Bz

1975
v.3
pt.1

OutdLE 4

Recreation

| Ar‘eas




R

TEXAS PARKS AND WILDLIFE COMMISSION

PEARCE JOHNSON
Chairman, Austin

JOE K. FULTON
Lubbock

JACK R. STONE
Wells

BOB BURLESON
Temple

JOHN M. GREEN
Beaumont

LOUIS H. STUMBERG
San Antonio

CLAYTON T. GARRISON
E xecutive Director



Y.l

APR 2 g9

2694%8

G114z, 1Y T4Y 1915 W s

inthe Urbal :

» Kenneth G. Thompson COASTAL SER of ¢F)

Part 1: An

Conducted by:
-

Charles L. Branton, Head
Consumer Planning Section

and

James A. Del.oney
Urban Planner

With Staff Assistance From:

Stanley H. Caulkins
William C. Morrow
Joel S. Seffel

John F. Moran, Jr. U.S. DEPAR

2234 SOUTH HOBY
CHARLESTON , S

Under Direction Of:

Ron Thuma, Head
Comprehensive Planning Branch

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department,
Austin, Texas
_December, 1975

r .
Property of CSC Library



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

DolLPH BRisScOE STATE CAPITOL

GOVERNOR

AUSTIN, TEXAs 78711

Mr., James G. Watt

Director

Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation
Department of the Interior
Washington D. C. 20280

Dear Mr. Watt:

Outdoor recreation has long been an ijmportant element in the lives of
Texans. In this respect, citizens of Texas are fortunate to live in a
State endowed with abundant natural resources and blessed with a rich
variety of recreational resources. In the future, dependence on these
resources will increase as the demand for recreation opportunities
continues to grow.

The future holds many challenges for Texans. Among these, along with
maintaining a viable economy and an agreeable standard of living, is
the challenge of insuring that a sufficient quantity of diversified
outdoar recreation opportunities is available for present and future
generations of Texans. In accomplishing these ambitious goals, the
importance of careful planning for the wise use of the State's natural
and fiscal resources is a matter of concern for all Texans. The Texas
Parks and Wiltdlife Department has recognized its responsibility for
assuring that adequate land, water and facilities for recreation are
available to every region of the State.

The ten volume Texas Qutdoor Recreation Plan will serve as a guide for
action in providing needed recreation opportunities throughout the
State. With the completion of this plan, an important new source of

information is available for input into the comprehensive planning process.

I am pleased to submit to you this volume of the Texas Qutdoor Recreation
Plan.

Stite of Texas

DB/jc
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Legal Authority

The development of the Texas Qutdoor Recreation
Plan is authorized by Article 6081r, V.T.C.S.
{Chapter 112, Acts of the 59th Legislature, Regular
Session, 1965.)

Section 1 of this Act designates the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department as

‘...the State Agency to cooperate with the
Federal Government in the administration of
the provisions of any federal assistance
programs for the planning, acquisition,
operation, and development of the outdoor
recreation resources of the State...” In
addition, the Parks and Wildlife Department is
‘., . .authorized and directed to cooperate with

10

the proper Federal

departments of the
Government and with all other departments of

the State and local governments. . .in the
enforcement and administration of the
provisions of this act. . ."”

Section 2 authorizes the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department

‘.. 10 prepare, maintain, and keep up-to-date a

state-wide comprehensive plan for the
development of the outdoor recreation
resources of the State of Texas; to develop,
operate, and maintain outdoor areas and
facilities of the State and 1o acquire land,
waters, and interests in land and waters for such
areas and facilities.”

Section 3 states that in order for other State or local
agencies

. ..to obtain
programs (under the
Conservation Act of 1965), the Parks and
Wildlife Department shall coordinate its
activities with and represent the interests of al!
agencies and political subdivisions of the State
of Texas. . .having interests in the planning,
development, acquisition, operation, and
maintenance of outdoor recreation resources
and facilities.”

the benefits of any such
Land and Water

Attorney General’s Opinion No. C-518 issued
September 30, 1965, supports the authority that the
Department is the proper agency of this State
authorized to allocate funding and to carry out the
State recreation planning requirements of the Federal
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (Public Law
88-578).

The above legislation and related guidelines have been
adhered to both with regard to development and
implementation of the Texas Outdoor Recreation
Plan. The various volumes of the Plan are based on a
careful assessment of what was necessary to fulfill the
provisions and intent of the planning requirements of
the legislation. Basically, two aspects were identified
as necessary: (1) a careful determination of the type
and quantity of resources necessary to meet the
State’s recreation needs and, (2) assessment of steps
needed to properly utilize resources.

In summary, the Parks and Wildlife Department
serves as the primary State Agency authorized to (1)
coordinate, develop, and implement the Texas Outdoor
Recreation Plan for the people of Texas and (2)
regulate the allocation of federal aid from the Land
and Water Conservation Fund to all political
subdivisions of the State in accordance with the
priorities set forth in the Plan.
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In recent years, the demand for outdoor recreation
opportunities has rapidly increased throughout Texas.
Changes in factors such as population, urbanization,
leisure time, buying power and recreational
preferences have created a tremendous pressure on
public agencies and private entities to provide more
outdoor recreational opportunities. Faced with the
increased demand, decision makers and planners in
Texas have responded in a commendable manner,
recognizing the requirement each of us has for
recreation in our everyday lives.

In 1958, an act of the Federal Government, (Public
Law 85478, 72 Stat. 238), created the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission, charging
it with the massive task of recommending courses of
action to insure that the necessary outdoor recreation
opportunities are provided for the citizens of this
country now and in the future. The result of the
Commission’s work, a report entitled, Outdoor
Recreation in America, was published in 1962, and

recommendations for action.

contained many
Responding to the recommendations in the report,
Congress and the President began enacting legislation

which expanded the outdoor recreation
responsibilities in several federal agencies, created the
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation under the U.S.
Department of the Interior, and established the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund’s intent was
to increase outdoor recreation opportunities for the
American people by providing matching grants for
state and local land acquisition and development. In
order for state and local governments to receive
benefits from the Fund, certain eligibility
requirements had to be satisfied. One of these
requirements was that each state must develop,
maintain, and keep up-to-dater a statewide
comprehensive outdoor recreation plan. In response
to this requirement, the b59th Texas Legislature
directed the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department to

" Foreword

assume responsibility for the Texas OQutdoor
Recreation Plan. In accordance with this direction,
the Department embarked on a continuing course of
action designed to provide a strong, viable program to
guide outdoor recreation development in Texas.

The first outdoor recreation plan for Texas was
published in 1965, and marked the initial effort of
the Department to provide a meaningful program and
guidelines for Texas. Accepted and recognized by
federal, state and local agencies, the Plan served to
guide outdoor recreation development in the state
and certify Texas eligible to participate in the Land
and Water Conservation Fund from 1965 until 1968.

Under the provisions of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act, each state desiring 10
participate in the program must update its plan
periodically. In 1968, responding to this provision,
and with experience gained in the initial planning
effort, the Department issued an updated plan which
extended Texas’ eligibility to participate in the
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funding program until 1972. However, in 1967 the
Department and the Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation,
after long and careful considerations, concluded that
more complete and accurate information and
techniques were necessary to accomplish a further
refined and major updating of the Plan. The Bureau
agreed with Department proposals to conduct a more
extensive program than had been conducted by any
state at that time. Extensive statewide data collection
efforts were undertaken and sophisticated analytical
techniques developed to further refine the Plan.

These efforts are realized in the updated 1975 Texas
Outdoor Recreation Plan which consists of ten
volumes as follows:

|. State Summary
I, Regional Summary
11, Outdoor Recreation in the Urban Areas of
Texas
1V. Qutdoor Recreation
Texas
V. Qutdoor Recreation onthe Texas Gulf Coast
V1. A Regional Environmental Analysis
Vii. Outdoor Recreation Activities
VII. The Roles of the Public and Private Sectors
1X. A Statewide Recreation Information System
X. Techniques of Analysis

in the Rural Areas of

Although each volume of the Plan presents specific
information regarding various aspectsiofoutdoor recre-
ation in Texas, the Ptan is organized into three parts:
summary volumes, major volumes and volumes of an
informational nature. The essence of the Plan is con-
tained in the two summary volumes, the State Sum-
mary and the Regional Summary. All users of the
Plan are urged to become familiar with these two
volumes.

Major volumes include Volumes 111, 1V and V, which

contain detailed statewide and regional analysis of the
recreation opportunities, participation and resource
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requirements of the urban areas, rural areas and Gulf
Coast region of Texas. Also included is Volume Vi

which addresses the
conservation.

problems. of resource

The informational volumes ‘include Volumes VII,
VIHl, I1X and X, which provide information relating to
recreation activities, roles of the public and private
sectors, and, an information system and planning
methodology.

A brief description of the content of each of these
ten volumes is presented below to help the user

.understand the Plan and more effectively utilize the

respective volumes to address particular problems or
needs. :

Volume |, the State SummaryA, summarizes the major
elements of the other nine volumes of the Plan. This
volume contains broad information,
recommendations, and policy statements to guide the
current and future development of outdoor
recreation resources in Texas.

“Volume I, the Regional Summary, summarizes per-
tinent recreational- planning-data relevant to the rural
and urban areas of T_éxa_s, as provided in detail in
Valumes Il and V. This volume contains data on
existing and future resource requirements, as well as
data on existing resources with recreation potential,
recommendations and priorities for each of the 37
planning regions,

Volume 111, Qutdoor Recreation in the Urban Areas
of Texas, analyzes outdoor recreation in those areas
of Texas with an urban environment. This volume
contains specific data on existing recreation
opportunities, participation, and existing and future
resource requirements for metropolitan areas, cities,
and towns within each of the 37 planning regions.
The volume also contains suggested recreational
resource requirements for small communities with a
1969 population from 200 to 2,499 and identifies
areas of special concern and associated problems in
the urban areas.

Volume |V, Outdoor Recreation in the Rural Areas
of Texas, analyzes outdoor recreation in areas having
a rural environment and in towns with less than 200
population in Texas. This volume contains specific
data on existing recreation opportunities,
participation, and existing and future resource
requirements in each of the 37 planning regions. This
volume also identifies areas of special concern and
associated problems in rural areas.

Volume V, Outdoor Recreation on the Texas Gulf
Coast, analyzes saltwater related outdoor recreation
in both the urban and rural areas along the Gulf
Coast, defined as those seventeen counties contiguous
to the Gulf of Mexico or associated bays. This volume
contains specific data on each county with respect to
existing saltwater related recreation opportunities,
participation, and resource requirements, and also
identifies areas of special concern and .associated
problems along the Gulf Coast. '



Volume VI, A Regional Environmental Analysis,
focuses on the problems of conserving wildlife and
other recreational resources for present and future
recreational use in the face of rapid urban and other
development. This study focuses on the 8-county
Houston-Galveston Region, with appropriate findings
and recommendations projected statewide.

Volume V11, Qutdoor Recreation Activities, analyzes
participation patterns and examines factors
significantly influencing participation for the most
_significant of the more than 70 recreational activities
identified in Texas. Factors such as participation by
the time of day, seasons of the year, distances
travelled, expenditures of time and money, ability to
participate, and facility preferences are examined.

Volume VI, The Roles of the Public and Private
Sectors, compares the roles and influences of public
agencies and private entities in providing recreational
opportunities for public use.

Volume X, A Statewide Recreation Information
System, describes the functions of communication,
coordination, and cooperation with the framework of
the statewide recreational planning process. This
volume also examines the data collection instruments
and methodologies used in the past, and presents
alternatives for future updates. ‘

Volume X, Techniques of-Analysis, describes - the

methodology used in the TORP to defermine recrea-
tianal: demand, recreation facility: standards, oppor-
tunities, resource requirements, and recreation priors
ities in Texas. ' :

With this information and frame of reference in mind,
it is important to understand the goal and objectives
of this Plan, the recreational planning philosophy of
the State, and the major efforts necessary in order for
Texas to remain an enjoyable place to live, work and
recreate.

The overall goal of the Texas Outdoor Recreation
Plan is to provide a framework to guide the allocation
of outdoor recreation resourcas in Texas. Specific
objectives of the Plan are to:

@® Provide outdoor recreation data and
information on a statewide and regional basis to
all levels of government and the private sector.
Guide and assist recreational planning entities
in the development.of outdoor recreation plans
and programs at the state, regional and local
levels.

@ Provide an official state recreation plan that can
be used by non-recreational planning entities to
anticipate, identify, accommodate or integrate
the interests and resource needs of recreation,
within the scope and obijectives of such
planning endeavors.

@ Provide a more effective guide for the
altocation of Land and Water Conservation
Funds and other outdoor recreation resource
related funding programs in Texas.

® Strengthen the ability of all levels of

government and the private sector to better.

coordinate, plan and provide quality outdoor

recreation opportunities for Texans and their

visitors now and in the future.
. @ Bring about the expansion of efforts to protect
- and conserve those resources that have special
scenic, historic, scientific, educational or other
.val'ue to outdoor recreation.
@ Provide general information regarding the
characteristics of outdoor recreation in Texas.

The development of this Plan in itself cannot solve
the recreation problems facing Texas. In attaining the
Plan dbiectives,' there are four major efforts that must
be accomplished at all levels of government and the
private sector:

@ There must be sincere concern on the part of
decision-makers in the public and private
sectors to meet this objective.

@® Adequate data and information must be
available to aid decision-makers in fully
understanding the alternatives available and the
long term effects of decisions affecting outdoor
recreation. _

@ Adequate funds must. be available from all
levels of government and the private sector to
insure that necessary recreation opportunities
are provided in a timely manner.

@ The various government and private sector
entities - should coordinate and cooperate if
the State’s problems are to be solved. Better
coordination and cooperation in data gathering,
analysis, and implementation must be achieved.

The philosophy of the State of Texas toward
statewide planning for outdoor recreation should be
clearly understood. A plan is not a static document
but an ongoing process.” Various pieces of technical
information are out-of-date by the time they are
published; therefore, the document should be used as
an aid in decision-making rather than a document
containing cookbook decisions for every
circumstance. Our society is dynamic and our
problems are too specialized and complex to depend
solely on a static document to guide the development
of our outdoor recreation resources. Evaluation of
projects for compliance with the State Plan will
consider this reality.

Upon completion and distribution of the Piar, the
planning staff of the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department will continue working with- various
government entities and the private sector in efforts:
to insure that the Plan is kept up-to-date and useful.
With the help of all levels of government and the
private sector, the people of Texas will continue to
have high gquality environments in which to live, work
and recreate. The staff of the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department .is dedicated to this end and
welcomes any constructive suggestions or comments
pertaining to this effort.
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Photo by Parks and Recreation Department, City of Austin.

INTRODUCTION!

The first settlers in Texas, who began to arrive during
the early part of the 19th century, found themselves
in a wide-open, untamed territory. The land was
harsh, as was life itself. The struggle for existence was
primary, and providing food and shelter demanded
practically all of a man’s time and energy. Leisure and
recreation were some of life’s pleasures that could
only be permitted occasionally. Society was typified
chiefly by the family unit and its rural character, for
the teeming metropolitan areas of today were, at that
time, no more than small towns or villages, and most
did not even exist. However, these patterns began to
change, slowly at first, and then more quickly,
accelerated by technology, the growth of industry,
and several wars, Today, life is easier than .it was for
previous generations, and society has become a
predominantly urban one. Texans have become more
isolated from nature as a result, and they now seek to
re-discover the outdoors and associate closely with
nature in their recreational pursuits. And in recent
years, the growth of recreation participation has been
tremendous. Along with the growth of recreation is
the increased urbanization taking place in Texas,
which forms the background for the need for urban
outdoor recreation opportunities.

URBANIZATION IN TEXAS, 1836—1960

In 1836, at the time of the Texas Declaration of
Independence from Mexico, the population of Texas
was estimated at only about 35,000 to 50,000
persons, although by the time of Texas' entrance into
the Union nine vyears later, the population is
estimated to have grown to between 125,000 to
150,000. During this period, three of the major
metropolitan areas of today were founded—Dallas,
Fort Worth, and Houston—while San Antonio, El
Paso, and Galveston had already existed for some
time.

1Sources: Texas Almanac and State Industrial Guide,
1974-1975.
Urban Texas: Past—Present—Future, A
Report Preparqd for the Texas Urban Development
Commission by Joe B. Harris, Commission Staff.
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The Civil War and Reconstruction, transportation and
communication improvements, and immigration
served to swell the population enormously during the
latter half of the 19th century. As the major cities
began to attract more residents, the urban areas
continued to grow, atthough slowly, during the late
19th century. In 1850, for example, only 3.6% of the
population was considered urban and by 1900, this
percentage had increased to 17.1% of a total
population of some 3 million people. By 1900, Texas
ranked sixth in population among al! the states, and
some urban centers were beginning to achieve guite
respectable sizes. San Antonio was the top-ranked
city in population with over 50,000. Not far behind
were Dallas and Houston with over 40,000 each, and
four other cities exceeded 20,000, including
Galveston, Fort Worth, Austin, and Waco.

In the 1920's, four cities, San Antonio, Dallas,
Houston, and Fort Worth, surpassed the 100,000

population mark. A fifth major city, El Paso, was not

- far behind with over 75,000. While more urban areas

were coming into existence, others came to be
regarded among the major urbanized areas of Texas.
In this category were Beaumont, Austin, Galveston,
Wichita Falls, Laredo, Port Arthur, and Waco, all of
which exceeded 20,000 people by 1920. The urban
population now compdsed about 30% of the total,
and the absolute increase in urban population
exceeded the increase in rural population for the first
time ever.

Within the next two decades, Texas' population.

surged ahead to a total of about 6.4 million by 1940,
of which nearly half was classified as urban. By 1940,
Houstor: had become the State’s largest city with over
400,000, and 14 additional cities had surpassed the
20,000 mark.

Marked changes continued in the population
distribution between 1940 and 1960. Houston still
remained in first place with over 900,000 residents,
and San Antonio and Dallas reached over 500,000,
but now suburban cities began to appear among the
state's larger urban places, including such cities as
Pasadena, Irving, and Arlington. Rapid population
growth began to appear elsewhere across the State.
There were now 11 cities with populations exceeding
100,000, 10 cities over 50,000, and 50 cities over
20,000 in population.

By 1960, the total population in Texas amounted to
approximately 9.6 million. In 1950, for the first time
in history, the urban population exceeded the rural,
and this trend continued through 1960. Continuing
the great movement of people from rural to urban
areas which occurred during and after World War II,
the urban population by 1960 made up fully 75
percent of the total.
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RECENT URBAN GROWTH TRENDS IN TEXAS,
1960-1970

With a 1970 population of nearly 11.2 million in
1970, Texas became the fourth most populous state
in the United States. The proportion of this
population that was urban continued to increase,
amounting to nearly 80 percent. However, 1970
marked the emergence of new patterns and trends.
Popuiation growth became concentrated in a few of
the state’s major metropolitan areas {Figure 1.1). Six
of the 24 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SMSA's) accounted for over 90% of the state’s
growth between 1960 and 1970. These six included
the Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, Fort Worth, El
Paso, and Austin Metropolitan Areas. Examination of
the growth of these metropolitan areas reveals that
these population increases resuited from continued
central city growth, espeéially Austin and Houston, as
well as suburban growth. Some idea of this pattern of
concentrated growth is evident from Figure 1.2. On
the other hand, striking pattern changes were evident,
as more than a third of the cities of 5,000 or more in
population lost population from 1960 to 1970, and
three of these exceeded 100,000 in 1960. Many rural
areas, as well as small to medium-sized cities, lost
population, as 57% of Texas’ 254 counties showed
decreases in population for the 1960-1970 period.

PROJECTED URBAN GROWTH TRENDS IN
TEXAS, 1970-2000

Texas is projected to remain one of the nations
fastest growing states both in absolute population and
in percent of population increase. Only California and
Florida are expected to exceed Texas in total
population growth from 1970-2000. in 1970, Texas
accounted for about 5.5% of the nation’s population.
It is estimated that this percentage will increase to
6.0% by 1980, 6.5% by 1990, and over 7.1% by
20002, when the total popufation of Texas is
projected to reach 17.8 million (3.5 million rural and
14.3 million urban).
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The trend toward urbanization is expected to
continue in the future.  The largest gains in total
population increases are projected to occur in the
metropolitan areas in Texas. This increase may not
establish itself in the metropolitan core areas, but
rather the contiguous areas,to be near financial and
business opportunities while retaining the fresh air
and open space atmosphere of the rural life. The
proportion.-of the State’s total population residing in
urban areas is expected to be about 80% in the year
2000, the same as in 1970. This relatively constant
percentage figure is explained by the fact that while
many urban areas are projected to reflect population

The six major metropolitan areas which expressed
large growth rates from 1960-1970 are also expected
to increase significantly from 1970 to 2000,
accounting for almost 87% of the State’s total
population growth. Dallas, Houston, and Fort Worth
are projected to more than double in population over
that time, increasing 141%, 120%, and 106%
respectively. Population increases for San Antonio, El
Paso, and Austin for the 1970-2000 projection period
are projected to be, in order, 68%, 70%, and 55%.

increases others are expected to decline in 2 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
population. 1972
FIGURE 1.1
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URBANIZATION AND OUTDOOR RECREATION

The great population surge in the urban areas of
Texas, particularly the metropolitan areas, has
brought prosperity to many, but has also resulted in
many problems. More people concentrated in fewer
areas bring more pressures, traffic congestion, noise,
pollution and crime. Mushrooming cities demand
more land, space, and resources, and unfortunately,
these are rapidly disappearing in many places. At the
same time, however, people are demanding recreation
more than ever to relieve the daily pressures of
civilization and re-acquaint themselves with nature
and the outdoors for their spiritual, as well as
-physical, well-being. Recreation can, and does, serve
as a kind of safety-valve for society. it can help
individuals to overcome frustration and tension, and
it can provide alternatives for those whose lives might
ordinarily be led toward crime, drugs, or both,

‘A major solution to providing recreation and
overcoming such problems as these is coordinated
planning. if those concerned with the quality of life
in Texas join together to establish reasonable
standards, goals, and criteria for the development of
park, recreational, and open-space. aréas, it will be
possible to make our cities more pleasant places to
live, work, and recreate. This is where all levels of
government, federal, state, and local, as well as
private enterprise, must work, together.

SCOPE

Toward the goal of achieving coordinated planning
for recreation, the Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan
(TORP) was developed. This volume, Outdoor
Recreation in the Urban Areas of Texas, is one of the
ten volumes which comprise the TORP. It focuses on
urban outdoor recreation, or recreation taking place
in the State's metropolitan areas (population . of
50,000 or greater, according to the 1970 Census, plus
all incorporated and unincorporated urbanized areas
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contiguous to the core city/cities), ci_t_ies3 (population_

of 10,000 to 49,999), and towns3 :(population of
2500 to 9,999). It deals with outdoor recreation
taking place in these three types of urban areas by
Texans (excludes out-of-state visitors).
Complementing this study of urban recreation is
another volume of the TORP titled Outdoor
Recreation in the Rural Areas of Texas, which
focuses on rural recreation, or recreation taking place
outside of the metros, cities, and towns. This
delineation was made because of the differing nature

and characteristics of urban and rural recreation.

Thus, these two volumes together form a complete
picture of outdoor recreation in Texas.

Urban outdoor recreation is analyzed on a statewide
basis, on the basis of city size, and analytical planning
region, with all of the cities of the same size within a
particular region combined for purposes of analysis.
The analysis of the State and of the various city sizes
examines the supply of recreational areas and
facilities, recreation opportunities, the demand for
various activities, and the resource requirements for
land, water, and facilities for each of the 37 regions.

i T L

areas,

Demand and resource requirements are projected for
the years 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990, and 2000. General
recommendations, recommended responsibilities for
meeting future urban recreational land and facitity
requirements, and priorities for facility development
for each of the 37 regions are presented in the
Regional Summary, and in the State Summary for the
entire State of Texas.r '

Part 1: An Overview of Outdoor Recreation in the
Urban Areas of Texas.is a statewide summary of the
analysis of urban outdoor recreation in metropolitan
cities, towns, and these three city-size
categories combined. Part 2: Metropolitan Areas deals
with outdoor recreation in each of the 24
metropolitan areas in Texas located in 22 different
planning regions. Part 3: Citiss examines outdoor
recreation occurring in the 27 regions having one or
more cities. Part 4: Towns focuses on urban outdoor
recreation taking place in the towns within all 37
regions, since all regions have at least one or more
towns.

3. Cities and towns by definition are urbanized areas not
contiguous to a metropolitan area.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

In the past, many outdoor recreation planning efforts
in Texas have been disjointed and uncoordinated.
Consequently, the primary goal of the Texas Outdoor
Recreation Plan, as stated in the ‘‘Foreword,’’ is to
provide a framework to guide the allocation of
outdoor recreation resources in Texas. Serving as a
guide, the TORP will assist decision-makers of all
types at every level in coordinating and planning the
most efficient use of resources available to meet the
recreational needs in Texas. In consonance to the
TORP’s averall goal, the primary goal of this volume
may be stated as providing a framework for guiding
the allocation of outdoor regreation resources in the
urban areas of Texas. To accomplish this goal, three
specific objectives have been established for this
volume.

@ Provide data to assist local recreation planners
to solve their present and future outdoor
recreation problems,

@Provide information concerning the outdoor
recreation problems in the urban areas to better
enable federal and state governmental entities
to plan their outdoor recreation programs to
meet the needs of our urban areas.

@ Serve as a document which can be used to more
efficiently allocate money from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund to local government
entities.

PLANNING METHODOLOGY

Planning, simply defined, is a means to accomplish an
end, or goals, formulated through a systematic
consideration of alternatives. These goals may be
accomplished using different methods of planning,
depending upon the problem, the goals, and the
means sought to achieve the goals. Whatever the
methodology, logical planning greatly improves the
chances of making any endeavor a successful one.
Emphasis on recreational planning in Texas has
increased in recent years to keep pace with the
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tremendous growth of participation in various
recreational activities. Recreational planning for the
urban areas of Texas serves a number of purposes,
which include

@ identifying urban recreational participation
patterns and estimations of current and future
urban outdoor recreation participation.

@ determining recreational resources and facilities
needed to meet the recreational requirements
for the urban areas, determining where they
should be located, and setting priorities for
acquiring, developing, and protecting outdoor
recreation resources.

@ helping ensure that the people of Texas' tax
dollars spent on urban recreation resources and
facilities provide the maximum of high quality
recreation opportunities possible.

® ensuring a continued opportunity for
participation in the determination of urban
recreational programs by private citizens and
local government.
providing a means of coordinating urban
outdoor recreation with environmental,
conservation, and other interrelated plans and
programs.

Recreational planning must be a dynamic process.
Texans’ life styles are continually undergoing rapid
changes. Economic and political changes; population
shifts; changes in mores, society, tastes, and
preferences; technological advances, etc.—all make
projections into the future difficult. Therefore, it
becomes necessary for planners to continually review,
update, and revise previous plans so that the planning

"process remains effective and responsive.

The following discussion provides a brief explanation
and overview of the methods and the main elements
upon which the urban plan is based. For a more
detailed treatment of these topics, refer to Appendix
C.

ANALYTICAL PLANNING REGIONS AND
URBAN AREAS

The analysis of outdoor recreation for the Texas
Qutdoor Recreation Plan is organized on a state and
regional basis, as was previously explained, While the
Governor’s Office has delineated 24 State Planning
Regions, it was felt that some of these areas were too
large for realistic outdoor recreation planning.
Therefore, a decision was made to subdivide a
number of the State Planning Regions into smaller
units. The resulting breakdown of the State into 37
Outdoor Recreation Analytical Planning Regions,
shown on Figure 1.3, retains, for the most part, the
integrity of the State Planning Regions, but permits
more detailed analysis where needed. All Outdoor
Recreation Analytical Planning Regions follow
county boundaries, although most are comprised of
more than a single county. The urban areas within
these regions were then classified into the three
city-size categories of metropolitan areas, cities, and
towns, which were then analyzed separately within
each region.

THE DATA BASE

Comprehensive outdoor recreation planning requires
the collection and analysis of large amounts of data in
order to recognize and solve problems. While
secondary sources of information can be used in
many parts of the planning process, it was found that
much primary data must be collected on existing
facilities, activity participation, preferences, and a
host of other items for which secondary data is not
available. In developing the urban portion of the
Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan, five extensive
surveys were conducted: two surveys of recreation
demand, two of outdoor recreation resources, and
one survey of the urban areas’ needs and problems.
These surveys, and a brief description of each, follow.

® The 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation
Household Demand Survey was used to collect
recreation participation data from a stratified



® The

random sample of 15,125 households
interviewed across the State. This was the most
important data collection effort undertaken in

conjunction with this Plan. The Household

Survey obtained information on participation
in outdoor recreation, socio-economic
characteristics of recreationists, types and
numbers of recreation trips taken, seasonality
of participation, activity preferences,
investment in recreation equipment, factors
which inhibited participation, and a host of
other characteristics.

® The 1970 Texas Outdoor Recreation On-Site
Demand Survey was designed to supplement
the information obtained from the Household
Survey and to provide detailed information on
participant households. A total of 7,963
questionnaires were administered to recreating
households or groups representing over 20,000
persons at 163 urban and rural public and
private parks or recreation enterprises across
the State. The On-Site Survey secured detailed
information on the mix of activities pursued,
expenditures, distance traveled, facility and
activity preferences, daily peak use periods,
weekday and weekend use, suggestions for site
improvements, and the number and origins of
out-of-state users in Texas parks.

1969 Outdoor Recreation Facilities
Inventory Survey was used to collect
information on the supply of parks, recreation
areas, and facilities for outdoor recreation
throughout the State. It consisted of an
inventory obtained by on-site inspections of
both rural and urban recreation facilities at

2,604 public and 1,250 private enterprises for a

total of 3,854 enterprises all over Texas.

@ The 1971 Municipal Inventory Update Survey

was a mailout survey of all the State’s
metropolitan areas, cities, and towns, and was
used to update the urban section of the 1969
Facilities Inventory Survey.

@ The 1971 Urban Planner’s Survey was a survey
of urban and recreation planners in 355
metropolitan areas, cities, and towns. These
planners were asked to identify recreation
needs, problems, and trends in their respective
urban areas and to delineate sections of the
urban area according to the predominant
socio-economic characteristics.

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

Recreation opportunities, or opportunity days, are
the number of activity-days, or days of participation,
made available annually by a given number of units of
a specified type of recreational facility. Recreation
opportunity days were calculated for each facility
type by multiplying the number of units of each
facility, i.e., the “supply,” by the facility standard.
(See discussion of standards below.) This conversion
of the supply of facilities into activity days made
possible the comparison of supply with demand,
which was measured in activity day units, on a
common basis. When the two are compared, and the
opportunity days for a given activity exceed the
projected days of participation for that activity, then
there is a surplus, and consequently, the existing
facilities should be able to satisfy the demand. When
the days of demand exceed the opportunity days,
then a deficit exists and there is a requirement for
additional facilities to meet the demand. The concept
of opportunity days -thus made possible the
computation of resource requirements by dividing the
deficit activity-days by the standard to obtain
recreation resource requirements in terms of numbers
of facilities.

RECREATION PARTICIPATION

Participation, as utilized throughout the TORP, refers
to participation occurring in a given type of area,
either urban (i.e., urban participation) or rural (rural
participation) as shown in Figure 1.4. In this volume,
urban participation is divided into resident and

= participation occurring in
the urban areas of Taxas

FIGURE 1.4

TOTAL PARTICIPATION AS CONCEPTUALIZED
IN THE TORP

TOTAL PARTICIPATION = all partici-
pation occurring within the state of
Texas

RURAL PARTICIPATION
= participation occurring in
the rural areas of Texas

non-resident participation to identify the origin of
the participants. Resident participation identifies
participation by an individual in the wurban
area in which he resides. Non-resident
participation identifies participation by a resident of
Texas in an urban area other than his area of
residence. Non-resident participation may include
participation by a resident of Texas residing in a rural
area who travels to an urban area to participate in a
recreational activity, or a person residing in an urban
area who travels to another urban area to participate.
Resident and non-resident participation ‘were
computed for the three citysize categories as
illustrated in Figure 1.5.

Resident, non-resident, and total recreation
participation in urban areas were determined from
survey data for 1968-1969 and projected for the
years 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990, and 2000 for a total
of 16 activities by each of the three city-size
categories for each of the appropriate 37 analytical
planning regions. In addition to these 16 activities,
saltwater fishing, boating, and skiing participation
were projected for those urban areas, located in one
of the six coastal planning regions, having saltwater
access. Surfing participation projections (the 20th
activity for which participation was projected) apply
only to metropolitan areas and cities in Region 28,
the only region in the state having urban areas where
surfing participation was recorded.
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FIGURE 1.5
- TOTAL URBAN PARTICIPATION AS CONCEPTUALIZED IN THE URBAN VOLUME

| urRBAN PARTICIPATION]

o
I 1
TOTAL TOTAL NON-RESIDENT |.
PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION
REGIONS 1.37 REGIONS 1-37
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l

METROPOLITAN| [CITIES-61 |rowns—209
AREAS-24 '
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a. Twenty-two analy tical planning regions have one or more metropolitan areas.
b. Twenty-seven analytical planning regions have one or more cities.
c. All thirty-seven analytical planning regions have one or more towns.

Thrqe different methodologies were used to project
urban participation. Two methods were used to project
urban resident participation: a multiple-regression
model and a trend model. It was necessary to use two
methodologies because survey data was not available
or was too thin to use for multiple regression in some
regions for some activities. These activities utilized
the trend model. The third methodology was also a
trending technigque used to project non-resident
participation. )

RECREATION STANDARDS

A recreation standard is the number of opportunity
days, or participation days, which can be provided by
a specific unit of recreation facility or resource per
year. Facility standards are an accurate, flexible
means of converting the existing supply of outdoor
recreational facilities and resources into units
comparable to current and expected future
participation. From these comparisons resource
requirements can be determined. Standards developed
in this volume were determined from Household and
- On-Site survey data, and the computation of the
standards involved careful consideration of a number
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of factors, such as seasonality, peak use periods, and
attitudes and preferences of recreationists.

In addition to recreation facility standards, criteria
were developed to estimate the number of land acres
required to develop the various types of facilities.
These guidelines, expressed as the statewide average
number of land acres required per facility unit, were
based on recreationists’ preferences and
generally-accepted design and construction criteria.

RECREATION RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

Urban resource requirements were computed for the
following facilities: square yards of swimming pools;
acres of playgrounds; baseball/softball fields; picnic
tables; football/soccer fields; holes of golf; tennis
courts; basketball courts; surface acres of freshwater
lakes; boat ramps (freshwater and saltwater); and
miles of trails for walking, bicycling, and nature
study.

Resource requirements for each facility type were
computed by comparing facility supply in terms of
opportunity days with the total participation
occurring in a given metro, city, or town. If a deficit

'resulted, the deficit days were divided by the

standard to convert it to facility resource
requirements. A surplus of opportunity days was
shown as zero resource requirements. As shown, the
resource requirements indicate the number of

facilities that should be added to the 1971 supply of
“facilities available in each region.

Tﬁ‘e urban resource requirements were developed
under the assumptions that the facility satisfied the
total demand for the activity and that all relevant
support facilities should be provided in addition to
the major facilities stated in the tables, such as grills
for picnicking. The determination of resource
requirements did not consider the availability of
private recreational facilities, the quality of available
urban facilities, nor the influence of rural facilities in
close proximity to urban areas.

STATEWIDE SUMMARY OF URBAN OUTDOOR
RECREATION

This section presents a synopsis of each of the four
chapters that follow in this volume. The first three
summaries, opportunities, demand, and resource
requirements, are very important elements of this
volume. As such, they provide the basic categories
under which the data of principal interest to users of
this volume are organized for presentation. In the
fourth summary, special concerns and associated
problems of urban outdoor recreation, important
aspects of urban outdoor recreation which merit
consideration, but which were not quantified for
analysis, are discussed.

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

‘ Qutdoor recreation opportunities in the metropolitan

areas, cities, and towns of Texas are provided
primarily by the public sector. Of the 2,742 publicly
administered parks available in 1971, local municipal
agencies operated approximately 97%, with the
remainder operated by federal, state, and county



agencies. In these 2,742 urban parks theré were
62,5624 acres of recreational land, of which 43,621
acres were developed and 18,903 acres were available
as open land or were being held for future
development. In addition to recreational land, there
were 50,741 surface acres of freshwater within urban
areas, of which 25,632 acres were located adjacent to
or within urban parks. Although metropolitan areas
accounted for most of the developed recreational
land (31,381 acres), undeveloped land (12,857 acres),
surface acres of water (45,755 surface acres), and
most of the urban parks (1,717}, metropolitan areas

generally had fewer recreational opportunities per

thousand population than either the cities or the
towns.

Figure 1.6 shows the number and proportion of
publicly administered wurban parks which had
designated facilities in 1971. Of the 2,742 urban
parks, a total of 1,648 (60%) had playgrounds; 1,456
(53%) had some form of games and sports facilities;
1,271 (46%) had picnicking facilities; 531 (19%) had
some form of outdoor swimming facilities; 391 (14%)
had miscellaneous facilities such as amphitheatres,
botanical gardens, zoos, or community recreation
centers; 133 (5%) of the urban parks had facilities for
fishing; 77 (3%) had some form of designated trail;
white facilities for boating, camping and sport
shooting were available in less than 3% of all urban

parks in 1971. Since almost 63% of all urban parks

were located in metropolitan areas, the majority of
the different types of facilities available were also
found in parks located in metro areas. One exception
was urban parks having camping facilities, over half
(52%) of which were located in towns, compared to
"24% each located in cities and metros. Overall,
variations in the total number of parks located in
cities and towns having the different types of
facilities were small. On a units per thousand
population basis, however, metropolitan areas were
considerably lower than cities and towns in every
case, while cities were slightly lower than towns in
every case.

FIGURE 1.6

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PUBLICLY-ADMINISTERED
URBAN PARKS WHICH HAD DESIGNATED OUTDOOR RECREATION

FACILITIES IN 1971, BY CITY SIZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
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Iin Table 1.1,the numbers of various types of outdoor
recreation facility wunits available at publicly
administered urban parks in 1971 are listed. Looking
at totals for all urban areas combined, the number of
tennis courts {1,309) and baseball/softball fields
(1,862) far exceeded the number of basketball courts
{609) and football /soccer fields (287). Picnic tables
numbered 12,830, compared to 1,733 campsites.
Swimming pools were also numerous as reflected by
the 281,520 square vyards available. Much more
saltwater is available for swimming than the 34,200
square yards shown, but it was not included because
the criteria for reporting saltwater swimming areas
was that the areas had to be designated for swimming,
and most areas were not. The availability of facilities
which support the water-related activities of boating,
fishing, and skiing is directly related to the
quantities and distribution of surface acres of water

available. Therefore, the quantities of
freshwater-related recreational facilities would
probably increase if more freshwater evenly

distributed among the urban areas were available.
Miles of trails reported are not that substantial if the
recent increases in the trails activity participation are
considered. By city-size category, metropolitan areas
had significantty more facilities available than either
cities or towns for most types of facilities. Exceptions
were notable for those types of facilities dependent
on waterrelated resources, such as designated
saltwater and freshwater swimming areas and
saltwater and freshwater fishing piers, barges, and
marinas. Cities, compared to towns, had slightly
larger numbers of facilities for the more
traditional types of facilities, but no distinct patterns
were visible for water-related or trails facilities.

The dispersion of recreational opportunities was not
entirely balanced in 1971. Although all of the 24
metropolitan areas had recreational resources,
individual socioc-economic subsections within many of
the metropolitan areas lacked public outdoor
recreational opportunities, and opportunities in areas
of rapid urban expansion generally were less
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nurnerous than in older neighborhoods. All of the 61
cities had at least two public parks, while 87% of the
towns had at least one public park; however, many of
these parks lacked various types of recreational
facilities.

For al! wurban areas combined, there were
217,293,755 total annual opportunity days available
in 1971, for all major activities combined (Figure
1.7). Opportunity days represent the amount of
annual recreation demand that can be satisfied by

e
TABLE 1.1

NUMBER OF OUTDOOR RECREATION FACILITY UNITS AVAILABLE
AT PUBLICLY ADMINISTERED URBAN PARKS
IN 1971 BY CITY SI1ZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

TOTAL
TYPE OF FACILITY METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN
Tennis Courts 918 223 168 1,309
Basketball Courts 458 82 69 609
Baseball /Softball Fields 1,203 342 317 1,862
Football/Soccer Fields 210 50 27 287
Picnic Tables 7,925 2,757 2,148 12,830
Playgrounds (acres) 1,665 786 658 3,109
Swimming, Pools (square yards) 167,145 57,426 56,949 281,520
Swimming, Designated Freshwater {square yards) 346,235 301,401 960,071 1,607,707
Swimming, Designated Saltwater (square yards) 0 24,200 10,000 34,200
Surface Acres of Freshwater 45,755 2,332 2,654 50,741
Boat Ramp Lanes, Freshwater 49 8 39 96
Boat Ramp Lanes, Saltwater 6 1 6 13
Campsites 579 373 1,733
Fishing Piers/Barges/Marinas, Freshwater (linear yds) 313 20 604 937
Fishing Piers/Barges/Marinas, Saltwater (linear yds) 24 300 60 384
Goif Course Holes 6569 198 207 1,064
Nature Trails (miles) 59.5 17 33.8 110.3
Horseback Riding Trails {miles) 24 6.7 27 57.7
Bicycle Trails {miles) 19 27 26.5
Walking {Hiking) Trails {miles) - 15 375 04
Total Trails (miles?) 140.5 337 LAE:] 216
Sport Shooting Traps 1 3 16
Sport Shooting Targets 35 1 60
Archery Targets 72 31 1 104
Amphitheatre Seats 6,940 7,950 1,445 16,335
Botanical Gardens (acres} 9.3 193 527.6
Zoos (acres) 9 6 344
Community /Recreation Centers 58 71 366

a. Eliminates double counting of multi-use trails in obtaining the totals figures.
]



existing recreation facilities. The metropolitan areas
had substantially more annual opportunity days
available than did the cities or towns. However, when
differences in population were taken into account,
the metros had fewer opportunity days per thousand
population than did the cities for all facilities except
freshwater lakes and freshwater boat ramps.
Compared to towns on an annual opportunity days
per thousand population basis, metros had fewer
opportunity days than towns for all facilities,
excluding football/soccer fields and basketball courts.
Cities and towns were more similar in annual
opportunity days available per thousand population,
with days available in towns exceeding days available
in cities for 7 of the 12 facilities computed.
Combining annual opportunity days available per
thousand population for all 12 types of facilities
produced the following: metros, 20,591 days; cities,
39,5601 days; towns, 40,672 days; and the average for
the three city sizes combined was 25,384 days.

RECREATION DEMAND

Estimates for the year 1968 indicate that 326 million
activity days were spent in pursuit of a variety of
recreation activities in the urban areas of Texas. Of
this total, resident demand accounted for 285 million
days (87%), while non-resident demand totaled 41
million days (13%). The proportion of urban
participation attributed to non-residents was
generally higher for saltwater fishing, boating, and
skiing than for non-saltwater associated activities.

Almost 54% of all urban resident households
participated at least once in 1968 in at least one of
the major activities. Not surprisingly, participation
was heaviest in the simpler activities such as driving
and walking for pleasure, although urban residents
indicated a preference for activities such as fishing
and games and sports, Over half of all urban
participation occurred during the summer, and for
most activities participation was heavier on weekends
than on weekdays. From surveys conducted at urban

FIGURE 1.7
ANNUAL OPPORTUNITY DAYS AVAILABLE IN 1971 FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES
IN URBAN AREAS BY CITY SIZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
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parks, it was found that, in general, distance traveled
tended to reduce the probability of park usage. Most
urban park users arrived with friends or other
members of the household, and stayed about three
and one-half hours. The vast majority of urban park
users relied heavily on the automobile for
transportation 1o the parks.

Also, it was found that certain sacio-economic factors
influence participation levels. For example,
household participation tends to increase with
increases in the number of household members, with

increased household incomes, and with more

_education, {ncreases in age tend fo act as a constraint
to participation in rigorous activities such as
swimming and football. Anglo households tend to
participate more than Blacks or Mexican-Americans
in activities such as golf, tennis, boating, and skiing,
" while Mexican-American and Black households have a
stranger inclination than Anglo households for team
sports such as basebali/softball, football/soccer, and
basketball. Also, it was found that levels of
participation are atfected by fevels of apportunity.
Generally, additional units of opportunity tend to
encourage more peaple 1o participate, or 1O
participate more often,

In terms of participation per househald, the statewide
average annual days of resident participation was
projected to be 117 daysin 1970, 152 days by 1975,
188 days by 1980, 268 days by 1990, and 359 days
by the year 2000. Comparisons of city-size categories
depicted projected average annual days of resident
participation in metropofitan areas as exceeding
projected rates for both cities and towns for all
projection years. Projected rates for cities and towns
reflected onfy minor variations. Figure 1.8 illustrates

these comparisons graphically for the years 1970,

1980, and 2000.
Considering population growth in conjunction with

participation per haousehold, total participation for all
three city sizes combined was projected to be over
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FIGURE 1.8
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357 million activity days in 1970 (See Figure 1.9).
Total demand was expected to increase to 505
million days by 1975, to almost 688 million days by
1980, to almost 1.163 billion days by 1990, and to
over 1.801 billion days by the year 2000. The
greatest percentage of total participation was
projected to occur in metropolitan areas, ranging
from 78% (277.2 million days) of the total in 1970,
to 81% (556 million days) by 1980, and to 84%
(1,606 million days) by the year 2000. Participation
projected to occur in the cities ranged from slightly
over 11% of the total participation (40.8 million
days) in 1970 to less than 9% (159.5 million days) in
the year 2000. Total participation projected to occur
in towns followed the same pattern as cities from
1970 through the year 2000, i.e., total participation
for the city size increased each projection year but
decreased slightly each year as a percentage of the
total participation occurring in all three city sizes
combined. For towns, projections were 40.1 million
days in 1970 (about 11% of total participation), and
were projected to increase to 62.3 million days by
1980 (9% of the total} and to 135.7 million days by
the year 2000 (8% of the total).

Figure 1.10 shows the total annual days of
participation by activity. Every activity listed in
Figure 1.10 was expected to show an increase in total
participation days during the next few decades. The
rate of increase was highest for nature study,
bicycling, tennis, and freshwater skiing, while the rate
of increase was somewhat smaller for the saltwater
activities and some of the more traditional activities
like picnicking and driving for pleasure. Without
exception, participation in each individual activity
was projected to be higher in the metropolitan areas
for each projection year.than in both cities and towns
combined. This dramatic difference shown by
comparing the three city sizes is influenced by the
1970 population ratio of metropolitan areas to cities
and towns combined, a 3:1 ratio.

Participation in cities was projected to exceed
participation in towns for every projection year for
the activities of child's play, baseball/softball,
picnicking, golf, tennis, basketball, walking, bicycling,
freshwater skiing, surfing, sightseeing, and driving for
pleasure. Compared to cities, participation in
swimming, football/soccer, nature study, freshwater
and saltwater fishing, freshwater and saltwater
boating, and saltwater skiing was projected to be
greater in towns for each projection year. Projected

differences in total participation occurring in cities

and towns for the various activities were not that
significant, with some differences of less than 10%.

RECREATION RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

Land and water are the two principal types of natural
resources guantified for urban resource requirement
estimates. In Texas, however, freshwater lakes readily
accessible to urban populations must of necessity be
developed by man,

o] ’
|HH£‘ 1,
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Other requirements essential to providing adequate
outdoor recreation opportunities in the urban areas
the various types of recreational facilities
demanded by participants in their pursuits of
numerous recreational activities, Not only must
adequate recreational land, water, and facilities be
provided, they must also be dispersed sufficiently to
maximize the opportunities available to all segments
of the population. The following assessments of

urban resource requirements summarize the
‘quantities required.
Based on the reported supply of recreational

opportunities and the estimated demands for those
opportunities over the thirty-year period from 1970
to 2000, Texas metropolitan areas, cities, and towns
will need substantially larger amounts of land and
water resources for recreational purposes. The
recreational supply of developed land totaled 43,621
acres in 1971. Comparing this supply of developed
land available with land needs for 13 selected
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FIGURE 1.10

TOTAL ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN PARTICIPATION, 1970, 1980, 2000, BY

CITY SIZE, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
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activities (Figure 1.11) produced a developed land
requirement of 26,715 additional acres in 1970. By
1975 the need for developed land increased to
approximately 42,008 additional acres. Developed
land requirements for the 13 activities totaled 61,827
acres by 1980, 116,346 acres by 1990, and 188,384
acres by the vyear 2000. In the vyear 2000,
requirements for these 13 activities combined
represent an overall increase of about 332% over the
1971 supply of developed land. Metropolitan area
requirements comprised the largest totals in each
projection year, averaging about 87% of the total
requirement for metros, cities, and towns. The cities
requirements over the thirty-year period was only
slightly larger than the towns requirements; both
averaged between 6% and 7.5% of the total in each
projection year.

In comparing developed land available with open land
available in 1971, a ratio of 70% developed land to
30% undeveloped or open land was determined. Since
urban land resource requirement estimates reflect the
needs for land actually developed with recreational

FIGURE 1.11

URBAN RECREATION CUMULATIVE DEVELOPED LAND REQUIREMENTS
FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES, 1970, 1980, 2000, BY CITY SIZE,
TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

facilities, open land needed in addition to the
required developed land could be estimated to reach
80,736 acres by the year 2000 in order to maintain
the current 70-30 ratio in the three major city-size
urban areas.

Surface acres of freshwater l!akes or reservoirs
available for recreational purposes varied considerably
among the urban areas across the State. Six of the 24
metropolitan areas reported no surface acres of
freshwater, compared to 11 of the 27 regions with
cities reporting that no cities within these 11 regions
had any freshwater lakes, and 17 of the 37 regions
with towns reporting that no towns within these 17
regions had any freshwater available for recreational
uses. Comparing estimated demands for boating, boat
fishing, and skiing with the 50,471 surface acres
available in 1971 within the metros, cities, and towns
showed additional cumulative requirements of 5,747
acres in 1970, 9,394 acres by 1975, 15,280 acres by
1980, 30,605 acres by 1990, and 54,164 acres by the
year 2000. Of the three city-size categories,
metropolitan area freshwater requirements were

greatest for all projection years, comprising 51% of
the total requirement in 1970 and increasing each
projection year to almost 73% in the year 2000. Even
though the cumulative freshwater requirement for
cities and towns increased through the year 2000,
freshwater requirements for cities decreased slightly
from approximately 15% of the total freshwater
requirements in 1970 to about 13% in the year 2000,
while freshwater requirements in the towns declined
from 33% of the total in 1970 to 14% in the year
2000. Urban recreation cumulative freshwater
requirements are illustrated graphically in Figure 1.12
for the projection years 1970, 1980, and 2000 for the
three city-size categories and statewide totals.

If one set of data in this volume were to be singled .
out as the data most important to those who will use
this document, it would be recreational facility
requirement projections. Comparing estimated
demand with opportunities available in 1971 yielded
increases in cumulative facility requirements for all of
the 13 selected activities for which requirements were
projected for each projection year, 1970-2000.

FIGURE 1.12 -
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. Different units of measurements are required to
estimate facility requirements for different types of
recreational facilities; therefore, direct comparisons
of the various units cannot be made. Those facility
needs occurring in the most substantial quantities
over the thirty-year projection period are apparent,
however (see Figure 1.13). Cumulative facility
requirements for all urban areas combined were most
substantial for swimming pools, tennis courts, picnic
tables, golf courses, combined trails, and
football/soccer fields in 1970.

Requirements for each of these activities continued
to increase heavily through the year 2000. By 1980,
cumulative requirements for basketball courts (840
courts) and freshwater boat ramps (320 ramps) were
also significant compared to other facility needs. By
the year 2000 the cumulative requirement for
basketball is projected to increase to 3,365 courts, Of
the three types of trails activities (walking, bicycling,
and nature study), curmulative requirements for miles
of trails were greatest in all projection years for
walking, ranging from 68% of the total in 1970 to
51% in the year 2000.

Of the three city-size categories, metropalitan area

facility requirements far exceeded requirements for
either cities or towns in each projection year, This is
explained primarily due to the large population
masses residing in the metropolitan  areas,
approximately 759% of the total in 1970 for the three
city sizes combined, compared to 13% and 12% for
cities and towns, respectively. These population ratios
are likely to remain comparable through the year
2000.

SPECIAL CONCERNS
AND ASSOCIATED PROBLEMS

Not al) elements of urban outdoor recreation can be
easily quantified and converted to resource
requirements. Yet the importance of severatl of these
elements s undispdted, and merits special

consideration in the planning of outdoor recreation
opportunities. Perhaps the most important of these
non-quantifiable elements are: urban resources which
offer potential for recreational use, recreation for the
disadvantaged, sources of funding, and recreational
programs. :

The conservation of natural areas located in urban

“environments is important not only for ecological

reasons but also because demand is increasing rapidly
in activities most suited to natural areas. Although
there are many natural areas in the urban areas of
Texas, these natural areas are rapidly being lost to
industrial, commerical, and other urban land uses.
Rivers, streams, and flood plains also can play an
important role by providing low-intensity recreational
uses such as linear parks, picnic areas, and greenbelts.
Another type of resource which offers potential is
water. Providing sufficient recreational water in urban
areas is not always easy, however, due to certain
environmental constraints such as topography and
climate, and because recreational use of water
competes with other uses such as flood control as
well as industrial and municipal water supply. The
rapid upsurge in environmental awareness has
generated a rapidly increasing demand for bicycling,
walking, and hiking. Various resources such as

‘pipeline, utility and abandoned rights-of-way offer

potential as wurban trails. Finally, historical sites
should be viewed as offering recreational potential for
urban residents. The task of preserving historical
places is made difficult, however, because of
inadequate funding for agencies concerned with
historical preservation, and the fact that historical
places tend to be located in urban areas of decline.

Another special concern is recreation for the
handicapped and aged. It has been estimated that
4.1% of the population of Texas is handicapped,
while 8% of the population is above the age of 65.
Moreover, results of the Household Demand Survey
showed that 23.1% of the sampled households had at
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FIGURE 1.13
URBAN RECREATION CUMULATIVE FACILITY UNIT REQUIREMENTS FOR SELECTED

ACTIVITIES, 1970, 1980, 2000, BY CITY SIZE, TOTAL FOR
ALL URBAN AREAS
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least one individual who could not participate in
recreational activities due to poor health. Recent
studies have pointed out the importance of physical,
sacial, and educational benefits derived from
participation, noting that the disadvantaged can make
enormous gains as a result of sound recreational
programs. Any number of modifications can be made
to facititate recreational participation by the aged and
the handicapped. Obstacles such as ditches, curbs,
lack of park benches, and inaccessible restroom
facifities are just a few of the many hindrances which
could be removed. Also, passive outdoor activities
such as croquet, shuffleboard, sightseeing tours, and
bird watching can provide enjoyable opportunities for
the elderly and handicapped.

Still  another special concérn, especially  to
municipalities, is the sources of funding for
recreational acquisition, mgaintenance, and
development. Basically, there are two broad

categories of funding programs: focal sources and
state or federal grants. Among the more common
local sources are general appropriations, general
revenue and general obligation bonds, donations and
gifts, and revenue produced by collecting fees for use
of certain types of recreational facilities. Among the
" more common state and federal programs which
provide matching grants for recreation are: the
State Beach Cleaning and Maintenance Program
administered by the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, the Federal Housing and Community
Development Act, the Federal Surplus Property Act,

the Federal Aid Highway Act, and the Land and

Water Conservation Fund. In general, metro areas rely
heavily on bhond programs, supplemented by federal
grants, while many cities and towns rely more on
general appropriations and other local sources.
Although there are a number of fund sources
available to municipalities, funding levels need ta be
increased if current and future recreational resource
requirements are to be met.

Finally, a substantial portion of the need for urban

outdoor recreation opportunities could be. met
through year-round recreation programs which make
maximum use of existing resources. During certain
periods of the day, the week, or the year, many
facilities such as school grounds, baseball or football
fields are very lightly used or even lie idle. These
facilities could provide space for any number of
recreation programs such as arts and crafts, games and
sports, nature activities, and social events. In the
increasing congestion and sprawl of urban
environment, people need to have constructive
activities and a variety of recreational pursuits, a
release from urban tensions, and an opportunity to
join together in classes, teams, or cultural exchanges.
Toward these objectives, urban recreation programs
can provide considerable assistance.

Projected increases in urban outdoor recreation
demand in Texas have been shown to be significant
through the year 2000. To satisfy these expected
increases will in turn produce greater demands on the
different types of resources which must be combined
to produce high quality recreational opportunities.

- will

Some of the most important of these resources
include natural resources, fiscal resources, and human
resources. All of these resources are exiremely
important to the citizens of Texas, not .only in
providing recreational opportunities, but also for
numerous other worthwhile -uses; therefore, the
competition for each will be intense and justiﬁcéﬁons
for their commitments demanding. The potential uses
of all types of resources are largely determined by the
quantities available. Use of natural resources to
provide rewarding recreational experiences is also
affected by the quality of the resource. To insure that
decision-makers may creatively commit available
resources in a balance that will best serve all of the
needs of the people of Texas begins with
comprehensive planning efforts at the state level and
continues to all levels of local governments,  as
well as to private industries and private citizens.
Through these planning efforts the needs of the
people should be identified.

This volume serves to analyze urban outdoor
recreation and provide estimates of the recreational
needs projected to occur in the urban areas of Texas
through the year 2000. While the quantifications of
urban recreational needs across the State accamplish
one very important aspect of recreational planning,
other important aspects of urban recreation must
subsequently receive the proper emphasis if a viable
and enduring recreation system is to be provided that
meet current recreational needs while also
assuring that future generations will have ample
recreational opportunities of their choice. Some of
these aspects which merit consideration are the
conservation of natural areas and greenbelts, the
recreational needs of the handicapped and aged, the
means of financing recreational areas and facilities,
and the development of recreational programs that
will insure that maximum benefits are derived by
recreationists from the opportunities provided. Each
aspect of recreational planning requires the combined
efforts of all levels of government and the private
sector to achieve the maximum success possible in
providing recreational opportunities.
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INTRODUCTION

As noted in Chapter 1, a rigorous methodology is
required in order for the planning process to reveal
with accuracy the major problems, deficits, and
imbalances which may exist in the availability and
accessibility of outdoor recreation opportunities in
the urban areas of Texas. An essential component in
this' methodology is an enumeration of existing urban
parks, their lands and water, and the various facilities
available within these parks. Once enumerated, these
existing opportunities may be compared with existing
and future estimates of recreation demand, in order
to make possible the identification of resource
requirements. Once developed, resource requirements
form the 'basis for establishing priorities, which

. identify those urban areas where the need for

additional recreation land, water, and facilities is
most urgent.

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize some of
the basic characteristics of 'outdoor recreation
opportunities in the metropolitan areas, cities, and
towns. The major source of data for this chapter is
the 1971 Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of
Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities. The chapter is
segmented into three main parts: {1) a summary of
the governmental agencies’ role in supplying urban
outdoor recreation opportunities and a brief
explanation of the role of the private suppliers in
providing urban opportunities; (2) a summary of the
quantity and dispersion of recreation resources and
facilities, by type, within the metropolitan areas, and
among the cities and towns of Texas; and (3) a
summary of the recreation opportunity days provided
by the resources and facilities in the three city-size
categories which reflect the amount of recreation
participation that can be satisfied in the urban areas.



SUPPLIERS OF URBAN RECREATIONAL
OPPORTUNITIES

Urban outdoor recreation opportunities were
provided by both the public and private sectors in
1971. The public sector is characterized by federal,
state, municipal, and county governments. The
private sector is characterized by a variety of
profit-oriented enterprisés and non-profit
organizations.

Overall, the public sector is the major supplier of
opportunities for the types of urban outdoor
recreation activities dealt with in this volume. Of the
various agencies composing the public sector, the
municipal governments are, by far, the largest
providers of urban recreation opportunities, followed
by county governments. State and federal agencies
play a minimal recreation role in supplying
recreational opportunities to the urban areas. A brief
summary of the involvement in the urban areas by
both the public and private sectors is. presented
below. '

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Virtually all federal involvement in the provision of
outdoor recreation opportunities in Texas is directed
toward rural areas. In urban areas the only park
operated entirely by a federal agency was Holiday
Park on Benbrook Reservoir in the Fort Worth
Metropolitan Area. This 486 acre park was operated
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. The
only other federal involvement was with Dutch
Branch Park (560 acres), also located on Benbrook
Reservoir; however, the Corps of Engineers shared
administrative responsibility for this park with- the
municipality of Benbrook. No recreational resources
were provided in urban areas by other. federal
agencies such as the National Park Service, United
States Forest Service, United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Land Management, or Bureau of
Reclamation.

STATE AGENCIES

As in the case of federal agencies, the vast majority of

parks administered by Texas State agencies were

located in rural areas. The only state agency providing
urban outdoor recreation opportunities was the Texas
Parks and Wildife Department (TPWD) which
operated five state parks in urban areas. The largest of
the five urban parks was MacKenzie State Park, a
B42-acre resource located in, and leased to, Lubbock.
Other TPWD parks included Eisenhower Birthplace
State Historic Site, a three-acre park in Denison; San
Jose Mission, a sixteen-acre historical park in San
Antonio; Port lsabel Lighthouse State Park, a
one-half-acre in Port Isabel; and Queen lsabela State
Park, a six acre undevetoped park also located in Port

‘Isabel. Neither the Texas Forest Service, nor any of
any

the Texas River - Authorities administered
recreational resources in the urban areas of Texas in
1971.

COUNTIES
County governments provide the second largest

number of urban parks in Texas. In 1971, there were
82 county-administered parks that were within

municipalities which had a 1970 population of at
least 2,500 or larger. Of this total, 31% were district

parks, 42% were community -parks, 21% were
specialty parks, and 6% were open land parks.? These
82 parks provided a combined total of 6,830 acres. In
addition to providing parks in urban areas, county
governments also provided numerous rural parks.
Many of these rural parks are close enough to
population centers to serve urban residents in meeting
their recreational needs. . :

MUNICIPALITIES

By far the largest provider of urban public parks was
the municipal governments. Of the 2,742
publicly-administered wurban parks in Texas,
approximately 2,663 (97%) were reported as being
operated by local municipal governments in 1971. Of
this total, 281 (11%) were district parks, 1,328 (60%)
were community parks, 494 (19%) were speciality
parks, and 550 (21%) were open land parks.2 A

1. For a formal definition of district parks, community
parks, specialty parks, and open land parks, the reader is
referred to the glossary in the appendix of this volume.

2. See note 1 above,
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comparison of these statistics with comparable
statistics for urban parks administered by federal,

state, and county agencies suggests that local
municipal - efforts tended to be directed toward
community and open land parks, while federal, state,
and county efforts to provide urban recreational
resources tended ta be oriented more in the direction
of large, expansive district parks which were, in many
cases, highly developed. It should be noted that many
municipalities also administered parks situated in
rural areas. Because of their location, these rural
parks provide urban residents with amenities
normally not found in urban parks.

THE PRIVATE SUPPLIERS

For purposes of developing the TORP, outdoor
recreation opportunities provided by the private
suppliers are considered those opportunities provided
by recfeétion enterprises owned and/or administered
by private entrepreneurs, corporations, organizations,
institutions, and other non-public entities. Private
suppliers of urban outdoor recreation opportunities
cover a wide range of different types of entities. The
types of recreation opportunities provided by these
entities are also varied, ranging from minature golf
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courses to country clubs and from regional
amusement centers to apartment house swimming
pools and tennis courts.

The private suppliers’ impact on the provision of
urban outdoor recreation opportunities was
determined by analyzing both urban inventory data
and urban outdoor recreation demand estimates.
Based on the results of this analysis, the decision was

.made to exclude considerations of urban recreation

opportunities provided by private suppliers in the
estimates of supply, demand, and resource
requirements for the Urban Volume. Major findings
supporting this decision are as follows:

A large portion of the urban recreation opportunities
provided by the private suppliers are not
availabte to the general public. These
opportunities, such as golf courses, tennis
courts, and swimming pools at country clubs,
are available only to a select clientele {members

- of a private country club, residents of an
apartment. complex, etc.). Only those
opportunities available to the general public
were included in resource requirement
calculdtions in the Urban Volume.

Private suppliers provided only about six percent of
the total urban parks and about eight percent
of the total urban parkland acreage open to the
general public.

Many types of recreational opportunities provided by
private suppliers support types of activities for
which no resource requirements were developed
for the Urban Volume. Examples are sport
shooting, regional amusement centers (Six Flags
Over Texas, Astro World, etc.), camping, racing,
attending drive-in movies, etc.

Participation by an urban resident in an activity was
included in the Urban Volume only if the
recreationist took a trip to participate in the
activity. For example, participation by a person
swimming in his apartment/house pool was not
recorded. This means that much of the
participation occurring at private facilities is
not included in the Urban Volume. Therefore,
the recreation opportunities supporting this
type of participation were also excluded to
make participation projections more
comparable with opportunities in computing
resource requirements.

Problems encountered in the inventory of
privately-supplied urban recreation
oppoartunities open to the general public made
it impractical to analyze the data and include
the results in the Urban Volume. In a few cases
the data requested were not received, or if
received were proven to be highly inaccurate.
Unfortunately, the few urban areas falling into
these two types of respondent categories
accounted for a substantial portion of the total
opportunities available. The magnitude of
collection efforts for this type inventory data
necessitates heavy reliance on respondents who
voluntarily use their time, resources, and
personnel to provide the information requested.
When the data are inaccurate, incomplete, or
are not provided, accurate analysis becomes
impractical.



FIGURE 2.1
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city-size categories. The various opportunities are
summarized by total number of units, and by
population ratios which moeke possible a valid
comparison af the three pity sizes by neutralizing the
effects ot differences in population. In essence, it is

65,000

52,0004

380860

26,000

13,000

1971

1968

the purpose of this sectien to provide an overalt,
composite picture of the quantity of recreational
resources, as presented in much greater detail in the
three other parts of the Urban Volume. Presenisd
first s a brief historical perspective of recreational
opportunities followed by a summary of public parks,
a summary of recreationat facitities, and a summary
of the geographic dispersion of recreational resaurces.

HISTORICAL TRENDS tN THE PROVISION OF
PUBLICLY ~ADMINISTERED PARKS

in 1971, outdoor recreaiion opportunities in the
wrban areas of Texas comprised & vast array of
resources, ranging from very small tracts of and with
tew or no facilities 1o extensive regional type parks

Total Number of Land Acres

1871

18969

1940

Sourge: The Texas Outdoor Recreatior Inventory of
Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

a. in eadier years many parks currently classified
as urban parks were actually located in rural
areas according to TORP cily size and rura
detinifions. The criteria for incfuding a park in
this Bigure wes whether or pot it was classified
as an urban park when the inventory referenced
in spurce above was conducted.

encompassing  hundreds of land and water acres
available far a variety of outdoor activities, This
situation has nat always been the case, however. in
order to provide some historical perspective, the
accompanying graphs of Figure 2.1 show the
phenomenal ingrease in the number of
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publicly-administered urban parks and the number of
land acres within these parks.

The large increase in the quantity of recreational
opportunities reflects not only the increase in
popularity of outdoor recreation activities; it also
represents significant actions taken by the public
sector during the past several decades to meet this
increase in demand. Since 1960, the number of parks
has increased 1119%, from 1,300 to 2,742, while the
number of land acres available has increased 85%,
from 33,848 to 62,524 acres. Between 1960 and
1970, the total urban population increased about
21%, from 7,094,522 to 8,5656,407. However, despite
the fact that the quantity of urban recreation

resources has been increasing more rapidly than the:

urban poputation, urban opportunities generally were
inadequate to fulfill recreation demand in 1971.
Projected increases in demand portend a significant
magnification of these inadequacies over the next
several decades, if substantial quantities of additional
opportunities are not provided.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARKS

In 1971 there was a reported 62,524 acres of
publicly-administered recreational land, dispersed
among 2,742 urban parks in Texas. Of the total land
acreage, 70% (43,621 acres) was developed with
facilities, while 30% (18,903 acres) was available as
open land or land held for future development. In
addition to the 62,524 land acres, there was a total of
48 816 surface acres of freshwater located within or
adjacent to these urban parks, for a combined total of
111,340 acres of recreational land and water
associated with publicly-administered parks. On a
statewide basis there were 320 parks and 7.307 acres
of park land per thousand urban population. Or
stated another way, there were 3,120 people who
shared each park, while there were 137 people who
shared each acre of park land. Figure 2.2, and Tables
2.1 and 2.2 express these general relationships.
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TABLE 2.1

URBAN PARKLAND ACREAGE, AND WATER ACREAGE WITHIN OR ADJACENT TO
URBAN PARKS, BY CITY SIZE, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOTAL FOR ALL

METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
Devetoped Land 31,381 7.059 5,181 43,621
Undeveloped Land 12,857 3,718 2,328 18,203
Total Recreational Land 44,238 10,777 7.509 62524
Water Acreage Within Or
Adjacent to Urban Parks 24,142 522 24,152 48816
Total Land and Water Acreage 68,380 11,209 31,661 111,340

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

FIGURE 2.2
PROPORTION OF URBAN PROPORTION OF URBAN

RECREATIONAL LAND WHICH IS RECREATIONAL ACREAGE WHICH IS

DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED, LAND AND WATER,

STATEWIDE TOTAL STATEWIDE TOTAL

il Wﬁ
[EDeveloped Land [E Total Urban Recreational Land
B undeveloped Land B water Adjacent to or Within Urban
Parks

Source: The Texas Qutdoor Recreation [nventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities.
- - - "> - - -~ "



TABLE 2.2

NUMBER AND ACREAGE OF URBAN PARKS, AND URBAN POPULATION
RATIOS, BY CITY SIZE, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOTAL FOR ALL

METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS

Number of Parks 1,717 515 510 2,742
Parks Per.Thousand Population® 267 465 511 320
Peopile Per Park 3,754 2,154 1,981 3,120
Total Recreational Land

Acreage in Urban Parks 44,238 10,777 7,509 62,524
Developed Acres Per Thousand

Population 4.869 6.397 5.141 5.098
Undeveloped Acres Per

Thousand Population 1.995 3.370 2.310 2.209
Developed and Undeveloped Acres

Per Thousand Population 6.864 9.767 7.450 7.307
People Per Acre of Parkland 146 103 135 137
Source: The Texas Cutdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities.
a. Parks per thousand population was calculated by dividing the total number of parks for the given city-size category or

the state by the total population, in thousands, of the given city-size category or the state.

b. People per park was calculated by dividing the population of a given city-size category or the state by the number of

parks in-the given city-size category or the state.

TABLE 2.3

COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL SHARE OF URBAN POPULATION BY CITY SIZE WITH THE
PROPORTIONAL SHARE OF LAND AND WATER RESOURCES BY CITY SIZE

Percent of Urban Population
{1970)

Percent of All Urban Parks

Percent of All Urban Recreational
Developed Land

Percent of All Urban Recreational -
Undevefoped Land

Percent of All Urban Recreational
Land {Developed and Undeveloped)

Percent of all Water Acreage
Within or Adjacent to Urban Parks

Percent of All Urban Recreational
Land and Water '

METROS

75.3

62.6
7ne

' 68.0

708
495

61.4

TOTAL

CITIES TOWNS PERCENT
12.9 1.8 100
188 18.6 100
16.2 1.9 100
19.7 12.3 100
172 12.0 100
1.1 494 100
10.2 28.4 100

Source: The Texas Qutdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

As indicated in Chapter 1, urban recreation was
segmented into three city-size categories:
metropolitan areas, cities, and towns. Tables 2.1, 2.2,
and 2.3 show the distribution of recreational fand and
water resources on the basis of city-size category.
Aithough metro areas accounted for most of the
developed land, undeveloped land, and water (as
shown in Table 2,1}, and most of the parks (as shown
in Table 2.2), metros as a whole had fewer resources
than either cities or towns when the three city-size
categories are evaluated for differences in population
{Tables 2.2 and 2.3). In comparison to the other two
city-size categories, metros had fewer parks per
thousand population as well as fewer developed and
undeveloped acres per thousand population. The
relatively low number of undeveloped acres per
thousand population is especially significant, since it
suggests that the metros had comparatively less
potential for further development of existing park
lands.

The proportional share of population by city-size
category is compared with the proportional share of
land and water resources by city-size category in
Table 2.3. About three-fourths {75%) of all urban
residents fived in the metros in 1970; yet, metros
accounted for only about 63% of the number of
urban parks, 72% of all developed tand, 68% of all
undeveloped land, and almost 50% of all water
acreage within or  adjacent to urban parks.
Conversely, cities and towns tended to have a higher
proportion of resources than their respective
populations would predict. The ‘major exception was
water resources; nearly all of the water located within
or adjacent to parks was located within or adjacent to
metro and town parks (about 50% and 49%,
respectively). Cities as a whole had only 1% of the
water acreage within or adjacent to urban parks. It is-
important to understand that many of the cities and
towns and some of the metros had no water within or
adjacent to urban parks. Of the 24 metropolitan
areas, G reported no water acreage within or adjacent
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to urban parks in 1971. Of the 27 regions having
cities, 9 regions had no water within or adjacent to
city parks. All 37 regions had towns; however, over
half of these regions (20) had no water within or
adjacent to parks in the towns. This data should be
viewed with the fact in mind that all metros and cities
had at least orie or more parks and only 1 region had
towns which had no parks located in any of the

towns of that region. The inadequate distribution of -

water within or adjacent to parks is further amplified
by the following information: 93% (22,501 of 24,142
acres) of the total acreage in the metros was found in
4 metropolitan areas; 53% (277 of 522 acres) of the
total acreage in cities occurred in 2 regions; 96%
(23,284 of 24,152 acres) of the total acreage in towns
was located in the town of Lewisville in Region 12;
and for all urban areas combined, 83% (40,604 of
‘48,816 acres) occurred in only 3 regions.
Accordingly, these data should be interpreted with

caution since they are aggregated in order to provide'

a statewide overview.

A further distinction is made by classifying urban
parks by type. It should be apparent that a one block
tract of land with a few facilities for children may not
necessarily compare to an extensive regional type
park with water and facilities for a variety of
activities serving all age groups. Accordingly, four
types of urban parks were identified: district,
community, speciality, and open land. District parks
are larger than twenty acres and contain facilities for
two or more major activities; community parks
provide facilities for two or more major activities, but
are smaller than twenty acres; speciality parks provide
facilities for only one major activity; and open land
parks are those which have no facilities.3 Although
the classifying of parks according to "‘type” is not a
prerequisite for calculating resource requirements, the
distinction is useful in identifying parks which have
facilities, as opposed to parks which are “open land”’
and contain no facilities.

3. See glossary for the distinction between open land parks
and undeveloped lands.
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"TABLE 2.4 '

o , ©* - TOTAL FORAI
‘METROS CITIES TOWNS “. URBAN AREAS
‘District Parks . - .. 187 e . sa :
AT (11.5%) M1.3%) - - {10,6%) .
Community Parks . .~ .. 930 -~ 200 ‘ 234 -
S . - (54,2%) (38.8%) - T (45.9%) . 7%
Specialty Parks 285 130 129 618
o B (14.8%) 125.2%) . (25.3%  (18.8%),
Open Land Parks 335 127  e3 555,
o : (19.5%) (24.7%) (18.2%) (20.2%)]
Total Number of Parks 1,117 515 " B10 o "”275451
- : {100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0% ... 1100.0%)|
Average Number of Parks : T2 T s 2 ]

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

-~~~ = e

Table 2.4 presents a frequency distribution of urban
parks by type for each city-size category and the total
for all urban areas. Of the 2,742 urban parks
statewide, 309 (11.3%) were classified as district;
1,364 (49.7%) were classified. as community; 514
{18.8%) were classified as speciality; and 555 (20.2%)
were classified as open land parks. About four-fifths
(79.9%) of all urban parks had facilities for at least
one major urban activity (district, community, and
speciality types combined); about three-fifths
(61.0%) had facilities--for more than one major
activity (district and community types combined). Of
the three city-size categories, the towns had the
largest number of parks with facilities for at least one
major activity (81.8%), while the cities had the
smallest number (75.3%). Conversely, the towns had
comparatively fewer open land parks than the other
two city-size categories, while the cities had more. On
the average, there were 72 parks per metro, 8 parks
per city, and 2 parks per town.

Table 2.5 shows the distribution of urban parks by
type. Given the deﬁnit’@n of the four types of parks,
almost half (47.0%) of all urban park acreage were
classified as “district.”” Community parks accounted
for 21.5% of the land acreage; special parks
accounted for 16.9%; and open land parks accounted
for 14.6% of all urban park acreage. Very little
difference existed among the three city-size categories
in terms of the percentage of acreage distribution by

type.

The average size of urban parks is itemized by type of
park ‘and city-size category in Table 2.6. The average
size for an urban park, all city sizes combined, in
Texas in 1971 was 23 acres. District parks averaged
95 acres, community parks 10 acres speciality parks
21 acres, and open land parks 16 acres. There was a
definite tendency for park size to show a positive
correlation with the size of urban area. Metro parks
averaged 26 acres, city parks averaged 21 acres, and
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TABLE 2.5

NUMBER OF ACRES AND PERCENTAGE OF ACREAGE FOR
URBAN PARKS BY TYPE AND BY CITY SIZE

o . TOTAL FOR ALL
_METROS‘ CITIES TOWNS URBAN 5ﬁ EAS
District Parks 20,839 4922 . 3,648 29,409
47.1%) (45.7%) 448.6%)  (47.0%)°
9,961 13,455

Commi’znity Parks

( _Specialty Parks

Open:Land Parks

.. Total Acres

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

-]

town parks averaged 15 acres. Regional comparisons
of urban parkland acreages, water acreages within or
adjacent to publicly-administered parks, and the
number of urban parks by region for metros, cities,
and towns are presented in Appendix D.

SUMMARY OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

A variety of recreational facilities was available in the
urban areas, and Table 2.7 itemizes the frequency
with which these facilities were provided, in terms of:
total number of units, people per unit, and units per
thousand urban population.

Table 2.7 shows that statewide, acres of playground,
games and sports facilities, and picnic tables were the
three types of facilities most often provided in urban
parks. Of the 2,742 urban parks (Table 2.2), a total
of 1,648 (60%) had playgrounds; 1,456 (53%) had
some form of games and sports facilities; and 1,271
{46%) had picnic tables. To a lesser extent,  other

types of facilities were provided; 19% of the urban
parks had some form of swimming facilities; 14% had
miscellaneous facilities such as amphitheaters;
botanical gardens, zoos, or community recreation

understand that the amount of water

centers; only 5% of the urban parks had facilities
available for fishing; 3% had some form of designated
trail; while facilities for boating, camping and sport
shooting were available in less than 3% of all urban
parks in 1971. Also, there were 76
publicly-administered golf courses: Generally, these
percentages showed minimal variation in terms of the

three city-size categories.

Table 2.7 also shows that there were 50,741 total
surface acres of freshwater within urban areas. This

total includes acres of water within or adjacent to

publicly-administered urban parks if the water was
located within the urban areas. An urban park may be
located on a large body of water which extends
beyond the defined limits of the urban area. Only
that water located within the urban area is included
in the 50,741 acreage figure. It is important to
acreage
tabulated for urban areas can thus be expressed in
two ways: {1) water acres adjacent to or within parks,
which is relevant to an  analysis of urban park
recreational resources (presented in the section titled
“Summary of Public Parks’), and, (2) total surface

L. U
TABLE 2.6 S

SIZE OF URBAN PARKS BY TYPE AND BY CITY SIZE

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation {nventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities
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TABLE 2.7

NUMBER OF FACILITY UNITS, PEOPLE PER UNIT, AND UNITS PER THOUSAND URBAN POPULATION,

BY CITY SI1ZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

PEOPLE PER UNIT?

UNITS PER THOUSAND POPULATIOND

TOTAL ) TOTAL TOTAL
TYPE OF FACILITY METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN
Parks 967 241 248 1,456 6,665 4,579 4,064 5,878 15 .22 25 A7
Tennis Courts 918 223 168 1,309 7,021 4,948 5,999 6,637 14 .20 A7 15
Basketball Courts 458 82 69 609 14,072 13,456 14,607 14,050 o7 07 07 07
Baseball/Softball Fields 1,203 342 317 1,862 5,358 3,226 3,179 4,595 19 31 31 22
Football /Soccer Fields 210 50 27 287 30,691 22,069 37,329 293813 03 05 .03 .03
PICNICKING:
Parks 804 227 240 1,271 8,016 4,861 4,199 6,732 12 21 24 15
Tables 7,925 2,757 2,148 12,830 813 400 - 469 667 1.23 250 2.12 1.50
PLAYGROUNDS:
Parks 1,102 281 265 1,648 5,849 3,927 3,803 5,192 A7 25 .26 19
Acres Developed 1,665 786 658 - 3,109 3,871 1,404 1,632 2,752 26 1 .64 .36
SWIMMING:
Parks 326 [0 118 531 19,770 12,260 8764 16,114 .05 08 n 06
Pools (Square Yards} 167,145 57426 56949 281520 39 19 18 30 25,95 52.02 57.76 . 32.90
Designated Freshwater
{Square Yards) 346,235 301,401 960,071 1,607,707 19 4 1 5 52.24 24147 94967 187.90
Designated Saltwater : .
. (Square Yards) 0 24200 10,000 34,200 N/A 46 101 250 N/A 136.50 76.21 14.89
BOATING, BOAT FISHING, SKIING:
Surface Acres of Freshwater 45,755 2,332 2,654 50,741 141 473 380 169 7.10.. 211 2.63 5.93
BOATING: i .
Parks 41 9 12 62 157,198 122,603 83,289 138,007 ke 01 .01 01
Ramp Lanes - Freshwater 49 8 39 96 131,533 137,928 25843 89,129 0 .01 .04 .01
Ramp Lanes - Saltwater 6 1 6 13 1,074,185 1,103,425 167,978 658,185 * .01 .05 01
CAMPING: '
Parks 14 14 30 58 460,365 78,816 33,596 147,524 * .01 .02 .01
Campsites 781 579 373 1,733 8,252 1,906 2,702 4,937 a2 52 .35 .20
FISHING:
Parks 87 25 21 133 74,082 44,137 47,994 64,334 .01 .02 .02 02
Pier/Barge/Marina-Freshwater 313 20 604 937 20,591 55,171 1,669 9,132 .05 .02 .59 RA
(vd.} .
Pier/Barge/Marina-Saltwater 24 300 60 384 268,546 3,678 16,798 22,282 .01 1.69 .46 A7
~{yd) -
‘GOLFING:
Courses 38 16 22 76 169,608 68,964 45812 112,584 .01 .01 .02 .01
Holes 659 198 207 1,064 9,780 5,573 4,869 8,042 A0 .18 21 12
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TABLE 2.7 {Continued)

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS

PEOPLE PER UNIT? UNITS PER THOUSAND POPULATIONY

o ’ TOTAL : TOTAL , . TOTAL
TYPE OF FACILITY METROS CITIES TOWNS WURBAN METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN
TRAILS: : .
Parks . . 42 19 16 77 153,455 58,075 62,992 111,122 Lo} ] . .02 02 .01
Nature (Mi.} 59.5 17 338 110.3 108,321 64,907 29,819 77,574 .01 02 .03 o
Horseback {Mi.) = 24 6.7 27 57.7 268546 164,690 37,329 148,291 * 01 01 01
Bicycle {Mi.) 505 19 27 96.5 127,626 58,075 37,329 88,667 .01 .02 .03 01
Walking (Hiking} (Mi.}¢ 415 15 375 94 155,304 73,562 26,877 91,026 01 01 .04 01
Total Trails (Mi.) 1405 33.7 M8 216 45,873 32,743 24,112 39,613 02 .03 04 .03
SPORT SHOOTING:
Parks ' 1 5 2 18 585,919 220,685 503,935 475.356 * * * »
Shooting Traps 12 1 3 16 537,093 1,103,425 335,957 534,775 * » * *
Shooting Targets 24 35 1 60 268,546 31,526 1,007,870 142,607 * .03 * .01
Archery Targets : 72 31 1 104 89,515 35,594 1,007,870 82,273 o1 .03 * 01
MISCELLANEOUS: :
Parks 251 67 73 391 25,678 16,469 13,806 21,883 04 .06 07 .05
Amphitheatre Seats 6,940 7,950 1,445 16,335 929 139 697 524 - 1.08 7.1 143 1.91
Botanical Gardens (Acres) 499 9.3 19.3 527.6 12,916 118,648 52,221 16,218 08 .01 .02 .06
Zoos (Acres) ’ 329 ‘9 6 344 19,590 122,603 167,978 24,873 .05 01 .01 04
Community/Recreation Genters 237 58 71 366 27,195 19,025 14,195 23,378 04 .05 07 04
N

acres of freshwater located within urban areas, which
is relevant to the computation of resource
requirements for water-based activities (presented in
the *“Summary of Recreational Facilities’” and
“Urban Recreational Opportunity Days’ sections of
this chapter, and was also used in calculating resource
requirements in Chapter 4}.

Table 2.7 also provides an enumeration of facilities
based on population ratios which allow the
assessment of the frequency or infrequency with
which different types of facilities were provided, '
given the extent of potential users. These two ratios
are inversely proportional; that is, a large number of
people per unit implies a small number of units per
thousand population. Considering the facility types
for which wurban resource requirements were
calculated, metro areas as a whole were below the
state average for all types of facilities except

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas and Facilities
Note: The number of parks enumerate the number of publicly-administered parks which had one or more types of the facilities

listed immediately below the word parks in the “Type of Facility’” column. For example, under “Games and Sports,’*
there were 967 urban parks in metro areas which had either tennis courts, basketball courts, baseball/softball fields, or
football/soccer fields, or any combination of these facilities.
Indicates figures rounded to less than .01.
People per unit was calculated by dividing the population of a city-size category, or statewide urban population, as
appropriate, by the number of facility units in- that city-size category, or in the combined urban areas of the state.
Units per thousand was calculated by dividing the total number of units for the given city size or statewide total by the
total population, in thousands, for the given city size or statewide total. As an example, Table 2.7 shows that statewide
there were 12,830 picnic tables in urban parks. This figure was then divided by the 1970 statewide urban population
expressed in thousands, 8,556.407. The result of this computation is 1.50 picnic tables per thousand urban population,
and this number appears in the last column of Table 2.7.
Since some trails were multi-use, the mileage for these trails appears repetitiously when trail mileage is listed by type of
trail. Consequently, the sum of the mileage for nature trails, horseback trails, bicycle trails, and walking (hiking) trails is
larger than the total miles of trail since double counting was eliminated in obtaining a totals figure, The total miles of
trail does include those trails which were designated only for horseback riding; however, horseback riding trails were
excluded from facility requirement calculations in Chapter 4 since horseback riding is an activity normally not
compatible with waiking, bicycling, and nature study. )

basketball courts, on the basis of ‘‘units per
thousand.” Of the three city-size categories, metro .
areas averages ranked last for seven of the major
facility types: tennis courts, baseball/softball fields,
picnic tables, playground acres, square yards of
swimming pool, holes of golf, and miles of trail. In no

_ instance was the metro average for facility units the
highest of the three city-size categories, considering
the types of facilities for which urban resource
requirements were calculated. Generally, cities tended
to have more facilities per capita than either the
metros or towns.
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DISPERSION OF RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

As mentioned at the beginning of this Chapter, the
provision of outdoor recreation opportunities has two
major components: availability and accessibility.
Thus far, this Chapter has focussed on availability, on

a statewide and city-size basis. Accessibility is a -

function of several factors; one of the most important
is the proximity of resources to population. This
‘section of Chapter 2 presents a general overview of
the dispersion of recreation resources within the
metropolitan areas and among the cities and towns of
Texas.
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DISPERSION OF OPPORTUNITIES WITHIN ;I'H\E
METROPOLITAN AREAS

The Texas QOutdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks,
Recreation Areas, and Facilities enumerated the
quantity of resources available in order to determine
resource requirements for each metropolitan area as a
whole. Also, to idenﬁfy spatial imbalances which may
have existed within the metro, a separate analysis
focussed on the dispersion of parks and the
recreational facilities within these parks, particularly
as they were dispersed among different income-ethnic
background subsections, urban growth areas, and
potential growth areas of the metro.

Generally, high density core areas of the metros
{made up largely of low-income Anglos, Blacks, and
Mexican-Americans) tended to have a relatively large
number of small parks. In many instances, these parks
were of the specialty or community type, and offered
facilities typically for chiid’s play, games and sports,
or picnicking. In other instances, parks had no
facilities at all, but served as open land type
resources. Lower density, outlying areas of the
metros {made up largely of middle and high-income
Anglos) tended to have a relatively small number of
parks, but parks tended to be larger in acreage, and
contained facilities for a variety of activities. District
parks appeared to be more frequent in outlying areas
than in the core area of the metros. Also, in some of
the metros it was evident that the ability to establish
parks in areas of rapid urban expansion had lagged
behind the actual pace of growth. As metropolitan
areas continue to expand, it is anticipated that parks
which were situated in nearby rural areas will become
urban parks as a result of wurban land use
encroachment. Some of the metros had no surface
acres of freshwater lakes available; others had lakes
which were situated on the fringe of the metro and
thus not immediately accessible to residents in the
metro’s core area. Some of the contiguous urban
areas of the larger metros had been completely
surrounded by the principal municipality’ of the
metro. Since some of these contiguous urban areas
had few or in some cases no parks, they apparently
had to rely on the metro’s principal (core)
municipality for outdoor recreational opportunities.

The dispersion of recreational water, an important
resource in providing adequate recreational
opportunities, among the various metropolitan areas
{ Figure 2.3 } merits specific notations. Of the total
45,766 acres of recreational water reported within
the metropolitan areas in 1971, almost 77% (35,132
acres) occurred in only 4 metros, and 96% (43,947
acres) occurred in 7 metros. Six of the. 24
metropolitan areas reported no recreational water
available.



FIGURE 2.3

DISPERSION OF RECREATIONAL O ®
WATER WITHIN URBAN AREAS

BY CITY SI1ZE AND ANALYTICAL M-I
PLANNING REGION C-I| 5
-6l

M-I
C-1 - M-l
T-6 T-2

LEGEND:

@ - @iTexas Outdoor Recreation Analytical Planning Regions ¥_|2
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C - Cities
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[ ] City sizes which have no freshwater acreage.

Note - number to the right of symbols indicate the number of
corresponding city size(s) in that region
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DISPERSION OF OPPORTUNITIES AMONG THE
CITIES AND TOWNS

A slightly different approach was taken in the
analysis of recreation resource dispersion for cities
and towns, since these urban areas normally are
separated spatially, sometimes by distances of many
miles. In order to identify spatial imbalances which
may have existed within an Analytical Planning
Region, a separate analysis focussed on the dispersion
of resources among the cities/ftowns for a given
region. This approach allowed the identification of
specific cities/towns which had few resources relative
to other cities/towns within the region. Because of
the large number of cities and towns statewide, no
spatial analysis were conducted within each of these
urban areas. To have done so would have been
beyond the scope of the Texas Outdoor Recreation
Plan, which concentrates at the state and regional
level. Local planners can more appropriately assess
the dispersion of resources within specific cities and
towns, using the metro spatial analysis approach as a
model.

All of the sixty-one cities had at least two parks. As
shown in Table 2.4, the average number of parks per
city was eight, with one city having as many as
twenty-nine parks. All of the cities had at least one
park which contained at least one type of recreation

facility (that is, a district, community or specialty .
park). On the other hand, twenty-four of the cities

had no open land parks in 1971. Open land parks are
useful in maintaining a balanced and aesthetically
pleasing urban environment, and they also provide a
clue as to the potential for further development of
existing park land.

Because towns have fewer residents than do cities, it
is not surprising to find that the number of parks per
town generally was less than for the cities. Table 2.4
shows that the average number per town in 1971 was
two. Twenty-eight of the 209 towns had no parks of
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FIGURE 2.4

IDENTIFICATION OF TOWNS WHICH REPORTED
NO PARKS OF ANY TYPE, 1971

LIVE OAK

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Porks,
Reacreation Areas, and Facilities
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TABLE 2.8

ANNUAL OPPORTUNITY DAYS AVAILABLE IN 1971 FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN URBAN
AREAS BY CITY SIZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

ANNUAL OPPORTUNITY DAYS AVAILABLE

TYPE OF UNIT OF . TOTAL FOR

TYPE OF ACTIVITY FACILITY MEASUREMENT METROS CITIES TOWNS ALL URBAN AREAS
Swimming swimming pools square yard 25,076,750 8,613,900 8,542,350 42,233,000
Child’s Play playgrounds acre 45,992,295 21,711,678 18,175,934 85,879,907
Baseball/Softball fields field 16,606,212 4,720,968 4,375,868 25,703,048
Picnicking tables table 13,488,350 4,692,414 3,655,896 21,836,660
Football/Soccer fields field 1,517,040 361,200 195,048 2,073,288
Golf courses hole 2,666,973 802,306 837,729 4,306,008
Tennis courts court, double 2,473,092 600,762 452,592 3,526,446
Basketball courts court, full 4,028,110 721,190 606,855 5,356,155
Boating, Boat Fishing, ¢

Skiing—Freshwater freshwater lakes surface acre 19,086,825 972,799 3,203,734 23,263,358
Boating, Boat Fishing

Skiing—Freshwater boat ramps ramp (2 lanes/ramp) 660,814 107,888 525,954 1,294,656
Boating, Boat Fishing, '

Skiing—Saltwater boat ramps ramp (2 lanes/ramp) 65,916 10,986 65,916 142,818
Trails Activities? trails mile © 1,053,768 270,848 353,795 1,678,411

TOTAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL TYPES OF ACTIVITIES 132,716,145 43,585,939 40,991,671 217,293,755

Source: The Texas Outdoor Recreation Invantory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities -

a. includes bicycling, walking, (hiking), and nature study.

m

any kind. These towns are identified in Figure 2.4. Of
the towns which had parks, all but seven had at least
one.park which contained at least a minimal number
of facilities. However, less than fifteen percent of the
towns had open land parks. Because of their relatively
small population size and proximity to agricultural

even more unevenly distributed. Almost 76% (2,014
acres) of the total recreational water located within
the towns was located in two regions. Over half of the
37 regions, 20 of 37 regions, had no recreational
water located in towns. These facts concerning the
distribution of ‘recreational water emphasize the

Conversion to opportunity days i$ necessary to make
possible a valid comparison with present and future
demand estimates (expressed as participation days),
thus leading to a determination of resource
requirements, a8 major step in the recreational
planning process. ’

and other rural lands, the provision of open land importance of analyzing resource distribution
parks may be relatively fess important for the towns fesources in conjunction with total resources Opportunity days are defined as estimations of the
than for the cities and metros. available. number of recreation participation days satisfactorily

The dispersion of recreational water among the
cities/towns was concentrated in some regions and
totally lacking in other regions for each of these two
city sizes { Figure 2.3 ). Of the total 2,332 surface
acres of water within cities, about 82% (1,913 acres)
was concentrated in 3 regions. Eleven of the 27
regions having cities reported no recreational water
available. Recreational water among the towns was

URBAN RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY DAYS

The previous sections have identified the overall
quantity and dispersion of recreational opportunities
within the state of Texas and among the three
city-size categories. Once these quantities have been
determined, it is then necessary to convert them to
opportunity days by means of the TORP urban
standards, which actuatly serves as conversion factors.

provided by one unit of a selected recreation facility
per year. The number of opportunity days is
determined by multiplying the number of facility
units by the appropriate facility standard. The result
reflects the amount of recreation participation that
can be satisfied by the facilities. For a more detailed
explanation of the relationship between opportunities
available and demand, the reader is referred to
Appendix C of this volume. Table 2.8 expresses the
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total number of annual opportunity ¢~ . available for
urban activities, and is itemized on the basis of
city-size categary. In 1971, there were an estimated
217,293,755 annual opportunity days available in the
urban areas of Texas for all the selected facilities
listed in Table 2.8. For nearly all activity types, the
metros had substantially more opportunity days
available than did the cities or towns. This is-to be
expected, however, since metro areas have more parks
and by definition, larger populations. Thus, metros
are more likely to have a larger number of facility
units than either cities or towns. The only exception
to this general tendency was saltwater boat ramps, for
which the number of opportunity days available in
metro areas equaled the number of opportunity days
available in towns,

A more meaningful comparison between the three
city-size categories is made possible by neutralizing
the. effect of differences in population. Accordingly,
data in Table 2.9 were obtained by dividing the
number of opportunity days available (as shown in
Table 2.8) by appropriate population figures. Table
2.9 shows that for the urban areas in 1971, there
were 25,384 annual days available per thousand
population for all activities combined. Also, it is again
quite evident that in 1971 the metros were less well
supplied on a per capita basis than either the cities or
towns for most types of facilities. There was no type
of designated facility for which the metro ratio was
the highest of the three city sizes. In fact, for all
types of facilities except football/soccer fields,
basketbal! courts, surface acres of freshwater lakes,

and freshwater boat ramps, metro ratios were lower -
‘than comparable ratios for the cities and towns.
Moreover, for all types of designated facilities, except
surface acres of freshwater lakes, the metro ratios
were below the statewide average. A comparison
between cities and towns shows that towns had
proportionally more opportunity days available than
did the cities for water-related recreation facilities,
(surface acres of freshwater lakes, freshwater and
saltwater boat ramps) baseball/softball fields, golf
courses, and trail facilities. A major conclusion to be
drawn from Table 2.9 is that, in general, the number
of opportunity days available on a per thousahd
population basis tends to be inversely proportional to
the population of urban areas.

—

TABLE 2.9

ANNUAL OPPORTUNITY DAYS AVAILABLE PER THOUSAND POPULATION IN
1971 FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN URBAN AREAS

BY CITY SIZE, AND TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TYPE OF

TYPE OF ACTIVITY FACILITY

Swimming swimming pools
Child’s Play playgrounds
Baseball/Softball fields
Picnicking tables
Football/Soccer fields

Golf courses

Tennis courts
Basketball courts

Boating, Boat Fishing,
Skiing—Freshwater
Boating, Boat Fishing,

freshwater lakes

Skiing—Freshwater boat ramps
Boating, Boat Fishing,

Skiing-—-Saltwater boat ramps
Trails Activities? trails

ALL ACTIVITIES

METROS CITIES
3,890 7,807
7,136 19,677
2,577 4,278
2,093 4,253

235 327
414 726
384 544
625 654
2,961 882
203 938

10 10

163 245
20,591 39,501

TOTAL FOR
TOWNS ALL URBAN AREAS

8,386 4,925
18,034 10,037
4,342 3,004
3,627 2,552
194 242
831 503
449 412

602 626
3,179 2,719
522 151
65 17
351 196

40,572

25,384

Source:

The Texas Outdoor Recreation Inventory of Parks, Recreation Areas, and Facilities

a. Includes bicycling, walking (hiking), and nature study.
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Photo by Malanie Shearer, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

INTRODUCTION

One of the most important steps in planning for the

_ provision of adequate urban outdoor recreation

opportunities involves the development of reasonably
accurate estimates of present and future demands for -
these opportunities. While a knowledge of the
recreational supply discussed in the preceding chapter
may be useful for certain planning purposes, the value
of this knowledge assumes much greater significance
in the recreational planning process when. it is
compared with estimates of demand. Whereas the
concept of supply is resource oriented, the concept of
demand is people oriented. Generally, recreational
demand refers to the propensity or tendency of
people to participate in outdoor recreational
activities. Participation may be expressed in a variety
of ways, such as the number of annual days of
participation, the fregquency of participation per
household, location of participation, the amount of
time and money expended, and so on.. Therefore, itis
important to determine the existing patterns of urban
participation and to identify those factors which tend
to influence those patterns, prior to the development
of urban participation projections.

To assist in identifying and understanding the present
patterns of ‘urban recreation demand, two major
surveys were conducted. The first such survey was the
1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand
Survey, which involved personal interviews with
15,000 Texas households, Over 13,000 of these
households resided in urban areas. The second survey
was the 1970 Texas Outdoor Recreation On-Site
Demand Survey. The urban portion of this survey
involved over 1,700 personal interviews with
recreationists while they were actually participating
in a sample of 38 urban parks and recreation areas

. geographically dispersed within six metropolitan

areas.
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From the information obtained in these surveys, a
large quantity of detailed data on the patterns of
-urban recreation was made available for the first time
in Texas for planning purposes. The surveys also
provided the basic data necessary for projecting
future recreation demands.

The three detailed parts to this volume, consisting of -

Part 2: Metropolitan Areas, Part 3: Cities, and Part 4:
Towns, present projections of activity participation
‘by Analytical Planning Region, and by type of

participant (resident or non-resident). These are the -

types of demand information considered to be most
relevant to users of this volume. Other types of
demand data, such as seasonality, mode of travel,
length of stay, distance traveled, and other behavioral
characteristics are very important; however, to have
analyzed in detail each of these many factors for each
of the three city size urban areas at a regional level
- would have been impractical, owing to the nature of
the datd and the scope of this volume. Therefore,
these behavorial patterns are not discussed in the -
detailed parts, but are discussed in this chapter
because of their significance.
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The purpose of this chapter is to summarize some of
the basic findings relevant to recreation participation
in the urban areas of Texas. The chapter is segmented
into three major parts: patterns of urban outdoor
,recreatibn participation, factors influencing

‘participation,- and projections of urban outdoor

recreat_ion participation for the years 1970, 1975,
1980, 1990, and 2000.

PATTERNS OF URBAN OUTDOOR RECREATION

PARTICIPATION

It was estimated that total participation for selected
outdoor recreation activities in the urban areas of
Texas (including spectator and active participation)
totalled 326 million days in 1968. Of this total,
resident participation accounted for 285 million days
(87%) while non-residents accounted for 41 million
days {13%). ‘

Virtually all participation - in the urban areas was
accounted for by Texans.
out-of-state tourists was determined to be
insignificant with respect to the activities dealt with
in this' volume. Of the 1,707 individuals and/or

‘groups of recreationists interviewed in urban parks,

. an additional

football /soccer,

Participation by
“accounted for a

only 2% were from other states.! Therefore,
participation in the urban recreation activities can be
attributed either to residents residing within a

“particular urban area, or to Texans living outside the

urban area. Based on these findings, two distinct
types of urban participation were distinguished for
planning purposes:

An individual participates in an .outdoor
_recreation activity, utilizing facilities or
resources located in the metropolitan area,
city, or town in which he
resides = Resident Participation.

Type 1:

A resident of Texas participates in an
outdoor recreation activity, utilizing
facilities or resources located in a
metropolitan area, city, or town in which
he does not reside = Non-Resident
Participation.

Type 2:

These two major sources of urban recreation demand
provide the basis for evaluating the total recreation
demands for recreation opportunities in the urban
areas. The consideration of non-resident demand is of
particular significance since the failure to consider
this segment of demand in planning for recreation
opportunities could result in the provision of

-inadequate recreation resources for certain recreation

activities.

A further breakdown of urban participation revealed
finding. Of the 326 million
participation days that occurred in the urban areas in
1968, 43 million (13%) were classified as spectator
days. - The activities of baseball/softball,
and basketball accounted for
approximately two-thirds of the total spectator days.
It was also found that spectator participation
higher percentage of total
participation by non-residents than for residents,

1. Source: 1970 Texas OQutdoor
Demand Survey

Recreation On-Site



indicating that attending sporting events is one of the
reasons for travel to urban places. While it is beyond
the scope of this volume to dwell in depth on this
aspect of urban recreation, planning at the local level
should consider spectators in providing recreation
facilities, particularly support facilities such as
_ bleachers, rest rooms, parking, etc.

Given these broad breakdowns of urban outdoor
recreation demand, the remainder of this section
delves into the more detailed characteristics of urban
outdoor recreation participation. These topics include
participation by residents and non-residents,
household rates of participation, seasonality of
participation, participation by days of the week, and
preferences for urban activities. Following these
discussions additional information from the
Household Demand Survey is used to describe the
behavioral patterns of urban park users. These
patterns include the features sought in urban parks,
modes of travel to parks, distances traveled,
willingness to travel, length of stay, type of recreation
group, and cost of outing.

CHARACTERISTICS OF URBAN OUTDOOR
RECREATION PARTICIPATION

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, recreation
participation in urban areas totalled 326 million days

in 1968, of which about 43 million days were

attributed to spectators. Therefore, considering only
active participation, it was estimated that there were

283 million days in 1968. Of this total, 247 million

days (87%) were accounted for by residents of urban
areas, with the remaining 36 million days {13%)
attributed to non-residents {see Table 3.1). Further
investigation of the origins of these non-resident
recreationists indicated that over 90% of their
participation originated from within 30 miles of the
urban areas in which the recreationists were
participating. This finding indicated that for planning
purposes, non-resident participation occurring in

urban areas generally originated from within the
region. in which the urban areas are located.

Table 3.1 also itemizes total participation by activity.
For resident and non-resident participation
combined, swimming had the largest number of days

with nearly 47 million. Based on tatal participation,

the second most popular activity was walking,
followed by bicycling, driving for pleasure, and
child’s play. These five activities accounted for almost
two-thirds (67%) of the total participation which
occurred in urban areas.

A comparison between resident and non-resident
participation by activity shows significant differences.
For example, the top five activities, based on resident
participation, were swimming, walking, bicycling,
pleasure driving, and child's play. Together, these five
activities accounted for 72.8% of the total .resident
participation. However, these same five activities
accounted for only 27.3% of the total non-resident
participation. Most of the total non-resident
participation was attributed to sightseeing, swimming,
fishing, picnicking, driving for pleasure, and boating.

TABLE 3.1

RESIDENT, NON-RESII_)ENT, AND TOTAL PARTICIPATION IN URBAN OUTDOOR
RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY TEXANS IN 1968
(Millions of Recreation Days)

. Resident Non-Resident Total
Activity®@ Participation Rank Participation Rank Participation Rank
o= - et e tmmmemt smmem————— m——— —d
Swimming 40.7 1 6.1 2 46.8 1
Child’s Play 29.4 5 7 7 30.1 5
Baseball 7.7 . 7 2 12 7.9 9
Picnicking ' 129 6 3.7 4 16.6 6
Football 2.9 12 A 13 3.0 12
Golf 7.3 8 5 9 7.8 10
Tennis 4.1 1 A 13 4.2 . 11
Basketball 19 13 e 0 1.9 14
Walking 383 2 6 8 38.9 : 2
Bicycling 378 3 - 0 375 3
Nature Study .8 15 1 13 9 15
Fishing 4.7 10 46 3 9.3 8
Boating 1.5 14 1.6 6 3.0 12
Skiing .5 16 3 1" B 16
Surfing 2 17 .5 g9 .7 17
Sightseeing 6.3 9 79 1 14.2 -7
Driving for Pleasure 339 4 24 5 363 4
Other Activities 16.4 NRP 6.6 NRP 2.1 NRD
ALL ACTIVITIES 247.0 35.9 2828

to insignificant participation days recorded.

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

Notes: Dashes indicate that participation is less than 50,000 days. Zeros indicate that the activity was not ranked due

a. Participation includes only participation by active participants; spectator participation was excluded.
b. Note ranked due to “Other Activities’’ category including several activities.
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RESIDENT RATES OF PARTICIPATION

Table 3.2 shows average household participation rates
of urban residents for theseventeen major urban
outdoor recreation activities for the metropolitan
areas, cities, and towns. As indicated in the table,
slightly over half (563.9%) of all urban households
participated in at least one outdoor recreation
activity in an urban area during 1968. Conversely,
slightly less than half (46.1%) of all urban households
did not participate at all in.urban areas. This 46.1% is
significant because it indicates the potential for
increases in urban participation. In future vyears,
persons who for one reason or another did not
participate in urban areas in 1968 may begin to do s0.

This potential is even more apparent for individual
activities. A higher proportion of urban households
participated in picnicking than in any other listed
activity. Yet, even for this activity only 14.9% of all
urban households participated in an urban area, while
85.1% of all' tirban households did not engage in
picnicking in urban areas at all.

SEASONALITY OF PARTICIPATION

In planning to meet current and future demands for
urban outdoor recreation opportunities, it is
important to know when participation can be
expected to occur. As indicated in Table 3.3, seasonal

TABLE 3.2

variations affect the patterns of participation in
outdoor recreation activities in the urban areas. Fifty
percent of all particiaption occurred 'during the
months June, July, and August. By far the activity

" with the highest proportion of participation during

the summer was swimming with 87%. Of the activities

listed in Table 3.3, all except archery had higher

participation levels during the summer than any other
season. .For all activities combined, only 10% of all

participation occurred during winter months.

Participation in some activities such as walking for
pleasure, sightseeing, and sport shooting tended to
remain relatively stable throughout the year.

LEVELS OF RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD IN URBAN OUTDOOR RECREATION
IN TEXAS IN 1968, BY ACTIVITY

Percent of All Urban
Households Participating
In Each Activity

Activity?

Average Annual Days
of Participation
Per Household

Swimming
Child’s Play
Baseball/Softball
Picnicking
Footbatl/Soccer
Golf

Tennis
Basketball
Watking
Bicycling
‘Nature Study
Fishing

Boating

Skiing

Surfing
Sightseeing
Driving for Pleasure

134

ALL ACTIVITIESP

Average Annual Days of
Participation Per
Participating Household

16
12

21
93
81
35
46
49
59
93

186

3386
50
42
60
76

162
29

109

ury

-
OCONRNNONND~NGN -

183

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

Note: Dashes indicate that participation is less than one-half day.

a. Participation includes only participation by active participants; spectator participation was excluded.
b. Includes a category of miscellaneous activities titled ‘“Other Activities.”




TABLE 3.3

SUMMARY OF PARTICIPATION BY TEXAS URBAN RESIDENTS IN OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY SEASONS, 1968

WINTER SPRING SUMMER FALL ANNUAL TOTAL
Thousands Percaent of Thousands Parcent of _Thousands Percent of Thousands Percent of Thousands Total
Activity® of Days Annual Total of Days Annual Total of Days Annual Total of Days Annual Total of Days Percent
Archery 25 27 18 19 1 12 39 42 03 " 100
Sport Shooting 88 23 91 24 100 27 97 26 : 376 . 100
Boating 97 6 302 19 929 59 252 16 1,580 100
Camping 22 17 13 10 70 54 24 19 129 100
Child’s Play 3,265 10 5,857 18 17,222 - 54 5,574 18 31,918 . 100
Driving for Pleasure 9,412 12 21,312 28 29,600 39 15,466 20 75,790 100
Fishing 663 14 1,084 22 . 1,882 39 1,199 25 4,828 100
Games and Sports 3,153 12 6,230 23 11,936 44 5,517 21 26,836 100
Horseback Riding 788 18 1,165 27 1432 - 33 956 22 : 4,331 100
Rodeo - ® 2 25 q 50 2 25 8 100
Racing : 27 5 68 14 353 70 55 1 503 100
Regional Amusement Center 4 - * 739 22 1,819 54 809 24 3,37 100
Sightseeing 1,310 20 1,469 23 2,179 34 1,616 23 6,474 100
Picnicking 732 5 2,608 20 7,382 55 2,644 20 ] 13,366 100
Skiing 25 5 64 - 14 297 66 66 15 452 100
Surfing * 26 12 150 69 40 18 217 100
Swimming . 214 . 1 2,947 7 37,494 87 2,263 5 42918 100
Walking for Pleasure 4,782 12 11,946 29 16,005 39 8,368 _ 20 41,101 100
Hiking 71 18 118 31 : 123 32 73 19 385 100
Nature Study - 100 11 255 28 378 42" 162 18 895 100
TOTAL FOR ALL ACTIVITIES 24,779 10 56,304 22 129,366 50 45,122 18 255,571 100

Source:

Notes:

Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreational Household Demand Survey.

Dashes indicate that participation is less than 500 days. Asteric ks indicate less than one-half percent of total annual days.

a. Participation includes only partncnpatlon by active participants; spectator participation was excluded.

_Seasonal variations“in the participation patterns of
‘urban” outdoor recreation indicate that changes in
_season affect many aspects of park and recreation
area administration and programming. Participation
“in most activities varies cyclically, apparently closely
associated with climatic conditions. However, these
changes- are also due in part to sociological and
institutional factors (i.e., vacations, school year, etc.).
For example, swimming declines sharply in the fall
and winter months which can be attributed to many
factors, but two of the most prominent factors are

the advent of cooler.weather and the closing of most
pools to coincide with the beginning of a new school
year when youths, who account for the majority of
swimming participation, return to classes.

PARTICIPATION BY DAY OF THE WEEK

“ Another aspéct of participation which was found to

have significant urban planning implications is the

“amount of participation which occurs on weekends as
opposed to weekdays. As indicated in Table 3.4,

urban recreationists participated in fourteen of the
twenty activities more on weekends than on

‘weekdays. The six activities that deviated from this
“pattern were archery, child’s play, games and sports
-{tennis,
swimming, walking for pleasure, and nature study.

golf, baseball/softball, basketball, etc.},

For those activities that require additional time in
preparing for the outing, traveling to the urban
recreation area, or where the duration of

- participation was relatively long, a tendency toward
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weekend as opposed to weekday participation was’

into  this
attending

identified, Activities falling
included boating, camping,
sightseeing, and picnicking.

category
rodeos,

For all activities combined, participation was split
evenly - between weekdays and weekends. However,
considering the fact that there are five weekdays as
opposed to only two weekend days on which
participation may take place, it is clear that use
intensity of urban parks and recreation areas on
weekends is substantially higher than on weekdays.
Based on an average of all activities, 10% of total
weekly participation could be expected on a given
weekday whereas 25% would be expected on a
weekend day. For some activities, this relationship is
even more marked. For example, over five times as
much picnicking took place on an average weekend
day as opposed to a weekday.

ACTIVITY PREFERENCES

Recreationist’s preferences should be considered in
recreational planning if the most efficient practical
utilization of parks and facilities is to be achieved.
Each individual’s preferences cannot be taken into
atcount in a plan such as the TORP. Instead, surveys
were designed and conducted to assist in determining
how best to satisfy the greatest number of
recreationist’s participating in Texas.

As indicated by the rankings of the 12 activities in
Table 3.5, statewide activity preferences do not
necessarily reflect what people were actually doing
for recreation in urban areas. It is quite obvious that
participation was highest in activities which are
relatively simple and which require, few or not
specialized facilities. Of the types of activities which

do require some degree of a specialized skill or-

facilities suited for recreational purposes {games and
sports, fishing, swimming, picnicking. boating. child’s
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TABLE 34

SUMMARY OF PARTICIPATION BY TEXAS URBAN RESIDENTS IN URBAN OUTDOOR
RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY WEEKDAYS AND WEEKENDS, 1968

Weekdays
Activity? Thousands of Days
Archery 68
Sport Shooting 149
Boating 504
Camping 20
Child’s Play 16,725
Driving for Pleasure 34,974
Fishing ' 2,001
Games and Sports 13,817
Horseback Riding 1,827
Rodeo 2
Racing : 192
Regional Amusement Center ' 1,326
Sightseeing 1,907
Picnicking 4,363
Skiing 160
Surfing 108
Swimming 25,436
Walking for Pleasure 23,514
Hiking 159
Nature Study . 513
TOTAL FOR ALL ACTIVITIES 127,765

Weekends
Percent Thousands of Days Percent
73 25 27
40 227 60
32 1,076 68
16 109 84
.52 15,193 48
46 40,816 54
a1 2,827 59
51 : 13,019 49
42 2,504 58
25 6 75
38 311 62
39 2,045 ] 61
29 4,567 71
33 9,003 67
35 292 65
50 109 50
59 17,482 1
57 17,587 43
41 226 59
87 382 43
50 127,806 50

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

a. Participation includes only participation by active participants; spectator participation was excluded.

play, skiing, and surfing), all but swimming, child’s
play, and surfing had a higher preference ranking than
participation ranking. This suggest that persons would
participate more frequently in activities such as games
and sports, fishing, picnicking, and boating if given
the opportunity. For example, fishing ranked second
in preference but eighth in participdtion. As pointed
out in the previous chapter on opportunities, only 5%
of all urban parks had facilities available for fishing.
Table 3.5 seems to imply that urban residents were

substituting activities such as driving and walking for
pleasure for activities in which they would prefer to
participate, but for some reason did not.

CHARACTERISTICS OF URBAN PARK USERS

In the previous sections of this chapter, Household
Demand Survey data have been used to establish the
general patterns of total outdoor recreation in the



TABLE 35

COMPARISON OF URBAN ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION
WITH URBAN HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITY REFERENCES

Rank Order of Urban
Outdoor Recreation Activity

Rank Order of Urban
Household Activity

Rank Participation? Preferences
1 Driving for Pleasure® Games and Spor tsd
2 Swimming Fishing
3 Walking for Pleasure Swimming
4 Child’s Play Picnicking
5 Games and Sportsd Driving for Pleasure®
6 Picnicking Sightseeing
7 Sightseeing Boating
8 Fishing Child’s Play
9 Boating Walking for Pleasure
10 Nature Study Skiing
1 Skiing Nature Study
12 Surfing Surfing

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

a. Participation includes only participation by active participants; spectator participation was excluded.
b. Includes first, second, and third activity choices combined for all urban households interviewed in the

Household Demand Survey.
c. Includes driving for pleasure, bicycling, riding, and flying.

d. Includes baseball/softball, football [soccer, basketball, golf, tennis, and other games and sports activities.

—

urban areas. These data were obtained from a
stratified random sample of the statewide population.
Also -presented were data which reflected activity
participation which may occur at settings other than
patks, while other activities are highly dependent on
the availability of specific facilities {such as swimming
pools, picnic tables, playground facilities, etc.) which
are generally found in parks.

Due to the major importance of such facilities and
the implications inferred from the household data
with regard to needs for such facilities, a more
detailed examination of urban recreationists’
responses taken while they were actually participating
in an outdoor recreation activity in an urban park is
made in this section in order to provide more detailed

data for explicit park and facilities planning purposes.
Accordingly, the next several pages present
information obtained fram the 1970 Urban On-Site
Survey, conducted at thirty-eight parks located in six
urban areas. The parks were categorized into two
types: community parks and district parks. The
former serve nearby households or small groups of
people who are generally united by some common
bond such as a school or church in the neighborhood.
District parks, on the other hand, have a much
broader appeal, with users originating from all
sections of the urban area and to a lesser extent from

‘the region surrounding the urban area. These parks

owe their appeal to their larger size and greater
variety of facilities. It should be mentioned that only
individuals of fifteen years or older who were

picnicking or swimming were interviewed in this
study. The age criterion is reflected in the data,
particularly with respect to mode of travel. The
analysis covers the following characteristics of urban
park users: features sought, mode of travel, distance
“traveled from home, willingness to travel, length of
stay, type of group, and total monetary cost of the
outing. ’

FEATURES SOUGHT

From a list of seven features, respondents were asked
10 rank order three of the features which were most
‘important to them in selecting an urban outdoor
recreation site. The results, as presented in Figure 3.1,
show relatively little difference between the two
types of parks. For both types, the quality of
man-made facilities was judged to be the single most
important factor. There appeared to be a slight
tendency for community park users to place more
emphasis than district park users on activities,
facilities, and the opportunity to socialize.
Conversely, district park users tended to place slightly
more emphasis on atmosphere and scenery.

FIGURE 3.1
FEATURES SOUGHT?

[ | Community Park Users
5] District Park Users

rvey.

a. For each type of park, percentages were determined
by adding the total number of points for each feature
{on the basis ‘of three points for most important
feature, two points for second most important feature,
and one point for third most important feature), and
dividing by the total number of points.
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FIGURE 3.2
o MODE OF TRAVEL
100 .
87 .
eol [ "] Community Park Users

7 District Park Users

MODE OF TRAVEL

The great majority of park users traveled by car from
their home to the park. As might be expected, the
percentage of users walking to the park was
considerably higher for community park users than
for district parks users. Only a very small proportion
of users traveled to the park via public conveyance
(Figure 3.2).

DISTANCE TRAVELED FROM HOME TO PARK

Community parks attracted nearly twice as high a
percentage of their users from areas less than one mile
of the park as did district parks (Figure 3.3). Both
types of 'parks attracted slightly over half of their
users from a distance of one to nine miles. About
one-fourth of district park users came from distances
of ten miles or more, as compared with only 10% for
community parks. In general, distance acts as a
constraint to participation. As distance from a park
increases, the probability that a person will use that
park decreases. The results of the On-Site Survey
generally were in accord with results of the
‘Household Survey which indicated that the average
distance traveled on trips to urban parks (includes
both community and district parks) was 4.58 miles
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for metropolitan areas, 2.04 miles for cities, and 1.51
for towns.

WILLINGNESS TO TRAVEL

Respondents also were asked how far they would be
willing to travel, one way, to recreate after work
(Figure 3.4), and on a one day outing (Figure 3.5).
The purpose of this question was to obtain some idea
of the maximum radius persons would likely go, given.
the duration of ‘these two time frames. For both

“types of parks there was a greater willingness to travel

longer distances if the outing was at least one day in
duration, Only 15% of the respondents indicated a
willingness to travel at least ten miles to a community
park, if the trip was to be made after work. But this

proportion increased to 45% if the outing was to last:

at least one day. About one-fourth of the respondents
indicated they would travel at least ten miles to a
district park, if the trip was to be made after work.

FIGURE 3.3
DISTANCE TRAVELED FROM HOME

::: Communify Park Users”
ki District Park Users®

30

20
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ol @|aim @l S g klie
LESS THAN'ONE~- NINE' TEN MILES
ONE MILE MILES OR MORE
[1=37% = 53% []=10%
F4=19% [F:56% F=25%

Source: 1970 On-Site Demand Survey.

‘Eleven percent would not use

FIGURE 34, 35

WILLINGNESS TO TRAVEL-AFTER WORK
WILLINGNESS TO TRAVEL-ONE DAY OUTING

[ ] After Work

v 25 3 One Doy Outing
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[ 1:23% ‘-' 45% | 1=225%
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Source: 1970 On-Site Demand Survey.

Seven percent would not use

This proportion increases to over half (68%), if the
trip was to occupy an entire day. An interesting

_statistic calculated from this guestion is the distance

beyond which one-half (50%) of the respondents said
they would not be willing to travel. This median
percentile of maximum radius varies, depending on
the type of park and the amount of. time
recreationists have available to participate. This radius
has been calculated to be 2.4 miles for a community
park after work, 4.2 miles for a district park after
work, 12.56 miles for a community park on a one day
outing, and 15.0 miles for a district park on a one day
outing. These figures suggest that time is a crucial
factor in how far people are willing to travel.



LENGTH OF STAY

The average length of stay at an urban park was
approximately three and one-half hours. This figure
varied only sllightly when comparison is made by type
of park. Virtually all' park users spent at least one
hour in the park. On the other hand, very few stayed
*. more than six hours (Figure 3.6).

TYPE OF GROUP

The survey showed some differences in the
composition of users ({Figure 3.7). Households
comprised over one-third of the respondents in
district parks, but only about one-fourth of the
respondents in community parks. Community parks
had a higher proportion of individuals who came
alone than did district parks. Organized groups of
recreationists participating as a unit represented a

 very small percentage of respondents for both types

of parks. -

COST OF OUTING

_Recreationists were asked to estimate the total

monetary cost of their outing and the results are
presented in Figure 3.8. Not surprisingly,
recreationists spent more money on trips to district
parks than to community parks. The median
expenditure on trips to community parks was
approximately $.48, compared to $1.46 for district
parks. [Interestingly, 18% of the respondents at
community parks spent no money at all. Evidently,
these persons lived close enough to the park that a
vehicle was not necessary. Somewhat surprising
perhaps is' the evidence which shows that almost
one-fourth of the respondents at district parks spent
over $5.00. :

In summarizing the behavioral patterns of urban park
users, it was found that, in general, increases in
distances to parks tends to reduce the probability of

FIGURE 3.6
LENGTH OF STAY
* [Jcommunity Park Users
se ~ Edoistrict Park Users
£1 )

40 9%

FIGURE 3.7
TYPE OF GROUP
:: ) [ |Community Park Users

EZdDistrict Park Users

FIGURE 3.8
COST OF OUTING
:ﬁ | JCommunity Park Users

GqDistrict Park Users

Source: 1970 On-Site Demand Survey .

park usage. On the other hand, respondents did
indicate that they would be wiIIin'g to travel fartherif
they had leisure periods of greater duration. Thus, an
extra hour after work each evening is less likely to
significantly increase the distance recreationist would
be willing to travel than a three-day weekend. Not
surprisingly, district parks have greater drawing power
than community parks, evidently because district
parks are larger and usually have a wider variety of
facilities. .The majority of users arrive with friends or
other members of the household, and stay about
three and one-half hours. Most park users, especially
district park users, still rely heavily on the auto for
transportation, although data have suggested that
reliance on the auto can be reduced significantly if
community parks are provided in sufficient number
and located in relation to the population, so as to
encourage walking or bicycling.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS INFLUENCING
PARTICIPATION IN URBAN . .OUTDOOR
RECREATION

By analyzing the socio-economic characteristics of
recreationists (determined from 1968 Household
Demand Survey Data), some very definitive
relationships can be established relating recreationists

- to the activities they pursue. Decisions can then be

made based on information related to the people to
be served. Acquisition, development, programs, and
administration and operation are enhanced through
knowledge of the public and their generalized
characteristics. This section discusses briefly the
effect which five selected variables have in influencing
the general tendency to participate and the intensity
of participation. Each of the following five tables
relates a given socio-economic variable to: (1) the
average annual days of participation per househo!d,
summed for all activities, (2) the percent of all
households in which at least one person participated
in at least one of the selected activities, and (3)
annual days of participation per household for each
of the selected activities.
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TABLE 36

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS PER URBAN RESIDENT
Figure 3.9 and Table 3.6 suggest that this variable is a - HOUSEHOLD BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE, FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES
significant factor in affecting urban outdoor
recreation participation. As the number of household ACTIVITY?2 1 2 : 3 4 57 8+
members increases, thus increasing the number of
.r as. . 'nc easm.g_ . be . Swimming 49 1.26 5.46 21.16 33.45 66.03
potential recreationists, the probability and intensity Child’s Play o3 ‘ 12 3.81 12.62 24.13 66.04
of participation by a household increases. This - Baseball .02 .30 1.14 2.63 6.60 16.20
eneralizatio lies tivities, although Picnicking 43 1.20 3.12 6.77 8.68 19.10
g tzatt n :‘!pp to most ac . 9 Football .02 .24 .62 1.14 ’ 2.18 5.22
there are exceptions, such as golf and tennis. Golf 13 206 3.86 4.88 2.80 1.63
Tennis 10 .46 2.55 2.57 2.23 51
Basketball - 13 .54 1.34 1.37 1.656
Wal king 15.09 18.78 14.09 15.01 12,02 22,54
Bicycling 23 1.17 4.31 20.03 36.22 35.57
Nature Study .16 .74 14 .16 21 -
Fishing .66 91 1.11 2.31 3.18 3.1
Boating 04 .24 .50 .89 : .87 1.38
Skiing .01 12 .06 37 .28 -—
Surfing — - - .07 .23 -
‘Sightseeing 1.27 1.54 2.19 2.74 2891 7.12
Dr. for Pleas. - 4,15 8.76 12.26 17.21 18.97 2411

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.
Note: Dashes indicate insufficient observations to compute an average.

a. Includes only active participation. Also, see footnote b, Figure 3.9,

FIGURE 3.9

1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS PER URBAN RESIDENT
HOUSEHOLD BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE, FOR ALL ACTIVITIES

Average Annual Urban Resident Days of Participation? Per
Urban Resident Household (Summed for all activitiesP)

Source: 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand
Survey.

a. Includes only active participation. .
b. Exceeds the number of activities listed in Table 3.?;
therefore, Figure 3.9 was not calculated from data in

Table 3.6.

Number of Persons in Urban Resident Household .........

Percent of AII Urban? Resident Househo!d_s in-Which at Least One 3al39ls6le2!65|66
Person Participated in east One Activity
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FIGURE 3.10
1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS PER URBAN RESIDENT
HOUSEHOLD BY TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME LEVELS, FOR ALL ACTIVITIES

Average Annual Urban Re;sudent Days of
Source: 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Participation? Per Urban Resident
_ Survey. Household {Summed for All Actlvmesb)

s. Includes only active participation.

b. Exceeds the number of activities listed in Table 3.7;

therefore, Figure 3:10 was not calculated from data in
Table 3.7. Urban Resident Household Income Levels . ..............

Percent Of All Urban Resident Households In Which At Least
One Person Participated In At Least One Activity

TABLE 3.7

1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS
PER URBAN RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD
BY TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME LEVELS, FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES

Less than $5,000- $10,000- $15,000

ACTIVITY?® ‘ $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 and over
Swimming 9.90 14.92 21.59 31.07
TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME Child’s Play 9.28 13.37 12.65 8.04
Baseball 1.51 3.05 5.75 3.27
. . A . Pienickin 4.13 577 4.02 6.24
anure.. 3.10 and Table 3.7 indicate that, in general, Floolba;, 9 99 1.00 97 7.21
participation rises as household income rises. This Golf 7 1.89 5.28 11.27
trend is most applicable in lower income brackets. genlz‘isb | 33 1;; fg; ?(8);

. . asketbal o : . . .

Households with an income of less than $5,000 per Walking. 1416 1411 15.20 2835
year tend to participate much less frequently than  Bicycling 6.25 12.94 30.83 24.52
those in higher income groups. However, as incomes  Nature Study 22 43 -25 38
. b $5.000. th ttendant i in Fishing 1.14 2.49 1.68 1.60
increase above ,000, the attendant increase i Boating ‘26 65 13 1.30
recreational participation is much less dramatic and  Skiing ) - A1 .35 .33
somewhat less predictable. Rates for activities such as  Surfing 02 L 10 -53
. . X . . Sightseeing 2.74 2.53 152 1.9
swimming, golf, and tennis continue to increase p, tor Pleas. ' 11.22 16.84 12.46 9.15

substantially; rates .for other activities, such as
baseball/softball, picnicking, and bicycling display
variations in this trend; while rates for children’s play

Source:

Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

and fishing actually show consistent decreases with Note: Dashes indicate insufficient observations to compute an average.

increases in income, for levels above $5,000. ~ a. Includes only active participation. Also, see footnote b, Figure 3.10.
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FIGURE 3.11

1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS PER URBAN RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD
BY RACE OR ETHNIC BACKGROUND, FOR ALL ACTIVITIES '

Source: 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand
Survey.

a. Includes only active participation,

b. Exceeds the number of activities listed in Table 3.8;
therefore, Figure 3.11 was not calculated from data in
Table 3.8.

RACE OR ETHNIC BACKGROQUND

As with the previous two factors race or ethnic
background appears to affect the tendency to
participate in urban outdoor recreation. Figure 3.11
shows that 63% of all Mexican-American housebolds
participated in at least one of the activities; this
compares with 51% each for Anglos and for Black
households. A comparison by activities (Table 3.8)
suggests that Anglo households have a greater affinity
than the other two races for “high income' activities
.such as golf, tennis, boating, and skiing.
Mexican-American and Black households have a
stronger inclination than Anglo households to
participate in team sports such as basebatl/softball,
football /soccer, and basketball.
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Average Annual Days of Urban Resident
Participation? Per Urban Resident Household®
{Summed for All ActivitiesP)

Urban Resident Race or Ethnic Background .............

Percent of Al Urban Resident Housgholds in Which At Least
One Person Participated In At Least One Activity. .. ......

51

63

5|

TABLE 3.8

1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION DAYS
PER URBAN RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD

BY RACE OR ETHNIC BACKGROUND, FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES

Mexican-
ACTIVITY? Anglos Americans
Swimming 14.75 19.20
Child's Play 8.48 19.01
Baseball 2.48 4.92
Picnicking 3.81 1091
Football .79 2.52
Gotf - 3.69 1.20
Tennis 2.00 43
Basketball 42 51
Walking 17.06 11.66
Bicycling 15.16 10.68
Nature Study .32 15
Fishing 1.76 1.60
Boating .75 16
Skiing .23 .01
Surfing .09 -
Sightseeing 1.98 5.16
Dr. for Pleas. 12.23 20.58

Blacks

15.78
18.05
3.31
3.95
1.17
.32
.47
2.83
11.54
14.83
.51
2.1
.06
.03
1.43
11.38

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

Note: Dashes indicate insufficient observations to compute an average.

a. Includes only active participation. Also, see footnote b, Figure 3.11,




FIGURE 3.12

AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER URBAN RESIDENT
N HOUSEHOLD BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, FOR ALL ACTIVITIES
Age of household head has a predictable impact on ’ Y40 _148
" participation. As shown in Figure 3.12 and Table 3.9 ’ ’

households headed by older persons are less likely to Average Anfiual Urban Resident Days
. . . . d of Participation® Per Urban Resident
participate in urban outdoor recreation, an Household (Summed for All-Activities?)
“participate less intensively than households headed by .
younger individuals. As might be expected, .

participation in the more strenuous activities such as - -
‘swimming, baseball/softball, football/soccer, etc. Age of Urban Resident H?usehold Head .............covii.onn. 15-24|25-34[35-44145-54|55-64] 65+

. itive to age. On the other hand Percent Of All Urban Resident Households In Wbich At Least
tends to be quite sensitiv a9 eo and, One Person Participate In At Least One Activity . ... ............ 60 66 60 .. 54 45 36

participation in activities such as walking, nature ~
s@udy, and sightseeing appears- to be relatively Source: 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand
" _unaffected by the age of the head of the household.  Survey.

- a. Includes only active participation,
b. Exceeds the number of activities listed in Table 39; therefore, Figure 3.12 was not calculated from data in Table 3.9

TABLE 3.9

:I968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER URBAN RESIDENT
HOUSEHOLD BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES

ACTIVITY a 15-24 25-34 - 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Swimming . 9.55 19.68 33.97 17.27 3.95 .63
Child’s Play 11.59 26.68 17.33 7.28 3.69 -.64
Baseball 72 R 2.64 B 573 5.47 .35 .33
Picnicking 5.23 7 938 8.08 3.61 1.72 1.14
Football .30 1.13 2.65 82 73 49
Golf 3.14 1.85 3.76 4.86 241 B ]
Tennis 1.91 2.0t 2,63 1.74 . 1.20 .19
Basketball 19 38 1.19 h 58 1.83 04
Walking 14.11 16.23 13.45 13.59 12.59 : 21.56
Bicycling ' 1.43 24.03 31.36 12.70 3.23 1.02
Nature Study B3 .08 ' .18 .20 74 .45
Fishing 1.43 1.98 211 2.83 1.37 64 .
Boating .45 1.01 .56 1.03 .28 .03
Skiing 77 ' 11 19 40 - 01
Surfing - .07 .05 21 - -
Sightseeing 1.31 310 281 173 2.68 1.49
Driving for Pleasure 3045 . 21.32 12.98 11.23° 92.61 7.40 .

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

Note: Dashes indicate insufficient observations to compute an average.

a. Includes only active participation. Also, see footnote b, Figure 3.12.




EDUCATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

Genéra!ly, as the level of education increases, the
probability and intensity of participation increases
also (Figure 3.13 and Table 3.10). However, the
relationship is less dramatic than the relationship
between participation and other socio-economic
factors. There is an obvious tendency for persons

FIGURE 3.13

1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER URBAN RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD
‘ BY EDUCATION LEVEL OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, FOR ALL ACTIVITIES

Average Annual Urban Resident Days
of Participation® Per Urban Resident
Household (Summed for All Activities®”)

108

109

154

with over 16 years of education (equivalent to @ |Education Level of Urban Resident Household Head ... ... ... 0-4(5-6{7-9 10—-11] 12 13—7; 16 | 17+

college degree) to participate more frequently in [pgrcant Of All Urban Resident Households In Which At Least ’

nearly all activities than persons with less than ten |One Person Participated In At Least One Activity ........... 4T | 47 4? 52 | 54 | 57 | 64 | 57

vears of education. For the intervening year?, Source; 1868 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

however, the relationship between the two factors is a. Includes only active participation.

much more subtle. b. Exceeds the number of activities listed in Table 3.10; therefore, Figure

3.13 was not calculated from Table 3.10.
TABLE 3.10
1968 AVERAGE ANNUAL URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER URBAN RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD
BY EDUCATION LEVEL OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES
0-4 5-6 7-9 10-11 12 13-16 16 17+
ACTIVITY? Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years
Swimming 9.30 7.68 9.22 13.31 16.98 15.94 33.72 27.68
Child's Play 14.20 6.62 9.44 16.18 9.64 9.38 15.80 12.85
Baseball 3.52 99 1.44 4.42. 3.78 1.86 3.95 4.06
Picnicking 4,20 4.26 344 7.26 4.51 444 9.61 2.74
Football 82 111 .89 1.32 1.20 75 1.14 2.02
Golf .16 .55 .55 1.34 243 6.25 6.76 6.14
Tennis .24 .15 .39 52 1.06 3.02 4.34 5.32
Basketball A1 .46 40 .75 .62 .35 3.78 87
Walking 1077 7.31 12.11 16.72 12.33 16.60 21.52 40.34
Bicycling 8.20 5.74 792 13.79 13.14 22.19 21,20 27.09
Nature Study .01 .04 .50 .03 .18 63 .76 .39
Fishing 1.26 1.1 1.57 2.30 1.76 2.32 1.1 2.03
Boating .14 .03 37 .33 48 1.06. 1.57 .78
Skiing - — .04 .03 .06 .65 .20 .42
Surfing -- .08 .01 .18 .46
Sightseeing 2.95 2.90 2.69 2.42 2.18 2.33 1.63 1.99
9.13 10.21 10.29 19.90 15.50 13.42 11.56 10.47

Dr. for Pleas.

Source: Estimated from the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household Demand Survey.

Note: Dashes indicate insufficient observations to compute an average.

a. Includes only active participation. Alsp, see footnote b, Figure 3.13.
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In conclusion, household size, household income, and
education of household head generally show a
positive correlation with participation; that is, as the
values of these variables increase, the probability and
intensity of participation also increase. Age of
household head shows a positive correlation up
through the 35-44 year age bracket and then a
negative correlation through the remaining years, i.e.,
as age increases, the tendency to participate and the
frequency of participation both decline. In terms of
race or ethnic background, Mexican-American
households are more likely to participate than Anglo
or Black households, and also show a higher
frequency of participation for many, though by no
means all, urban activities.

AVAILABILITY

While the socio-economic characteristics just
discussed are among the most important factors
influencing participation, it is evident that there are
any number of other factars which, to varying
degrees, also influence the amount and type of
participation. One such factor is the availability of
opportunities for recreational pursuits. For example,
if a recreational lake is constructed in an urban area
which previously did not have a lake within a
reasonable distanbe, participation in fishing, boating,
and other water-based activities very likely will
increase. Therefore, to meet future expected demand,
more recreation opportunities must be provided.
However, in providing more opportunities, these
.opportunities will be, to some extent, encouraging
more demand. Therefore, the accommodation of
future demand implies that increases in demand
brought about by increased levels of opportunity
must be anticipated and projected. Toward this
objective, the TORP made use of an iteration

technique which projected increases in supply levels,

for certain activities, to determine the effects of these
increases on demand projections. This technique is
explained in detail in the volume Techniques of
Analysis. Other factors which may also cause

recreation
events,

effective
regional

demand are
promotion of
improved park facilities, better maintenance and
operation of existing parks, etc.

increases in
programming,

PROJECTED URBAN OUTDOOR RECREATION
PARTICIPATION

As previously discussed, prior to undertaking the task

of developing projections it was considered important
existing patterns of urban’

to determine the
participation and identify those factors that tend to
affect participation. Having identified those factors,
the next step in the planning process was to utilize
this information in developing projections of future
recreation participation. This section presents
projections of participation in the twenty outdoor

recreation activities considered significant in the.
metropolitan areas, cities, and towns of Texas. The

projections cover the
1970-2000. In
should be kept in mind that, as a rule, projections are
generally more reliable for short periods than for long
periods of time. Thus, the projections shown for the

thirty-year period from

years 1970, 1975, and 1980 are considered to be less.

subject to error than those for 1990 and 2000. In
sequential order of presentation, a brief summary of

"the projection methodologies is presented first,

followed by projections of total participation, and
projections of resident participation per household.

interpreting these projections, it -

PROJECTION METHODOLOGIES
As previously indicated, urban participation was
categorized into two major types for analytical
purposes. These types were defined as resident
participation and non-resident participation. In
developing projections of urban recreation
participation three projection models were developed
and implemented. Two of these models, the multiple
regression mode! and trend mddel, were used in
developing projections of resident participation. The
third model, a participation-population correlation
model, was used to project non-resident participation.
The primary data source for developing these models
was the 1968 Texas Outdoor Recreation Household
Demand Survey.

The multiple regression model was used to develop
resident participation projections for nine activities.
These include swimming, child's play,
baseball/softball, picnicking, football/soccer, golf,
tennis, sightseeing, and driving for pleasure. The basic
methodology comprised a four step. procedure. First,
data from the Household Demand Survey were used .
to compute a set of forecasting equations relating
average days of participation per household for each
of the activities to the average socio-economic
characteristics of households in the urban area and
the availability of facilities within the area. Second, a
basic set of projection data was constructed for all
urban areas, containing estimates of the average
socio-economic and demographic characteristics in

‘each area for the years 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990, and

2000. Third, the forecasting equations for each
activity were then applied to the projection data for
each urban area in order to obtain estimates of
average participation per household. Finally, the
average number of days of participation per
household for all activities was then multiplied by the
estimated number of households within each urban:
area for each time period to arrive at the projected
days of participation for the area.
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A trend model was used to project resident
participation for the remaining 11 activities. These
activities included basketball, walking, bicycling,
nature study, fresh and saltwater fishing, fresh and
saltwater boating, fresh and saltwater skiing, and
surfing. The methodology utilized initially established
the 1968 annual household rate of participation for
each activity for each city-size category. Then, the
household rates were projected into the future by -
usiAng trend information for the 1963-1968 period.
The final step was to multiply the population
projections, in terms of households, by the projected
rates of participation to obtain projections of total

The “participation-population’’ type model used to
estimate non-resident participation first determined
the 1968 estimate of annual days of non-resident
participation taking place within a given city size of a
region and then projected that participation at the
same growth rate as the population of that region. In
developing this rodel, two major underlying
assumptions were made. First, it was assumed that
non-resident participation going to the urban area
origihated within the region in which the urban area
was located. Second, it was assumed that the
magnitude and changes in the magnitude of
non-resident participation was related directly to the

region in which the urban area was located. More

‘detailed information on the development of these

models is presented in Appendix C.

PROJECTIONS OF TOTAL PARTICIPATION

Based upon these methodologies, total annual days of
resident, non-resident, and combined resident and
non-resident participation were projected for twenty
activities. The projections were calculated for 1970,
1975, 1980, 1990, and the year 2000, and are
itemized on the basis of city size. The results are
presented in Table 3.11.

resident participation for the specified years. changes in the total population residing within the
e SRR e e e e
TABLE 3.11

TOTAL ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT PARTICIPATION, 1970-2000,
BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

THOUSAND'S OF ANNUAL ACTIVITY DAYS

TOTAL FOR ALL

ACTIVITY YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
RS e — e S
. | Total Total Total | Total
Total Total Non-  Residentand; [Total Total Non-  Resident and| | Total Total Non- Resident and| | Total Totat Resident
Residant Resident Non-Resident. {Resident - Resident  Non-Resident | Resident Resident Non-Resident | Resident Non-Resident Non-Resident;,
1970 | 56,157 4,897 61,054 6,248 664 6,912 5,979 1,082 7,061 ;| | 68,384 6,643 15,027
1975! | 84,850 5,407 90,267 8,714 720 9,434 8,470 1,189 9,659 : 102,034 7,318 109,350
Swimming 1980, [123,106 5,891 128,997 | 112,019 770 12,789 111,862 1,286 13,148 | 146,987 7,947 154,934
1 990{ 242,450 6,899 249,349 | 20,894 880 21,774 122,143 1,612 23,655 ; 285,487 9,291 294,778
2000 415,609 7,908 423517 [ 36573 983 37,556 {38551 1,715 40,266 | 490,733 10,606 501,339
1970 | 28,843 664 29,507 2,263 161 2,424 1,991 83 2,074 | | 33,097 908 34,005
1975 | 41,175 741 41,916 2,434 170 2,604 2,121 92 2,213 { | 45,730 1,003 46,733
Child’s 1980 | 57,420 814 58,234 2,647 183 2,830 2,272 97 2,369 | | 62,339 1,094 63,433
Play 1980 103,732 979 104,711 3,024 203 3,227 2,688 112 2,700 | 109,344 1,204 110,638
: 2000 165,998 1121 167,119 {13497 229 37% (2943 126 3,069] 172,438 1,476 173,914
1970, 5,706 483 6,189 1,065 84 1,149 N8 121 1,039 7,689 688 8,377
1975 7.410 566 7,976 1,355 93 1,448 1,156 134 1,290 9,921 793 10,714
Baseball/ 1980 9,375 649 10,024 1,713 a8 1,811 1,449 144 1,593 | | 12,537 891 13,428
Softball 1990 | 14,210 845 15,055 2,525 113 2,638 2,170 170 2,340 | | 18,905 1,128 20,033
2000, | 19,714 1,009 20,723 || 3,685 124 3,809 3,078 193 3,271 | | 26,477 1,326 27,803
1970 | 11,726 2,828 14,554 1,695 565 2,260 1,144 588 1,732 | | 14,565 3,981 18,546
1975 | 13,138 3,135 16,273 1,907 609 2,518 1,265 644 1,909 | 116,310 4,388 20,698
Picnicking 1980, | 14,762 3.439 18,201 2,161 653 2,814 1,407 703 2,110 | | 18,330 4,795 23,126
1990 | 18,063 4,069 22,132 2,683 745 3,428 1,720 826 2,546 | | 22,466 5,640 28,106
2000 | 21,267 4,676 26,943 3,379 835 4,214 2,128 940 - 3.068 | | 26,774 6,451 33,225
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TABLE 3.11 (Continued) THOUSANDS OF ANNUAL ACTIVITY DAYS
TOTAL FOR ALL
ACTIVITY YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
, TTotal b T Total ] | Total Total
Total Total Non- Resident and Total Total Non- Resident and Total Total Non- Resident and | |Total Total Non- - Residentand
Resident  Resident  Non-Resident Resident. Resident . Non-Rasidant Resident __Resident __Non-Resident |Resident Resident Non Resident
e 19"7“(”)’& 2,938 860 3,798 [ 244 108" 3521 190 343 533 3372 1,31 4,683 |
1975 | 3,298 976 4,274 | 272 18 . 390 197 375 : 572 | 3,767 1,469 5,238
Football/ 1980 3674 . 1,085 4,759 292 125. 417 209 406 .. 81y 1,616 S 5,791
Soccer 1990) 1 4489 1347 . .0 58361 [ 336 - - 142 . 00 4784 | 234 A7 T 1,966 © 71,0253
2000 5200 - 1685 - .. ' 6,785 |= 387 . .. 183 . o 650 262 - - 542 w804 2,290 8,139
e — 8696 3887 CEATA] [T765 507 [ 516
: < -11,999. 064 730 -
Golf = 5,548 1,458 ) b 1,000

33,072
52,508

13,340

Basketball

128,513

189,841

Bicycling

‘Nature )
Study.

/lireshwafter
Fishing
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THOUSANDS OF ANNUAL ACTIVITY DAYS

TABLE 3.11 {Continued)

TOTAL FOR ALL

ACTIVITY  YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
| Total | Totsl ] Total ; ! Total i
1 Total Total Non. Residentand | | Total Total Non- Resident and Total  Total Non- Resident Total Total Non- Resident and |

Resident Residont _ Non-Resident L_ﬁesident Resident  Non-Resident| 8sii . Non-R Resider Resident Non-Resident.

- - 1970 71,138 1,997 3128 [TTied 329 4977 1,316 3,058 4,
1978 | 1,303 2157 3460 | 226 352 578 1,563 2,250 & 203

Saltwater 1980 | 1,476 2:319 3,795 | 207 °  ars 672 1,816 4,529 6,345
Fishing 1900, | 1,810 2,623 4,433 480 418 898 2,380 5.008 388
2000, | 2168 2964 5132 | 719 y ‘ 7388
L “ S . ... 1,184 i.3.047 5,603 8,650
1970] [T/808 Fig™ TR 377 a3 366 7% 192 617 | 2.547 559 3,106

7 19751 | 3,706 a3s 4,044 536 52 588 623 205 828 { 4,865 595 5,460
Freshiwater 1980 | 6,028 353 6,831 781 51 832 847 214 1,061 | 7,656 618 8,274
Boating 1980, h12,048 376 12424 | 1410 53 1483 | {1,379 232 1,611} 114,837 661 15,498
| |=000] l9,g09 413 19922 | 2219 60 2,279 | |2.059 256 2215| (23,787 729 24516
T 11970 T 8527 683 -1,298] 13 96 209 30 384 414 670 1,168 1,838)-

: . 838

1975 612 750 1,362 | 135 0 236——[; 32 409 441 779 1,260 2,039

Saltwater 1980 €96 810 1,506 159 107 266 || 37 434 47 892 1,351 2,243
Boating 1990 868 921 1,779 212 118 330 || 44 469 5131 | 1,114 1.508 222
L 2000/ | 1.024 1,045 2,070 270 130 400 J 53 521 574 | | 1,347 1,697 3,004

[T 1970 860 T 93 983 782 ¥ 152 132 13 1451 11124 106 1.25
1975 | 1,438 102 1,540 243 . 243 216 14 230 | 1,897 116 2'013

Freshwater 1980! | 2,137 108 2,245 | 382 . 352 298 15 313 | 2,787 123 2.910
Skiing 1990| | 3,927 121 4,048 610 . 610 509 18 527 | | 5,046 139 5.185
‘ | jzo00| G2 137 6.249) | 957 * 951 | | 781 21 g0z | | 7,844 158 - 8,002
1970 28 160 188 3 30 33 1 67 68 32 257 “389
1975 3t 172 263 3 32 35 2 71 73 36 275 311

Saltwater 1980 36 183 219 3 35 38 2 75 77 41 293 334
Skiing 1990 a3 202 246 re 40 aa 2 82 84 50 324 374
R l2000| | 52 226 278 | 8 46 52 | i 3 91 94 61 363 424 |
""" 1970] | 207 256 463 | 83 6 8 || T+ + +1 [T290 262 652 ]
1975 330 279 609 95 7 102 + + + 425 286 711

Surfing . {1980 450 302 752 105 7 112 + + + 555 209 864
1990 659 347 1,006 8 129 + + + 780 355 1,135
2000 809 304 1,203 10 139 + +  #1]| o38 a4 1.342 |

h 1970] [4612 9,744 14,356 926 1685 | [ 818 807 1,625 | | 6,189 11,477 17,666
1975 | 5.440 10,890 16,330 972 1,006 1,978 986 883 1874 || 7,398 12,784 20,182

Sight- 1980 | 6,534 © 11,99 18,526 | | 1,224 1,081 2305 | [1,120 966 2,086 | | 8,878 14,038 22,916
seeing 1890 | 8,712 14,396 23,108 | | 1.947 1.237 3184 | 1,473 1,130 2,603 | 12,132 16,763 28,805 |
| j2000] 11,353 16,585 _27,838] | 3.181 1,387 4568 | |2.048 1,200 3,338 | |16,582 19,262 35,844 |

N 1970] 27,410 2,008 20418| 1110 405 11616 | 10,257 517 10,774 | 48777 2,930 51,707
1975| 131,413 2,227 33.640 | (12573 a3s 13,008 | 11,316 563 11.879 | 185,302 3,225 58,527

Driving 1980 135,666 2,437 38103 | 114.320 452 14,782 | 12,514 612 13,126 | 62,500 3511 66,011
for -~ li990| leapasa 2.900 47,544 | 17,552 520 18,072 | 14,944 710 15,654 | [77.140 4,130 81,270
Pleasure 2000| (53,206 3,325 56,531 (21,698 575 22,273 | 17,986 805 18,791 | {92,890 4,705 97,595

Notes: Asterisk indicates participation is less than 500 days. + Surfing participation figures apply to metros and cities in Region 28, ihe only region in the siate having
urban areas where surfing participation was recorded.
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TOTAL PARTICIPATION FOR ALL URBAN
AREAS '

Statewide, demand for all outdoar recreation
activities in the urban areas was projected to
approximately 357 million participation days in
1970, as shown in Table 3.12. Demand was expected
to increase to 505 million days by 1975, to almost
688 million days by 1980, to over one billion days by
1990, and to over 1.8 billion days by the year 2000.
This trend represents a 92% increase from 1970 to
1980, a 69% increase from 1980 to 1990, and a 56%
increase from 1990 to the year 2000. Although the
rate of increase slows somewhat in later years, the
inérease in total number of days fram 1970 to the
year 2000 amounts to almost one and one-half billion
days..

Projections of total annual days of participation in
‘urban areas were segmented into two components:
resident and non-resident participation. Table 3.12

shows that for all urban areas combined resident
participation was expected to increase from 319
million days in 1970 to about 1.74 billion days by
the year 2000. This represents a 445% increase.
Conversely, non-resident participation was projected.
to increase from 38 million days in 1970 to over 61
million days by the year 2000 (a 61% increase). Or to
state this another way, in 1970 the non-resident
component of demand was estimated to be about

11% of the total. By the year 2000, the non-resident
component is projected to be about 3%. The rate of
increase projected for non-resident participation was
lower than the rate for resident participation. At

present, 90% of the non-resident participation
originates within thirty miles of the urban place of
deéstination. This consists mainly of residents of the
smaller urban areas traveling to the larger urban areas
to enjoy their facilities.

TABLE 3.12

PROJECTIONS OF CURRENT AND FUTURE RESIDENT AND NON-RESlD_ENT PARTICIPATION, 1970-2000,
BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

(MILLIONS OF ANNUAL DAYS)

TOWNS

METROS CITIES TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
Non- Combined Resideﬁt Non- Combined Resident Non- Combined Resident Non- Combined Resident
_ Resident Resident and Non-Resident Resident Resident and Non-Resident Resident Resident  and Non-Resident Resident Resident and Non-Resident
1970 250 27.2 277.2 37 3.8 40.8 33 7.1 40.1 319 381 357.1
1975 371 30.2 401.2 a9 4.1 53.1 42 7.8 49.8 463 42.0 505.0
1980 523 33.0 .556.0 65 44 69.4 54 8.3 62.3 642 45.7 687.7
1990 925 39.1 964.1 101 4.9 105.9 84 9.5 935 1,109 53.6 1,162.6
2000 1,461 45.0 1,606.0 . 154 5.5 159.5 126 10.7 135.7 1,740 61.2 1,801.2

"Source: Adapted from Tabie 3.11.
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The increase in urban participation also is shown
clearly in Table 3.13 which itemizes the increase by
activity. For all urban areas combined, the number of
participation days for every activity was expected to

increase, not only from 1970 to 1980, but from 1980

to 2000 as well. The largest proportional increases
were projected for nature study, bicycling, basketball,
freshwater boating, tennis, freshwater skiing, and
.swimming. Activities for which participation was
projected to increase at a somewhat slower rate were
picnicking, football/soccer, and some of the saltwater
activities such as fishing, boating, and skiing. The

relatively small increases projected for saltwater
recreational activities may be due to the nature of the
supply of saltwater. No additional supply can be
made available to induce potential demand. Table
3.13 also shows that for nearly all activities, resident
participation was expected to increase at a faster rate
than non-resident participation both from 1970 to
1980, and from 1980 to the year 2000, when
comparison is made for all urban areas combined.

In terms of the activities which are engaged in most

frequently, Table 3.14 shows that, for all urban areas

TABLE 3.13

appears to be common for some of the traditional
activities such as driving for pleasure, picnicking, and
football/soccer, and some of the saltwater activities.
combined, swimming had the largest number of

participation days in 1970, and was projected to have
the largest number through the year 2000. For 1970,
driving for pleasure “was second, followed " by
bicycling, walking for pleasure, and child’s play. Over
the next several time periods driving for pleasure,
while still expected to increase a total number of
participation days, shows a decline in significance
relative to other activities. This decline in ranking

PERCENT INCREASE IN TOTAL ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT PARTICIPATION,
1970-1980 and 1980-2000, BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

METROS

CITIES

TOWNS

TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

Combined Resident

Combined Resident

Combined Resident

Combined Resident

‘and Non-Resident and Non-Resident and Non-Resident Resident Non Resident and Non Resident
Activity 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000
Swimming 111 228 85 194 86 206 115 234 20 33 107 224
- Child’s Play 97 187 17 32 14 30 88 177 20 35 87 174
Baseball/Softball 62 107 58 110 53 105 63 110 30 49 60 107
Picnicking 25 a3 25 50 22 45 26 46 20 35 25 44
Foatball/Soccer 25 43 18 32 15 31 24 40 23 42 24 41
Golf a7 179 83 168 20 34 99 183 22 39 95 178
Tennis 141 170 49 147 37 124 136 169 40 62 136 169
Basketball 177 203 243 219 95 129 184 204 21 3?7 176 200
Walking 102 147 93 129 80 133 101 146 28 34 29 144
Bicycling 184 205 161 196 138 168 177 202 50 39 177 202
Nature Study 350 264 202 218 121 211 343 264 21 37 322 260
Freshwater Fishing 36 63 41 82 27 54 a4 74 16 27 34 63
Saltwater Fishing il 35 35 78 14 24 38 68 14 24 20 52
Freshwater Boating 201 212 127 174 72 118 201 211 M 18 166 196
Saltwater Boating 24 37 27 50 14 22 33 51 16 26 22 36
Freshwater Skiing 136 178 132 170 116 156 144 1817 16 28 133 175
Saltwater Skiing - 16 27 15 37 13 22 28 49 14 24 16 27
Surfing 62 60 26 24 + + 91 69 18 31 57 55
Sightseeing 29 51 37 98 28 60 43 87 22 37 30 56
Driving for Pleasure 30 48 28 51 22 43 28 49 20 34 28 48

Source: Adapted from Table 3.11.

Note: + Surfing participation figures apply to metros and cities in- Region 28, the only region in the state_having urban areas where surfing participation was Vrecorded.
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TABLE 3.14

RANK ORDER OF TOTAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT PARTICIPATION
1970, 1980, 2000, BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOWNS
Combined Resident

CITIES
Combined Resident

METROS
Combined Resident

TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
' ’ Combined Resident .

and Non-Resident and Non-Resident and Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident and Non-Resident
Activity 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000
Swimming 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 . 2 1 1 1
Child’s Play 4 4 4 6 5 9 5 6 9 5 5 4 10 10 10 5 5 4
Baseball /Softbatl 10 10 12 8 8 8 10 7 9 9 " 11 11 11 10 10 11 1
Picnicking 6 8 9 5 6 6 7 7 10 6 8 10 3 3 - 3 6 7 10
Football /Soccer 12 15 15 14 15 17 13 13 15 13 15 16 7 7 7 13 16 16
Golf 9 9 7 9 9 7 11 1 8 8 7 7 12 12 12 9 9 7
Tennis - 8 6 5 12 13 - 13 16 18 17 7 6 6 19 19 19 8 - 6 [
Basketball 13 11 8 15 10 10 15 14 13 12 10 8 16 16 16 14 1 9
Walking 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 a4 4 4 3 3 9 9 8 4 3 3
Bicycling 2 2 .2 3 2 - 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 20 20 20 3 2 2
Nature Study 16 12 10 18 17 16 17 16 14 15 13 2] 17 17 . 17 17 14 12
Freshwater Fishing 1 15 14 10 11 12 6 5 5 11 4 14 6 6 6 11 12 14
Saltwater Fishing 14 16 17 11 14 14 8 9 11 16 17 17 4 4 4 12 15 15
Freshwater Boating 15 13 13 13 12 1 12 12 12 14 12 12 13 13 13 15 13 13
Saltwater Boating 17 18 18 16 18 18 14 14 18 18 18 18 8 8 ] 16 18 i8
Freshwater Skiing 18 17 16 17 16 15 18 17 16 17 16 15 18 18 18 18 17 17
Saltwater Skiing . 20 20 . 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 20 20 20 16 15 15 20 20 20
Surfing 19 19 19 19 19 19 + + + 19 19 19 14 14 14 19 19 19
Sightseeing 7 7 1 -7 7 5 2] 8 6 10 1 13 1 1 1 7 8 8
Driving for Pleasure 5 5 6 1 1 3 1 2 3 3 4 5 5 5 5 2 4 5

Source: Adapted from Table 3.11.

Note: + Surfing participation figures apply to métros and cities in Region 28, the only region in the state having urban areas where surfing participation was recorded.

A ———_— ]
In terms of the resident and non-resident components - participation days were: first, sightseeing; second, metropolitan areas are expected to have an
of demand, Table 3.14 shows some very significant- swimming; third, picnicking; fourth, saltwater fishing;  increasingly larger proportion of total urban
_dlhfe!'e-nces. f:or all urban areas combined, the five and fifth, driving for pleasure. .participation. By 1980, the metros are expected to
activities which had the largest number of resident account for almost.81% of the urban demand. while

participation days in 1970 were: first, swimming;
second, bicycling; third, driving for pleasure; fourth,
walking; and fifth, child's play. The rank order for
the same five activities for non-resident participation
in- 1970 were: swimming, second; bicycling,
twentieth; driving for pleasure, fifth; walking, ninth;
and child’s play, tenth. In 1970, the five activities
which had the

larest number of non-resident

TOTAL PARTICIPATION BY CITY SIZE

Table 3.12 shows that of the 357.1 million total
participation days in 1970, 277.2 million days
{almost 78%) were accounted for by the metropolitan
areas. In 1970, the cities accounted for 40.8 million
days (about 11%), while the towns accounted for
40.1 million days {also about 11%). In the future the

the cities are expected to account for 10%, and the
towns 9%. By the year 2000, 1.51 billion of the 1.80
billion urban participation days {83.6%) are expected
to be attributed to metropolitan areas.

‘Most of the participation days in the metropolitan

areas, cities, and towns are accounted for by



residents. The non-resident element of demand was
relatively small (in 1970, about 10% in the metros,
9% in cities, and about 18% in towns). By the year
© 2000, the proportion of demand attributed to
non-residents is expected to be approximately 3% for
the metros and cities, and about 8% for the towns,

Analysis of Table 3.13 shows that for all three city
sizes, participation was expected to increase for all of
the twenty listed activities, both from 1970 to 1980,
and from 1980 to 2000. For the period 1970 to
1980, participation increases were expected to be
larger in the metros than in the cities or towns, for
most activities. Similarly, the cities tended to have a
higher proportional increase in participation than the
towns, for most activities, for the period 1970 to
1980. For the period 1980 to 2000, the metros were
projected to have the largest proportional increases of
the three city sizes for about half of the listed
activities.

Based on total participation by activity, Table 3.14
shows relatively minimal differences in activity ranks
between the three city sizes. Of the five activities
“which had the largest number of participation days in
metropolitan areas for 1970, all but child’s play were
among the top five activities for both cities and for
towns. With the exception of minor rank order
differences among the city sizes for the top five
activities, the only substantial difference was in the
activity of driving for pleasure, which was ranked
substantially higher for the cities and towns than for
the metros,

PROJECTIONS OF RESIDENT PARTICIPATION
PER HOUSEHOLD

As discussed in the previous section, the resident
component of demand accounted for almost 90% of
total urban demand in 1970, while the non-resident
component accounted for about 10%. Therefore, in
order to provide an understanding of some of the

70

reasons why total participation has been projecfed to
increase so rapidly over the next several decades, it is
important to determine the source of this increase,
particularly for the resident cornponent. There are
two ways in which the number of resident
participation days for an activity can fluctuate: {1)
changes in average number of participation days per
household, and (2) changes in the total number of

households. This section presents projections of
annual days of resident participation per household
for the urban areas of Texas. Projections have been
calculated for twenty activities, for the projection
years of 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990, and 2000, and have
been itemized on the basis of city size. The results are
presented in Table 3.15.

e
TABLE 3.15

ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD, 1970-2000
BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

AVERAGE PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD

TOTAL FOR ALL

ACTIVITY YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
1970 27.41 17.23 18.98 26.08
‘ 1975 36.52 22.14 25.07 33.40
Swimming 1980 47.17 27.87 32.56 43.16
1990 75.28 41.80 52.90 68.96
2000 110.14 62,39 79.75 101.33
1970 14.08 6.24 6.32 12.14
1975 17.72 6.18 6.28 14.97
Child’s Play 1980 22.00 6.14 6.24 18.31
1990 32.20 6.05 €.18 26.41
2000 43.99 5.97 6.09 35.60
1970 2.78 294 23 2.82
) 1978 3.19 3.94 342 3.25
Baseball /Softball 1980 3.569 3.97 3.98 3.68
1990 441 5.05 5.18 4.87
2000 5.22 6.29 6.37 6.47
1970 6.72 4.67 3.63 5.34
1975 5.66 4.84 3.74 5.34
Picnicking 1980 5.66 5.01 3.86 5.38
1990 5.61 5.37 4.11 543"
2000 5.64 5.76 4.40 5.63
1970 143 67 .60 1.24
1975 1.42 .69 .68 1.23
Football /Soccer 1980 1.4 68 .57 1.23
1990 1.39 67 .56 1.22
2000 1.38 66 .54 1.21



TABLE 3.15 (Continued)

AVERAGE PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD

TOTAL FOR ALL

AVERAGE PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD

TOTAL FOR ALL

ACTIVITY YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS ACTIVITY YEAR METROS CITIES TOWNS URBAN AREAS
1970 392 2.11 1.64 341 1970 .88 .87 1.34 .93
1975 4,98 2.70 2.16 ‘437 1975 1.60 1.36 1.84 1.59
Golf 1980 6.16 3.38 2.77 5.44 Freshwater Boating 1980 2.31 1.81 2.33 2.25
1990 8.96 4.86 4.27 7.99 1990 3.74 2.82 3.29 3.58
2000 12.07 6.90 6.02 10.84- 2000 5.17 3.79 4.29 4.91
1970 6.06 1.35 72 482 1970 84 1.98 .86 .03
1975 9.21 1.50 .79 . 7.28 1975 24 1.99 .83 .03
Tennis 1980 11.49 1.68 .85 9.1 Saltwater Boating 1980 .84 2.00 .85 94
1990 16.07 2.20 1.06 12.88 1990 84 2.00 .86 .94
2000 21.46 3.06 143 17.24 2000 .84 2.00 .85 95
1970 1.60 .80 .83 141 1970 42 42 42 42
1975 2.59 1.59 1.14 2.30 1975 62 62 . 64 62
Basketball 1980 3.57 2.41 1.49 3.20 Freshwater Skiing 1980 .82 .82 82 .82
1990 5.52 4.06 2.30 5.02 1990 1.81 1.22 1.62 1.22
2000 ‘753 5.74 2.69 6.83 2000 1.81 1.62 1.62 1.62
1970 18.21 13.71 1367 17.09 1970 .05 .05 .03 .04
1975 23.09 18.35 17.86 21.90 1975 .04 .04 .05 .04
Walking 1980 20.20 22.39 21.45 27.51 Saltwater Skiing 1980 04 04 .05 .04
1990 39.89 30.41 29.82 37.73 1990 04 04 -04 .04
2000 . 50.31 37.81 37.95 47.56 12000 .04 04 .05 .04
1970 20.30 15.45 14.08 18.94 1970 33 1.45 + A0
1975 32.77 24,62 21.18 30.44 + 1975 45 1.40. + .51
Bicycling 1980 45,25 33.86 28.95 42.08 Surfing 1980 .54 1.32 + .58
1990 68.44 52.85 44.36 64.12 1990 64 1.14 + .66
2000 95.49 73.79 59.81 £9.31 2000 .66 .96 + .66
1970 72 22 .39 682 1970 225 2.09 2.60 227
1975 167 41 61 1.39 1975 234 2.50 292 242
Nature Study 1980 2.64 .60 .85 219 Sightseeing 1980 2.60 2,84 3.07 2.61
1990 4.63 .97 145 3.87 1990 2.70 3.89 3.52 2.93
-2000 6.70 1.45 2,16 5.61 2000 3.0 5.43 4.24 3.42
1970 1.80 1.51 2.81 1.88 1970 13.38 30.63 32.56 17.89
1975 1.88 1.73 3.08 2.00 1975 13.52 31.94 33.50 18.10
Freshwater Fishing 1980 1.97 1.94 3.36 2.11 Driving for Pleasure 1980 13.67 33.21 3435 18.35
1990 2.13 2.39 3.89 2.34 1990 13.86 35.11 35,70 18.63
2000 2.30 2.83 4.45 2.68 2000 14.10 37.02 37.21 19.18
1970 1.81 2.94 .29 1.83
1975 1.79 3.34 .62 1.86 '
Saltwater Fishing 1980 1.78 3.74 99 1.91 Note: + Surfing participation figures apply to metros and cities in Region 28, the
1990 1.77 4.54 1.76 202 only region in the state having urban areas where resident surfing
2000 1.78 5.33 2.55 215 participation was recorded.
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RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD
FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

As indicated in Table 3.16, the statewide average
annual days of resident participation per urban
household was projected to be 117 days in 1970. This
was projected to increase to 152 days in 1975, to 188
days in 1980, to 268 days in 1990, and to 359 days
by the year 2000. It should be noted that while the
average number of participation days was expected to
increase substantially for the next several decades, the
rate of increase was projected to decline. Thus, by
1980, average annual participation per household was
expected to be 61% higher than in 1970; by 1990,
43% higher than in 1980; and by the year 2000, 34%
higher than in 1990. Although this suggests that at
some future date, household participation rates may

stabilize; nevertheless, within the foreseeable future,

participation rates are expected to continue to

increase.

This rapid increase in resident participation per
household also is shown clearly in Table 3.17 which
itemizes the increase by activity. For all urban areas
combined, nearly all activities were expected to show
an increase in participation per household from 1970
through the year 2000. For- football/soccer and
saltwater skiing, participation rates were expected to
remain relatively stable, or perhaps show a very slight
decline. Generally, activities for which participation
per household was expected to increase the fastest
were those which are associated with the
contemporary trend toward environmental awareness,
such as nature study and bicycling, and activities for
which participation requires some degree of skill,

mere leisure time, and/or a larger dispoéable income,
such as freshwater boating and skiing.

Table 3.18 shows the rank order of the twenty
activities on the basis of participation per household,
for 1970, 1980, and 2000. For all urban areas
combined, swimming had the highest rate in 1970,
and projections indicate that it will continue to have
the highest rate through the duration of the planning
period. On a per household basis, bicycling was
second, and driving for pleasure was third, in 1970.
The rankings in Table 3.18 suggest that some of the
more traditional activities such as picnicking,
sightseeing, and driving for pleasure were expected to
decline in significance relative to other activities,
while golf, basketball, nature study, and freshwater
boating were among. ‘the activities expected to

increase in relative significance.

TABLE 3.16

PROJECTIONS CURRENT AND FUTURE RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD, .
1970-2000, BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

METROS CITIES TOWNS TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual Average Annual
Number of Days of Number of Days of Number of Davs of Number of Days of
Households Participation Households Participation Households Participation Households Participation
{Million) Per Household {Million) Per Household {Million} Per Household {Million) Per Households

1970 2.0 122 4 102 3 104 2.7 117

1975 23 160 4 126 3 125 3.1 162

1980 2.6 200 4 150 4 148 3.4 188

1990 3.2 287 .5 201 4 200 4.1 268

2000 3.8 387 .6 268 .5 259 28 359

Source: Adepted from Table 3.15.
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TABLE 3.17

PERCENT CHANGE IN ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD,
1970-1980 AND 1980-2000, BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS

TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS'

METROS CITIES TOWNS
Activity 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 1980-2000 1970-1980 . 1980-2000
Swimming 72 134 62 124 72 145 72 1356
Child’s Play 56 100 -2 -3 -1 -2 51 94
Baseball /Softball 29 45 35 58 37 60 30 49
Picnicking -1 0 7 15 6 14 1 3
Football/Soccer -1 -2 1 -3 -5 -5 -1 -2
Golf 57 96 60 104 69 117 60 99
Tennis - ' 90 87 24 82 18 68 89 89
Basketball 123 111 201 138 80 81 127 113
Walking 60 72 63 69 57 77 61 73
Bicycling 123 111 119 118 106 107 - 122 112
Nature Study 267 154 173 142 . 118 154 253 156
Freshwater Fishing 9 17 28 456 20 32 12 22
Saltwater Fishing -2 0 27 43 - 241 159 4 13
Freshwater Boating 163 124 108 109 74 83 142 118
Saltwater Boating 0 0 1 0 -1 0 1 1
Freshwater Skiing 95 121 96 - 98 95 98 95 98
Saltwater Skiing -20 0 -20 o] 67 0 [v] 0
Surfing ) 64 22 -9 -27 + + 45 14
Sightseeing 11 20 36 o 18 38 15 31
Driving for pleasure 2 3 8 11 5 8 3 5

‘Source: Adapted from Table 3.15.

Note: +Surfing participation figures apply to metros and cities in Region 28, the only region in the state having urban areas
where resident surfing participation was recorded.

RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD
BY CITY SIZE

An analysis of Table 3.16 shows rather significant
differences in projected household participation rates
for the three city sizes. 1t has been estimated that in
1970, household rates averaged 122 days in
metropolitan areas, 102 days in cities, and 104 days
in towns. Household rates are expected to increase
substantially for all three city sizes during the next
several decades. Projections indicate a 217% increase
in the average number of participation days per

household for the metfopolitan areas from 1970 to
2000. This compares with a 163% increase for cities
and a 149% increase for the towns. When these
increases in household participation rates are
combined with increases in the number of households
(Table 3.16), the result amounts to very substantial
increases in the total number of participation days.

These increases in household participation are shown
by activity in Table 3.17. For the metropolitan areas,
the activities of nature study, freshwater boating,
basketball, bicycling, and swimming are expected to

show the largest increases in household participation
rates over the next several years. For cities, the largest
increases are expected to be in the activities of
basketball, nature study, bicycling, freshwater
boating, and freshwater skiing. For towns, the
increases are expected to be largest for saltwater
fishing, nature study, swimming, bicycling, and golf.

Table 3.18 compares the three city-size categories in
terms of frequency of participation per household.
The activities of swimming, child’s play, walking,
bicycling, and driving for pleasure generally showed
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the highest participation rates for all three city sizes.
There was a tendency for driving for pleasure to rank
lower in the metropolitan-areas than in the cities or
towns. The trend over the next several years is
expected to be toward decreasing emphasis in some
of the traditional activities such as driving for
BEsvﬁre,Wsiéhtseeing, picnicking, and football/soccer,
with increasing emphasis in activities such as nature
study, freshwater boating, golf, and tennis.

TABLE 3.18

RANK ORDER OF ANNUAL DAYS OF URBAN RESIDENT PARTICIPATION PER HOUSEHOLD
1970, 1980, 2000, BY CITY-SIZE CATEGORY, TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS"

METRQS CITIES TOWNS TOTAL FOR ALL URBAN AREAS
Activity 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000 1970 1980 2000
Swimming 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Child’s Play 4 4 4 5 5 7 5 5 6 5 5 4
Baseball /Softball 9 1 1 7 7 6 7 6 5 9 9 11
Picnicking 7 8 10 6 6 8 6 7 9 © 8 10
Football/Soccer 14 16 17 17 18 19 15 18 18 14 16 17
Golf 8 7 7 9 9 5 10 10 7 8 7 7
Tennis 6 6 5 14 15 13 14 14 16 7 6 6
Basketball- 13 10 8 16 11 9 13 12 12 13 10 8
Walking 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3
Bicycling 2 2 2 3 1 1 3 3 2 2 2 2
Nature Study 17 " 9 19 19 17 17 14 14 17 13 9
Freshwater Fishing 12 14 14 12 13 14 8 3 8 " 14 14
Saltwater Fishing 11 15 16 7 8 1 18 13 13 12 15 15
Freshwater Boating 15 13 12 15 14 12 11 1 10 15 12 12
Saltwater Boating 16 17 18 1 12 15 12 14 17 15 17 138
Freshwater Skiing 18 18 16 18 17 16 16 17 15 18 18 16
Saltwater Skiing 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 20 20 20
Surfing 19 19 19 13 16 18 + + + 19 19 19
Sightseeing 10 12 13 10 10 10 9 9 1 10 11 13
Driving for Pleasure 5 <] 5] 1 2 4 1 1 4 3 4 5

Source: Adapted from Table 3.15.

Note: + Surfing participation figures apply to metros and cities in- Region 28, the only region in the state having urban areas
where resident surfing participation was recorded.
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INTRODUCTION

- Chapter &

’ ‘*;, The Texas outdoor recreation planning process
' comprises many major steps or phases for analyzing
recreation problems and defining objectives in the
Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan (TORP). The two
previous chapters, explaining significant steps in the
analysis of supply and demand for urban recreation,
present a perspective on urban recreational
opportunities available in Texas’ metropolitan areas,
cities, and towns, and an overview of current and
future demands for urban recreational oppoftunities
generated by urban residents and visitors to urban
areas. This chapter describes the results of comparing
supply and demand to estimate resource requirements
for each projection year to the year 2000. The
presentation of wurban recreation resource
requirernents in this volume of the TORP is an
important step in the planning process because
decision-makers and planners of all types at all levels
may use these estimates as quantitative justifications
to provide additional parks and recreation
developments required 1o meet urban recreation
needs.

B URBAN QUTDOOR RECREATION RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS (i

‘ 4

L&

In presenting developed recreational land and
freshwater requirements, and facility requirements,
the first two major sections of the chapter, the
general approach is to discuss statewide requirements
initially and then break them down into compaonents
applicable to the major city-size categories: all
‘metropolitan areas combined, all cities combined, and
all towns combined. Data comparing regional .
requirements by city size is presented in Appendix D.

The final two major sections of this chapter, titled
“Selected Additional Recreational Facility
Requirements” and “Suggested Recreational
Resource Requirements for Small Communities,”
respéctiveiy, are provided to more completely assess
urban resource requirements. Resource requirement
- data in these two sections are presented separately

3|
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because the methodology utilized to calculate the

data is much more generalized, due to limitations of.

available data, than the methodology used in the
more detailed analyses of land, water, and facility
requirements presented in the first two sections.
Although treated differently, the nature of the data
in these two latter sections should assist local
planners in making a more complete analysis of the
resource requirements for their area.

The first of these sections presents data for metros,
cities, towns, and total urban areas combined for
archery, sport shooting, horseback riding, attending

rodeos, visiting zoos, and visiting cultural centers. The -

final major section in this chapter provides suggested
resource requirements for those communities with
populations numbering from 201 to 2,499 persons
called “small communities’”” in the TORP. Average
participation rates for selected recreational activities
projected to the year 1980 for an urban area with a
population of 2,500, and statewide urban facility
standards served as the basis for determining
suggested resource small
communities.

requirements for
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Responses to the Texas Outdoor Recreation Urban
Planner’s .Survey, compieted February 1972, are used
in a limited manner in this chapter to provide a
certain measure of TORP data support and additional
enhancement of the urban recreation overview, while
emphasizing the importance of providing the required
recreational resources estimated in. the TORP.
Indicating local planners’ opinions and informed
judgements