elderly. Young children and the elderly, the two least
mobile client groups, are very dependent upon neighborhood
areas for the fulfillment of their daily recreational
needs. These two groups will also be the heaviest users of
neighborhood areas since they have the most leisure time.

Neighborhood areas will include parks, playgrounds,
playfields, playlots and may be designed for either pas-
sive or active use or a combination of both.*

A neighborhood area need not be situated near a major
road or public transportation stop. Rather, the neighbor-
hood area should be situated in an ideal central location
so that it is accessible for people of all ages living in
the neighborhood. It is essential that these areas be

within walking distance for the users.

% passive recreation is non physical recreation. It is
made up of activities that allow an individual or a
group to listen, watch or enjoy quiet relaxation.

active recreation is more physically oriented. It is
made up of activities that allow participation either
by an individual or a group and that require same form
of "doing"; these activities can vgry from team sports
to a game of golf by an individual.
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This study will evaluate the accessibility of public
outdoor recreational areas to low income neighborhoods in
Boston. To define the low income neighborhoods in Boston,
this study relied primarily on 1970 Census housing and pop-
ulation data and information found within the District
Profile and Proposed 1978-1980 Neighborhood Improvement Pro-
gram series which was prepared by the Boston Redevelopment
Authority Neighborhood Planning Program in the summer of
1977. The District Profiles were most useful in defining
neighborhood boundaries. Unlike U.S. Census tract boundar-
ies, the District Profile neighborhood boundaries were
established by resident affiliations and associations.

As a first step in determining the low income areas
in Boston, this study, using the HUD definition of low and
moderate income families, isolated each neighborhood which
had a median family income that was 80 percent below the
city median income level. To reduce the number of neighbor-
hoods within this category and to eliminate borderline neigh-
borhoods, it was decided to further differentiate and eval-
uate each of the neighborhoods according to several other
indicators. The remaining neighborhoods were assessed ac-
cording to the percentage of families below the poverty
level, percentage of families below $5,000, percentage of
owner occupied housing units, percentage of housing units

needing repairs in excess of $1,000 and median housing
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Chargcteristics

Chinatown/South Cove

Beach Street Neighborhood

South Cove Neighborhood

Chinatown lies within the downtown area. It is
bounded by the Expresswéy, Essex St., Harrison Ave.,
Kneeland St., Tyler St., Oak St., Tremont St., and the
Turnpike. The area also abuts the Tufts New England Med-
ican Center, the Leather District, the Theater District,
and the adult entertaimmnet area. The Chinatown/South
Cove district is most noted for its large number of Chi-
nese residents. It is the fourth largest "Chinatown" in
the country.

The area first experienced decline with the expansion
of the Boston railroad network. The construction of the
South Station terminus, the Southeast Expressway and the
Massachusetts Turnpike all within the vitinity .of thé -neighbor-
hood further depressed land values. Today, it is estima-
ted that 78 percent of the housing units in the district
are overcrowded. In 1969, 72 percent of the housing stock
was defined as dilapidated.

Demographic statistics for Chinatown are difficult to

obtain since neighborhood boundaries do not correlate with
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Lower Roxbury

The Lower Roxbury neighborhood lies in the northern
section of the Roxbury planning district. The neighbor-
hood has been troubled by crime and has experienced a no-
ticeable decline in its housing stock. There are a num-
ber of public low income housing projects in Lower Rox-
bury. The Orchard Park housing project has some of the
worst conditions. The tenant population consists of
85 percent single parent families and 85 percent of house-
holds with no employed member. The Orchard Park Housing
Project has the second highest crime rate in the city.

Dudley Station, a ma jor business area within Lower
Roxbury, is rapidly deteriorating.

Historically, the Dudley Station area in Roxbury has
been a ma jor transportation node and shopping area for
the surrounding neighborhood. However, a loss of buy-
ing power by neighborhood residents, traffic conges-
tion, lack of parking, security problems, storefront
obsolescence, the influx of bars and nightclubs, and
the decreasing attractiveness of the neighborhood in
recent years, has led to a de?line in the commercial
viability of the Dudley area.

There are vast amounts of vacant land in Lower Rox-
bury. The city is in the process of developing a large in-
dustrial park in the Southwest Corridor. The MBTA Orange
Line will soon be rerouted to this area.

The total population in Lower Roxbury was 8,596 in 1970.

;3 percent of the population was under 18 years of age and
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Mission Hill Projects Area

The Mission Hill projects area is located just south
of the medical center area and the Back Bay Fens. It is
bounded by Huntington Ave., Ruggles St., Columbus Ave.,
Alphonsus St., and Tremont St. The Mission Hill projects
area contains the Mission Hill Main and Extension housing
projects. These two public housing projects were completed
in 194C and 1942. The two projects have a total of 1611
units. The projects comprise one half of the structures in
the area and three quarters of the units. The poor con-
dition of the projects has certainly contributed to the over-
all blight in the neighborhood. The area is experiencing
residential disinvestment.

The other predominant land use in the area is instit-
utional. There are a large number of medical and education-
al institutional buildings within and adjoining the Mission
Hill projects areasa.

In 1970, the population for the area was 5,138. Rough-
ly, 33 percent of the population was under 18, with 8 per-
cent of the population under 5. 11.1 percent of the resi-
dents in this area were over 65 years of age. The median
family income in 1970 was quite low, largely due to the
presence of the two housing projects. The median family in-
come was $l,500, which was ;9.3 percent below the city me-
dian family income figure. Alarmingly, 37 percent of these

families were below the poverty level in 1G70.
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D Street Project Area

The N Street project area is bounded by B Street,

D Street, West Broadway and West Seventh Street. The
housing project was built in 1949. According to the BRA
district profile, "this state owned, but city maintained
housing project has over the last two years been plagued
with fires, crime, vandalism and destruction of vacant
units and is in dire need of upgrading."2 According to
more recent Census housing reports, each of the 1091 dwel-
ling units in the project area need ma jor repairs. Indus-
trial and warehousing operations, located to the north of
the project, have served to accelerate deteriorating condi-
tions in the area. Nearby industrial development and heavy
truck traffic through residential streets has discouraged
private investment in the area. Trucks have been using
residential streets because access to the industrial and
warehousing operations in the northern section of South
Boston 1s quite poor. A number of traffic injuries and fa-
talities have been reported.

The project area had a very low median family income
level ($l4,590) in 1970, well below the city level. 57.1
percent of the families had incomes of below $5,000. In
1970, there were a total of 3539 residents living in the D
street project area, a loss of 5 percent from 1960. 56 per-

cent of the population was under 18 years of age: 13.1 per-






Columbia Point

Columbia Point is a peninsula bordered by the Express-
way. The neighborhood is only three miles from downtown
Boston. Columbia Point contains New England's largest pub-
lic housing project. Conditions in the area are quite poor.
The projects are deteriorating. To a large extent, public
efforts to rehabilitate the projects have all but failed.
According to the BRA, "an estimated $15,000 per apartment
or about $25 million total is necessary to bring the pro-
ject up to just minimal state sanitary code standards.">

A ma jor shopping center, the Bayside Shopping Mall,
was constructed in an effort to revive tha area by spark-
ing retail trade. The Mall is largely vacant. Potential
tenants have been discouraged because of high rates of
crime and vandalism. The University of Massachusetts Bos-
ton Campus lies at the other side of the peninsula and there
is some light industrial development alone Morrissey Boule-
vard.

In 1970, there were a reported l,708 persons living
in the Columbia Point Projects. In 1976, there were only
3,500 persons living in the projects. In 1970, there were
a large number of young children living in the projects.
60.7 percent of the population was under 18 years of age;
13.8 percent was under 5. The number of persons over the

age of 65 comprised 8 percent of the population.
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Brunswick - King Neighborhood

The Brunswick-King neighborhood is bounded by Quincy
Street, Blue Hill Avenue, Washington Street, and the Mid-
land Branch of the Penn Central Railroad. The neighborhood
has a deteriorating housing stock, with 45.5 percent of
the units in need of major repairs. Approximately one-
half of the units in the neighborhood are owner occupied.
Five blocks of the neighborhood have been targets of re-
cent urban renewal projects. The neighborhood does not have
a stable population. Census data reported that only 38
percent of the residents have remained in the same dwel-
ling over 5 years.

In 1970, the population of the neighborhood was 5,747,
with 95.5 percent of the population black and l.6 percent
Hispanic or Spanish speaking. In 1970, L1.5 percent of
the population was under 18; 14.1 percent was under 5, and
3.8 percent was over 65. The median family income was
roughly $5,700. LL.l percent of the families in Brunswick-
King had incomes below $5,000 in 1970.
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This chapter will specifically examine the accessib-
ility of neighborhood park and recreation areas to each of
the eight low income neighborhoods.

Neighborhood recreation areas have been designed to
serve the daily recreational needs of the neighborhood
resident. For this reason, the parks should be within
close walking distance. The two major client groups using
these parks will be young children and the elderly. These
two groups have the most leisure time and will be the po-
tential heavy users. These two groups are also the least
mobile and are less capable of walking to recreation
areas.

The neighborhoods will be evaluated separately. Each
neighborhood park within the neighborhood or within a one-
half mile radius from the neighborhood will be examined
according to its accessibility to the major client users
within the neighborhood - the children (under 13) and the
elderly. Any park beyond the one-~half mile radius was
automatically determined as inaccessible. The one-half
mile radius was not chosen arbitrarily but was based on
travel behavior guidelines. Travel behavior guidelines,
calculated from citizen survey data on bBravel behevior in
Washington D.C. and Rockford, Illinois, specify that chil-
dren under the age of 13 and adults over the age of 6l are

1

only able or are only willing to travel % to ¥ of a mile

to a local neighborhood recreation area (see table 1).
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from using neighborhood parks.

5. Neighborhood and city boundaries

Neighborhood and city boundaries (or other administra-
tive, political, and cultural boundaries) tend to re-
strict access. People are often unwilling to travel to
parks or recreational sites which are situated outside
of their own particular neighborhood. People general-
ly feel more comfortable in an area that is familiar

to them and less so in one that is not. This is espec-
ially true for people living in tight knit ethnic neigh-
borhoods. They will obviously feel more secure within
their own neighborhood. Neighborhood boundaries can
serve as barriers to travel, especially where there are

strong neighborhood affiliations or loyalties.

In the study of accessibility of neighborhood parks,
park conditions are important secondary considerations.
Poor conditions at a recreational area generally deter users.
For this reason, each neighborhood park site was rated ac-
cording to the condition of its facilities. Conditions are
referred to as good, fair, poor, and unusable. Good means
that all of the facilities are in adequate condition and
that nothing about the park deters people from using it.
Fair means that fewer than one-half of the facilities need
repair or replacement. Poor means that over one-half of
the facilities need repair or replacement. Where a park

is unusable, conditions are extremely bad. Most all of the
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Cove below the theater district, the plaza is not directly
accessible to all residents of the community. The Tufts
New England Medical Center hinders access for a majority
of the residents living in the Chinatown district. Harris-

on, Washington and Shawmut Streets also restrict access.

Accessgibility to Recreational Areas Located Outside of the

Neighborhood

There are four downtown parks (Statler Park, Charles-

town Savings Bank Plaza, Filene's Park and the Boston Five

Park) which are situated within a one-half mile radius
from the neighborhood. All of these areas are small, with
the exception of the Charlestown Savings Bank Plaza, which
is 8.95 acres, and were designed as passive areas to be used
by local shoppers or patrons as rest spots. These areas
are largely inaccessible because of the congestion in the
downtown area, although most of the streets have adequate
sidewalk space and numerous grade crossings. Access to
these parks is also restricted by the adult entertaimment
area (or Combat Zone), which is particularly dangerous at
night.

There are six neighborhood park and recreation areas
to the south of the neighborhood, which are within a one-
half mile walking distance for at least some of the residents

in the South Cove neighborhood - Lester Rotch Playground,

New Rotch Playground, Wilkes Street Play Area, Bradford St.
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Play Area, Ringold Playground, and Hanson Street Play

Area. Access might be eased into this area because of the
large number of Chinese families who now live within the
South End after having been displaced from Chinatown dur-
ing the urban renewal development period. One park, the
New Rotch Playground, an intensively developed 3.22 acre
active recreation area, is situated in the Castle Square
neighborhood, which is predominantly Chinese. This ethnic
affiliation and association may minimuze some of the fears
residents might have had in travelling to an unfamiliar
neighborhood. (Many of the Chinese living within China-
town have not been properly acculturated to this country.
It is estimated that 60-80 percent of the people living
within the district do not even speak English. They nat-
urally would have fears travelling to an unfamiliar neigh-
borhood, where they are viewed as outsiders) Access is re-
stricted by traffic along some of the streets leading to
these parks. Tremont, Washington, Shawmut and Harrison
Streets have particularly busy traffic, especially during
rush hour. There are also not enough light crossings and

sidewalks arec in bad condition in certain places.

The Chinatown district does not have an adequate sup-
ply of accessible neighborhood park and recreational areas.
There is not one active park site for the children within
the neighborhood and congested streets preclude the use of

parks in outside areas.
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LOWER ROXBURY

Accessibility of Recreation Areas Located Within the

Neighborhood

Because of the large size of this neighborhood, there
is not one single recreational site which serves the entire
community. There are five neighborhood park and recrea-
tion areas situated within the Lower Roxbury neighborhood:

1. Madison Park and High School Campus

2. BEustis Street Play Area

3. Sullivan Playground

L. Orchard Park

5. Howard Street Tot Lot

There are a number of barriers which affect park ac-
cess in this neighborhood. The Dudley Station area serves
as a physical barrier to pedestrian travel. 1In the Dudley
Station vicinity, the streets are congested with traffic
and there are a number of dangerous crossings. Along with
commercial deterioration, this area has seen an influx in
the rate of crime. There have been & number of fires, and
break-ins and vandalism are very prevalent. Crime is not
just isolated in the Dudley Station area. Crime has been
a ma jor problem throughout the Lower Roxbury neighborhood.
The affect has been that parents are afraid to leave their
young children unattended and that people in general are
wary of travelling alons at night. The elderly are fre-

gquently victims.



Map 5 Lower Roxbury
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Two ma jor streets, Washington and Hampden, which run
in a north-south direction, bisect the center of the neigh-
borhood. Other several busy streets, Columbus, Tremont,
and Massachusetts Ave., also run through parts of the neigh-
borhood.

A number of industrial firms are interspersed throughout
the neighborhood. A new industrial park in the Southwest

Corridor is in the process of being completed.

1. Madison Park and High School Campus - There are a few

minor athletic fields at the Madison Park High School. The
vocational high school and athletic fields were built as
part of the Campus High Urban Renewal project. The Dudley
Station - Washington Street area restricts access for those
who must pass through it.

2. Eugtis Street Play Area - The Eustis Street Play Area

is situated on a small .23 acre site. The play area has
a tot lot, other playground apparatus for slightly older
children, a baseball field and a football field. The two
athletic fields are in fair condition but the tot lot and
playground apparatus have been vandalized and are in poor
condition. The play area is accessible to all those liv-
ing between Washington and Hampden Streets. Its close
proximity to the Dudley Station area could also deter po-
tential users from making use of this area.

3. Sullivan Playground - The Sullivan Playground is also

in poor condition. It is accessible to all living between



Hampden and Washington Streets.

. Orchard Park - Orchard Park is situated within one of

the most deteriorating and crime ridden housing projects in
the city. All of the facilities within the park have been
heavily vandalized and are presently unusable. The park is
directly accessible to all those living within the Orchard
Park housing project. It is generally accessible to all
those living between Hampden and Washington Streets, al-
though the conditions of the park and the surrounding

area may deter use.

5. Howard Street Tot Lot - The Howard Street Tot Lot is

well maintained and is in good condition. There is, in
addition to the tot lot facilities, a sitting area for
viewing and a spray pool. Potential users living to the
west of Hampden Street are discouraged from using this
facility because of the busy traffic on that street. How-
ever, the city has provided a well marked crosswalk at a
point just opposite the park entrance. It is generally ac~
cessible to all those living within a one-quarter mile

radius east of Hampden Street.

Accesgssibility to Recreational Areas Located Outside of

the Neighborhood

Dudley Street restricts access to a number of nearby
recreational areas located to the south of the Lower Rox-

bury neighborhood (Perez Playground, Mission Hill and

South Street Playground, King Street Play Area, Linwood
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Park, Alvah Kittredge Park, Lambert Ave. Playground,

Mount Pleasant Park and Gertrude Howe Playground).

All residents living east of Harrison Street are with-

in a one half mile walking distance to the Edward P, Clif-

ford (W, Bustis) Playground. This playground is located

just outside the neighborhood, on the far side of Magazine
Street. A number of industrial firms, along Magazine and
Proctor Streets have hindered access to this area.

Two parks, the Massachusetts Avenue Mall and Derby

Park, located to the north of the neighborhood, are within
walking distance for portions of the Lower Roxbury neigh-
borhood. The Massachusetts Avenue Mall, a 2.l); acre pas-
sive park, is cut off from the Lower Roxbury neighborhood
by the Southwest Corner Industrial Park, which is situa-
ted just south of Mass. Ave. on Albany Street. Derby Park,
on the other hand, is accessible to residences in the north-
west corner of the neighborhood. Washington Street re-
stricts access for potential users who live east of that
street. Derby Park is a 3.11 acre, well landscaped park
that has a number of facilities. On the site, there are
several playfields, basketball courts and tennis courts.
The park also has a large playground, with play apparatus,
a spray pool and a tot lot. The park is well 1it by large

floodlights and is generally in good condition.
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Street is the only busy street that runs through the
neighborhood. Most of the other residential streets do not
attract that much traffic). However, industrial growth has
been slowly enclosing this playground. Industrial firms
are purchasing vacant lots and abandoned buildings in the
immediate vicinity of this playground. As a result of

this industrial speculation and growth, access to this park
has been much more difficult. The two different land uses
seem to be incompatible. According to Karen Harr, the
neighborhood planner for this area, park attendance is drop-
ping.

2. Tobin Play Area (Kiley Playground)- This is a small rec-

reational area, with few facilities. It is accessible to
81l residents north of Dudley Street.

3. Mary Hannon Playground - The playground is situated at

the corner of Howard Ave. and Folsom Street on a 1.69 acre
site. The playground has one basketball court, a baseball
field, and a small playground apparatus (slides, swings,
etc.) The playground is in very poor condition. Most of
the facilities are unusable and the area is strewn with 1lit-
ter and garbage. The playground is accessible to all resi-
dences situated south of Dudley Street. The playground lies
immediately adjacent to a large junkyard. The junkyard has
served as a barrier to access. People are alsc of-

fended by the sight of the junkyard and this too has dis-

couraged potential users.
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BRUNSWICK-KING

Accessibility to Recreational Areas Located Within the

Neighborhood

There is only one outdoor recreational area within the
Brunswick-King neighborhood:
1. Ceylon Street Playground

1. Ceylon Street Playground - The playground is situated

at the corner of Ceylon and Intervale Streets on a }.035
acre site. The area has a temporary swimming pool, sev-
eral athletic fields, a basketball court, two tennis courts,
and a playground with slides, swings, and climbing appar-
atus. The overall condition of the facilities are quite
poor, due to high rates of vandalism in the past few

years. Overall maintainance needs to be improved. The
playground is accessible to all residents living north of
Columbia Road. Columbia is the only ma jor road that inter-
sects this neighborhood. One way streets in Brunswick-

King minimize traffic congestion.

Accessibility to Recreation Areas Located Qutside of the

Neighborhood

There is only one outside park which is accessible to

portions of the neighborhood. Winthrop Park, is accessible

to residences in the northern portion of the neighborhood.
Blue Hill Ave. effectively restricts access to the Quincy

Street Play Area, the Elm Hill Park and Brunswick-King
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area." Other industrial areas, located within this same
region, are also considering expanding operations.

Crime, in a less quantifiable way, also has an affect
upon accessibility. Much like other low income neighbor-
hoods in the city, the D Street neighborhood is experiencing

an influx in the incidence of crime.

1. D Street Housing Project Playground - The D Street Hous-

ing Project Playground is 2.29 acres. The playground is ad-
ministered by the Boston Housing Authority. There are sever-
al athletic fields, two basketball courts, a gymnasium, a
swimming pool and a paved open play area at the site. All

of these facilities are in fair to good condition. The

tot lot, however, is in very poor condition and is unusgble
at the pregent time. The playground is situated within

the center of the pro ject area and is easlly accessible to
all of the people in this neighborhood.

2. Condon Community School - The Condon Community School

has both indoor and outdoor recreational facilities. The
Community School offers a number of different programs to
people living in the area. The school is located within
the project and is easily accessible.

3. B Street -~ W. 3rd Street Playground - The playground is

situated on a small 0.28 acre site. There is a tot lot and
a playground for slightly older children. All of the facil-
ities are in good condition. The entire D Street area is

well within a one-half mile walking distance to the site.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The accessibility of neighborhood park and recreation

areas to the low income neighborhoods is gquite poor. Many

of the neighborhoods do not have an adeguate number of ac-

cessible parks. Traffic congestion, crime and poor park

conditions have especially hindered access.

There are a mummber of steps that should be taken to

improve park accessibility within these neighborhoods.

1.

The city should acquire more park space within
neighborhoods such as Dudley, Brunswick - King and
Chinatown, which have an especially low number of
parks within walking distance. Dudley and to a les~
ser extent, Brunswick - King, have an abundant sup-
ply of vacant property which could be converted to
park uce. Acquisition would he much more difficult
in Chinatown since the neighborhood is already over-
congested and open space is extremely limited.
Efforts should be taken to divert traffic away from
recreational streets in neighborhoods such as D St.,
Mission Hill, Lower Roxbury, which are particularly
plagued with heavy traffic congestion along certain

interior streets.

. More pedestrian crosswalks, traffic lights and over-

passes should be provided at all busy streets which

restrict or prevent access to neighborhood parks.
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. Park maintainance should be improved, especially in
neighborhoods such as Dudley, Columbia Point, Lower
Roxbury and Brunswick - King. Only the D Street
neighborhood has parks which are in ressonable good
condition. Steps must also be taken to place a
check on vandalism.

5. Crime, which has discouraged the elderly from using
park areas, and which has made parents afraid to
leave their young children unattended at park aresas,

mast be stopped.

There are also two programs, which, if instituted properly,

could benefit the neighborhoods by improving the accessib-~

ility of neighborhood parks:

1. Almost all of the neighborhoods could benefit from

a maintainance program which would improve park con-
ditions. The BRA has suggested that the Parks and
Recreation Department or some other city agency
contrast responsibility of maintainance and policing
of park areas to recognized community groups. By
such a maintainance program, not only should park
maintainance improve but community involvement with
local parks should increase and a number of new Jobs

should be provided.10

2. A local minibus service could also improve accessibil-

ity by providing convenient low cost transportation

to and from neighborhood recreation areas. A mini-
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All of the city-wide parks were examined according
to their accessibility to each of the neighborhoods. The
criteria for the measure of accessibility to city-wide
parks will be different from neighborhood parks. City-
wide parks serve a larger segment of the population.
Younger children and the elderly will not necessarily be
the heavy users of these parks. These parks will also be
heavily used by older children and adults. City-wide parks
will generally be used less frequently by individual users
but the actual time spent at the park per visit will tend
to be longer than for neighborhood recreation areas.
The ma jor determination of a park's accessibility
will be based on two factors:
1. Is the park within a one mile walking distance?
Are there any ma jor barriers which might restrict
access? The National Recreation and Park Assoc-
iation travel behavior guidelines have indicated
that people will, on the average, walk no more
than one mile to an area of this type.
2. If the park is not within walking distance, is
it accessible by public transportation? The client
population, within this study, is largely depen-
dent upon public transportation for access to any
area beyond walking distance. The majority of
people from these neighborhoods do not own cars.

In 1970, the percentage of housing units without
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SECTION 1 THE CITY-WIDE PARKS

Twenty-one parks$, parkways, recreational areas and
beaches have been classified as City-Wide Park and Recre-
ation Areas.

1. Constitution Beach U46.50 acres
. Waterfront Park L.4O acres
. Castle Island 19.90 acres

. Marine Park 17.80 acres

Boston Common L8.40 acres

. Public Gardens 24.25 acres

. Charles River Embankment 147.90 acres
. Pens and Rose Garden 114.60 acres

. L Street Beach 30.00 acres

O W & N O N E£&Fow N

b

Strandway 141.10 acres

="
="
.

Columbus Park 57.00 acres

-
N
.

Malibu Beach/Savin Hill Beach 16.80 acres

McConnell Park and Beach 6.70 acres

-
=W

Teanean Beach 8.00 acres

15. George Wright Golf Course 158.48 acres
16. Stony Brook Reservation U[69.50 acres
17. Arnold Arboretum 223.00 acres

18. Franklin Park

19. Olmstead Park

20. Jamaica Park

21. Chestnut Hill Park 33.50 acres
(see map 9)


















65.

Mission Hill Projects Area

The people of Mission Hill are within walking dis-
tance to the Back Bay Fens and Olmstead Park.

Access to the Back Bay Fens is hindered by the Med-
ical Center Area and by the Boston State College and North-
eastern University campuses. Residents must first cross
Huntington Ave., which has four lanes and two way traffic.

Access to Olmstead Park is also hazardous. In walking
to Olmstead Park from the Mission Hill Projects, one must
cross the Jamaicaway, which has two way traffic and four

lanes.

Lower Roxbury

There is no city-wide park within a one mile walking

distance for the residents of Lower Roxbury. The Back Bay
Fens is within walking distance for some residences. Ac-
cess to the Fens is discouraged by a number of barriers -
Tremont Street, Columbus Ave., the Penn Central Railroad

and several institutional buildings.

Dudley

There are no city-wide recreational areas that are

within a one mile walking distance.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Most of the city wide parks are beyond walking distance
for residents in these low income neighborhoods. Low
income residents must rely on public transportation for
access to these parks. The findings of the chapter have
shown that the city-wide parks are readily accessible by
public transportation to all of the low income neighborhoods,
except for Columbia Point, where service is less freguent.
Although all of the city-wide parks are accessible by
public transportation, there is some indication that these
parks are not being properly utilized by low income residents.
The Boston Parks and Recreation Dept. completed a study
that reported that users of the city-wide parks within
the Emerald Necklace System were mostly from the immediate
vicinity of the parks. Most users walked to the parks
and very few arrived by public transportation (see table 3)

Table 3 Access to Parks by Different Modes of Travel

Park _ % Transit % Walk & Car &% Bike
Boston Common 52.6 28.9 13.2 5.3
Public Garden 26.8 L48.8 20.7 3.7
Back Bay Fens 8.2 68.5 19.2 .1
Olmstead Park 2.3 6l .l 18.14 104.9
Jamaica Park 1.6 62.3 26.2 9.8

Franklin Park 11.7 33.3 48.3 6.7
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Since relatively few low income residents have walking
access to any of these parks and since their only other
means of travel is by public transportation, it would seem
that these parks are not being used by the low income res-
idents. The one exception, the Boston Common, is clearly
understandable. It is the most identifiable park within
Boston. Its location is known to most city residents. It
is glso the park which is most easily accessible by public
transportation.

If there is a problem with utilization of city-wide
varks by low income residents, it is most likely because;

1. the people do not know where these parks are lo-

cated or do not know what type of facilities are
provided at these parks and/or

2. the people are not aware of public transportation

services available to them.

Lack of information about the existence and location
of recreational areas has hindered access in the past and
will continue to do so in the future unless some corrective
measures are taken. The most noted example of an under-
utilized area is the Stony Brook Reservation. The Stony
Brook Reservation,although the largest park within the
city, is little known and little used. Because of its ac-
cessibility to city residents, the Metropolitan Park Com-
mission (now the MDC) predicted in 1895 that the Stony

Brook Reservation would soon become one of the most popular
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that people will typically travel anywhere from 20 to 50
miles for one-day recreationsl outings to regional parks.2
Mr. Clawson based his conclusions on trsvel by automobile
and did not make any distinctions for income. The distance
people Wwill travel to regional areas will be less where
travel 1s by public transportation. Travel by public
transportation is usually less direct and takes a longer
time. In addition, as mentioned previously, low income
individuals have less discretionary income and less time
able to devote for travel to regionel areas.

The regional parks were selected, according to
the definition, becauss of their unigue features and/or
large size. This study identified seventeen regional

park and recreational areas.

1. Middlesex Fells Reservation

ny

Lynn Woods
Breakheart Reservation
. Mt. Ann Reservation and Ravenswood Park

. Willowdale Stsate Forest/Bradley Pelmer State Park

3
L
5
6. Harold Parker State Forest
7. Minute Man National Park

8. Hopkinton State Park

9. Lake Cochituate State Park
0. Blue Hills Reservation

11. Ponkapoag Pond

12, Fowl Mesdow Reservation

13. Wampatuck State Park
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the park itself. This type of service has not been
provided in any of these regional parks.

All of the parks, with the exception of World's
End, did not close at a certain hour. Entrance fees, if

charged at all, were not prohibitive.

1. Middlesex Fells Reservation - Melroses, Medford, Wincaster,

Stoneham

The Middlesex Fells Reservation is within L miles
of Boston. It was one of the first reservations in the
state. The reservation is presently operated by the
Metropolitan District Commission (MDC). It is a very large
reservation (3270 acres) and contains a zoo, walking
trails, camp sites and picnic areas. The two major lakes
within the reservation serve as reservoirs and are fenced
off to prevent use.

Poor maintenance of park facilities limits full
use of this reservaetion. A number of roads, which pass
through the reservation, also discourage full use.
"Interior traffic circulation is presently excessive and
interferes with walking and equastrian trails."

I1-93 divides the reservation into two sections -
the western section and the eastern section. The two
sections are not ccnnected by overpasses. Both sections
are accessible by public transportation, although for both
sections, the bus does not stop directly at the park

entrance. For the western section, the nearest bus stop
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is still several hundred yards away from the park entrance.
The bus stops one and one-half blocks from the eastern
section park entrance,

2, Lynn Woods - Lynn

The Lynn Woods Reservation is 1400 acres in size
and is owned and opersated by the city of Lynn., It is
situated roughly 11 miles north of Boston. The reservation
is poorly maintained, with the trail system in especially
bad condition. The picnic tables, walking paths and active
recreation areas are not conveniently located near park
entrances and are not readily accessible to those without
cars,

The reservation is accessible by public trans-
portation. However, service is not provided during evening
hours or on Sundays.

3. Breakheart Reservation - Wakefield, Saugus

The Breakheart Reservation is within 10 miles of
Boston. It is 600 acres and is operated by the MDZ. The
reservation is heavily used for hiking (or walking),
bicycling, picnicking and swimming.

Although easily reached from Boston by automobile,
the reservation is inaccessible by public transportation.
The nearest MBTA bus stop is more than lj miles from the
park entrance.

L. Mt, Ann Reservation and Ravenswood Park - Gloucester

The Mt, Ann Reservation and Ravenswood Park adjoin
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each other and are locsted off Route 128 in Gloucester.

The Mt. Ann Reservgtion is owned and operated by the Trustees
of Reservations. Ravenswood Park is owned and operated by
the City of Gloucester.

Gloucester is a 1 hour, 6 minutes ride by commuter
train from Boston's North Station. Local service in
Gloucester is provided by the Cape Ann Regional Transit
Authority. The Cape Ann Regional Transit Authority does
not, however, provide service to these parks,

5. Willowdale State Forest/Bradley Palmer State Park -

Ipswich, Rowley, Topsfield, Georgetown
The two parks adjoin each other and are situated
30 miles northeast of Boston. Both parks are heavily used
for recreation. The Ipswich River passea through both parks.
The Boston and Maine commuter rail sarvice provides
transportation to and from Ipswich center, Monday through
Saturday. However, there is no local bus service which
provides transportation from Ipswich center to ths Willow-
dale State Forest and Bradley Palmer State Park.

6. Harold Parker State Forest - North Andover, North Reading,

Middleton
The Harold Parker State Forest is quite large and
is administered by the Dspartment of Environmental Management,
There is reasonable access to the site by auto-
mobile via Routes 114, 125 and I-93. The park is

inaccessible by publis transportation.
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to Framingham center, Monday through Friday. The Wellesley
Fells Bus Lines provides transportation to the park from
Pram‘ngham center via Route 9, Monday through Saturday.
The Wellesley Fells Bus Lines does not provide service
during the evening.

The commuter rail service also stops at Natick center.
A local mini-bus service provides regular transportation
to and from the park. However, the mini-bus is limited
to Natick residents only.

10. Blue Hills Reservation - Milton, Quincy, Braintree,

Randolph, Canton

The Blue Hills Reservation is 6000 acres. It is
the largest reservation administered by the MDC. The
regservation is presently used for hiking, camping,
picnicking, swimming and boating.

The reservation is within 6 miles of Boston.
The Blue Hills Reservation is accessible by public trans-
portation using several different routes, although service
on Sunday is limited. Since the park is large, travel
within the park, itself, is quite difficult without an
automobile. No in-park shuttle service is provided.

11. Ponkapoag Pond - Milton, North Randolph

Ponkapoag Pond Park is situated just south of the
Blue Hills Reservation. It is separated from the reservation
by Route 93. The park includes the pond and 1000 acres of

surrounding woods. The pond is used for fishing, but
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swimming is not allowed. The MDC has cleared a number of
trails. The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) opersates
sixteen cabins and a number of tent sites at the park.
Tent sites and cabins may be rented throughout the year.
The Young Men's Christian Association (YMCA) also runs s
camp along the pond,.

The park is accessible by public transportation,
using the same bus that travels to the Blue Hill Reser-
vation.

12. Powl Meadow Reservation - Canton, Milton

Fowl Meadow Reservation is a large wetlands area
situated just west of the Blue Hill Reservation. Fowl
Meadow is connected with the Blue Hill Reservation by a
1.5 mile easement. Fowl Meadow has a limited trail system.

The park is accessible by public transportation,
although service on Sundays is infrequent,

13. Wampatuck State Park - Hingham, Cohasset, Norwell,

Scituate

The Wampatuck State Park is 2778 acres and is
located approximately 15 miles southeast of Boston. The
park is operated by the Department of Environmental
Management. The park has picnic areas, camp sites and
bicycle trails or walking paths.

The park is not accessible by public transportation.
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1. World's End - Hingham

World's End is a large peninsula that extends intc
Boston Bay. The park is owned and managed by the Truatess
of Reservations. The park is used for hiking, picnicking
and fishing. Swimming is prohibited at the park.

The park is sasccessible by public trensportation,
although changeovers between trolleys and buses are
confusing, There is also a charge cf 50 cents at the park
entrance, Children under the age of 15 are admitted free,

15. Neponset River Reservation - Milton, Csanton, Bcston

The Neponset River Reservation is 920 acres and is
located just south of Bosten. The reservation is used for
picnicking, bhiking and nature study. It is maintaineé by
the MDC.

The reservation is accessible by public transpor-
tation. The park entrancze is several blccks from the
nearest bus stop.

16. Stony Brook Reservation -~ Boston

The Stony Brook Reservation has been classified as
both a city-wide and a regional park. The reservation
is quite large (700 acres) and is used for picnicking,
hiking and fishing. It is administered by the MDC.
Because of its locuation within Boston, it is more access-~
ible than all of the other regionel parks, with the
exception of the Arncld Arboretum. Three different buses

travel to the reservation from the Forest Hills (orange
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line) station,.

17. Arnold Arboretum - Boston

The Arnold Arboretum has been classified as both
a city-wide &nd regional park. The Arnold Arboretum is s
large botanic garden with over 6000 different trees, all
of which have been labelled, Arnold Arboretum is operated
by Harvard University and owned by the City of Boston.

The psrk is easily accessible by public transpor-
tation. Arnold Arboretum can be directly reached by both

the green and orange rapid transit lines.

Conclusions and Recommendations

To be better utilized by inner city low incorie
residents, the regional parks will have to be more access~
ible by public transportation. Routes will need to be
extended tc more regional areas., Existing service should
not be eliminated or cut back during the evenings cor on
weekends, More direct and convenient service should also
be provided.

More funds will need to be directed toward public
trasnsportation projects. In the realm of what has taken
place over the last several years, it seems unlikely thet
anything will be done in this direction. The MBTA has
just received state notice that public transportation

funds will be substantially cut from next year's budget.
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poor city residents do not know what type of facilities

are offered at these regional parks, Their perception of
what is provided at these parks may be entirely different

from what is actually the case. The 1977 National Urban
Recreation study stated that many lower income city resicents,
interviewsd throughout the nation, perceived "regionsl

parks a8 do nothing areas rather than &as active recrestion
sites."6 Accordingly, whether these areas are made more
accessible or not, will have no impact unless inner city

residents are made more aware of the recreational

opportunities at the regional aresas.



SUMMARY
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better publicize public transportation schedules and perhaps
provide more direct routes to recreational areas.

Regional parks are, for the most part, inaccessible
to the inner city poor. Only a few regional recreational
areas are accessible by public transportation. Public
trensportation routes generally do not extend out to region-
al parks. Service is often eliminated or cut back during
evenings and weekends, when park demands are the highest.
Efforts should be made to correct this situationm.

In addition, regional parks are often quite large and
park facilities and features are not always situated near
park entrances or near spots which are accessible to
people without wmutomobiles. Likewise, park facilities are
often interspersed throughout the park and an automobile
is required to take full advantage of all the facilities.
In-park shuttle service could be provided for parks which
are quite large and for parks which do not have eagsily ac-
cessible facilities.

The problems of accessibility to park areas for the
inner city poor are largely the result of poor planning
and city neglect. These problems are not insurmountable.
However, it will take a conscious city and regional effort

to improve the situation.
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APPENDIX T
Clawson, Knetsch Outdoor Recreation Clasgsification

System

User-oriented apeas. At one extreme in our classifica-

tion are the user-oriented areas, such as city parks or
playgrounds. Their most important characteristic is

their ready accessibility to users. Their chief time of
use is after school for children, after work for adults,
and during the day by mothers and small children. For
these purposes, it is essential that such areas be close

to users, both in order to keep the travel time down and to
permit some users to go from home to the area unaccom-
panied by adults. The use of these areas is closely cor-
related with the free time available each day. B8Such areas
are often individually small, frequently ranging from a
few to a few hundred acres: their physical characteristics
are not too demanding.

Resource based areas are at the other extreme. Their dom-

inant characteristic is their outstanding physical resour-
ces. Resource quality for recreation is largely a subjec-
tive matter, yet most people would agree that some areas

are inherently more attractive and outstanding than others.
This applies to historical as well as to natural sites. The
ma jor areas of this type are mountains, desert, sea and lake
shores, and swamps - areas that usually lie at considerable

distance from concentrations of population. For most
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people, a visit to a resource-based outdoor recreation
area involves considerable travel, and thus both time and
money in moderately large amounts; as a result, such vis-
its are typically vacations. Except for historical sites,
which are often small, most resource-based outdoor recrea-
tion areas are fairly large units, generally of several
thousand acres or more. Typical of this group are the na-
tional parks and monuments, the national forests, federal
wildlife refuges, privately owmed sea and lake shore areas,
and the like.

Intermediate areas lie between the=e extremes, both geo-

graphically and in terms of use. They must be well locat-
ed with respect to users - typically within an hour's
driving time, almost certainly within two hour's time -
and they should be on the best sites available within this
range. Such areas are typically used for all-day outings,
and on weekends. Visits to them involve less travel time
and expense than visits to the usual resource-based areas.
Many such areas are state parks: federal reservoir areas
also fall into this general category. Tracts of this type
often include a few hundred acres; they are much larger
than the typical user-oriented area, but mush smaller than

the typical resource-based area.
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