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Executive Summary  

Injury is the leading cause of death among children and youth in Canada, the leading cause of 

hospitalization among 10 to 14 year olds, and the second leading cause of hospitalization for 

children aged 1 to 9 years and youth 15 to 19 years old. Playgrounds and other play spaces are 

among the areas where injuries to children and youth frequently happen. 

As with all injury, children from low-income families are believed to be at higher risk for 

playground injuries. This project addresses the safety of outdoor play spaces (including 

playgrounds, green spaces, urban areas such as parking lots and vacant lots, and the street) 

available to vulnerable children and youth in Canada.  

PURPOSE 

Focusing on vulnerable children and youth in Canada, including their parents and caregivers, 

the broad Safe Play Spaces project aimed to: (1) Describe what we know about current outdoor 

play spaces for vulnerable populations in Canada; (2) Develop an online training tool for 

inspecting outdoor play spaces for safety issues; and (3) Share outdoor play space safety issues 

and information with stakeholders, municipalities, parents and caregivers. 

This particular report presents the methodology and results of a play spaces key informant 

survey, the purpose of which was to determine what is known about safety issues associated 

with play spaces for vulnerable children aged 6-12 years in Canada. 

METHOD 

A snowball method was used to disseminate the survey to participants who were 

knowledgeable about where children from vulnerable communities play. One hundred, seven 

respondents participated in the survey and 75 completed it. Responses were tabulated and 

differences between urban/suburban and rural/remote responses were analyzed.  

RESULTS 

Among respondents, 53.3% were from urban or suburban communities and 46.7% from 

rural/remote.  Approximately 10% of the respondents were from First Nations on-reserve or 

Inuit communities. All provinces and territories were represented in the survey. 47% of the 

respondents actually lived or worked in a vulnerable community, whereas 39% did not and 14% 

did not know if they worked or live in vulnerable community Two respondents were excluded 

from the analysis, because they mentioned that they did not feel being familiar and 

knowledgeable to provide information about vulnerable playspaces.  

                                                           
 For this project, vulnerable refers to children and youth who are at higher risk for injury due to living in low socio-

economic status families. 
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According to respondents, in addition to public park and schoolyard play spaces, children 

commonly play in natural places such as forests, beaches and riversides (70.2%); open spaces 

such as streets, parking lots and alleys (67.9%); outdoor skating or skateboard parks (60.7%).  

More than three-quarters of the respondents (77.1%) said that their public park playgrounds 

provided the opportunity to manage risks and solve problems for children 6 to 9 years of age, 

whereas only half of them (51.8%) agreed that equipment was challenging enough for 10 to 12 

year olds.  Similar responses were provided for schoolyard playgrounds (70.6% and 50.6%, 

respectively).  

More than half of the respondents described natural spaces and outdoor skating 

rinks/skateboard parks as a saŦŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀȅ όсоΦс҈ and 74.6%, respectively), 

whereas less than one-quarter (22.1%) agreed that open spaces are safe. The respondents most 

commonly identified the following safety risks for natural play spaces: inadequate or no 

supervision (46.1%), falling onto inappropriate surfacing (40.0%), and animals (36.8%). For open 

spaces, the respondents most commonly mentioned being too close to traffic (72.9%) and 

inadequate or no supervision (69.4%).  

The advantages of public park playgrounds included good maintenance (30.5%) and a safe 

supervised area for play (30.5%). The disadvantage was the absence of equipment providing 

enough challenge for children, especially those aged 10 to 12 (24.5%). 

According to respondents, 6-9-year old boys and girls preferred public parks (78.7% and 81.3%, 

respectively). For 10-12-year old boys, outdoor skate rinks/skateboard parks/swimming pools 

were by far the most preferred play spaces (78.7%). Similarly, 10-12-year old girls preferred 

outdoor skate rinks/skateboard parks/swimming pools and public park playgrounds (61.3%).  

CONCLUSIONS 

The survey findings indicate that public parks and school playgrounds are generally considered 

safe, well-maintained and regularly inspected. However, respondents identified certain aspects 

related to safety elements - use by appropriate age groups and level of challenge for older 

children - that require more attention. In addition to formal play spaces, many respondents 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΦ  !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎǳŎƘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ 

can be associated with certain additional hazards related to wild animals and the wilderness, 

they also provide children with opportunities for imaginative and creative play, often lacking in 

formal playgrounds. 

Although half of all respondents agreed that open places were associated with risks from 

dangerous items such as needles, condoms, broken glass, etc., a significant difference between 

urban and rural communities was observed.  Respondents from rural areas were significantly 

less concerned with the risks associated with dangerous items. The respondents from 



Play Spaces Project Key InformantsΩ Perspective 

 
 

8 

urban/suburban communities most commonly mentioned the fact that public parks are 

inappropriately used by older youth and adults, whereas in rural/remote communities the most 

common disadvantage mentioned was the lack/inadequate maintenance and lighting. The 

respondents from urban/suburban communities most commonly mentioned that outdoor 

skating rinks/skateboard parks ƻŦǘŜƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ άŀ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǇƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǳƴŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊέ ǎǳŎƘ 

as bullying and alcohol/drug use, whereas in rural/remote communities the most common 

disadvantage mentioned by the respondents was lack of supervision. 

RESPONDENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Add natural elements, such as rocks, sand, water, wood and living plants, to formal 

playgrounds  

 Add challenging playground equipment 

 Add interactive elements such as portable elements or equipment 

 Improve lighting in play spaces in their communities 

 Bring programming from different agencies, such as Scouts Canada, Girl Guides of 

Canada, Girls Inc., Canoe Club and marinas, to the play spaces to teach skills, risk 

management and safety issues to make play spaces safer and more fun  
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Background  
 

Injury among Canadians resulted in 13,677 deaths, over 67,000 people permanently disabled, 

more than 211,000 hospitalizations, and over 3,000,000 emergency department visits in 2004 

[1]. This resulted in $10.7 billion in direct health care costs and $19.8 billion in total economic 

costs [1]. Injury is the leading cause of death among children and youth in Canada [2]; the 

leading cause of hospitalization among 10 to 14 year olds; and is the second leading cause of 

hospitalization for children aged 1 to 9 years and youth 15 to 19 years old [3]. 

Global evidence indicates substantial socioeconomic disparities among injured children [4, 5]. In 

Canada, children living in low-income neighbourhoods have a higher risk of being hospitalized 

due to unintentional injury than their peers in high-income neighbourhoods [6]. Children in 

poor neighbourhoods have greater chances to encounter hazardous exposure such as 

ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ Ǉƭŀȅ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎΣ ǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŘƛŦŦerentiaƭ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜέ ώтΣ уϐΤ ŀƴŘ Ŏhildren 

and care providers in poor neighbourhoods may have less access to protective equipment or 

ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ώрΣ т-8]. 

Playgrounds and other play spaces are among the areas where injuries to children and youth 

frequently happen. An estimated 2,500 children age 14 and younger are hospitalized every year 

in Canada for serious playground injuries. Of these, 14% are head injuries, 81% are fractures 

and 5% are other injuries (dislocation, open wound, etc.) [9, 10]. Falls from equipment are 

responsible for 60% to 80% of all medically-attended playground injuries [9, 11]. According to 

Canadian Hospital Injury Reporting and Prevention Program (CHIRPP), there were about four 

thousand injuries associated with playgrounds in 2008. It is important to note that these 

injuries do not represent all injuries in Canada, but only those seen at the emergency 

departments of the 15 hospitals participating in the CHIRPP network [12]. Children five to nine 

years of age have the highest risk of injury, with males injured slightly more often than females 

(53% versus 47%) [13]. 

As with all injury, children from low-income families are believed to be at higher risk for 

playground injuries. A significantly higher proportion of Canadian playground structures in 

poorer neighbourhoods were found to be below the standards suggested by the Canadian 

Standards Association (CSA) compared with play structures in wealthier neighbourhoods [14]. 

Balancing the risk of injury, unstructured play is known to be an active form of learning for 

children and a critical component of healthy development, including learning about objects and 

social relationships, and developing physical and problem-solving skills [15]. Children and youth 

play in a range of different spaces in the built environment, with some of these spaces not only 
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providing social and physical opportunities but also challenges. Some of these spaces are 

designed for childrenΩǎ play aƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǇƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘǎΩΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǇecifically 

designed for childrenΩǎ Ǉƭŀȅ, but are spaces where ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻǊ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜΩ ŦƻǊ 

play [16]. Such play areas include natural green spaces. There is increasing evidence that 

contact with nature is not only desirable but may even be a human need [17]. Research has 

revealed that play in green spaces can provide opportunities for the many benefits that play 

can offer child development [18]. In Canada there is an abundance of natural parks with the 

potential to provide children with enriching environments. In this regard, it is important to 

consider safety in the natural environment. 

This project addresses the safety of outdoor play spaces (including playgrounds, green spaces, 

urban areas such as parking lots and vacant lots, and the street) available to vulnerable 

children and youth in Canada. Current programming addresses playground safety, however the 

safety of all outdoor play spaces being used, specifically among vulnerable populations in 

Canada, is a recognized gap. 

Focusing on vulnerable children and youth in Canada, including their parents and caregivers, 

the broad Safe Play Spaces project aimed to: (1) Describe what we know about current outdoor 

play spaces for vulnerable populations in Canada; (2) Develop an online training tool for 

inspecting outdoor play spaces for safety issues; and (3) Share outdoor play space safety issues 

and information with stakeholders, municipalities, parents and caregivers. In line with the 

growing recognition of the value of enabling children and youth to participate in society and 

ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ άŀƭƭ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘέ ώ19], Part 1 of this project involved children and 

youth as users of play spaces in determining what we know about current outdoor play spaces. 

This report presents the methodology and results of a play spaces key informant questionnaire 

to determine what is known about safety issues associated with play spaces for vulnerable 

children aged 6-12 years in Canada. 

 

                                                           
 For this project, vulnerable refers to children and youth who are at higher risk for injury due to living in low socio-

economic status families. 
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Methods  

Questionnaire/ Survey  

A survey was developed by the project team in consultation with the project Stakeholder 

Advisory Committee to determine what is known about safety issues associated with play 

spaces for vulnerable children aged 6-12 years in Canada. The survey was designed to capture 

key elements related to different play spaces such as equipment, location, and child play space 

preferences.  

 

Categories included: 

 Type of community   
 Available play spaces in the community for children 6 to 12 years of age  
 Safety and risk elements in those play spaces  
 Maintenance issues  
 Child play space preferences 
 Child supervision 

 

The questionnaire was created such that it could be completed in two ways, as preferred by the 

respondent (see Appendix A):  

 On-line through FluidSurveys (http://fluidsurveys.com) 

 Over the phone   
 

A draft version of the questionnaire was reviewed by the project Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee and pilot-tested prior to its mass distribution.  The questionnaire was translated 

into French in order to make it available for French-speaking key informants (see questionnaire 

in Appendix). The questionnaire and survey methods were approved by University of British 

/ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ Health Centre Research Ethics Board. All surveys were 

completed online; there were no request for the telephone survey. The online survey took 

approximately 20-25 minutes to complete. 

Participant Identification and Dissemination of the Survey 

The goal was to reach people who were knowledgeable about where children from vulnerable 

communities play. To accomplish the broadest dissemination possible, a number of strategies 

were used, including a snowball technique, with a request to assist with further identification of 

potential participants using e-mail distribution or telephone calls. To begin, the authors utilized 

their range of contacts and networks to disseminate the survey and invite participation. 

http://fluidsurveys.com/
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Preliminary agreement was reached with the project Stakeholder Advisory Committee and 

project team participant organizations (Canadian Parks and Recreation Association - CPRA, 

Canadian Playground Safety Institute ς CPSI; and Parachute Canada) to disseminate the survey 

among appropriate contacts in their networks. Examples included: 

 Parks and recreation workers and recreation directors 

 School boards 

 Law enforcement 

 Boys and Girls Clubs, Scouts, Guides  

 Childcare centres, youth centres 

 Healthcare ς doctors and nurses at trauma centres, community hospitals 

 Sports Clubs 

 Provincial/Territorial Injury Prevention group 

 First Nations and Inuit Injury Prevention contacts 

 ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ tƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘ {ŀŦŜǘȅ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΩǎ ό/t{Lύ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ 

 Parents ς through Parent Advisory Councils 

This snowball technique allowed for rapid dissemination of the survey among relevant 

informants without the study team contacting them individually. During the data collection 

period, weekly reminders were sent. Additional reminders were sent to stakeholders from 

regions and provinces with low participation rates aiming to ensure as wide representation as 

possible. 

To be included in the survey, the respondent had to be:  

1. An adult who worked or lived in the vulnerable (low SES) community, and  

2. Aware of places where kids from those vulnerable communities played 

A cover letter outlining the eligibility criteria was distributed as part of the survey. Data 

collection was conducted between October 25 and November 26, 2012.   

Analysis  

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to analyze the survey results.  We used 

descriptive statistical methods to summarize data and obtain a description of the responses to 

questions and differences between urban/suburban and rural/remote responses. These 

methods include frequency tables and cross-tabulations. Qualitative methods were used to 

analyze open-ended questions, responses to which were grouped by common themes. 
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Results  

One hundred, seven people participated in the survey and 75 completed it.  However, the 

response rate varied between questions, with respondents missing some questions.  

All provinces and territories were represented in the survey with the greatest proportion of 

respondents coming from Ontario (21%) followed by Alberta (20%) and British Columbia (15%). 

The detailed breakdown of participation by provinces and territories is provided in Figure 1 

below.   

 

 

Figure 1. Distribution of the survey respondents by provinces and territories 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Among respondents 53.3% (n=57) were from urban or suburban communities and 46.7% (n=50) 
from rural communities (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Distribution of survey respondents by type of community. 
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Six (5.6%) respondents identified their communities as remote, defined as a geographical area 

where a community is located over 350 km from the nearest service centre, but having year-

round road access. Approximately 8% of the respondents (n=9) were from First Nations on-

reserve communities and approximately 3% (n=3) from Inuit communities.  Despite the fact 

that eligibility criteria required that respondents lived or worked in a vulnerable community, 

only 46% actually lived or worked in a vulnerable community. 

Respondents represented a broad range of occupations including 40.2% (n=43) Park/Recreation 

and Forestry workers, 17.8% (n=19) playground inspectors and approximately 14.0% (n=15) 

high level senior staff such as program managers and directors. More detailed information on 

the distribution of the survey respondents is provided in Figure 3). 

Figure 3. Distribution of survey respondents by occupation and current role in the community 

3.7 (4)

2.8 (3)

4.7 (5)

4.7 (5)

8.4 (9)

8.4 (9)

11.2 (12)

11.2 (12)

14 (15)

17.8 (19)

40.2 (n=43)

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

Other

Physician/Nurse/Community health worker

Playground planner/Manufacturer

Child care worker

Community volunteer

Teacher/Coach/Other school worker

Supervisor/Coordinator/Consultant

Parent 

Director/Senior manager

Playground inspector

Park/Forestry/Recreation worker

 

*The total number of occupations/roles played in the community were higher than number of respondents (n=107) because 

some people held more than one role or occupation. 
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The respondents were asked how well playgrounds in public parks met the listed safety 

elements. The respondents were provided with the following response options for each safety 

element: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree and strongly agree. 67.1% (n=61) of the 

respondents strongly agreed or agreed that their playgrounds in a public park were safely 

located away from traffic, whereas 13.2% (n=12) strongly disagreed or disagreed with that 

statement. The next safety element assessed was the availability of fencing around the 

playground. 37.4% (n=34) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that their public park 

playgrounds were well-fenced, whereas 34.1% (n=31) strongly disagreed and disagreed. The 

vast majority of respondents (78.1%; n=71) strongly agreed or agreed that parents could easily 

see children in playgrounds in their parks and only 4.4% (n=4) disagreed. Some 72.7% (n=64) of 

the survey respondents strongly agreed or agreed that playground equipment was well-

maintained and not broken, whereas 12.5% (n=11) strongly disagreed or disagreed.  Cleanliness 

of the playground area was defined as an absence of debris, litter and hazardous materials. 

70.5% (n=62) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the playground area was clean, 

whereas 15.9% (n=14) strongly disagreed or disagreed with such an assessment. Fifty-two 

respondents (58.5%) strongly agreed or agreed that the depth of surfacing for fall protection 

was adequate, whereas 16.8% (n=15) disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. One-

quarter of the respondents (25.5%; n=22) strongly agreed and agreed that playground lighting 

was good, whereas approximately half (46.6%; n=40) considered the lighting level inadequate. 
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Half of the respondents (50.0%; n=44) agreed or strongly agreed that their playground was 

used by appropriate age groups and older youth or adults were not using the space 

inappropriately at the same time as 6-12 years old, whereas approximately 22% (n=19) strongly 

disagreed or disagreed with that statement (see Table 1). Interestingly, traffic and poor 

equipment maintenance were of more concern for the respondents from rural/remote 

communities in comparison to urban/suburban areas, although these differences may not be 

stable due to small numbers. 

Table 1. Safety elements of public park playgrounds, by community type. 

Response 
Located away 
from traffic 

Well 
 fenced 

Parents can 
see children 

easily 

Equipment well 
maintained /  
not broken 

Clean area  
(free of debris, 

littler, etc.) 

Adequate depth 
of surfacing for 
fall protection 

Good  
lighting 

Playground used 
by appropriate 

age group 

 n % n % n % n % n % n % n % N % 

Urban/Suburban 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 2.2 5 10.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 6.7 2 4.3 

Disagree 2 4.4 11 23.9 2 4.3 4 8.7 6 13.3 7 15.2 15 33.3 8 17.4 

Neutral 7 15.6 16 34.8 9 19.6 6 13.0 4 8.9 9 19.6 14 31.1 14 30.4 

Agree 17 37.8 8 17.4 18 39.1 16 34.8 15 33.3 18 39.1 9 20.0 19 41.3 

Strongly 
agree 

18 40.0 6 13.0 17 37.0 20 43.5 20 44.4 12 26.1 4 8.9 3 6.5 

Subtotal 45 100.0 46 100.0 46 100.0 46 100.0 45 100.0 46 100.0 45 100.0 46 100.0 

Rural/Remote 

Strongly 
disagree 

2 4.3 6 13.3 0 0.0 1 2.4 1 2.3 6 14.0 9 22.0 1 2.4 

Disagree 7 15.2 9 20.0 2 4.4 6 14.3 7 16.3 2 4.7 13 31.7 8 19.0 

Neutral 11 23.9 10 22.2 7 15.6 7 16.7 8 18.6 13 30.2 10 24.4 11 26.2 

Agree 13 28.3 10 22.2 19 42.2 15 35.7 14 32.6 14 32.6 6 14.6 16 38.1 

Strongly 
agree 

13 28.3 10 22.2 17 37.8 13 31.0 13 30.2 8 18.6 3 7.3 6 14.3 

Subtotal 46 100.0 45 100.0 45 100.0 42 100.0 43 100.0 43 100.0 41 100.0 42 100.0 

Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

3 3.3 11 12.1 0 0.0 1 1.1 1 1.1 6 6.7 12 14.0 3 3.4 

Disagree 9 9.9 20 22.0 4 4.4 10 11.4 13 14.8 9 10.1 28 32.6 16 18.2 

Neutral 18 19.8 26 28.6 16 17.6 13 14.8 12 13.6 22 24.7 24 27.9 25 28.4 

Agree 30 33.0 18 19.8 37 40.7 31 35.2 29 33.0 32 36.0 15 17.4 35 39.8 

Strongly 
agree 

31 34.1 16 17.6 34 37.4 33 37.5 33 37.5 20 22.5 7 8.1 9 10.2 

TOTAL 91 100.0 91 100.0 91 100.0 88 100.0 88 100.0 89 100.0 86 100.0 88 100.0 

 

 

 



Play Spaces Project Key InformantsΩ Perspective 

 
 

17 

 

The same safety element questions were asked about schoolyard playgrounds. The majority of 

respondents (83.0%; n=73) strongly agreed or agreed that their schoolyard playgrounds were 

safely located away from traffic, and only 6.8% (n=6) strongly disagreed or disagreed. Fifty-four 

respondents (61.3%) strongly agreed or agreed that their schoolyard playgrounds were well-

fenced, whereas 23.8% (n=21) strongly disagreed and disagreed. The vast majority of 

respondents (80.6%; n=71) strongly agreed or agreed that parents could easily see children in 

schoolyard playgrounds, whereas 8.0% (n=7) disagreed. Fifty-eight respondents (65.9%) 

strongly agreed or agreed that school playground equipment was well-maintained and not 

broken, whereas 17.0% (n=15) strongly disagreed or disagreed with such an assessment. 

Seventy-five per cent (n=66) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the playground 

area was clean (free from debris, litter and hazardous materials), whereas 12.5% (n=11) 

strongly disagreed or disagreed. Fifty-two respondents (60.5%) strongly agreed or agreed that 

the depth of surfacing for fall protection was adequate, whereas 19.8% (n=17) disagreed or 

strongly disagreed. More than one-third of the respondents (36.8%; n=32) strongly agreed and 

agreed that playground lighting was good, and almost the same percent (33.3%; n=29) 

considered the lightning level inadequate. More than half of the respondents (64.8%; n=57) 

agreed or strongly agreed that the school playground was used by appropriate age groups and 
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older youth or adults are not using the space inappropriately at the same time as 6-12 years 

old, whereas 11.4% (n=10) strongly disagreed or disagreed with that statement (see Table 2). 

With regard to urban and rural differences, respondents from rural areas were more concerned 

with cleanliness of schoolyard playgrounds, whereas greater proportion of urban respondents 

than rural respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed that school playground equipment was 

well-maintained and not broken. Although these differences may not be stable due to small 

numbers. 

Table 2. Safety elements of schoolyard playgrounds, by community type. 

Response 
Located 

away from 
traffic 

Well  
fenced 

Parents can 
see children 

easily 

Equipment well 
maintained / 
not broken 

Clean area  
(free of debris, 

littler, etc.) 

Adequate depth of 
surfacing for fall 

protection 

Good  
lighting 

Playground used 
by appropriate 

age group 

 n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Urban/Suburban 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 2.2 6 13.0 2 4.3 2 4.3 1 2.2 4 8.9 3 6.7 1 2.2 

Disagree 2 4.3 4 8.7 3 6.5 8 17.4 3 6.5 5 11.1 10 22.2 5 10.9 

Neutral 6 13.0 7 15.2 5 10.9 6 13.0 9 19.6 7 15.6 15 33.3 13 28.3 

Agree 22 47.8 14 30.4 22 47.8 15 32.6 20 43.5 18 40.0 13 28.9 16 34.8 

Strongly 
agree 

15 32.6 15 32.6 14 30.4 15 32.6 13 28.3 11 24.4 4 8.9 11 23.9 

Subtotal 46 100.0 46 100.0 46 100.0 46 100.0 46 100.0 45 100.0 45 100.0 46 100.0 

Rural/Remote 

Strongly 
disagree 

0 0.0 3 7.1 0 0.0 2 4.8 1 2.4 5 12.2 7 16.7 0 0.0 

Disagree 3 7.1 8 19.0 2 4.8 3 7.1 6 14.3 3 7.3 9 21.4 4 9.5 

Neutral 3 7.1 6 14.3 5 11.9 9 21.4 2 4.8 10 24.4 11 26.2 8 19.0 

Agree 21 50.0 14 33.3 23 54.8 16 38.1 23 54.8 16 39.0 9 21.4 20 47.6 

Strongly 
agree 

15 35.7 11 26.2 12 28.6 12 28.6 10 23.8 7 17.1 6 14.3 10 23.8 

Subtotal 42 100.0 42 100.0 42 100.0 42 100.0 42 100.0 41 100.0 42 100.0 42 100.0 

Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 1.1 9 10.2 2 2.3 4 4.5 2 2.3 9 10.5 10 11.5 1 1.1 

Disagree 5 5.7 12 13.6 5 5.7 11 12.5 9 10.2 8 9.3 19 21.8 9 10.2 

Neutral 9 10.2 13 14.8 10 11.4 15 17.0 11 12.5 17 19.8 26 29.9 21 23.9 

Agree 43 48.9 28 31.8 45 51.1 31 35.2 43 48.9 34 39.5 22 25.3 36 40.9 

Strongly 
agree 

30 34.1 26 29.5 26 29.5 27 30.7 23 26.1 18 20.9 10 11.5 21 23.9 

TOTAL 88 100.0 88 100.0 88 100.0 88 100.0 88 100.0 86 100.0 87 100.0 88 100.0 

The majority (70.6%) of public park playgrounds were maintained by municipalities, whereas 

for the majority (71.6%) of schoolyard playgrounds, school authorities were responsible for 

maintenance (see Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Authorities responsible for playground maintenance 
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bƻǘŜΥ ϝ tǳōƭƛŎ ǇƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ .ŀƴŘ office, Mohawk Council of Akwesasne, Canadian Forces base and daycare center. 
{ŎƘƻƻƭȅŀǊŘ ǇƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ōƻŀǊŘΣ .ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ bǳƴŀǾǳǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ !Ƙkwesahsne 
Mohawk Board of Education. 

Participants were asked about the frequency of both inspection and maintenance of 

playgrounds. Public park playgrounds were most commonly (23.0%; n=23) inspected on a 

weekly basis, followed by monthly (17.0%; n=17) and annually (12.0%; n=12), whereas 

schoolyard playgrounds were most commonly (14.1%; n=14) inspected on an annual basis, 

followed by monthly (12.1%; n=12). However, approximately 42% (n=42) of the respondents 

had no information on frequency of schoolyard playground inspection. Detailed information is 

found in Table 3. Frequency of public park and schoolyard playground maintenance and 

inspection.  

Approximately one-quarter (24.1%; n=26) of public park playgrounds were maintained as 

needed, and almost 20.0% (n=21) on a weekly basis. Similar to public playgrounds, 24.1% 

(n=21) of schoolyard playgrounds were maintained on an as needed basis. Almost half of 

respondents (44.8%; n=39) had no information on the frequency of schoolyard playground 

maintenance.  

Table 3. Frequency of public park and schoolyard playground maintenance and inspection 

 Public park Schoolyard Playground 

Frequency Maintained Inspected Maintained Inspected 

 n % n % n %  % 

Daily 9 8.3 6 6.0 6 6.9 10 10.1 
Weekly 21 19.4 23 23.0 8 9.2 9 9.1 
Monthly 13 12.0 17 17.0 7 8.0 12 12.1 
Quarterly 7 6.5 3 3.0 2 2.3 3 3.0 
Annually 8 7.4 12 12.0 4 4.6 14 14.1 
As needed 26 24.1 6 6.0 21 24.1 7 7.1 
Never 2 1.9 4 4.0 0 0.0 2 2.0 
Don't know 22 20.4 29 29.0 39 44.8 42 42.4 
TOTAL* 108 100.0 100 100.0 87 100.0 99 100.0 

Note: *Some respondents reported more than one answer for each variable (maintenance and inspection). 










































