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Methods (continued)

Background

Public parks are an important resource for promoting activ
for all ages.

Results (continued)

Results (continued)

For this study, we obtained a GIS shapefile of parks for 2007,
compiled from the multiple municipalities in the area. This
clipped to the-tthunty study area, then cleaned, remotely,

e living 0 21 parks that were not found in the 2007 shapefile but were
iIncluded in an archival version of the file (year 2000) were adit

to the more recent database.
Although research on the health benefits of parks has advanced In

recent years, data quality and methodological issues are rarely
discussed in detall in research publications. The National
Recreati on and Park Associ
are recording similar information at different scales or reca
compl etely different 1 nfor

O Iidentifying overlapping polygons

0 Identifying irregular or small polygons (<1,000 square feet)
i o0 querging pagngs okPpasSor t s t hat ficommi
0 Iidentifying municipalities with unusually broad inclusion criteri
t i Op ¢yeatyng categories for inclusion/exclusion

0 67 parks were digitized and added to the file, based on revie

of municipali ti eso park web:
at

rding
m a

O The final dataset contained 1,998 records.

O using aerial photography & street centerline shapefiles| laye
This lack of standardization for recording and classifying parksjs Wlt_”‘ the par_ks file for r_e_fergnce
important for researchers, practitioners, community groups, and O UsIng websites for veritication.

Having accurate information on park locations is important for
researchers, practitioners, and others who promote active |living
among youth and adults.

others who seek to enumerate parks for assessing the availabili
or quality of parks.

ty

Summary of Results

0 238 features were deleted because they were not parks

cemeteries, medians, park maintenance headquarters, histori
useS 1 tes, mobile home nparksj| O
of categorical errors (e.qg., future parks, errors in geometry).

(e.q.,
cal
Z\\hReSecondaly @ataCafe Arirhpor¥ant 8ata $duree for mabping
park availablility, particularly across large geographic areas whe
primary data collection is impractical, secondary data may not k
adequate for research purposes without considerable verificatic
and modification.

In addition, this information would aid in understanding the
to which measurement error may bias research results on
associations between park access and physical activity and
obesity risk.

deg

'“CThis process illustrated two common problems associated with

of existing GIS parks data.

0 Despite the availability of secondary data, enumerating
across large geographic areas arbmely time
consuming and labamtensivef the data were not verified
and standardized across municipalities and counties.

parks

the
a for

The continued lack of documentation of methods impedes
advancement of parks research and the utility of these dat

_ In fact, had researchers used the original dataset without exten
practice.

cleaning, park availability and opportunities for physical activity
would have been substantially overestimated.

Thereis 1 tt 1l e consensus onMhewhat constilitut es

types of land uses included in the parks files from the MPO

a opark. o

varied widely across the municipalities from which these data For future studies involving parks, researchers should:
were collected. O move towards agreement on a definition of a park, in the con
(1)Describe the process of enumerating parks in a large of active living research;
metropolitan region O encourage community partners to adopt standard definitions
L parks (example: NRPA), not only for research, but also|to
(2)Summarize major problems encountered when collecting an identify inequities in service and for maintenance of facilities;
cleaning secondary data on park availabllity 0 The starting dataset for the 11 counties had 2,812 recordls. O continue to conduct msciade research to refine the definition
and qualities of parks that most support physical activity.

0 19 percent of these (n=532) were dissolved into other feature
because they were multiple records representing a sing|

S

park. 0 132 physicaktivity related sites (e.g., trails, private facilit Finally, researchers using GIS data on parks should not

es,

the DallaBort WortArlington, TX metropolitan statistical are
the fourth largest in the US. The research setting, defined
participantso | ocations fo

11 County Study Area

The metropolitan plannin
organization (MPO) foi®
the DFW region host
GIS data clearinghous
offering free GIS data to
the public.

N>/

Ro
Tarrant Dallas

counties (approximately 8,700 square miles) of this region,

With approximately 6.5 million people in over 200 municipalities,
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recreation center buildings, schools, aral@t@tgnnis and
swimming facilities) were deleted because the polygons

not parks and were collected from other data sources.
cor e

Were

underestimate the potential gap between a working GIS file anc
researcineady database, nor the amount of time and effort closi
this gap requires.
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