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Executive Summary

Injury is the leading cause of death amarigldren and youth in Canadthe leading cause of
hospitalization among 10 to 14 year oJdsd the second leading cause of hospitalization for
children aged 1 to 9 yeaend youth 15 to 19 years al@laygrounds and other play spaces are
among the areas where injuries to children and youth frequently happen

As with all injury, children from losmcome families are believed to be at higher risk for
playground injuries.This project addresses the safety obutdoor play spaces (including
playgrounds, green spaces, urban areas such as parking lots and vacant lots, and the street)
available tovulnerablé children and youth in Canada.

PURPOSE

Focusing ornvulnerablechildren and youth in Canada, includirfter parents and caregivers,

the broad Safe Play Spaces project airteed1) 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 issugnd (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 wat® determine what is known abowafety issues associated
with play spaces for vulnerable childraged6-12 years in Canada

METHOD
A snowball method was used to disseminate the survey to participamt® were

knowledgeable about where children from vuhable communities playOne hundred seven
respondentsparticipated in the survey and57completed it. Responses were tabulated and
differences between urban/suburban and rural/remote responses were analyzed.

RESULTS

Among respondents53.3% were from urdn or suburban communities and 46.7% from
rural/remote. Approximately 10% of the respondents were from First Nationseserve or
Inuit communities.All provinces and territories were represented in the surnvéx®o of the
respondents actually lived or wked in a vulnerable communityvhereas 39% did not and 14%
did not know if they worked or live in vulnerable communliywo respondentsvere excluded
from the analysis, because thementioned that they did not feel being familiar and
knowledgeable tgrovide information about vulnerable playspaces

* For this project, vulnerable refers to children and youth who are at higher risk for injury divénpinlow socic
economic status families.
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According to respondentsn addition to public park and schoolyard play spaads|dren
commonlyplay in natural placesuch adorests, beaches and riversides (70.2%); open spaces
such as streets, parkgnlots and alleys (67.9%itdoor skating or skateboard parks0.7%)

More thanthree-quarters of the respondens (77.1%) saidhat their public park playgrounds
providedthe opportunity to manage riskand solve problem$or children 6 to 9years of ag,
whereas only half of them (51.8%) agreed that equipma&aschallenging enough for 10 to 12
year olds. Smilar responses were provided for schoolyard playgrou(id®6% and 50.6%
respectively).

More than half of the respondents described natural spaes and outdoor skating
rinks/skateboard parks as a®& LJ I OS T2 NJ OKahd RE% rgspectively), | &
whereasless thamone-quarter (22.26) agreed that open spaces are safbe respondents most
commonly identified the following safety risks for natural play spaces: inadequate or no
supervision (46.1%), falliranto inappropriate surfacing (40.0%), and animals (36.8%). For open
spaces, the respondents most commonly mentiortaeing too close to traffic (72.9%) and
inadequate or no supervision (69.4%).

The advantages of public park playgrounds included good maintenance (30.5%) safiel
supervised area for pla§B0.5%).The disadvantage was the absence of equipment providing
enough challenge for children, especially those aged 10 to 12 (24.5%).

According to respondents-&year old boys and girls preferred public parks (78.7% and 81.3%
respectively). For X@2-year old boysputdoor skate rinks/skateboard parks/swimming psol
were by far the most preferred play spaces (78.7%nilarly 10-12-year old girls preferred
outdoor skate rinks/skateboard parks/swimming pools gudblic park playgrounds (61.3%).

CONCLUSIONS

The survey findings indicate that public psend schooblaygrounds 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 aténtion. In addition to formal plagpaces, many respondents

oc

SYLKIaAl SR ydzYSNRdza I+ R@Fyidl38Sa 2F OKAfRNByQa

can be associated with certain additional hazards relatesvitd animals andhe wilderness,
they alsoprovide children withopportunitiesfor imaginative and creative plagften lacking in
formal playgrounds.

Although half of allrespondentsagreed that open placewere associated withrisks from

dangerous items such as needles, condoms, broken glassastgnificant difference between
urban and rural communities was observedespondents from rural areasere significantly
less concernedwith the risks associated with dangerous item$he respondents from

7
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urban/suburban communities most commonly meoried the fact that public parks are
inappropriately used by older youth and adults, whereas in rural/remote communities the most
common disadvantage mentioned wadke lack/inadequate maintenance and lightinghe
respondents from urban/suburban communitiemost commonly mentioned that outdoor

skating rinks/skateboard parks ¥ 1Sy ©0S02YS &l 3IFGKSNAYy3I aLRaG ¥
as bullying and alcohol/drug use, whereas in rural/remote communities the most common
disadvantage mentioned by the respondsnvas lack of supervision.

RESPONDENT RECOMMENDATIONS

e Add natural elements, such as rocks, sand, water, wood and Iplamts, to formal
playgrounds

e Add challenging playground equipment

e Add interactive elements such psrtable elements or equipment

¢ Improve lighting in [ay spaces in their communities

e Bring programming from different agencies, such as Scouts Canada, Girl Guides of
Canada, Girls IncCanoe Club anharinas to the play spaces to teadkills, risk
managementind safety issues to malpday spaces safer amdore 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.@illion 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 leadingfcause
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 lesvcome neighbourhoods have a higher riskbeing hospitalized

due to unintentional injury than their peers in highcome neighbourhoods [6]. Children in

poor neighbourhoods have greater chances to encounter hazardous exposure such as
AYERSIdzZ 6S LIX e &Ll OSa éreftRi YRINBE2 AidNSFided=s 428 T
and care providers in poor neighbourhoods may have less access to protective equipment or
RSOAOSasx a2 OlFftfSR GaRATFTFSNBYGAIT @dzZ ySNIoAf A

Playgrounds and other play spaces are among the areas where injurieddmechand youth
frequently happenAn 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 wouett.) [9, 10]. Falls from equipment are
responsiblefor 60% to 80% of all medicalftended playground injuries9[ 11]. According to
CanadianHospital Injury Reporting and Prevention Program (CHIRPP), there were about four
thousand injuries associated ti 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(hdlren five to nine
years of age &ve the highest risk of injury, with males injured slightly more often than females
(53% versus 47%) [13].

As with all injury, children from losmcome families are believed to be at higher risk for
playground injuries. A significantly higher proportion ©anadian playground structures in
poorer neighbourhoods were found to be below the standasigygested bythe Canadian
Standards Association (C&ajmpared withplay structures in wealthier neighbourhoods[1

Balancing the risk of injury, unstructuredap 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 prokdeiaing skills [3]. Children and youth
play in a rage 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 childreR@ playay R I NB OF f f SR WLJ | @ INR deiffiidy QT & K
designed for childre@ & , bift aré&dspacewhereOKA f RNBY 4SS (KS Ll2aaAoAft
play [16]. Such play areas include natural green spaces. There is increasing evidence that
contact with nature is not only desirable but may eves a human need [d. Research has

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

can offer child development Bl. In Canadahere is an abundance of natural parks with the

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

consider safetyn the naturalenvironment.

Thisproject addresses the safety of outdoor play spaces (including playgrounds, green spaces,
urban areas such as parking lots and vacant lots, andstreet) available tovulnerable
children and youth in Canada. Currembgramming addresses playground safetgwever the

safety ofall outdoor play spaces being useshecificallyamong vulnerable populations in
Canadais a recognized gap.

Focusing orvulnerablechildren and youth in Canada, includirfieir parents and caregivers,

the broad Safe Play Spaces project airteed1) Describe what we know about current outdoor

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

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 amdith to participate in society and
SALISOALTEE Ay al ff 2 Bai $ ofkhis praeEtSnabckildrenafdS OK A f
youth as users of play spaces in determining what we know about current outdoor play spaces.

This report presents thenethodology and results of a play spaces key informant questionnaire
to determine what is known abousafety issues associated wifilay spaces for vulnerable
childrenaged6-12 years in Canada

* For this project, vulnerable refers to children and youth who are at higher risk for injury divénpinlow socic
economic status families.

1C
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Methods

Questionnaire/ Survey

A surveywas developed bythe project team inconsultdion with the project Stakeholder
Advisory Committeeo determine what is known abousafety issues associated withlay

spaces for vulnerable childreaged6-12 years in Canaddhe surveywasdesigned to capture
key elementgelated todifferent play spaces such as equipment, locatemd child play space
preferences

Categories includsk

e Type of community

e Available play spaces in the community for children 6 to 12 years of age
o Safety and risk elements in those play smc

e Maintenance issues

e Childplay space preferences

e Child supervision

Thequestionnaire was createsuchthat it could be completed in two ways, as preferred by the
respondent(see Appendix A):

¢ Online through FluidSurveystfp://fluidsurveys.comn)
e Over the phone

A draft version of thequestionnaire was reviewed bythe project Stakeholder Avisory
GCommittee and pilottested prior to its mass distribution.The questionnairewas translated
into French in order to make it available for Frersgieaking keynformants(see questionnaire
in Appendi). The questionnaire andsurvey methods wereapproved by University of British
/| 2f dzYo Al / KA f R NHealthiCentreRéseart2 Bty Boardll surveys were
completed online; there were no request for the telephone surv@he online survey took
approximately 225 minutes to complete.

Participant Identification and Dissemination of the Survey

The goal was to reach people wix@re 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 paricipants using enail distribution or telephone calls. Taegin the authors utilized

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

11
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Preliminary agreementvas reached with the project Stakeholder Advisory Commiteeed
project team participant organizations Canadian Parks and Recreation Associati@PRA,
Canadian Playground Safety Institt@€PSI; an®arachute Canaddo disseminate the survey
among appropriate contacts in their networks. Examples indude

e Paks and rereationworkers and recreation directors

e School boards

e Law enforcement

e Boys and Girls Clubs¢@&its,Guides

e Childcare centres, youth centres

¢ Healthcareg doctors and nurses at trauancentres, community hospitals

e Sports Clubs

e Provincial/Territoral Injury Prevention group

e First Nations and Inuit Injury Prevention contacts

e ¢KS /IYITRAFY tflF@3aNRdzyR {FIFSGe& LyadadadadziSQa

e Parentsg through Rarent AdvisoryGouncils
This snowball technique allowddr rapiddissemination of the survey among relevant
informants without the study team contacting them individuauring the data collection
period, weekly reminders were sermdditionalreminderswere sentto stakeholders from

regions andgorovinces with low pdaicipation ratesaiming to ensure as wide representation as
possible.

To be included in the survethe respondent had to be:

1. An adultwho worked or lived inthe vulnerable (lowSEfcommunity, and

2. Aware of places where kids from thogdnerablecommunities plagd

A cover letter outlining the eligility criteria was distributeds part ofthe survey Data
collection was conductebdetweenOctober 25and November 26, 2012.

Analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to analyze the survey resMésused
descriptive statistical methods to summarize data aain a description of the responses to
guestions and differences between urban/suburban and rural/remotepoeses. These
methods include frequency tables and crdabulations. Qualitative methaglwereused to
analyze operended questions, responses Wwhich were grouped by common themes.

12
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Results
One hundred sevenpeople participated in the survey and tonmpleted it. However, the

response ratevariedbetweenquestions with respondents missing some questions

All provinces and territories were represented in the survey with the gregiesportion of
respondens comingfrom Ontario (21%) followed by Alberta (20%) and British Columbia (15%).
The detailed breakdown ogbarticipation by provinces and territories is provided Rigure 1
below.

Figurel. Distribution of the survey respondents by provinces and territories

Canada

Number of respondents

B 20+
[] 15-19
Yukon
n=8 (8%) [[] 10-14
0] s-9
Northwest
Territories nl\il';.n?]‘_’;t) E] 1-4
n=1 (1%) = °
British
Columbia
n=16 (15%
Newfoundland
and
. Labrador
e n=2 (2%)
skatchewan Quebec
n=5 (5%) n=3 (3%) Prince

Edward Island

TN #T n=6 (6%)
N

Nova Scotia
n=14 (14%)

New Brunswick
n=4 (4%)

Among respondents 53.3% (n=57) were from urban or suburban communities and 46.7% (n=50)
from ruralcommunities(see Figure2).
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Figure2. Distribution of survey respondents by type of community.

50.0%
O\O
=
2 25.0%
s}
Q
e
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Urban/Suburban Rural/Remote

Type of community

Six (56%) respadents 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 accessApproximately8% of therespondens (n9) were from First Nations en
reserve communities andpproximately3% (n=3) from Inuit communitiesDespite the fact

that eligibility criteria required that respondents lived or worked in a vulnerable community,
only 46% actually lived or worked in a vahable 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 andtdnecMore detailed information on

the distribution of the survey respondents is providedigure3).

Figure3. Distribution of survey respondents by occupation and current role in the community

Park/Forestry/Recreation worke 40.2 (n=43)

Playground inspectot 17.8(19)
Director/Senior manage! 14 (15)
Parent 11.2 (12)
Supervisor/Coordinator/Consultan 11.2 (12)

Teacher/Coach/Other school worke 8.4(9)
Community volunteer 8.4(9)
Child care worker 4.7 (5)
Playground planner/Manufacturel 4.7 (5)
Physician/Nurse/Community health worke 28(3)
Other 3.7(4)

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

*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 @ccupation.
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The respondents werasked 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, agemel strongy agree. 67.1% (n=pDbf 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 wiiht
statement. The next safety element assessed whg availability of fenimg around the
playground. 37.4% (n=34f the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that their public park
playgrounds were welfenced, whereas 34% (n=3) strongly disagreed and disagreed. The
vast majority of respondents (7B%; n=7) strongly agreed or agreed that parents could easily
see children in playgumds in their parks and only 4.4% (n=4) disagr&mme72.7% (n=6}of

the surveyrespondens strongly agreed or agreed that playground equipment was-well
maintained ancdhot broken, whereas 12.5% (n=14trongly disagreed or disagree@leanliness

of the playground areavas defined as amabsence of debris, litter and hazardous materials.
70.5% (n=@) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the playgdoarea waslean,
whereas 15.% (n=%) strongly disagreed or disagreed with suah assessment. Fifty-two
respondents(58.5%)strongly agreed or agreed that the depth of surfacing for fall protection
wasadequate, whereas 18%(n=15 disagreed or strongly disagre®dth that statement.One
guarter of the respondents (25%; n=22 strongly agreed and agreed that playgrouighting

was good, whereaspgproximatelyhalf (466%; n=40) considered the lighg level inadequate.

15
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Half of therespondens (500%; n=4% agreedor strongly agreed thatheir playgroundwas
used by appropriate age groups and older youth or adwlisre not using the space
inappropriately at the same time as1® years old, whereagapproximately22% (n=19strongly
disagreed o disagreed with that tatement (see Table 1). Interestingly, traffic and poor
equipment maintenance were of more concern for the respondents from rural/remote
communities incomparison to urban/suburban areadthough these differences may not be
stable due to small numbers.

Tablel. Safety elements of public park playgrounds, by community type.

Parentscan Equipment well Clean area  Adequate depth Playground usec
Located away Well : N . . Good .
Response . see children  maintained / (free of debris, of surfacing for o by appropriate
from traffic fenced . . - lighting
easily not broken littler, etc.) fall protection age group
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % N %
Urban/Suburban
stongly 4,5 5 109 0 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 3 67 2 4.3
disagree
Disagree 2 44 11 239 2 43 4 8.7 6 13.3 7 152 15 33.3 8 17.4
Neutral 7 156 16 348 9 196 6 13.0 4 8.9 9 19.6 14 31.1 14 30.4
Agree 17 378 8 174 18 391 16 34.8 15 333 18 39.1 9 20.0 19 41.3
:gr‘;’;g'y 18 400 6 130 17 370 20 435 20 444 12 261 4 89 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

RuralRemote
stongly 5, 43§ 133 0 00 1 2.4 1 23 6 14.0 9 20 1 2.4
disagree
Disagee 7 152 9 200 2 44 6 14.3 7 163 2 4.7 13 317 8 19.0
Neutral 11 239 10 222 7 156 7 16.7 8 186 13 302 10 244 11 262
Agree 13 283 10 222 19 422 15 357 14 326 14 326 6 146 16 381
stongly 15 583 10 222 17 378 13 310 13 302 8 18.6 3 73 6 14.3

agree
Subtaal 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
stongly 5 53 47 121 0 00 1 i1.41 i il 6 6.7 12 140 3 3.4
disagree
Disagree 9 99 20 220 4 44 10 114 13 148 9 10.1 28 326 16 182
Neutal 18 198 26 286 16 17.6 13 148 12 136 22 247 24 279 25 284
Agree 30 330 18 198 37 407 31 352 29 330 32 360 15 174 35 3938
igrc:;g'y 31 341 16 176 34 374 33 375 33 375 20 225 7 81 9 102

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

16
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The same safety element questions were asked about schoolyard playgrdurelsajority of
respondents (83.0%; n=Y3trongly agreed or agreed that their schoolyard playgrounds were
safely located away from traffic, and ory8% (n=6) strongly digaeed or disagreedifty-four
respondents(61.3%) strongly agreed or agreed that their schoolyard playgrounds were- well
fenced, whereas 28% (n=2) strongly disagreed and disagreed. The vast majority of
respondents (8@%; n<1) strongly agreed or agreetiat parents could easily see children in
scloolyard playgrounds, whereas 8.0% (n=7) disagreedty-eight respondens (65.9%)
strongly agreed or agreed that school playground equipment was-malhtained and not
broken, whereas 10% (n=15) strongly slagreed or disagreed with sudmn assessment.
Seventyfive per cent(n=65) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the playground
area was clear(free from debris, litter and hazardous materiglswhereas 1%5% (n=1)
strongly disageed or disageed. Fifty-two respondents(60.5%)strongly agreed or agreed that
the depth of surfacing for faprotection wasadequate, whereas 18% (n=X) disagreed or
strongly disagreed. More thaone-third of the respondents (38%; n=2) strongly agreed and
agreed that playground lighting was good, rad almost the same percent (33@ n=2)
considered the lightning level inadequate. More than half of thepondens (64.8%; n=5)
agreed or strongly agreed théte schoolplaygroundwasused by appropriate age groupsd

17
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older youth or adults are not using the space inappropriately at the same #s 612 years

old, whereas 14% (n-0) strongly disagreedradisagreed with thastatement (seeTable?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 disagréleat school playground equipment was
well-maintained and not brokenAlthough these differences may not be stable due to small

numbers.

Table2. Safety elements of schoolyard playminds, by community type.

Located Parents can Equipment well Clean area  Adequate depth o Playground use(
Well : B . . Good )
Response away from see children maintained/  (free of debris, surfacing for fall _— by appropriate
) fenced . . . lighting
traffic easily not broken littler, etc.) protection age group
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Urban/Suburban
SOIET  1qT ae [ s aen] 2 [48] 2 [ as [ @ 22 4 8.9 3 67 1 2.2
disagree
Disagree 2 4.3 4 87 3 6.5 8 17.4 3 6.5 5 11.1 10 222 5 10.9
Neutral 6 130 7 152 5) 109 6 13.0 9 19.6 7 15.6 i5 | 23 | 13 28.3
Agree 22 478 14 304 22 478 15 32.6 20 43.5 18 40.0 13 289 16 34.8

Sgr"e’(‘eg'y 15 326 15 326 14 304 15 326 13 283 11 24.4 4 89 11 239

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
stongly v o5 3 71 0 00 2 48 1 24 5 122 7 167 0 0.0
disagree
Disagree 3 7.1 8 190 2 48 3 71 6 g | @ 7.3 9 214 4 9.5
Neutral 3 71 6 143 5 119 9 214 2 48 10 244 11 262 8 190
Agree 21 500 14 333 23 548 16 381 23 548 16 39.0 9 214 20 476
i;rg;g'y 15 357 11 262 12 286 12 286 10 238 7 17.1 6 143 10 238

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
stongly 4 14 9 102 2 23 4 45 2 G 9 105 10 115 1 1.1
disagree
Disagree 5 57 12 136 5 57 11 125 9 102 8 9.3 19 218 9 102
Neutral 9 102 13 148 10 114 15  17.0 11 125 | 17 198 26 299 21 239
Agree 43 489 28 318 45 511 31 352 43 489 34 395 22 253 36 409
asérg;g'y 30 341 26 295 26 295 27 307 23 261 18 209 10 115 21 239

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 majoity (70.6%) of public park playgrounds were maintained by municipalities, whereas
for the majority (7..6%) of schoolyard playgroundschool authorities were responsible for
maintenance (se€&igured).
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Figure4. Authorities responsible for playground maintenance
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Participants wee asked aboutthe frequency of both inspection and maintenance of
playgrounds.Public park playgrounds were most commonly (B8. n=23 inspected on a

weekly basis, followed by monthly (0% n=17%

and annually (1P% n=12, whereas

schoolyard playgroursl were most commonly @1% n=14 inspected onan annual basis,
followed by monthly (12% n=12. However,approximately42% (n=42)of the respondents
had no information on frequency of schoolyard playground inspectigtailed informationis
found in Table 3. Frequency of public park and schoolyard playground maintenance and

inspection

Approximately one-quarter (24.1%; n=26) of pub

lic panglaygrounds weremaintained as

needed, andalmost 20.0% (n=21) on a weekly basis. Similao public playgrounds, 24%
(n=21) of schoolyard playgroundsiere maintained onan as needed basis. Almost half of
respondents(44.8%; n=39had no information onthe frequency of schoolyard playground

maintenance.

Table3. 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).
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