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Exhibit 1 defines acronyms and terms referenced throughout the report.

Exhibit 1: Acronyms and Definitions

ACS American Community Survey

CBO Community Based Organizations

CEO Chief Executive Office

CHIS California Health Interview Survey

CTG Community Transformation Grant

DALYs Disability adjusted life years

DCFS Department of Children and Family Services

DD Difference in Differences (DD) is a method of estimateing impact of a
program. Using this method, the change in crime rates inPAD parks before
and after PAD implementation are compared to the difference in crime
rates in comparison parks in the same time periods. If the rate of crime had
declined more in PAD parks that comparison parks, the DD analyses
indicates PAD had led to reduction in crime, all else being equal.

DPH Department of Public Health

DPO Deputy Probation Officer

DPR Department of Parks and Recreation

EHI Economic Hardship Index (EHI) is a combination of six indicators including
poverty, unemployment, crowded housing, dependency, per capita income,
and low educational attainment.

FPL Federal Poverty Level

GVRI Gang Violence Reduction Initiative

In-home case (DCFS)

Indicates that the DCFS has deemed that the home of the
parents/caregivers is suitable for children to continue to reside, and the
family is being served by a DCFS social worker.

ITHIM Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model; was originally developed to
assess the impact of different modes of transportation such as walking and
bicycling on years of life lost (YLL), years living with disability (YLD), and
disability adjusted life years (DALYs) for a number of chronic conditions.

JJCPA Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JICPA)

LAPD Los Angeles Police Department

LASD Los Angeles Sheriff's Department. The Parks Bureau was established in 2010
to provide security for County parks. Deputies are assigned at PAD to
provide safety patrol and engage with community.

METs Metabolic equivalents of task; a measure of intensity of exercise based on
oxygen consumption.

ocCP Los Angeles County Office of Child Protection was established in 2015 and

has been involved with helping find funding for PAD.

Out-of-home case
(DCFS)

Indicates that the DCFS has deemed that the home of the
parents/caregivers is unsuitable, and children have been placed in another
setting, including foster parents or group homes.

PAD

Parks After Dark

PAD Group One

The three original PAD parks that started in 2010, including Pamela,
Roosevelt, and Ted Watkins Parks.
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PAD Group Two The three PAD parks that started in 2012, including City Terrace, Loma Alta,
and Jesse Owens Parks.
PAD Group Three The three PAD parks that started in 2015, including Basset, Salazar, and San

Angelo Parks.

PAD Group Four

The 12 PAD parks that started in 2016, including Adventure, Allen Martin,
Athens, Belvedere, Bethune, East Rancho Dominguez, El Cariso, Helen
Keller, Mayberry, Obregon, Stephen Sorensen, and Val Verde Parks.

Part | crimes

Part | crimes are serious and violent crimes that include homicide,
aggravated assault, rape, larceny theft, robbery, grand theft auto and arson.

Part Il crimes

Part Il crimes include non-violent and low-level offenses such as narcotics,
disorderly conduct, non-aggravated assaults, vandalism, among others.

PEP Probation Enrichment Program

RDs Reporting Districts— unit of geography used by law enforcement agencies
to report crimes. RDs surrounding parks were used to assess crime.

SDs Supervisorial Districts— Los Angeles County is divided into five Supervisorial
Districts.

SNL Summer Night Lights— Program Operated by the City of Los Angeles; Long
Beach and Pasadena have similar programs.

SPAs Service Planning Areas (SPAs)

SSP Safe Summer Parks model for programs designed to reduce youth violence

in high risk and high needs communities.

Substantiated referral

Indicates that DCFS has determined that there is credible evidence ofchild

(DCFS) abuse or neglect.

UCLA UCLA Center for Health Policy Research
YLD Years living with disability

YLL Years of life lost
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Executive Summary

Parks After Dark (PAD) is a Los Angeles County (County) program that began in 2010 as the
prevention strategy of the County’s Gang Violence Reduction Initiative, and evolved into a key
County strategy to promote health, safety, equity, and community well-being that has been
adopted into the strategic plans of several County departments and initiatives. Led by the
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), PAD is a collaboration of multiple County
departments as well as community agencies, including the Sheriff’s Department (LASD),
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Probation Department, with strategic support from the
Chief Executive Office (CEO) and Office of Child Protection (OCP). The Probation Department
became a key partner in 2016, providing the majority of the funding to expand PAD throughout
the County. The Department saw PAD as an opportunity to invest in community based
strategies that provide access to free recreation and resources for youth and adults, helping to
build resilient communities and prevent youth from becoming involved in the criminal justice
system. PAD keeps parks open late during summer weekend evenings at parks in
unincorporated communities of Los Angeles County, and offers a variety of free activities for
people of all ages. PAD includes recreational activities (e.g. sports clinics, exercise classes,
walking clubs), entertainment (e.g. concerts, movies, talent shows), arts and educational
programs (e.g. arts and crafts, computer classes, cultural programs), teen clubs and activities,
and health and social service resource fairs. Deputy Sheriffs patrol the parks to ensure safety
during PAD and participate in activities with community members.

While PAD began as a summer strategy, there is significant interest and evidence to support
expanding this model into a strategy that utilizes parks year-round to provide prevention and
intervention services to high need communities. Proponents see the potential of PAD to
transform park space into community centers and a hub for services to meet the priorities of
various County departments and initiatives. The program started in 2010 in three parks and was
subsequently expanded in 2012 to six parks, in 2015 to nine parks, and in 2016 was
implemented at 21 parks throughout Los Angeles County.

UCLA Center for Health Policy Research (UCLA) has evaluated the process and outcomes of
PAD. The evaluation questions are aligned with the following PAD goals:

1) Increase access to quality recreational programming and innovative services at County
parks in high need communities;

2) Increase collaboration among different stakeholders to provide innovative services at
County parks;

3) Decrease community violence and increased perception of safety;

4) Increase physical activity, and therefore decreased risk of chronic disease;
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5) Increase social cohesion and community well-being in the targeted communities; and

6) Cost savings.

Data for this evaluation included PAD participant surveys, LASD and Los Angeles Police
Department crime data, program implementation data from DPR, service and outcome data
from other Los Angeles County Departments, Census data, photos and stories provided by park
staff and PAD participants, a youth PhotoVoice project, observations from UCLA site visits, and
key informant surveys and interviews.

Throughout this report, outcomes and trends for PAD parks are examined according to the year
PAD started at each park, as indicated below. Outcomes and trends are analyzed from each
park’s baseline year, the year before it started PAD, to 2016. In addition, a number of parks
with similar characteristics were selected as comparison parks for assessment of PAD impact on
crime and assessment of need in PAD communities. Exhibit 2 outlines the individual parks
included in each group for analysis.

Exhibit 2: PAD Parks by Group and Crime and Well-being Comparison Parks

PAD Park Group PAD Start Year | Parks Included

PAD Group One (3 parks) 2010 | Pamela, Roosevelt, and Ted Watkins Park

PAD Group Two (3 parks) 2012 | City Terrace, Jesse Owens, and Loma Alta Park
PAD Group Three (3 parks) 2015 | Basset, Salazar, and San Angelo Park

PAD Group Four (12 parks) 2016 | Adventure, Allen Martin, Athens, Belvedere,

Bethune, East Rancho Dominguez, El Cariso, Helen
Keller, Mayberry, Obregon, Stephen Sorensen, and
Val Verde Park

Crime Comparison Parks -- | Alondra Community, Amigo, Atlantic Avenue, Charles
White, Del Aire, El Parque Nuestro, Enterprise, Jackie
Robinson, Ladera, La Mirada Community Regional,
Lennox, Mona, and Saybrook Park

Need Assessment Comparison Parks -- | Amigo, Atlantic Avenue, Enterprise, Jackie Robinson,
Ladera, Lennox, Mona, and Saybrook Park
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Findings

PAD Communities

Census data show higher proportion of low income (23% vs. 18%) and unemployed (13% vs.
10%) populations in PAD zip codes than in Los Angeles County, on average. PAD zip codes also
had higher proportion of children ages 0-17 (28% vs. 23%) and Latinos (73% vs. 48%).

PAD was designed to be implemented in communities with higher rates of violence, economic
hardship, and obesity prevalence. Thus, PAD parks have higher levels of need across these areas
than Los Angeles County. In 2015, the most common Part | crimes in PAD communities included
larceny theft, grand theft auto, and burglary. The most common Part Il crimes in PAD
communities included narcotics, vandalism, and non-aggravated assault. On average, the rates
for these Part | and Il crime types were higher in PAD park communities than Los Angeles
County.

Increased Access to Programs and Services at PAD

Overall, PAD achieved its goal of increasing access to free recreational programming to
residents of PAD zip codes and many others living in greater Los Angeles County. PAD provided
a mix of entertainment, physical activity programming, and health and social services that
attracted families and youth. Participant and key informant feedback on various aspects of PAD
was highly positive, indicating the need for PAD programming in these low resource
communities.

PAD Attendance

Attendance at PAD during the summer of 2016 was estimated by DPR to roughly include over
178,000 visits by Los Angeles County residents at the 21 parks, roughly 17% of the population of
PAD park zip codes. There were an estimated 8,500 total visits weekly across all PAD parks and
the most frequently attended events were entertainment, followed by physical activity. PAD
attendance was higher in immediate areas surrounding PAD parks, but PAD reached the great
majority of County zip codes.

PAD participant survey data reflected that attendees had similar characteristics as the
surrounding community. Most PAD attendees in 2016 were ages 22 and older (66%), female
(66%), Latino (71%), had incomes less than $20,000 (52%), and were insured (75%). 24% of
participants were age 16 and younger and 9% were age 17-21. Survey data from the oldest PAD
parks showed that female participation increased more than males, while youth participation
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declined for PAD Group One and increased for PAD Group Two by 2016. PAD surveys were

anonymous and some respondent may have complete the surveys more than once.
Outreach

The great majority of PAD participants attended PAD parks daily (47%) or weekly (40%)
throughout the year. Most individuals learned about PAD because they lived in the area or
were walking by (47%), but many participants learned through word of mouth (26%) or PAD
flyers (21%). Many attended PAD for multiple years, including participants at Pamela and
Roosevelt Parks, at which 23% and 10% attended every year since PAD started in 2010,
respectively. PAD also attracted attendees who did not use the park routinely. To understand
long-term trends in PAD outreach methods, survey data for the oldest PAD park groups were
examined. PAD outreach changed from 2010 to 2016, with an increase in the number of
participants who heard about PAD through word of mouth, walking by, or the internet.
Participants suggested more advertising and a stronger community and online presence. PAD
park staff indicated having used advertising and distribution of promotional items for outreach;
providing these materials during PAD and in the community. The staff expressed interest in
more social media outreach and guidance on the most effective methods.

Programming

PAD programming was diverse and included arts/entertainment, physical activity and sports,
teen clubs and activities, personal development/health services, and a community resource
fair. Participants rated arts and entertainment programs as their favorite activity (27%),
followed by physical activity (9%). Participants also recommended more exercise classes and
food options, but most frequently asked for movie night, concerts, soccer, and swimming as
recommended activities. PAD provided volunteer and youth employment opportunities for 587
individuals in 2016. However, key informants discussed several limitations of using volunteers.
It is critical to address barriers and limitations to adequately staff for PAD, particularly when
considering expansion. Ten PAD parks had year-round teen clubs, which provided teen
programs during PAD. Additionally, Probation provides year-round youth development
programs at five PAD parks, and provided outreach and services at PAD during the summer.

Participant Satisfaction

PAD participant satisfaction was high with 67% to 70% giving the program activities, hours of
availability, and park facilities an “A” and 94% reporting they would attend PAD again and
recommend it to a friend. Many had highly positive feedback such as: “Parks After Dark is the
most empowering cultural/artistic educational event in the community to bring peace and
understanding as neighbors across neighborhoods.” and “The current program is very good. We
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needed something like this for low income people. It helps a lot because we can’t afford to take

them to places that charge. Thank you for remembering us and we hope that you please
continue to offer the program.” Teen clubs that participated in the PhotoVoice project
confirmed the benefits of parks to include sports and entertainment opportunities and
improved community cohesion. Key informants also confirmed positive community impacts
that included stronger family engagement and participation.

Recommendations

Recommendations from key informants and participant surveys for increased access to PAD
included the following:

e Develop outreach strategies and programs tailored to boys and men to increase
participation in PAD.

e Increase outreach methods, including promoting at schools and through social media to
increase attendance at parks and engage a diverse group of community members.

e Improve park safety, facilities, and equipment.

e Address staffing challenges by developing a strategy to streamline and increase
volunteer and employment opportunities at the parks.

e Improve planning for PAD by engaging more community members and local
organizations in the PAD planning process.

e |dentify a sustainable funding source for PAD and expand PAD to more parks or more
times throughout the year.

Increased Collaboration

PAD is led by DPR, in collaboration with LASD, Probation, and DPH, with strategic support from
OCP and CEO. To assess PAD’s impact on increased collaboration, key informant surveys and
interviews were conducted with staff from DPR and partner organizations. Key informants from
these organizations rated the level of PAD’s cross-sector collaboration very high. Department
staff that collaborated closely to implement PAD in the field, particularly DPR and LASD, gave
the highest collaboration scores. Directors and senior administrators more often rated high
levels of collaboration with all sectors. In general, key informants from DPR, LASD, Probation,
DPH, OCP, and CEO highly rated PAD cross-sector collaboration (a score of 3.0 to 3.7 out of 4).

DPR Staff on Collaboration

Key informants from DPR, the lead department in PAD implementation, discussed how PAD
facilitated cross-sector collaboration: “PAD brought County Departments and community
groups together to serve our patrons.” DPR staff reflected on how PAD is different from other
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programs: “PAD provides programs to our communities that may not otherwise be possible due

to funding and supplies. This program truly makes a difference in the communities we service.”
and “We were able to offer programing that we may not have been able to provide otherwise.”
They also noted that PAD improved well-being, “bringing families together as a whole, was
pretty neat to see” and PAD “brought the community together.”

PAD Partners on Collaboration

LASD key informants pointed out their participation in PAD helped improve perceptions of
Deputy Sheriffs in the community: “We are generally seen as more approachable.” PAD
provided opportunities for Deputies to interact with community in a positive way: “Without
PAD, Deputies would not get out of their patrol cars or communicate and interact with the kids
or community members in the same manner.”

Deputy Probation Officers identified PAD as an investment in prevention: “PAD allows our
department to find more ways to reach out to the community. We can identify at-risk
populations and provide services in a safe place with the hope of keeping young people from
becoming more involved in the criminal justice system.” Probation also discussed their funding
contributions to PAD and willingness to expand their services at PAD parks. Probation staff also
discussed how the park setting changes the dynamic of how they interact with the community:
“When you are at the park, you are totally in their environment.”; “That’s what saved me,
getting involved in sports and different things at the parks. It’s the same for them. | can relate

and identify.”; “A lot of people are kind of hesitant to associate with law enforcement... | kind of
turn it around and let them see the positive side... We’re here to help you.”

DPH leadership described its role in PAD to be an early and long-term advocate and an
informant pointed out that PAD presents an opportunity for creative programming to address
health and equity in high need communities. DPH noted: “Providing variety of physical activity
options to the community has been wonderful... the community members really enjoyed going
out and experiencing different ways to be physically active. Even if it was walking on the
walking trail with your kids and talking. That is a plus in so many ways.” DPH helped to develop
the evidence base for PAD: “As the evidence base developed, DPH increasingly promoted PAD
as a promising practice to address violence and chronic disease, helping to identify funding to
sustain and expand PAD, and involve more partners in PAD.” DPH key informants also discussed
the untapped potential of PAD to impact other aspects of public health and equity.
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Cross-sector Collaboration

The resource fair was another example of successful cross-sector collaboration, which provided
a venue for multiple County departments and community organizations to provide an array of
health and social services to community members. Service providers agreed PAD improved the
accessibility of services to their target populations and noted the positive response from PAD
participants. One survey provider noted, “It is an innovative way to reach out to the public that
would otherwise be intimidated to walk into an office.” In the key informant survey, County
departments overwhelmingly agreed PAD increased the likelihood their agencies would use
parks for outreach or services. In interviews and focus groups, key informants said PAD helped
build better relationships with other departments and the community, as they gained a
stronger understanding of community needs.

Comments reflected the high level of collaboration: “We learned what each department was
capable of providing, and how each provided their services. We then figured out ways how to
tie everything together to provide these services to the community.” Informants noted that
cross-sector collaboration has sustained PAD: “the County family has helped to sustain PAD”, as
well as community support: “great support from the general public” and dedication of staff:
“the staff's dedication and passion for their community.”

Recommendations
Key informant recommendations for improved collaboration included the following:

e Improve communication and coordination of PAD within sectors through a coordinator.

e Convene leadership of key departments to strategically align resources and plan
programming for PAD each year, including DPR, LASD, DPH, Probation, and other
partners.

e Increase collaboration with local community organizations through involvement in park
stakeholder planning meetings.

e Coordinate with County initiatives to align resources to address multiple needs of
communities through PAD.

e |dentify opportunities to use the park as a hub for system navigation to link at-risk youth
and families to needed services.

Decreased Community Violence and Increased Perceptions of Safety

To assess the potential impact of PAD on community violence, crime rates were analyzed, as
well as perception of safety and law enforcement from participant satisfaction surveys and key
informant interviews. PAD was designed to take place in parks in high crime areas and analyses
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of Part | and Part Il crime rates confirmed these rates were higher in PAD parks than in Los

Angeles County reporting districts (RDs) overall. Part | crimes include serious and violent crimes
(i.e. homicide, aggravated assaults, rapes, and robberies) and Part Il crimes include less violent
and lower-level offenses (i.e. narcotics, disorderly conduct, and vandalism). Crime rates were
analyzed using the number of crimes in the park RD and the RD immediately surrounding each
park, along with Census block-level population estimates. Unless otherwise specified, analyses
focus on the common period of PAD operation during the summer, or the shared time period
between the first day of PAD and the last day of PAD, at each park each year. As PAD schedules
varied by park and by year, daily crime rates were used to enable accurate comparisons.

Findings indicated either a reduction in crime rates or a dampening effect on crime and an
estimated avoidance of 81 Part | crimes and 91 Part Il crimes between 2010 and 2016. No
change in crime severity in this time period was observed but some types of Part | crimes
declined. Higher overall number of Part Il crimes in spring and summer months and around the
holidays point out PAD expansion opportunities. The consistency in participant and key
informant reports that PAD had an additional positive impact on feelings of safety in parks
pointed out other tangible benefits of PAD. The following data highlight the underlying
variations in crime rates between PAD and crime comparison parks.

PAD Park Crime Rate Trends

Crime rate trends were examined for each group of PAD parks, looking at each group’s baseline
year (the year before PAD started) to 2016. Among PAD Group One, both Part | and Part Il
crime rates declined from 2011 to 2016, additionally Part Il crime rates decreased among PAD
Group One from their baseline year of 2009 to 2016. Among the other park groups, crime
trends were similar to LASD overall, which increased. In LASD reporting districts overall, Part |
crime rates increased 9% from 2009 to 2016; while Part Il crime rates decreased 11% during
this timeframe.

Crime Rates in PAD Parks and Crime Comparison Parks

To accurately assess the impact of PAD on crime rates, changes in crime rate before and after
PAD implementation were compared to changes in crime comparison parks in the same time
period (Difference in Differences methodology). This analysis helps assess whether crime trends
in PAD parks were similar or different to what we would expect to see in comparison parks
(predicted crime rates). A greater reduction in PAD parks would indicate the marginal impact of
PAD in reducing crime. Crime comparison parks were identified using statistical modeling that
had similar levels of violence at baseline, and adequate facilities to host a program like PAD.
The DD analyses showed mixed results among PAD Groups.
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e PAD Group One (2010 start: Pamela, Roosevelt, and Ted Watkins Parks)
O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have prevented a greater rise in Part | crimes during PAD

operation in PAD parks.
O Partll crime rates: PAD may have contributed to a faster decline in Part Il crime rate

during PAD operation in PAD parks.
e PAD Group Two (2012 start: City Terrace, Jesse Owens, and Loma Alta Parks)
0 Part | crime rates: PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes in PAD parks

during PAD operation.
O Partll crime rates: Trends in PAD and crime comparison parks were similar for Part Il

crimes, indicating no potential impact.
e PAD Group Three (2015 start: Basset, Salazar, and San Angelo Parks)
O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes.

0 Part Il crime rates: PAD did not have a similar impact on Part Il crimes; PAD parks

showed a significant increase, while comparison parks experienced a significant
decline during PAD operation.

e PAD Group Four (2016 start: Adventure, Allen Martin, Athens, Belvedere, Bethune, East
Rancho Dominguez, El Cariso, Helen Keller, Mayberry, Obregon, Stephen Sorensen, and Val
Verde Parks)

O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have contributed to a decline in Part | crime rates.

0 Part |l crime rates: PAD may have contributed to a decline in Part Il crime rates.

Cumulative Reduction in Part | and Part Il Crimes

The crime analysis indicated PAD had a potential impact on Part | crime rates since it began in
2010. The cumulative marginal reduction in Part | crimes in PAD parks (vs. comparison parks)
was 2.572 crimes per 1,000 population, with the greatest reductions in PAD Group Two. This
resulted in roughly 81 Part | crimes avoided during PAD operation from 2010 to 2016. In 2016,
there was a reduction of 2.181 crimes per 1,000 population, resulting in roughly 69 Part | crimes
avoided during PAD operation in 21 parks.

PAD may have had a greater impact on Part Il crime rates than Part | crime rates. The
cumulative marginal reduction in Part Il crimes in PAD parks (vs. comparison parks) was 2.874
crimes per 1,000 population, with the greatest reductions in PAD Group One. This resulted in
roughly 91 Part Il crimes avoided during PAD operation from 2010 to 2016. In 2016, there was a
reduction of 3.524 crimes per 1,000 population, resulting in roughly 111 Part Il crimes avoided
during PAD operation in 21 parks.
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Crime Severity Rates

Crime severity remained relatively flat for PAD and comparison parks. The ratio of Part | to total
crimes was used as a measure of crime severity and indicated some fluctuations but little
change from 2004 to 2016 in both PAD and crime comparison parks. Severity rates were
generally lower (fewer Part | crimes to total crimes) in PAD than in crime comparison parks and
LASD overall. Of Part | crimes in the 21 PAD parks during the PAD period from 2009 to 2016, the
number of cases of burglary (26%) and grand theft auto (23%) decreased most.

Crime Seasonality

Crime seasonality patterns were observed for PAD parks. The daily number of crimes during
2016 for PAD parks was examined to assess seasonality and showed Part Il crimes increased in
the spring and summer months, but no seasonal variation for Part | crimes. Examining monthly
crime rates after the end of PAD showed a slight decline in Part | crime rates among PAD parks
through September, but an increase among crime comparison parks. In contrast, Part Il crime
rates remained at a higher rate among PAD parks but declined among crime comparison parks.

Participant Perception of Safety

Perception of safety at PAD parks was high, particularly relative to perception of safety in
participant neighborhoods. Overall 97% felt safe attending PAD in 2016. The majority (55%) of
PAD participants reported feeling very safe at PAD parks but fewer (38%) reported feeling very
safe in their neighborhoods. Long-term trends among PAD Group One and PAD Group Two
showed consistently high levels of perception of safety from 2010 to 2016. Trends in
perceptions of safety within participants’ neighborhood in the same park groups increased in
the same time period.

Community Law Enforcement Relationships

Participants indicated that PAD helped improve relationships between community and law
enforcement. The majority agreed that the number of Deputy Sheriffs at PAD were just right
(74%) and that PAD improved the relationship of the community with the Deputies (95%).
Participants indicated that these perceptions were most frequently based on the presence of
Deputies (56%): “Seeing Sheriffs in the park makes me feel safe.” Having people (9%) and park
staff (8%) around also contributed to feelings of safety “People looking out for each other
here.” And “The crowd was calm and staff is alert.” General feedback to the Deputy Sheriffs
most often included gratitude (30%): “l am happy that they take care of us. Thank you for your
help.” and to increase the number of Deputies and have more of a constant presence at parks
(10%): “Sheriffs need to be around more than just when there is an event because men in back
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by handball court drink and smoke weed every day.” Participants also recommended Deputies

walk around more and interact with the community (7%): “More moving around the park...”
and “Everything is good, but if they could interact more with the kids.”

Key Informant Perception of Safety

Key informant comments confirmed the feelings of safety expressed by the community: “It
provides a safe environment for families to enjoy entertainment... with this program and the
Deputies dedicated to just this program, | know many more came out, because they felt safe...”
and “It fosters a bonding of Deputies to the community and the community to the Deputies;
they approach us more as a human and find that we are much like them.”

Recommendations

Recommendations for improved safety at PAD from key informants and PAD participants
include:

e Develop programs and strategies to ensure youth and families can travel safey to and
from the parks across gang neighborhoods.

e Encourage increased engagement of Deputy Sheriffs with the community at PAD (e.g.
interaction with youth, consistent assignment of same Deputies per park to build trust).

e Encourage increased presence of Deputy Sheriffs at parks throughout the year.

Increased Physical Activity and Reduced Burden of Chronic Disease

Analysis indicates that PAD provides important opportunities for physical activity with the
potential to reduce the burden of chronic disease in high need communities. Beginning in 2012,
PAD park selection criteria expanded to include community obesity prevalence in addition to
economic hardship and assault rates. Overall, PAD parks are in communities with higher obesity
prevalence than the rest of Los Angeles County.

Physical Activity Participation

Most PAD participants reported routine physical activity of at least 30 minutes independent of
PAD on three or more days a week (68%). These levels indicated 53% of adults and 14% of
youth participants met federal guidelines on recommended levels of activity. The majority of
participants (83%) participated in physical activity at PAD. Among participants who did not
meet the recommended level of physical activity, 84% participated in physical activity during
PAD. Walking club was the most popular type of physical activity program at PAD (35%),
followed by team sports (20%) and swimming (19%). To understand long-term trends in
physical activity participation, survey data from the oldest parks were examined, including PAD
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Group One and PAD Group Two. Physical activity participation was consistently high for PAD

Group Two, and increased somewhat for PAD Group One (76% to 84%).
Potential Impact on Chronic Disease

PAD has the potential to impact chronic disease if levels of physical activity offered during the
program are sustained throughout the year. The potential impact of PAD on disease burden
was calculated using a modified version of the Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model
(ITHIM), assuming 83% participated in PAD overall and 35% participated at least once per week.
The analyses indicated an overall decline of six years of life lost and six fewer years of disability
adjusted life years for the entire PAD population, mostly associated with reductions in stroke
and ischemic heart disease. Assuming that all 83% of attendees who participated in physical
activity at PAD participated every week, it would reduce the burden of disease by 16 fewer
years of life lost and disability adjusted life years, and avoid one premature death.

Recommendations
The ITHIM analyses led to the following recommendations:

e |dentify opportunities to link PAD participants to year-round physical activity to
maximize impact on chronic disease.

e Encourage more frequent participation in physical activity and increase diversity of
physical activity offerings at PAD.

e Encourage PAD park outreach to inform communities about availability of free physical
activity programming and opportunities.

Increased Social Cohesion and Community Well-being

To assess the potential impact of PAD on social cohesion and community well-being, a variety
of data were examined, including participant satisfaction surveys, key informant interviews, and
service and outcome data from County Departments and other sources. Indicators that were
examined include family bonding, social cohesion, and health and social service usage.
Additionally, the evaluation examined a variety of data related to community well-being,
including health, safety, economic, and youth and family service indicators. The purpose of this
analysis was to demonstrate PAD’s relevance to new sectors, by: 1) determining if PAD parks
had higher levels of need relative to Los Angeles County overall, and 2) identifying potential
PAD impact on these indicators that can be explored in future analysis. While the most recent
year of data available are a few years past for many data sources, these indicators highlighted
the relative need of PAD communities, that can be further examined as new years of data
become available.
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These analyses indicated that rates of self-reported social cohesion and family bonding were

high among PAD participants. Furthermore, participants frequently identified the need for
additional services such as mental health and employment. Well-being indicators for PAD
communities showed high level of need for services that address poorer health, lower socio-
economic status, higher crime and its consequences, and services that may prevent crime
among youth. A similar need was identified in well-being comparison parks.

Family Bonding and Social Cohesion

PAD provided opportunities for family members and neighbors to spend quality time and
develop positive relationships. PAD participants reported high levels of attendance with
children and youth under age 18 (88%). 31% reported attending with children ages 0-5, 57%
with children ages 6-12, and 23% with children ages 13-18. Additionally, 97% of participants
indicated that PAD increased opportunities to spend quality time with family: “These programs
are more family oriented and they unite families.” PAD provides opportunities for families in
underserved communities, “Free activities enable families the opportunity to participate and
benefit underserved children. More programs are needed year round.” 84% of participants
indicated that they live in a close knit and unified community, while 95% of participants
conveyed that PAD helps improve relationships with neighbors: “It’s great for the community.
Helps us know each other.”

PAD Participant Service Usage and Needs

PAD provides access to participants who use, and need, a variety of services. Many PAD
attendees mentioned using mental health (19%), substance use (14%), family support (19%),
employment and housing (18%), and financial services (26%). A smaller but notable proportion
noted needing these services. 74% of attendees had a primary care physician and 75% had
health insurance.

Health Indicators of Well-being

Overall, health indicators of well-being showed that PAD park communities had higher levels of
need than well-being comparison parks or Los Angeles County. There was an equally high rate
of obesity in PAD and well-being comparison parks (35% and 36%) compared to the Los Angeles
County rate of (26%) in 2014 and similar rates for all groups in level of routine physical activity.
Indicators of non-fatal coronary health disease hospitalizations declined from 2009 to 2014 for
all three groups but the rate of decline was similar. Non-fatal stroke hospitalizations rates
declined also from 2009 to 2014 but at a similar rate. Indicators of coronary heart disease and
stroke mortality were slightly higher for PAD parks than the other two groups from 2009 to
2013 but no statistical differences in rates of change were observed.
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About 9% of adults in Los Angeles County and PAD and well-being comparison park

communities reported psychological distress. The rates of outpatient mental health service use
was higher in PAD and comparison parks than Los Angeles County, and PAD park inpatient
mental health service use was higher than the other two groups, although there were no
significant differences in trends over time between the three groups.

Safety Indicators of Well-being

Overall, both PAD and comparison parks had higher safety needs than Los Angeles County.
Safety indicators of well-being showed a higher monthly rate of adult arrests in PAD and well-
being comparison parks than in Los Angeles County, a decline in all three groups, though
statistically similar, from 2009 to 2015 in their respective zip codes. The emergency department
visit (treated-and-released) and hospitalization rates related to non-fatal assault were equally
high for PAD and well-being comparison parks and somewhat higher than Los Angeles County.
The rate of emergency department visits for assaults declined in both PAD and comparison
parks, with a greater decline among comparison parks, while Los Angeles County rates
increased.

The rate of emergency department visits for suicide attempts declined for PAD park
communities from 2005 to 2014. The rates of visits for poisoning, likely due to drug overdose,
increased. The rate of non-fatal hospitalizations for suicide attempts and poisonings also
increased in PAD parks. Homicide rates for PAD and comparison parks appeared higher than Los
Angeles County, and rates declined for all three groups from 2005 to 2015.

Economic Indicators of Well-being

Economic indicators of well-being, such as unemployment, appeared to be slightly higher
among PAD and well-being comparison parks compared to Los Angeles County from 2011 and
2015. The proportion of the population living in poverty was higher in PAD and well-being
comparison parks than Los Angeles County, and the rate of increase was also higher for these
groups compared to Los Angeles County. The rate of poverty was higher among children ages 0-
17 than adults in all three groups, and both PAD and comparison parks had slightly higher rates
than Los Angeles County.

Youth and Family Service Indicators of Well-being

Youth and family service indicators included service and outcome data from the Department of
Children and Family Services (DCFS) and the Probation Department. Rates of substantiated
referrals to DCFS were higher among PAD and well-being comparison parks than Los Angeles
County, with a significantly higher rate of decline for PAD and well-being comparison parks
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compared to Los Angeles County from 2006 to 2015. The rates of in-home and out-of-home

case-loads, reflecting children under supervision in either setting, were also higher for both PAD
and well-being comparison parks compared to Los Angeles County from 2007 to 2015.

Additionally, the average rate of Probation youth served was similar in PAD and well-being
comparison parks. These rates were higher than the Los Angeles County average. There was a
statistically similar declining trend in all groups from 2013 to 2016.

Recommendations

Recommendations from the evaluation of PAD participant survey and well-being indicators
include:

e Coordinate with sectors that may benefit from partnering with PAD to address
community needs related to health, economic, safety, and youth and family services.

e Develop strategies and programs to further increase social cohesion at the parks
through partnership with community members and organizations.

e Develop innovative on-site services to address PAD community needs.

Estimated Cost Savings

To estimate potential cost savings from PAD, budget data were collected from DPR. Budget
figures were compared with estimated cost savings based on reductions in crime and potential
reductions in chronic disease burden.

The overall PAD budget in 2016 totaled $2,301,000, with an average budget of $93,700 per
park. Most of the PAD budget (31%) was allocated to park personnel, followed by 27% for
Deputy Sheriffs and 27% for services and supplies. Additional PAD budget line items included
the evaluation and a full-time PAD Coordinator (15%).

Potential cost savings due to reductions in chronic disease because of increased physical
activity at PAD were estimated at a total of $510,000 in 2016. The largest cost savings were due
to reduction in morbidity in diabetes (31%), heart disease (30%), and dementia (21%).

The cumulative reduction of Part | crime rates during PAD was estimated at 2.572 fewer crimes
per 1,000 population in PAD parks relative to comparison parks from 2010 to 2016. An
estimated 81 crimes were thus reduced in the PAD specific RDs, leading to an estimated
cumulative cost savings of $6,917,000 from 2010 to 2016. The reduction of Part | crime rates in
2016 was estimated as 2.181 fewer crimes per 1,000 population in PAD parks relative to
comparison parks. An estimated 69 crimes were thus reduced in the PAD specific RDs, leading

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Executive Summary



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

to an estimated cost savings of $5,866,000 in 2016. No data on cost of Part Il crimes was

available to assess the cost savings associated with potential reduction of these crimes.

In 2016, potential cost savings associated with PAD included approximately $510,000 in
reduced health expenditures and $5.866 million due to reductions in crime expenditures
compared to the $2.301 million budget for PAD in 2016.

Overall Conclusions

The evaluation findings detailed in this report indicate that PAD has made significant progress
in meeting all its goals. PAD provides a safe and welcoming space for community members of
all ages to access free recreation and entertainment programs, health and social services
resources, physical activity opportunities, build relationships among family, neighbors, and with
County departments and law enforcement. The collaborations developed during PAD, including
County leadership support, park staff connections with community, and networks built among
County departments can be leveraged by many other County departments and initiatives to
meet the varied needs of PAD communities outlined in this report. Most importantly, PAD has
provided an opportunity for community engagement and ownership of their parks. Collectively,
the evaluation findings highlight the significant benefits of PAD in participating parks and argue
for continued implementation in existing PAD parks and in other parks with similar levels of
need and crime. Sustaining PAD at the current 21 parks is a priority. Yet, the findings support
benefits of expanding PAD in the following ways: 1) provide additional on-site programs and
services at the existing PAD parks to meet community needs, 2) provide PAD programming
throughout the year within PAD parks by leveraging partners and initiatives, and 3) initiate PAD
in additional parks within Los Angeles County. These options can be the vehicle to expand and
extend the benefits of PAD within current PAD communities and to more communities in Los
Angeles County.
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PAD Program Description

Parks After Dark (PAD) is a Los Angeles County program that began in 2010 as the prevention
strategy of the Gang Violence Reduction Initiative and evolved into a key County strategy to
promote health, safety, equity, and community well-being that has been adopted into the
strategic plans of several County departments and initiatives. Led by the Department of Parks
and Recreation (DPR), PAD is a collaboration of multiple County departments as well as
community agencies, including the Sheriff’s Department (LASD), Department of Public Health
(DPH), and Probation Department, with strategic support from the Chief Executive Office (CEQ)
and Office of Child Protection (OCP). The Probation Department became a key partner in 2016,
providing the majority of the funding to expand PAD throughout the County. The Department
saw PAD as an opportunity to invest in community based strategies that provide access to free
recreation and resources for youth and adults, helping to build resilient communities and
prevent youth from becoming involved in the criminal justice system. PAD is a cross-sector
strategy implemented in communities with high levels of violence, obesity, and economic
hardship and transforms County parks into safe and welcoming spaces for community members
to gather, recreate, and access needed health and social services. Through PAD, parks are re-
envisioned as community hubs that reduce violence, promote social cohesion, and create a safe
pathway for prevention and intervention strategies to take root.

PAD takes place at 21 parks throughout the county, providing extended summer evening hours,
6-10 PM, Thursday through Saturdays, for 6-8 weeks. PAD includes recreational activities (e.g.
sports clinics, exercise classes, walking clubs), entertainment (e.g. concerts, movies, talent
shows), arts and educational programs (e.g. arts and crafts, computer classes, cultural
programs), teen clubs and activities, and health and social service resource fairs. In order to
provide a safe environment for PAD activities, Deputy Sheriffs patrol the parks to ensure safety
and engage in activities to build positive relationships with community members. PAD originally
started with three parks in 2010 and with the periodic inclusion of new parks, expanded to 21
parks in 2016. PAD’s program design follows that of Safe Summer Parks (SSP) programs, which
are designed to reduce youth violence in high risk and high needs communities. The City of Los
Angeles has conducted the Summer Night Lights (SNL) program, beginning with eight city parks
in 2008 and expanding to 32 parks as of 2016. Cities of Long Beach and Pasadena have also
conducted SSP programs since 2010 and 2012, respectively. See Appendix 1: PAD Background
(page 206) for additional information on PAD park selection.

The PAD goals include: 1) increase access to quality recreational programming and innovative
services, 2) increase collaboration among different stakeholders, 3) decrease community
violence and increased perception of safety, 4) increase physical activity and decrease chronic
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disease risk, 5) increase social cohesion and community well-being in the targeted

communities, and 6) achieve cost savings.
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PAD Community Characteristics

PAD was designed for communities with high economic hardship, obesity prevalence, and rates
of violence. In addition to these data sources, Census data were analyzed to better understand
the characteristics of PAD communities. Overall, PAD communities have higher levels of need in
these indicators, than Los Angeles County.

Demographics

Census data were analyzed to assess the general characteristics of the zip codes surrounding
PAD parks. PAD parks are located primarily in unincorporated communities, with the exception
of El Cariso and Jesse Owens Parks, which are located within the City of Los Angeles, but
operated by the County. Exhibit 3 highlights the demographics and socio-economic
characteristics of the population in PAD communities, using the park zip code as a proxy for the
community and Census data in 2015 (see Appendix 3: Methods for PAD Community
Characteristic Methods, page 228).

Compared to the Los Angeles County average, the population of PAD communities had more
children ages 0-17 (28% vs. 23%) and were more likely to be Latino (73% vs. 48%). PAD
communities had a higher percentage of individuals below the Federal Poverty Level (23% vs.
18%) and a higher rate of unemployment (13% vs. 10%), when compared to the Los Angeles
County average. There was significant variation in some demographics among PAD park
communities. For example, racial/ethnic breakdown of PAD communities ranges from 65%
African Americans in Jesse Owens to none in Obregon Park. Similarly, unemployment rate
ranged from 21% in Stephen Sorenson to 8% in Adventure and Mayberry Park communities.
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Exhibit 3: PAD Communities and Population Characteristics, 2015

Asian Below
Ages American | Federal
Total Ages 21 and African /Pacific Poverty
Park Zip Code | Population | Male 0-17 over White | American | Latino Islander Level Unemployed
Adventure 90605 41,643 49% 26% 69%  16% 1% 76% 4% 14% 8%
Allen Martin 91744 87,337 50% 26% 68% 5% 1% 84% 9% 15% 11%
Athens 90061 28,135 46% 31% 63% 1% 34% 64% 0% 34% 16%
Bassett 91746 30,034 50% 25% 70% 5% 1% 85% 9% 13% 12%
Belvedere 90022 68,136 49% 27% 68% 2% 0% 97% 1% 26% 14%
Bethune 90001 57,227 50% 32% 62% 1% 9% 90% 0% 33% 13%
City Terrace 90063 53,813 50% 28% 67% 1% 0% 97% 1% 28% 15%
East Rancho Dominguez 90221 54,236 49% 31% 62% 1% 20% 78% 1% 27% 16%
El Cariso 91342 93,466 50% 27% 69%  14% 3% 76% 6% 17% 9%
Helen Keller 90044 88,975 47% 30% 65% 1% 36% 61% 0% 37% 12%
Jesse Owens 90047 48,678 45% 25% 71% 1% 65% 31% 1% 22% 17%
Loma Alta 91001 37,163 49% 21% 75%  36% 25% 29% 5% 11% 9%
Mayberry 90605 41,643 49% 26% 69%  16% 1% 76% 4% 14% 8%
Obregon 90063 53,813 50% 28% 67% 1% 0% 97% 1% 28% 15%
Pamela 91010 25,840 47% 21% 75%  23% 7% 52% 15% 16% 10%
Roosevelt 90001 57,227 50% 32% 62% 1% 9% 90% 0% 33% 13%
Salazar 90023 46,288 51% 29% 66% 2% 1% 97% 1% 31% 11%
San Angelo 91746 30,034 50% 25% 70% 5% 1% 85% 9% 13% 12%
Stephen Sorensen 93591 6,781 51% 32% 63%  28% 12% 56% 1% 31% 21%
Ted Watkins 90002 50,626 48% 34% 60% 1% 23% 75% 0% 37% 14%
Val Verde 91384 29,788 60% 23% 70%  45% 6% 37% 7% 8% 10%
All PAD Parks 49,090 49% 28% 67%  10% 12% 73% 4% 23% 13%
Los Angeles County 10,038,388 49% 23% 72%  27% 8% 48% 14% 18% 10%

Source: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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PAD parks are located in areas of Los Angeles County that experience a high level of economic

hardship. The Economic Hardship Index (EHI) is a combination of six indicators such as poverty,

unemployment, crowded housing, and low educational attainment (see Appendix 3: Methods

for additional detail on the Economic Hardship Index, page 228).

PAD communities were ranked in the order of economic hardship (Exhibit 4). EHI scores can

range from 1 to 100, with higher numbers representing greater levels of economic hardship.

The data showed that cities and communities where PAD parks are located experience

relatively high levels of economic hardship. Scores ranged from 30 to 82. PAD communities of

Willowbrook, Florence Firestone, and East Los Angeles had the highest levels of economic

hardship. The communities with highest level of economic hardship were also ranked highest

among the 120 communities in Los Angeles County.

Exhibit 4: Economic Hardship Index by PAD Community, 2005-2009

Rank among 120
Communities in Los

City or Community | Park(s) EHI Score | Angeles County

Willowbrook Athens Park 81.6 117
Florence Firestone Bethune Park, Roosevelt Park, and Ted Watkins Park 78.2 113

Belvedere Park, City Terrace Park, Obregon Park, and

East Los Angeles Salazar Park 75.1 110
Compton East Rancho Dominguez Park 74.2 109
Westmont Helen Keller Park 68.2 102
LACD 8 Jesse Owens Park 67.3 100
Lake Los Angeles Stephen Sorensen Park 63.1 98
West Puente Valley | Allen Martin Park and Bassett Park 58.4 89
LACD 7 El Cariso Park 56.1 84
Avocado Heights San Angelo Park 56.0 82
South Whittier Adventure Park and Mayberry Park 51.2 71
Altadena Loma Alta Park 37.5 46
Monrovia Pamela Park 35.5 37
Castaic Val Verde Park 30.1 25

Source: Data for the Economic Hardship Index (EHI) is based upon 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
Note: EHI scores can range from 1 to 100, with a higher number representing a greater level of economic hardship. The
city/community boundaries used in calculating EHI were based upon the 2000 Census and the SPA boundaries were based upon

the 2010 Census.
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PAD communities were ranked in order of childhood obesity levels (Exhibit 5). The data showed
that cities and communities where PAD parks are located experience relatively high levels of

childhood obesity, when compared to other areas of Los Angeles County. Among 113

communities in Los Angeles County, the majority of PAD park communities ranked above the

median rank. PAD communities of Florence Firestone, LACD 8, and East Los Angeles had the

highest levels of childhood obesity.

Exhibit 5: Childhood Obesity by PAD Community, 2009-2010

Rank among 113

Obesity Communities in Los
City or Community | Park(s) Prevalence | Angeles County
Florence Firestone Bethune Park, Roosevelt Park, and Ted Watkins Park 36.1% 105
LACD 8 Jesse Owens Park 35.5% 104

Belvedere Park, City Terrace Park, Obregon Park, and

East Los Angeles Salazar Park 34.3% 101
South Whittier Adventure Park and Mayberry Park 33.1% 91
Compton East Rancho Dominguez Park 33.0% 90
Westmont Helen Keller Park 33.0% 89
Willowbrook Athens Park 32.7% 85
Altadena Loma Alta Park 32.7% 84
LACD 7 El Cariso Park 32.5% 82
West Puente Valley | Allen Martin Park and Bassett Park 30.2% 73
Avocado Heights San Angelo Park 26.1% 58
Monrovia Pamela Park 24.9% 52
Castaic Val Verde Park 11.3% 16

Lake Los Angeles

Stephen Sorensen Park

Source: Office of Health Assessment and Epidemiology, Los Angeles County Department of Public Heal

year estimates (California Physical Fitness Testing Program, California Department of Education).
Note: The city/community boundaries used in calculating childhood obesity were based upon the 2000 Census and the SPA
boundaries were based upon the 2010 Census.

th, 2009-2010 school
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PAD communities were ranked in order of assault rates per 100,000 population (Exhibit 6). The

data showed that cities and communities where PAD parks are located experience relatively

high levels of assault, when compared to other areas of Los Angeles County. Among 251 zip

codes in Los Angeles County, the majority of PAD park communities ranked above the median
rank. PAD communities of Westmont, LACD 8, and Willowbrook had the highest levels of

assault.

Exhibit 6: Assault Rate per 100,000 population by PAD Community, 2005-20014

Assault Rate | Rank among 251

per 100,000 Zip Codes in Los
City or Community | Park(s) population Angeles County
Westmont Helen Keller Park 132.6 246
LACD 8 Jesse Owens Park 124.6 244
Willowbrook Athens Park 117.8 242
Compton East Rancho Dominguez Park 103.7 235
Florence Firestone Bethune Park, Roosevelt Park, and Ted Watkins Park 95.0 232
Castaic Val Verde Park 70.6 220

Belvedere Park, City Terrace Park, Obregon Park, and

East Los Angeles Salazar Park 52.9 205
Altadena Loma Alta Park 41.5 181
LACD 7 El Cariso Park 37.7 172
Lake Los Angeles Stephen Sorensen Park 355 164
Monrovia Pamela Park 32.9 151
South Whittier Adventure Park and Amelia Mayberry Park 27.5 133
West Puente Valley | Allen Martin Park and Bassett Park 25.7 119
Avocado Heights San Angelo Park 25.7 119

Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), 2005-2014.
Note: Patients with a primary e-code of assault (E960-E969) were counted for each zip code (based on patient's address).

Assault rates were calculated by dividing the total number from the period by 10, dividing by the zip code's population, and
multiplying by 100,000. Population data was 2010 US Census data for Zip Code Tabulation Areas.
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Prevalence of Part | and Part Il Crimes by Type

Part | crimes are serious and violent crimes. In 2015, the most common Part | crimes in PAD

park communities included larceny theft, grand theft auto, burglary, aggravated assault, and

forcible rape (Exhibit 7). On average, the rates for these Part | crime types were higher in PAD

park communities than Los Angeles County; these rates were highest in crime comparison park

communities.

Exhibit 7: Number and Rate per 100,000 population of the Most Common Types of Part | Crime
in PAD Park, Comparison Park, and LASD RDs, 2015

PAD Park RDs Crime Comparison Park RDs | LASD RDs

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate
Larceny Theft 878 505.3 676 860.0 33,688 343.1
Grand Theft Auto 717 412.7 420 534.3 12,305 125.3
Burglary 472 271.6 371 472.0 12,991 132.3
Aggravated Assault 385 221.6 222 282.4 6,576 67.0
Forcible Rape 230 132.4 183 232.8 4,198 42.8

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2015.

Part Il crimes include non-violent and violent low-level offenses. In 2015, the most common

Part Il crimes in PAD park communities included narcotics, vandalism, non-aggravated assault,

vehicle/boating laws, and fraud (Exhibit 8). On average, the rates for these Part Il crime types

were higher in PAD park communities than Los Angeles County; these rates were highest in

crime comparison park communities.

Exhibit 8: Number and Rate per 100,000 population of the Most Common Types of Part Il Crime
in PAD Park, Comparison Park, and LASD RDs, 2015

PAD Park RDs Crime Comparison Park RDs | LASD RDs

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate
Narcotics 1,015 584.2 480 610.7 14,719 149.9
Vandalism 691 397.7 349 444.0 11,714 119.3
Non-aggravated Assault 653 375.8 312 396.9 14,688 149.6
Vehicle/Boating Laws 620 356.8 337 428.7 21,982 223.9
Fraud/NSF Checks 271 156.0 172 218.8 7,848 79.9

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2015.
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Comparison Parks

Parks located in communities with similar characteristics as PAD communities were identified
to compare with PAD parks and to examine the potential impact of PAD (Exhibit 9). Parks were
identified for comparison of crime rates and well-being data. Crime comparison parks were
matched on obesity and assault quartiles. Selection of parks for comparison of well-being data
included necessary park facilities to implement PAD. See Appendix 3: Methods for more details
about Comparison Park Selection (page 238).

Exhibit 9: PAD Comparison Parks
Comparison Parks Crime Comparison Parks Well-being Comparison Parks

Alondra Community Regional Park

Enterprise Park
Ladera Park

Lennox Park

El Parque Nuestro

La Mirada Community Regional Park

Amigo Park

Atlantic Avenue Park
Charles White Park
Del Aire Park

Enterprise Park

Jackie Robinson Park

Lennox Park
Mona Park

ANERNERNERNERNERNER NS ERNERNER NERNER N B NERN
\

ANERNERNERN

Saybrook Park
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Comparison park communities were relatively similar to PAD park communities, however there
were some differences (Exhibit 10). On average, EHI, childhood obesity prevalence, and assault
rate appeared slightly higher in PAD park communities than in comparison park communities.

More specifically, for EHI, comparison park communities ranged from a score of 29.9 to 81.6,
with a mean of 56.1 and a median of 54.6; PAD park communities ranged from 30.1 to 81.6,
with a mean of 59.5 and a median of 60.8. For childhood obesity prevalence, the average for
comparison park communities was 29.6% and 30.4% for PAD park communities. For assault rate
per 100,000, the average rate for comparison park communities was 53.5 per 100,000 and 47.2

per 100,000 in PAD park communities.

Exhibit 10: Economic Hardship Index, Obesity Prevalence, and Assault Rate per 100,000
population in PAD Comparison Parks

Assault Rate

EHI Obesity per 100,000
City or Community Comparison Parks Score Prevalence | population
Willowbrook * Enterprise Park and Mona Park 81.6 32.7% 140.4
Florence Firestone * El Parque Nuestro 78.2 36.1% 95.0
Lennox Lennox Park 76.1 36.4% 53.8
Del Aire Del Aire Park 34.8 21.7% 49.2
East Los Angeles * Atlantic Avenue Park and Saybrook Park 75.1 34.3% 45.5
View Park-Windsor Hills Ladera Park 29.9 21.8% 42.6
Altadena * Charles White Park 37.5 32.7% 41.5
Littlerock Jackie Robinson Park 30.2% 37.1
Lawndale Alondra Community Regional Park 55.1 26.8% 34.1
Pico Rivera Amigo Park 54 29.4% 33.7
La Mirada La Mirada Community Regional Park 38.8 23.1% 15.5

Note: Starred cities/communities are also PAD park cities/communities.
Source: EHI— Data for the Economic Hardship Index (EHI) is based upon 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates. Childhood obesity— Office of Health Assessment and Epidemiology, Los Angeles County Department of Public
Health, 2009-2010 school year estimates (California Physical Fitness Testing Program, California Department of Education).
Assault rate— Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), 2005-2014.
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PAD Evaluation

The UCLA Center for Health Policy Research (UCLA) was selected to conduct the process and
outcome evaluation of PAD. The PAD evaluation aimed to assess the outcomes of PAD given the
multifaceted interventions included in the program. The evaluation addressed several
guestions for each program goal.

Goal 1) Increase access to quality recreational programming and innovative services

This goal was assessed by examining the PAD marketing approach, range of programs and
services offered by PAD; change in patterns of attendance during PAD operating months; rate
of attendance in various PAD activities; satisfaction of participants with PAD activities and
services; and recommendations of PAD participants, participating County departments, and
other organizations for additional activities and services, expansion, and sustainability.

Goal 2) Increase collaboration among different stakeholders

This goal was assessed by identifying the departments and agencies that collaborated for PAD,
whether this cross-sector collaboration increased; perceptions and recommendations of the
staff in various sectors; and identification of new opportunities to increase cross-sector
collaboration.

Goal 3) Decrease community violence and increased perception of safety

This goal was assessed by examining the changes in rates of violent and property crimes during
PAD operation and for the entire year in participating parks; PAD participants’ perceptions of
safety attending PAD compared with their perception of safety in their community and changes
over time; satisfaction with the level of law enforcement and community engagement; and
perceptions of park staff and LASD Deputies on PAD impact on park and community safety and
community/law enforcement interactions.

Goal 4) Increase physical activity and decrease chronic disease risk

This goal was assessed by examining the rates of physical activity of PAD participants during
PAD using PAD participant self-reports and PAD attendance from DPR administrative data; and
anticipated impact of PAD on reducing burden of disease.

Goal 5) Increase social cohesion and community well-being in the targeted communities

This goal was assessed by comparing participants’ perception of social cohesion during PAD
with their perception of community social cohesion; participants’ perception of PAD providing
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opportunities to spend quality time with family; changes in perceptions of community well-

being among PAD participants; PAD participant health and social services usage and needs; PAD
community health, mental health, safety, and economic needs and potential impacts; whether
communities with high numbers of Probation youth receive PAD programming and potential
changes in Probation Department and Department of Child and Family Services caseloads.

Goal 6) Achieve cost savings

This evaluation goal was assessed by examining the overall PAD program expenditures; and the
estimated impact of PAD on expenditures due to burden of chronic disease and the criminal
justice system.

The PAD evaluation logic model (Exhibit 11) identifies PAD inputs (resources and collaborators),
interventions (PAD programming), and anticipated short and long term outcomes of the
program. Inputs are provided by community members, the County collaborating departments,
and community based organizations and local businesses. These inputs have led to provision of
diverse activities during PAD in participating parks for PAD participants. The diverse array of
PAD activities is designed to improve community well-being in the short and long term. Short
term outcomes include improved rates of physical activity and healthy living skills due to
increased recreational activities and attendance in healthy living programs; improved mental
and emotional health due to participation in entertainment/cultural events and linkage to
mental health services; improved family bonding and social cohesion due to increased
interaction with family and community members at the park; increased safety due to presence
of law enforcement and reduced crime; and increased civic engagement due to participation in
teen clubs, summer employment, and volunteering. Long term outcomes include an overall
reduction in burden of chronic disease, increased community safety and trust, improved
community resiliency, and improved cross-sector collaboration due to the gains in the short
term outcomes.
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Exhibit 11: PAD Evaluation Logic Model
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The evaluation data sources were diverse and included quantitative (e.g. PAD surveys, crime

data) and qualitative data (e.g. focus groups, PhotoVoice). The data sources, analytic methods,

and data limitations and challenges are described in Appendix 3: Methods (page 206). In

addition to assessing the short and long term impact of PAD, the evaluation identifies strategies

for programmatic improvements, sustainability, and potential future expansion.
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Goal 1: Increase Access to PAD

The first PAD goal is to increase access to quality recreational programming and innovative
services at County parks in high need communities. This goal was assessed using PAD
attendance data from DPR, population figures using Census data in PAD zip codes and Los
Angeles County, and PAD participant surveys from 2016 and past PAD years. In 2016, 12,700
surveys were collected by PAD participants (for survey count by park, see Number of Surveys
Collected by PAD Park, 2016 in Appendix 2: Additional Data, page 208). Areas of evaluation
included PAD estimated reach, community characteristics, programming and services offered,
outreach, and participant satisfaction. The section concludes with recommendations for
improvement and additional activities and services from PAD participants, park teen clubs, and
participating County departments.

PAD Estimated Attendance and Reach

PAD Attendance

PAD parks provided administrative data on PAD attendance in 2016 by type of activity. During
summer 2016, there were more than 178,000 visits to all 21 PAD parks. Available attendance
data were divided into four types: 1) physical activity, 2) resource fair, 3) arts/entertainment,
and 4) education/health and social services. These data reflect the number of visits at various
events, not necessarily unduplicated individuals (see Appendix 3: Methods for Attendance Data
Analyses Methods, page 232). Total attendance at weekly activities and special events
throughout PAD’s operation period varied greatly by park, ranging from 3,124 at Val Verde Park
to 19,550 at Salazar Park, with an average of 8,489 (Exhibit 12). Average attendance was
highest at arts and entertainment events (4,513), followed by physical activity (2,671). Among
the latter, attendance was highest for basketball, aquatics, and walking club.
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Exhibit 12: PAD Visits by Park and Event Type, 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)

2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name -
=
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Total PAD attendance for
weekly activities and
special events* 8,489| 6,518 14,478 11,426| 11,249 6,006 7,634| 6,577 19,550 3,320 4,028 7,500 14,168 13,012 3,410 5,622 7,726 6,409 10,080 8,235 8,198 3,124| 178,270
Attendance by
activity/event type
Physical activity 2,671 2,348 5,368 8,236/ 4,666 3,776 2,272] 2,594 2,960 1,160/ 1,688 2,924 3,135 4,845 1,145 2,720 1,879 1,389 2,960 2,474 4,096 740, 63,375
Resource fairt 298 150 . 800 322 1,000 150 227 600 200 250 350 350 200 400 100 50 300 250 500 50 10 6,259
Arts/entertainment 4,513| 3,345 8,217 2,150 5,179 1,230 3,070| 1,852 15,880 1,800, 1,970 3,060 9,755 7,952 1,800 2,730 5,797 2,800 6,350 5,200 2,500 2134 94,771
Personal development/
social services 277 . 492 . 336 240 952 110 . 120 178 928 15 65 . 1,520 . 61 792 5,809
Other 384 675 401 240 746 1,902 952 160 . 988 72 400 520 760 240 8,056

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation PAD attendance data.
Note: Attendance numbers are higher than number of unique individuals attending park events as the same person may have attended multiple days or multiple events on the same night.

T Attendance estimated by park staff.
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PAD Reach

The zip code of residence of PAD survey respondents in 2016 were examined to assess the
reach of PAD parks in their Supervisorial Districts (SD) and throughout Los Angeles County
(Exhibit 13). The data showed that PAD attendees primarily resided in the zip codes
immediately surrounding PAD parks. However, the program reached the great majority of zip
codes in Los Angeles County. Maps of PAD Attendance by Zip code and Maps of PAD Reach over
Time are shown in Appendix 2: Additional Data (page 208).

Exhibit 13: Zip Codes of Residence of PAD Survey Respondents in Los Angeles County, 2016

5
;

PAD attendance

Number of people

[ ]1-146

147 -318
B 310 -752
B 753 - 1202

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: Each dot represents a PAD park.
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Figures provided by DPR indicated more than 178,000 visits to all 21 PAD parks during summer
2016. Visits are estimated based on individual participants in structured programs and

estimated observational counts of unstructured activities like concerts and movies. Using PAD

attendance data provided by DPR and population size from Census, Exhibit 14 shows the

estimated proportion of the population that PAD may have reached. This is an upper-bound

estimate of reach as multiple surveys could have been completed by the same respondent and

some participants traveled from other non-PAD zip codes to attend PAD. Nevertheless, these

data indicate that a maximum of 17% of the population in PAD communities may have

attended PAD programming, ranging from 6% reach at Bethune Park to 50% at Athens Park.

Exhibit 14: Number of Visits and Estimated Reach of PAD by Park

Park Zip Code PAD Visits Total Population Estimated Reach
Athens 90061 14,168 28,135 50%
Salazar 90023 19,550 46,288 42%
Pamela 91010 6,518 25,840 25%
Roosevelt 90001 14,478 57,227 25%
Mayberry 90605 10,080 41,643 24%
Ted Watkins 90002 11,426 50,626 23%
Bassett 91746 6,577 30,034 22%
City Terrace 90063 11,249 53,813 21%
Loma Alta 91001 7,634 37,163 21%
Belvedere 90022 13,012 68,136 19%
Obregon 90063 8,235 53,813 15%
Jesse Owens 90047 6,006 48,678 12%
San Angelo 91746 3,320 30,034 11%
Adventure 90605 4,028 41,643 10%
East Rancho Dominguez 90221 5,622 54,236 10%
Val Verde 91384 3,124 29,788 10%
Allen Martin 91744 7,500 87,337 9%
El Cariso 91342 7,726 93,466 8%
Helen Keller 90044 6,409 88,975 7%
Bethune 90001 3,410 57,227 6%
Stephen Sorensen 93591 8,198 6,781 ---
All PAD Parks 178,270 1,030,883 17%

Source: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates and 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: Stephen Sorensen Park reach appeared to be greater than the size of the population at the zip code. This could be due to

higher attendance from other areas and a higher rate of duplicate participant surveys.
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PAD Participants Characteristics in 2016

Most PAD attendees in 2016 were ages 22 and older (66%), female (66%), Latino (71%), had
incomes less than $20,000 (52%), and were insured (75%; Exhibit 15). 24% of participants were
age 16 and younger and 9% were age 17-21. 35% of PAD participants indicated Spanish as their
primary or preferred language at home. There were some variations in these characteristics for
individual parks as well as the park groups that started in 2010 or later years. These variations
most likely reflected variations in population characteristics in the surrounding park areas.
However, PAD respondent characteristics were consistent with the population in the
surrounding PAD zip codes. PAD Community Characteristics are described in more detail earlier
in the report.

Survey participants responded positively to existing programming designed for youth and
expressed interest in additional programs based on specific age group, particularly for children
under age five. Most responses were general suggestions for more youth activities and there
was particular interest in exercise/sports and aquatics. Several survey respondents noted the
need for senior activities and to encourage senior participation in PAD. Survey data indicated
that only 3% of PAD participants were age 60 and older in 2016.
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Exhibit 15: Characteristics of PAD Attendees by PAD Park in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)

2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name
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Age
0-16 24 16 24 12 20 | 44 38 26 39 27 40 31 33 13 33 15 27 13 16 8 24 9 13 10 29 18
17-21 “l 5 6 7 6 5 20 15 10 8 8 6 8 3 11 15 12 17 19 10 10 10 9 12 18 12
22-39 44 | 49 55 57| 55| 33 34 28| 32| 38 36 37 37| 50 36 47 39 55 28 53 41 53 45 53 32| 46
40-59 19| 24 12 23| 16| 14 6 28| 15| 21 15 24 19| 25 16 21 19 16 23 23 23 27 31 24 21| 22
60+ 3 5 3 1 3 3 1 4 3 6 2 2 3 9 4 2 3 0 14 6 2 1 2 2 3
Female 66 | 79 69 81| 73| 71 68 72| 71| 61 63 62 62| 74 64 54 73 46 45 69 56 68 61 74 62| 64
Race/ Ethnicity
African American 11 3 5 35 12 0o 71 54 26 2 2 1 0 2 43 1 18 40 9 48 7 2 18 2 14
Asian and Pacific Islander 4 3 4 1 3 1 2 8 3 3 0 1 2 3 11 3 3 17 4 3 4 6 0 6 5 6
Latino 71| 78 8 52| 73| 93 15 13| 60| 80 88 86 8|79 76 40 8 45 45 68 37 70 93 48 71| 65
Native American/ Alaskan Indian 1 1 2 0 1 . 3 1 1 2 1 . 1 1 1 3 1 6 . 2 2 1 0 3 . 2
White 7 6 6 6 6 4 5 10 5 9 4 8 7 12 7 3 5 7 3 9 6 11 3 17 16 8
Other 5 10 4 5 5 2 5 15 5 4 4 5 4 5 3 7 4 8 8 9 4 5 2 8 6 5
Spanish as primary or preferred
language 35 51 49 39 | 47 | 40 0 0 22 52 53 29 49 14 29 17 42 0 26 2 19 16 32 29 16 23
Annual household income
Less than $20,000 52| 57 53 64| 56| 70 59 18| 58| 57 73 47 62| 35 51 31 56 53 41 28 31 26 46 36 40| 41
$20,000 - $39,999 30 29 33 22| 30| 21 21 15| 20| 26 21 28 24 | 30 36 45 28 25 29 28 33 40 39 43 26| 35
$40,000 and more 19 14 14 14 14 8 20 67 22 17 6 25 14 | 35 13 24 16 22 31 44 36 34 15 21 34 24
Has health insurance 75| 72 58 71| 63| 64 8 92| 74| 77 76 85 78| 86 8 8 73 76 8 88 76 8 76 73 81| 79

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values including age (7.7%), race (9.1%), gender (22.9%), household income (18.5%), and health insurance (21.2%).
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To assess long-term trends in PAD participant demographics, survey data for the oldest PAD
parks, PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, were examined from 2010 to 2016. The data
showed that more females have attended PAD than males over time (Exhibit 16). There is a
slight upward trend in the percentage of female participants since PAD started for each group.
Female participation increased 16% among PAD Group One from 2010 to 2016, and 7% among
PAD Group Two from 2012 to 2016 (Exhibit 17).

Exhibit 16: Female Participation in PAD for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, 2010-2016
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 71% 53% 62% 72% 72% 79% 79%
Roosevelt 56% 66% 62% 72% 68% 77% 69%
Ted Watkins 79% 63% 67% 72% 78% 68% 81%
PAD Group One 63% 63% 64% 72% 72% 75% 73%
City Terrace - - 69% 69% 75% 76% 71%
Jesse Owens - - 61% 50% 73% 79% 68%
Loma Alta -- -- 61% 63% 51% 56% 72%
PAD Group Two -- -- 66% 64% 73% 72% 71%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).

Exhibit 17: Average Female Participation in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, 2010-2016
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66%
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Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).
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Long-term trends in youth participation were also examined for PAD Group One and PAD Group
Two until 2015; due to age category changes, data from the 2010 and 2016 surveys are not
included in this analysis. The percent of youth ages 18 and younger participating in PAD
decreased among PAD Group One (28%), and Pamela Park had the greatest decrease (44%;
Exhibit 18). Among PAD Group Two, there was a slight increase in the percentage of youth
participating in PAD from 2012 to 2015 (15%; Exhibit 19).

Exhibit 18: Youth Participation in PAD among PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, Ages 0-18,
2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Pamela 39% 46% 47% 25% 22%
Roosevelt 36% 38% 26% 32% 24%
Ted Watkins 31% 16% 30% 24% 30%
PAD Group One 35% 34% 34% 27% 25%
City Terrace -- 36% 45% 42% 38%
Jesse Owens -- 40% 52% 38% 41%
Loma Alta -- 41% 42% 43% 65%
PAD Group Two -- 37% 45% 41% 43%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2011-2015).
Note: 2016 PAD data are not included because age categories changed to 0-16 and 17-21, instead of 18 and under.

Exhibit 19: PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, Average Youth Participation, Ages 0-18, 2011-
2015

43%
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Park Group One  e====Park Group Two

Source: PAD participant surveys (2011-2015).
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Recognizing cost as a barrier to participation in quality and structured recreational and physical

activity programming, participants expressed gratitude for access to free opportunities through
PAD in 2016 (Exhibit 20).

Exhibit 20: Selected Comments Reflecting Characteristics of PAD Attendees, 2016

Age “I like all the sports for my kids. This way they do not fall into bad habits.” (City Terrace Park)
“The program is good. It keeps the children busy on positive things, they like to
participate.”(Roosevelt Park)

Household “Free activities enable families the opportunity to participate and benefit underserved

income children. More programs are needed year round.” (Roosevelt Park)

“Thank you from the bottom of my heart for making these events free.” (Salazar Park)

“The community faces poverty, it’s sad living in 2016 to still experience poverty.” (City Terrace
Park)

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Stories and photos illustrate some of the diversity of PAD attendee characteristics (Exhibit 21
and Exhibit 22).

Exhibit 21: Selected Photos Depicting Characteristics of PAD Attendees, 2016
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Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Exhibit 22: Selected Stories Reflecting Characteristics of PAD Attendees, 2016
| work for LAUSD and | can’t even begin to tell you what a blessing it was to have Park after Dark. Working
summer school is not a guarantee and the hours we work are very limited so having the free events at the park
saved our summer. We are a family of 6 so you can imagine the cost to go to the movie theatre so coming to the
park and seeing a movie and how generous you were with hot dogs, snow cones, cotton candy, popcorn, and
juice boxes was everything. Besides movies you had game nights on Thursdays and concerts on Saturday nights.
It was amazing to play in the game truck and jump on the jumpers. Not only did you have kid friendly events but
you also had yoga, Zumba, and many other sports offered to play. And if that wasn’t enough you even gave us
free swimming at night!!! This was one of the best summers we have ever had. THANK YOU for everything!!
Can’t wait to see what next summer brings. — (Participant, El Cariso Park)
Park Patron (female) approached me on a Friday second week of PAD, around 6pm, asking if we were having
movie night and passing out free hotdogs. | (Recreation Service Supervisor) answered yes, gave her a PAD
brochure and informed her of what Ted Watkins had to offer. The park patron started to cry, | didn’t know why,
so | asked her if she was ok and is there anything | can help her with? She replied “ am homeless with two kids,
and | was at your park last week, when you guys had the movie, jumpers and gave free food, my kids enjoyed
themselves and asked to come back, so | brought them hoping that was not a one-time thing...this is a great
thing you guys do for the community, thank you so much to you and your staff.” | was almost in tears, the family
stayed and continued to come back weekly for the remaining of the PAD program. — (Park staff, Ted Watkins
Park)
I’'m writing to let you know that Parks After Dark at Obregon Park was an awesome experience. My family and |
had fun every Saturday with the dodgeball and indoor soccer. Not only did my family had fun but the
community as well. We got to meet people, made new friends and the staff at Obregon Park where great. |
grew up in this community by Obregon Park. To see events happening at our park it’s a great thing. The
concerts, movies and even the bike safety classes were a good thing. | saw families having a great time at all the
events that took place here at the park. One thing though, we need a couple of concerts in Spanish. That will
cater to our community needs. — (Participant, Obregon Park)
I noticed this year PAD at Loma Alta Park consisted of a diverse community compared to the past couple of
years. — (Park staff, Loma Alta Park)

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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PAD Youth Characteristics in 2016

PAD was designed to provide opportunities for youth to help decrease crime. Over one third
(34%) or roughly 4,000 of the PAD participant population were youth ages 21 and younger.The
data showed that PAD youth were more often female (54%) than the adults (66%), but had the
same racial/ethnic and income breakdowns. The majority of youth attended PAD daily (51%) or
weekly (38%) and 18% of youth ages 0-16 and 27% of youth ages 17-21 reported attending PAD
for the first time in 2016. Similar to adults, 92% said they would attend PAD again and would
recommend PAD to a friend and assigned PAD an overall GPA of 3.58. Nearly all of PAD youth
attendees (94%) agreed PAD improved relationships between the community and Deputy
Sheriffs and 98% expressed feelings of safety while attending PAD events. Among youth
attendees who viewed their neighborhoods unsafe, 87% felt safe at PAD.

Youth PAD attendees participated in team sports (28%), walking club (28%), exercise classes
(13%), and swimming (24%). 87% participated in some type of physical activity at PAD.
However, only 13% of youth participants met physical activity guidelines for their age. Among
youth (0-16) who did not meet the recommended guidelines, 87% participated in physical
activity programming at PAD. Youth PAD participants identified movie night, swim/water
activities, games, basketball, and concerts/music most frequently as their favorite activities and
expressed interest in movie night, soccer, concerts/music, swimming, and basketball for future
programing. The overwhelming majority (97%) of youth reported PAD increased quality time
with family members and improved their relationship with their neighbors (95%).

PAD provides opportunities to reach youth who are utilizing and need an array of services,
similar to services used by youth at-risk or on Probation. Between 10-29% of youth attendees
reported that they currently use services for mental health, substance use, family (e.g., child
care or parent supports), employment, housing assistance, and financial assistance. Between 7-
10% of youth attendees reported being interested in using these services. Youth PAD
participants indicate that they are receiving benefits from PAD, including access to recreational
and physical activity programs. Additionally, the safety youth felt attending PAD and PAD’s
impact on relationships with law enforcement, neighbors, and quality time with family
members are important protective factors against involvement in the criminal justice system.
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Probation Youth

PAD may offer additional opportunities for Probation youth and families to benefit from
programming at the parks through referrals from other Probation services and divisions and
developing additional on-site programs at the above parks and other PAD parks. PAD is
operated in communities with high levels of need, high numbers of Probation youth (see Goal
5: Increased Social Cohesion and Community Well-being in the Targeted Communities), and a
high proportion of youth participants. Detailed analyses of PAD’s impact on youth in 2016 is
provided in a separate report titled “2016 Parks After Dark Youth Overview.”

Existence of probation programs provided opportunities for additional venues for community-
based outreach to this population. Probation programs were operating in Belvedere, Athens,
Helen Keller, Roosevelt, Ted Watkins, and Pamela Parks (Exhibit 23). The Probation Department
provided additional opportunities to engage these youth in PAD programming and added a
youth development component to the parks. Additional information about the role of Juvenile
Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA) Deputy Probation Officers (DPO) and the Probation
Enrichment Program (PEP) are presented in Goal 3: Deputy Probation Officer Perceptions of
Cross-Sector Collaboration. Additionally, Probation staff also collaborated with park Teen Clubs
at Athens, Roosevelt, Ted Watkins, and Pamela parks, participated in PAD summer
programming and provided a table at PAD resource fairs at these parks.

Exhibit 23: PAD Probation Programs and Services, 2016

District | Park Probation Officer (on-site) Probation Department Programming at PAD
SD1 Belvedere None JICPA DPO (currently unassigned)

SD 2 Athens Yes JJICPA DPO

SD2 Helen Keller | Yes PEP

SD2 Roosevelt Yes PEP

SD2 Ted Watkins | Yes PEP

SD5 Pamela Yes JICPA DPO

Note: Data provided by the Department of Public Health.
JJCPA: Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act; DPO: Deputy Probation Officers (DPO); PEP: Probation Enrichment Program.
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PAD Volunteers and Youth Employment

PAD aims to engage youth in community activities and reduce crime and its consequences
among teens. PAD provided an opportunity for community participation through use of
volunteers and employing youth. In 2016, 368 adults and 196 youth volunteered at PAD events
and 23 youth were employed (Exhibit 24). Among PAD parks, Athens Park had nearly half of the
volunteers. This was accomplished by a significant effort by the Assistant Regional Recreation
Director and the Recreation Services Supervisor at Athens Park. Athens Park utilized specific
strategies before the start of PAD, such as distributing letters to the community asking for
volunteers and organizing convenient fingerprinting events at the parks to facilitate volunteer
enrollment. Additionally, Athens Park themed their PAD programming around superheroes,
naming their PAD “Athens City”. A staff member noted, “We aspired to demonstrate that
everyone is or can be a ‘hero’ in their own way, every day, by serving their community, living
healthy lives and fostering good will toward each other, through sharing, respect, tolerance,
and cultural diversity.”

UCLA surveyed and conducted interviews and focus groups with administrators and staff from
DPR about a variety of operational topics including staffing for PAD events and utilizing
volunteers and youth employees. Volunteers and youth employees were considered a critical
component for parks to help address staffing challenges during PAD. One park staff noted, “The
most important impact that PAD had on the community was giving teens the opportunity to
help and participate in PAD activities. It brought them to have a better perspective in what's
going on in our community and it let them be a part of something that was good for themselves
and their park/community. It made them feel like they were a part of something bigger than
themselves.”
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However, park staff mentioned that use of volunteers and youth employees requires a significant investment of staff time and

planning in advance. Following standard County procedures, a member of the park staff with Live Scanning certification and
equipment must fingerprint prospective volunteers, who are required to pass a background check. Advance planning was
challenging with expansion as funding was confirmed at a late date. Advance planning was challenging with expansion as funding
was confirmed at a late date.

Exhibit 24: Number of PAD Volunteers and Employees by Park, 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name

m

N =

3] ©

S o

g =

= E < s

] 2 2 @

= “* o = ] Q

g El 8 £ o £ 8 g 5 £

e £ =& § = 5| 5 & 5§ ¢ & o € E g ¢ %8| 3

% | = > =®B| 5 &6 =< |g 5 2|2 = » 2 €& s 2 T @ ¢ & T ¢

© [} 2 3 [ = o o] 2 N < ] c 5 [ _g e © [] 2 g}b < > =

o £ o - > A £ a Kl c > [} < 2 = i Q = z s g = 2

> © ] ] x O ) © © © T = = (] ] ] — [] <3 2 © °

=3 o 3 - G 2 3 o »n » < < < o o w [rr] T = o a > -
Adult Volunteers 18 3 17 4 47 6| 24 8 0| 10 4 200 0 15 0 0 5 19 0 4 0 368
Youth Volunteers 9 9 22 4 10 | 16 12 15 10 4 50 0 6 0 7 5 5 0 6 0 196
Youth Employees 1 0 2 4 0 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 - 0 1 3 1 - 0 0 2 23
Total 28 12 41 15 51 16 18 | 40 20 15 | 22 8 250 0 22 3 8 10 24 0 10 2 587

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation administrative data.
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PAD Outreach

PAD participants reported on frequency of attendance and how they heard about PAD. The PAD
survey data indicated that many PAD attendees visited the park daily (47%) or weekly (40%),
independent of PAD. This high frequency of visits was most common for earlier park groups but
not for PAD Group Four (Exhibit 25). Most individuals learned about PAD because they lived in
the area or were walking by (47%), but many learned through PAD flyers (21%) and through
word of mouth (26%). Comments also included suggestions for additional advertising in the
community and requests to expand the program throughout the year.

Among PAD attendees, 19% visited PAD twice or more a week and 16% attended once a week
during PAD season. Most (44%) attended three or more times during the entire season. Many
PAD attendees had participated in PAD prior to 2016 and 30% were new to PAD in 2016. A
significant portion of attendees of Pamela (23%) and Roosevelt (10%) parks, part of PAD Group
One, reported having attended PAD every year since the program started in those parks. Many
(44%) PAD attendees attended the resource fair during PAD.
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Exhibit 25: PAD Attendance and Outreach by PAD Park in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
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Park Name ~
= - f: g =
g 5 K S 8
[ - [} 13 5 '_
o ° 2 S @ 5
2 S = e 3 g 2
= £ 2| 8 £ a ° a £ 2 b = a
& = = 5 © (] 8 5 ° 5 g £ o ] = > 2] ) E]
ol ¢ ®| 28|t & S| 8| . |l 2|2 & , 38 g 5 8 £ £ 5 g5 T|E?
< o ] = [ - © 6| B s £ [C] < o g ¥ 3 € £ c 4 » £ %0
& £ <] - o > @ £ o a K c o > K] < 2 = ] S 2 7 = 2 = o
S| & @& | &6 & |8 &§ | &8 T 2 &8 & & o £ = 8 &5 S|&
Frequency of park visit(s), independent of PAD
First Time 3 0 2 2 2 1 3 10 4 4 1 1 2 3 1 8 3 4 9 7 8 5 3 8 5 5
Daily 47 | 58 47 46 48 | 62 52 46 56 | 41 65 44 52 | 25 54 45 41 45 30 41 39 35 46 44 48 | 42
Weekly 40 | 33 46 42 44 | 32 37 29 32| 47 30 47 40 | 56 38 32 45 39 49 41 36 38 42 34 37| 40
Monthly or Yearly 10 9 6 10 7 4 8 15 8 9 4 7 7 17 7 15 11 12 12 11 18 22 9 14 11 13
PAD outreach method *
Live in area/ walked by 47 | 44 41 59 46 | 48 49 30 44 | 47 60 58 55| 60 55 27 44 39 39 51 34 53 57 26 38| 43
Flyer 21 | 25 21 13 20| 16 19 27 19| 20 18 11 18| 17 13 39 22 32 17 16 14 21 19 35 48| 24
Website 4 5 5 2 4 2 6 4 3 5 2 1 3 2 3 4 4 17 1 3 8 2 2 8 9 5
Social media 4 1 2 2 2 3 5 4 3 5 2 1 3 3 3 7 4 11 3 3 6 3 3 17 8 6
Reference 26 | 20 28 17 25 | 42 23 28 35 | 27 17 25 23| 16 19 29 24 35 37 29 38 31 28 23 53| 27
Other 5 10 4 2 4 4 10 17 8 9 3 8 6 8 4 5 5 1 8 13 5 2 5 5 1 5
Frequency of PAD visit(s), planned and actual
Once a week 16 9 15 14 14 10 16 20 14 17 12 14 14 14 15 13 23 23 22 25 23 20 18 15 30 19
Twice or more each week 19 22 16 18 17 30 30 21 28 16 24 19 20 13 21 17 15 15 28 25 14 12 15 21 35 17
Once or twice during PAD 20 | 17 17 17 17 9 16 33 16 | 18 15 27 19| 32 17 32 22 16 22 20 26 26 26 24 7| 24
Three or more times during PAD 44 | 52 52 51 51| 51 38 26 42 | 48 48 40 47 | 41 47 38 40 46 27 29 36 42 41 40 29| 40
Number of years attended PAD at any park
prior to 2016
0 30| 11 16 17 16 | 29 9 37 271 21 15 16 18| 36 29 63 23 45 46 50 58 53 34 69 20| 45
1 50 | 39 53 52 51| 40 43 27 38| 56 71 60 63 | 46 60 29 59 44 41 40 37 38 44 27 58| 44
2 8 | 10 8 12 91| 13 13 13 13 | 10 6 13 9 9 6 3 9 9 7 5 3 3 13 2 16 6
3 4 8 6 10 7 6 15 12 9 6 2 4 4 2 2 1 3 2 2 1 0 1 5 1 0 2
4 2 4 5 3 5 4 9 4 5 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1
5 1 6 3 2 3 3 5 2 3 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
6 4| 23 10 3 9 7 5 5 6 2 3 4 3 3 2 2 3 0 3 3 0 3 2 0 3 2
Attended community resource fair 44 | 44 61 56 58 | 30 58 35 36 | 42 38 26 37 46 46 54 39 38 50 21 45 41 32 42 29 42

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: frequency of park visit (10.6%), outreach methods (5.6%), frequency of PAD visits (14.2%), and resource fair attendance

(6.2%).
1 Multiple responses possible.
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Among individuals who indicated they visited PAD parks routinely (e.g. daily or weekly visits
throughout the year), attendance at PAD was more frequent than among those who visited the
parks less frequently. For example, 23% of those who visited the park daily attended PAD twice
or more each week (Exhibit 26), but 14% of less frequent visitors who came to the park monthly

or yearly visited PAD twice or more each week.

Exhibit 26: Routine Park Visits and PAD Attendance, 2016

B Once or
twice this summer

3
2 W Three or more
T times this summer
£
<
2
< Once a week
0,
W Twice or more
each week

Daily Weekly Monthly or Yearly First Time

Routine Park Visits (Independent of PAD)

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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To examine long-term trends regarding the impact of outreach methods on PAD participants,

survey data for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two was examined from 2010 to 2016. The
data indicated that personal invite/references and word of mouth/walking by were the most
frequently reported ways participants heard about PAD (Exhibit 27). Flyers were also a
successful outreach strategy. Reach over the internet (e.g. park website, social media, etc.) was
consistently identified by fewer PAD participants over the years, although this mode of
outreach increased over time.

There was growth in word of mouth/walking by as an outreach strategy for both PAD Group
One (from 37% to 46%) and PAD Group Two (from 38% to 44%). In key informant focus groups
and interviews, word of mouth/walking by were identified as common outreach strategies for
parks that have significant street exposure (e.g. on major thoroughfares) or are centrally
located within the community.

Exhibit 27: PAD Outreach Method for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, 2010-2016
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

PAD Group One
Personal invite/reference 30% 37% 39% 31% 26% 25% 25%
Word of mouth/walking by 37% 35% 45% 52% 44% 45% 46%
Flyer 27% 27% 20% 14% 18% 26% 20%
Internet 2% 4% 3% 2% 5% 5% 6%
Other 19% 8% 8% 7% 13% 4% 4%
PAD Group Two
Personal invite/reference -- - 45% 34% 34% 36% 35%
Word of mouth/walking by -- -- 38% 38% 34% 36% 44%
Flyer - -- 20% 22% 24% 26% 19%
Internet -- -- 3% 5% 7% 6% 7%
Other -- -- 11% 11% 14% 12% 8%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).
Note: Respondents reported on multiple methods, therefore percentages exceed 100%.
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Comments by PAD participant survey respondents indicated that it is important for PAD to

expand reach and increase attendance through appropriate outreach methods which utilize
existing social networks, with stronger online and community presence. Most survey
respondents who mentioned PAD outreach activities discussed the necessity of more
advertising. Survey responses highlighted how despite living in the community, individuals may
still be unaware of PAD (Exhibit 28).

Photos illustrating PAD attendance and outreach are shown in Exhibit 29.

Exhibit 28: Selected Comments about PAD Attendance and Outreach, 2016

PAD frequency “Parks After Dark should be every day or weekends (not only summer).” (Roosevelt Park)

and attendance “To continue doing this so there is entertainment for the family during vacation time.” (City
Terrace Park)
“We had a really great time. We started to bring seven kids and at the end we ended up
with 16 kids.” (Athens Park)
PAD outreach “This is only the second time I’'ve known about PAD. | live three blocks away for 14 years
and advertising and only experienced this twice.” (Allen Martin Park)
“Distribute more flyers or pamphlets to the community so they know about events.” (City
Terrace Park)
“Flyers at local shops so people can be aware of these community activities.” (Obregon
Park)
“More advertisement. | feel they are good programs but not enough people are aware.”
(Obregon Park)
“It's the first time I've heard of Parks After Dark but I loved the information and the idea
behind the activities.” (Roosevelt Park)
“Wish more people came to concerts, more advertising maybe?” (El Cariso Park)
“Parks After Dark activities should be in your summer activity program book.” (Adventure
Park)
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 1: Increase Access to PAD E



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program

May 2017

Exhibit 29: Selected Photos ath PAD Attendance and Outreach, 2016
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Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 1: Increase Access to PAD



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

In focus groups and interviews, park staff discussed using a wide variety of advertising methods

for PAD outreach. Parks utilized a portion of their budget for advertising with the focus of
bringing more people and attention to PAD. Although methods varied by park, most parks used
signage, community engagement, and school districts to advertise.

Signage:

e Giving away promotional items with the PAD logo.
e Banners and other large-format advertisements; this was easiest for parks located near
busy streets instead of in residential areas.

e PAD activities and events (e.g. music, crowds) to attract people who pass by the park to
PAD.

Community engagement:

e Convening community stakeholder meetings to plan PAD each summer.

e Talking to local businesses and placing flyers and bulletins in local shops and
restaurants.

e Reaching out to other park programs (such as Youth Activities League hosted by LASD).

e Connecting with individuals and organizations through social media, although staff
members found it difficult to determine the ideal outreach platform.

School districts:

e Some parks produced PAD handouts to send home with students at local schools.

e Some school districts allowed for free advertising, while others required parks to pay a
fee.

e Early advertising was preferred but unpredictable dates of funding brought up timeline
challenges; schools were often not in session when PAD was confirmed.
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PAD Programming

PAD offers a wide variety of programming and services at parks throughout Los Angeles County;
these vary widely based on the individual parks and demographic composition of the target
population and surrounding park neighborhood. The PAD participant survey data were analyzed
to determine programs that drew participants to participate in PAD, which programs were
participant favorites, and participation in the health and social service resource fairs at the
parks.

Exhibit 30 identifies the favorite PAD activities by major categories and specific activities as
identified by PAD participants. The most popular category was arts/entertainment, with movie
night (21%) and concerts/music (10%) as the favorite activities. Commonly mentioned forms of
exercise included swim/water sports (9%) and walking club (5%). Popular team sports included
basketball (5%) and soccer (5%). 14% of participants expressed appreciation for activities
specific to youth. Participants also mentioned enjoying food/cooking at PAD events (5%).
Favorite PAD activities varied by park, depending on programming available and local
preferences.

Exhibit 30: Favorite PAD Activities, 2016

Category Specific activity Percentage
Arts/entertainment Movie night 20.7%
Concerts/music 9.7%
Performance 0.7%
Total 31.1%
Physical activity/exercise Swim/water 8.6%
Walking 5.0%
Zumba 3.7%
Cheerleading/gymnastics 2.4%
Dance 1.8%
General exercise classes 1.8%
Martial arts, aerobics, yoga 1.2%
Total 24.5%
Organized sports Basketball 5.2%
Soccer 4.9%
General team sports 2.4%
Tennis 2.1%
Football, volleyball, dodgeball 1.8%
Baseball/softball 1.6%
Individual sports activities 1.3%
Total 19.3%
Kids Activities Games 4.8%
Jumpers 3.8%
Face painting 1.4%
General youth activities 2.2%
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Category Specific activity Percentage
Arts/crafts 2.1%
Total 14.3%

Other/general activities Food/cooking 5.2%
Bingo 4.0%
Other activities 2.9%
Everything 2.4%
Total 14.5%

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: Participants may have suggested more than one activity in their survey response, therefore percentages add to more

than 100.
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PAD Satisfaction

PAD survey respondents overwhelmingly had positive feedback about PAD and alluded to
satisfaction in multiple areas. As shown in Exhibit 31 the great majority of themes reflected
positive feedback on topics such as activities, youth, fun, and staff among others. Selected
comments around PAD satisfaction are highlighted in Exhibit 32, which shows the most

common topics from survey comments in the largest font.

Exhibit 31: Common Themes of General Comments, 2016
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Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Exhibit 32: Selected Comments about PAD Satisfaction, 2016
PAD “Parks After Dark is the most empowering cultural/artistic educational event in the community to
Satisfaction | bring peace and understanding as neighbors across neighborhoods.” (City Terrace Park)
“Parks After Dark is a wonderful program which allows the community, both children and adults,
to stay active and engaged. PAD allows kids to do positive activities versus being on the streets.”
(East Rancho Dominguez Park)
“The current program is very good. We needed something like this for low income people. It helps
a lot because we can’t afford to take them to places that charge. Thank you for remembering us
and we hope that you please continue to offer the program.” (Mayberry Park)
“Very positive, friendly environment! | love seeing family and people actually playing. Thank you.”
(El Cariso Park)
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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In the key informant survey, DPR and LASD informants were asked to report if they agreed or

disagreed with statements on the impact of PAD on access, outreach, and service provision
(Exhibit 33). Both groups overwhelmingly agreed that PAD provided quality services and
increased the use of parks in novel ways. For example, informants agreed that PAD provided
access to high quality recreational programing (34 out of 36), innovative services (35 out of 36),
and increased use of parks (36 out of 36) among other advantages.

In interviews, informants felt that PAD expanded their ability to connect with the community
and provide services more than they could without PAD. DPR staff saw PAD as a way to connect
the community to resources offered at the park. DPR staff noted increased involvement in
other park activities/programming and continued visits to the parks after PAD. Park staff also
observed, “The community now takes better care of the park as a result of PAD.”

Exhibit 33: Number of DPR and LASD Key Informants Who Reported on Access, Outreach, and
Service Provision during PAD, 2016

PAD increased use of parks by community members.
PAD provided a pleasant and welcoming space to provide
services.
PAD provided opportunities to provide services in novel or
unique ways.
PAD provided opportunities for innovative services at
County parks.
PAD made it easier to outreach to hard-to-reach
populations.
PAD provided an opportunity for community members to
. . 2 34
learn about County services available to them.
PAD provided participants in high need communities with n 34
improved access to quality recreational programming.
PAD provided adequate opportunities for physical activity. el < 30

H Disagree M Neutral M Agree

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Survey respondents were also asked to report if PAD successfully provided services, adequate
staffing, and right mix of activities (Exhibit 34). The great majority of respondents reported PAD
was successful in such service provision.

Exhibit 34: Number of DPR and LASD Key Informants Who Reported on Success of PAD in
Service Provision and Staffing during PAD, 2016

Provided a variety of health, economic, and social services

at the parks
Provided adequate staffing to plan and implement the
program

Provided a mix of activities tailored to community needs

B Not Successful Neutral B Successful

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.

PAD attendees were asked to grade the types of PAD activities offered, the hours of operations,
and the facilities. The great majority gave an A grade to the types of activities offered (69%),
hours of operation (67%), and park facilities (70%; Exhibit 36). More than 20% also gave a B
grade to these activities. The proportion giving grades of C or lower were in the minority. The
overall GPA for all three measures was 3.58 or higher. PAD attendees also said they would
attend PAD again (94%) or would recommend it to a friend (94%). In open ended responses,
PAD participants emphasized social networks in indicating their satisfaction (Exhibit 35).

Exhibit 35: Selected Comments about Referring PAD to a Friend, 2016

Recommend PAD to “I will bring my friends to this park, it’s really nice.” (Salazar Park)

social networks “I post these events on Facebook and friends are jealous that they don’t have this in
their community.” (Loma Alta Park)
“I am going to recommend the park and its activities to all of my neighbors.” (Belvedere
Park)
“I recommend Parks After Dark to friends and family, even if they live in another area!”
(El Cariso Park)
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Exhibit 36: Satisfaction with PAD by PAD Park in Percentages (%), 2016

May 2017

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)

2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name N
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Grade assignment
Types of activities
offered
A 69 66 76 74 74 73 61 70 70 64 67 73 67 81 73 63 61 44 69 69 57 91 60 78 59 68
B 24 26 19 21 20 19 30 22 22 29 26 19 26 14 20 29 29 42 25 24 40 8 25 19 31 25
C or below 7 8 5 5 5 8 9 8 8 6 7 8 7 5 6 8 10 14 6 7 3 1 15 3 9 7
Average "GPA" 3.60 | 3.55 3.67 3.67 | 3.66 | 3.60 349 361 | 358|356 3.60 3.62 3,59 | 3.74 366 353 350 3.28 359 3.60 354 389 342 375 350 | 3.60
Hours of activities
offered
A 67 74 71 73 72 76 50 70 69 64 63 73 65 84 73 62 59 32 66 71 59 88 58 79 64 66
B 25 19 23 22 22 19 34 23 23 30 31 20 29 14 21 27 33 49 25 24 31 10 27 18 28 25
C or below 7 7 6 5 6 5 16 7 8 6 7 6 6 2 6 11 9 19 9 5 9 2 15 4 8 8
Average "GPA" 3.58 | 3.65 3.62 3.66 | 3.63 | 3.69 328 3.60 | 3.58 | 3.57 3.55 3.65 3,58 | 3.81 366 3.48 3.49 3.07 352 365 349 385 337 374 355 | 356
Park facilities
A 70 71 74 73 74 77 56 75 72 68 67 76 69 83 76 67 63 26 69 75 65 92 58 82 74 69
B 22 20 18 22 19 17 28 20 20 26 26 17 25 14 18 23 27 39 24 22 28 6 29 15 22 22
C or below 8 9 7 5 7 6 16 5 8 6 7 7 7 3 6 10 10 36 7 3 7 2 13 3 3 9
Average "GPA" 3.59 | 3.60 3.63 3.67 | 3.63 | 3.69 335 368 | 3.61 | 3.60 3.59 3.66 3.60 | 3.79 368 354 349 274 359 371 356 390 339 378 371 | 3.56
Would attend PAD
again 94 94 92 95 93 96 96 99 96 92 92 95 92 98 93 95 92 85 97 98 95 97 95 93 98 94
Would recommend
PAD to a friend 94 94 93 95 94 95 91 100 95 92 93 96 93 99 93 94 92 82 97 99 95 97 95 94 98 94

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: grade assignment (8-9%), attending PAD again (12.9%), recommending PAD to a friend (13.9%).
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Long-term trends in participant satisfaction were examined using survey data from PAD Group
One and PAD Group Two from 2010 to 2016. Since PAD began in 2010, participants consistently
indicated that they would attend PAD again over 92% of participants at each park each year
(Exhibit 37).

Exhibit 37: Participants Who Would Attend PAD Again, PAD Group One and PAD Group Two,
2010-2016
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 95% 97% 98% 99% 97% 99% 94%
Roosevelt 97% 99% 97% 97% 98% 98% 92%
Ted Watkins 99% 99% 97% 99% 99% 97% 95%
PAD Group One 97% 98% 97% 98% 98% 98% 93%
City Terrace - -- 99% 100% 99% 99% 96%
Jesse Owens - - 96% 98% 99% 97% 96%
Loma Alta -- -- 99% 98% 98% 98% 99%
PAD Group Two -- -- 99% 99% 99% 98% 96%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).

Similarly, the percentage of individuals who indicated they would recommend PAD to a friend
has been relatively consistent over time and remained above 91% for all parks in PAD Group
One and PAD Group Two since PAD began at the park (Exhibit 38).

Exhibit 38: Participants Who Would Recommend PAD to a Friend, PAD Group One and PAD
Group Two, 2010-2016
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 98%  99% 99% 99% 99% 98%  94%
Roosevelt 98%  98% 96% 99% 99% 98%  93%
Ted Watkins 100% 100% 98% 98% 99% 98%  95%
PAD Group One 99% 99% 97% 99% 99% 98% 94%
City Terrace - - 100% 99% 99% 99% 95%
Jesse Owens - - 96% 98% 99% 99% 91%
Loma Alta -- -- 98% 98% 96% 98% 100%
PAD Group Two -- -- 99% 99% 99% 99%  95%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).
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In addition to PAD participants, PAD key informants consistently gave a score of 3 or higher (out

of 4) to PAD for providing quality programming, innovative services, and physical activities

(Exhibit 39).

Exhibit 39: Key Informant Perceptions of Access to Quality Recreational Programming, 2016

PAD provided participants in
high need communities with
improved access to quality
recreational programming.

PAD provided
opportunities for
innovative services at
County parks.

PAD provided
adequate
opportunities for
physical activity.

Sheriff's Department (n=15)

All Key Informants (n=49) 3.7 3.6 3.1

Department of Parks and

Recreation (n=22) 3.7 3.7 3.2
35 35 3.0

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.

Note: Scores ranged from 0 to 4, with higher scores indicating a high level of agreement.
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Recommendations for Expanding PAD Programming and Services

PAD Participant Recommendations

Comments about the type of activities included requests for more exercise classes, more food
options and related programming, and more types of activities across all ages (Exhibit 40).
Generally, comments suggested continuing old activities and offering a more diverse array of
activities for participants. There were also activity suggestions unique to individual parks such
as having jumpers for youth, bringing back teen club, and offering Zumba every night.

Additionally, there were comments about features of specific parks, such as swimming pools,
skating area, and handball courts. These comments frequently overlapped with safety concerns,
such as danger swimming at night or strange men drinking in the handball court area or by the
bathrooms. Requests for improved facilities were common across multiple parks. Overall,
participants considered the park environment and general area to be clean. However,
cleanliness and quantity of bathrooms were primary concerns, as well as more lighting and
parking, at multiple parks. Several respondents emphasized the importance of focusing on
funding park resources and equipment, to ensure the health and safety of PAD participants
(e.g. helmets).

Comments around park hours were mixed, some suggested early morning or late afternoon
hours, while others wanted extended night hours to allow for more PAD programming. Themes
with park hours frequently overlapped with safety concerns (e.g. participants did not feel
comfortable walking home in the dark).

Exhibit 41 highlights selected photos from about PAD activities and facilities.
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Exhibit 40: Selected Comments about Type of Activities Requested, 2016

Type of activities | “Everything is great, but need more variety of events.” (Salazar Park)
“I would like to see health fairs with examples of food that contain too much sugar and
workshops on how to cook healthy.” (Belvedere Park)
“Separate the jumpers. Have one for big kids and one for little kids.” (Jesse Owens Park)
“Activities focused on women in the family.” (Mayberry Park)
“I wish they had more funds for food.” (Loma Alta Park)
“More games for kids, educational games, more art, dance, karaoke.” (City Terrace Park)
“More adult activities and vendors.” (Obregon Park)
“Wondering if you feed the homeless/that would be nice.” (El Cariso Park)
Hours “Late night/evening activities are during dinner time; most working parents can’t juggle it
all.” (Loma Alta Park)
“This event should be held early on Saturday, not at night, we have to walk home in the
dark.” (Obregon Park)
“Longer hours for City Terrace Park After Dark.” (City Terrace Park)
Park facilities “Cleaner restrooms.” (Multiple)
and environment | “More bathrooms available.” (Multiple)
“When | went to skate with my kids, wasn’t enough helmets. More supplies needed at this
park. Other than that, great experience.” (Val Verde Park)
“Keep up the good job. Need more outside restrooms by pool by outside basketball court.”
(Jesse Owens Park)
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Exhibit 41: Selected Photos about PAD Activities and Facilities, 2016
Park Activities, ., 2 .
Equipment, :

and Facilities
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PAD Activities
and Temporary

Facilities

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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PAD participants were asked to identify the top activities they would like to see at PAD in the
future. Movie night (24%), concerts/music (20%), soccer (16%), swimming (15%), children’s
games (13%), basketball (10%), and jumpers for youth (9%) were most frequently suggested
(Exhibit 42). Among general activities, PAD participants also expressed significant interest in

having more activities and events involving food/cooking (22%).

Exhibit 42: Participants Suggestions for Future PAD Activities, 2016

Category Specific Activity Percentage
Arts/entertainment Movie night 24.1%
Concerts/music 20.2%
Bingo 5.3%
Performance 3.9%
Carnival activities 2.1%
Total 55.6%
Physical activity/exercise Swimming 14.6%
Zumba 7.0%
Dance 6.4%
Walking/walking club 5.9%
General exercise classes 3.4%
Gym 3.3%
Cheerleading/gymnastics 2.8%
Martial arts/boxing 2.5%
Yoga 2.5%
Running/jogging 2.4%
Aerobics/pilates 1.2%
Total 52.0%
Organized sports Soccer 15.5%
Basketball 10.1%
General sports 8.2%
Baseball/softball 7.2%
Tennis 5.8%
Football 5.0%
Individual sport activities 2.5%
Total 54.3%
Kids Activities Games/playground 13.1%
Jumper 8.5%
Painting/coloring 3.9%
General youth activities 3.3%
Face painting 1.5%
Total 30.3%
Other/general activities Food/cooking 22.0%
Other 2.2%
Events 1.8%
Raffles/giveaways 1.7%
Skateboarding 1.4%
Animals 1.1%
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Category Specific Activity Percentage
Total 30.2%

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: Participants suggested more than one activity (up to three) in their survey response, therefore percentages add to more
than 100.

Teen Club PhotoVoice Recommendations

Teen clubs at four PAD parks were recruited to conduct a community-based participatory
research project to provide feedback on how PAD can be more responsive to the community’s
needs. Teen clubs conducted a PhotoVoice project (see Appendix 3: Methods for additional
detail on Teen Club PhotoVoice Project Methods, page 235). Teen clubs at two parks, Athens
and Pamela, included youth involved in Probation youth development programs. Teen clubs
identified the following three themes for improvements and responsiveness to community’s
needs.

Community Benefits

Teens were asked to identify ways in which PAD activities have benefitted the community. Teen
clubs indicated that PAD improved community cohesion and provided recreation opportunities.
These benefits occurred during the summer period when PAD operated and were ongoing
benefits after PAD had finished for the year. Specific examples of these benefits are presented
in Exhibit 43.

Exhibit 43: Teen Clubs Perceptions of Ways PAD has Benefitted the Community, 2016

Recommendations Photograph

Pamela Park: What works about
PAD?

Concerts, live bands, Walking Club,
Teen Dance, Movies, Laser Tag,
Video Game Club, 3 on 3 Basketball
Tournaments, Backpack giveaway,
Airbrush tattoos, Zumba, food,
Youth Sports: Soccer, Basketball,
Outdoor Volleyball.
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Bassett Park: PAD activities have
benefitted our community by getting
everyone to come together and
celebrate Thanksgiving. It opened
way to get the community to
participate in such events.

Source: TeenClub PhotoVoice Photos and Description.
Areas for Improvement

Teen clubs recommended three types of changes to improve areas in and around the park:
1) Adjust or add equipment to make the park facilities safe and accessible to younger

children;

2) Add lights, which will allow patrons to safely use the park at night; and

3) Clean, improve, and maintain facilities to improve the accessibility, comfort, and safety
of parks.

Specific examples of these recommendations are presented in Exhibit 44.

Exhibit 44: Teen Club Recommendations on Park Areas in Need of Improvement, 2016

Recommendations Photograph
Pamela Park: Lack of steps on =2

both sides of the monkey bar for
the smaller children.
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Recommendations Photograph

Bassett Park: The dark side of
the park: The Playground needs
to be updated. The swings and
other equipment is old and we
would like an upgrade. There is
also hardly any lights at night
that hit the playground area.

Bassett Park: There is not
enough lights to light up the
benched areas at night. It could
be dangerous because someone
can get hurt, lost or taken due to
no lights.

el BN et

Bassett Park: The restrooms are
always dirty. The Mirrors are old
and ugly they need to be
updated to real mirrors. Also the
locks on the stall doors are
always broken.
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Recommendations

Photograph

Athens Park: We took a picture
of the train tracks because we
feel that it needs beautification
and upgrades. This is directly
across from Athens Park Teen
Center and gymnasium.

UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017
+

Source: TeenClub PhotoVoice Photos and Description.
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Activity Recommendations

Teen clubs were asked to identify three main recommendations for additional activities not

currently included in their respective PAD programs which would benefit their park and

community. The recommendations were both teen-specific and general.

1) Teen specific recreation and instructional classes; expanding successful programs and

creating new ones;

2) PAD activities to serve specific members of the community; and

3) Prepare early for the next PAD to increase the amount of participation among the

members of the community.

Specific examples of these themes are presented in Exhibit 45.

Exhibit 45: Teen Club Recommendations on Future PAD Programming and Activities, 2016

Recommendations

Photograph

San Angelo Park: A major issue
is the amount of homeless
people in the park. Concerns
have been raised by the
program about the well-being of
these members of our
community. An idea was to have
a “Feed The Homeless Food
Truck Friday” where every
Friday food trucks will come out
and cater to the homeless.

Pamela Park: The most
important question we must ask
ourselves throughout this
process is how far can we
expand?

With a proper budget plan,
execution and support, these
ideas can unify our community
and increase participation
throughout our community!
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Recommendations

Photograph

San Angelo Park: With dance
class, others can learn new
cultures, dance, music, let their
creativity show, and express
themselves through dance.

Bassett Park: We think that PAD
should bring more activities that
benefit all ages, such as rock
climbing will bring in a larger
number of people to the PAD
events. This will help in getting
more teens involved in park
programs.

Bassett Park: Although our
Luche Libre night at PAD is a
huge success, we would like to
see different entertainment as
well, such as Concerts, Movies
in the Park and possible illusion
entertainment “Street Magic”.

Source: TeenClub PhotoVoice Photos and Description.
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Key Informant Recommendations

Planning Recommendations

Areas of improvement consistently mentioned by key informants included: engaging
community members in the planning process, strengthening internal planning and improving
PAD operations, and utilizing available outreach resources. Exhibit 46 highlights selected
comments around recommendations for improving PAD in these areas.

Key informants said that in order to best serve the community, an understanding of community
needs is necessary. One best practice mentioned was to host “community think-tanks,” where
park staff engage a group of community members to provide feedback during the PAD planning
period. PAD parks currently host community planning meetings each spring, along with their
community stakeholders service providers, to plan summer programming; however, there may
be opportunities to enhance this process.

Exhibit 46: Selected Comments around General PAD Recommendations, 2016

Community input “Now that we have identified some of the community’s needs and desires, we
can better plan future PAD programs.” (DPR)
“We need to engage the community more to determine exactly what the
needs are.” (Probation Department)
Planning/organization “It takes a lot of planning and we need to know what the budget is going to be
in order to start planning.” (DPR)
“There should be a PAD coordinator for the department that works year round
assisting with grants, assistance to the park staff with equipment, supplies, and
support.” (DPR)
“Provide a PAD budget earlier than years past, this will help in purchasing
services and providing quality programming for the community.” (DPR)
Outreach “Streamline marketing, community outreach, and partner engagement with
new Coordinator staff, opportunities to peer network with PAD partners and
park staff to share ideas and improve efficiency, and work with partners to co-
locate services at the parks year-round to build momentum from the summer.”
(DPH)
“Making community members aware and advertising the PAD programs merits
and activities months before the established program dates via local news
outlets, social media, and school districts/schools within the PAD venue.”
(LASD)
Source: 2016 PAD key informant surveys.

Additionally, it is critical to address barriers and limitations to adequately staff for PAD. Key
informants discussed the limitations of using volunteers. For example, volunteers cancelling on
short notice and youth volunteers participating in activities rather than running them.
Informants discussed how labor laws limited the ability of teens to work late and on what teens
can do. Parks had different levels of success in recruiting volunteers and youth. One informant
said “Some supervisors have more pull than others [with organizations that provide
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volunteers]. They have a relationship and getting a constant flow of five, six, or seven workers.

But other parks might ask for them and get maybe one... so maybe PAD itself can reach out to
them and that would be distributed evenly.” Parks tried to find youth workers through other
agencies but one informant pointed out that “You are getting kids where it’s their first job and
you’re teaching them as you’re going. And so you still need to send other staff to supervise
them.” Additionally, the screening duration to have volunteers or staff was a barrier to
adequately staffing PAD; “we need to hire, and that needs to happen six months prior.” Finally,
parks struggled to find staff who are willing to work for only six weeks. Temporary staff might
find full time jobs between the time they are recruited and when PAD starts.

The main solutions recommended by informants included starting the hiring and volunteer
screening process as early as possible, having park staff conduct the LiveScan fingerprinting at
park events throughout the year, and balancing the scheduling of PAD to maintain staffing for
summer camps, other summer events, and PAD. Scheduling suggestions included focusing on
the most popular nights and activities. Some noted that different days were more effective for
their individual park, but there was no consensus about which days were the best. Many noted
that Saturdays were generally quiet due to family or sports events and some suggested
Wednesday as an alternative. Informants noted that adults might prefer earlier activities for
sports and exercise; kids and families might prefer early evening activities. Informants said that
parks that were close to other PAD parks had lower attendance if a nearby park had a bigger
event that evening. Still others noted that some residents were unwilling to travel to other
parks due to gang territorial issues.
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Expansion Recommendations

As shown in Exhibit 47, 92% of key informants agreed PAD should be expanded to more parks,
while 69% agreed PAD should be offered more times throughout the year (i.e. offer
programming outside of summer months). Among respondents from DPR and LASD, a smaller
percentage agreed PAD should be expanded, particularly around offering PAD more times
throughout the year (55% and 67%, respectively).

Exhibit 47: Key Informant Opinions on PAD Expansion by Department, 2016

Agreement with Agreement with "expand PAD to

"expand to more parks" | more times throughout the year"
All Key Informants (n=49) 92% 69%
Department of Parks and Recreation (n=22) 91% 55%
Sheriff's Department (n=15) 87% 67%
Department of Public Health (n=5) 100% 100%
Probation Department (n=7) 100% 100%

Source: 2016 PAD key informant surveys.

When asked about potential challenges/barriers to expansion, 76% of respondents noted the
biggest challenge would be funding and/or staffing for PAD events. Key informants identified
funding and staffing for the expansion of PAD as their biggest challenge for cross-sector
collaboration in 2016. DPR partnered with Probation to fund the expansion, and matching
funds were provided by DPH and CEO. Informants stated that expansion led to many positive
outcomes, but the DPR staff who implemented PAD before 2016 encountered specific
challenges due to a reduced operating budget.

Key informants placed emphasis on the importance of providing quality programming for the
community and were concerned this could diminish with expansion. Another challenge
mentioned by key informants was decreased attendance due to school schedules and
unfavorable weather outside of summer months (12%). When asked about potential benefits of
expansion, the majority of respondents mentioned positive community impacts, such as
increased access to services/programs, stronger family relationships, and an opportunity to
increase park outreach and engagement.

Exhibit 48 highlights selected comments around perceived challenges/barriers and benefits to
potential PAD expansion.

Exhibit 48: Selected Comments around Perceived Challenges/Barriers and Benefits to PAD
Expansion, 2016

Perceived “Decreased funding as PAD expands, with more parks offering PAD it also hurts the parks

challenges/barriers | that have had PAD for years because the funding is reduced. This causes the community

to expansion to be frustrated with the Park because they aren't able to provide the services and
programming they have in years past.” (DPR)
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“Barriers would be staffing. Trying to find staffing for summer PAD is difficult, so making
it year-long would be more difficult.” (DPH)

“Not enough resources and functions for each park. Limited amount of money to go
around and not being able to provide the same level of enjoyment for the community.”

(LASD)
Perceived benefits “Greater utilization of the park system and ability to offer innovative programs in a safe
to expansion environment.” (DPR)

“Probation can use the parks as central hubs within the community for youth and
families to receive services.” (Probation Department)

“Parks are a critical resource in the County that would be better utilized by community
members and organizations if PAD expanded.” (DPH)

Source: 2016 PAD key informant surveys.

Furthermore, Deputy Sheriffs said PAD expansion would create challenges unique to LASD,
especially as they want to provide consistent presence of Deputy Sheriffs at parks. LASD already
relies heavily on their overtime-list and utilizes security officers when necessary for PAD. It was
suggested Deputy Sheriffs may alternate between parks to address current staffing issues and
those associated with potential expansion. This would be more feasible for parks that are close
together geographically, but a common concern was safety issues that may be event-
dependent or neighborhood specific.

Summary

Overall, PAD achieved its goal of increasing access to free recreational programming to
residents of PAD zip codes and many others living in greater Los Angeles County. PAD provided
a mix of entertainment, physical activity programming, and health and social services that
attracted families and youth. Participant and key informant feedback on various aspects of PAD
was highly positive, indicating the need for PAD programming in these low resource
communities.

PAD Attendance

Attendance at PAD during the summer of 2016 was estimated by DPR to roughly include over
178,000 visits by Los Angeles County residents at the 21 parks, roughly 17% of the population of
PAD park zip codes. There were an estimated 8,500 total visits weekly across all PAD parks and
the most frequently attended events were entertainment, followed by physical activity. PAD
attendance was higher in immediate areas surrounding PAD parks, but PAD reached the great
majority of County zip codes.

PAD participant survey data reflected that attendees had similar characteristics as the
surrounding community. Most PAD attendees in 2016 were ages 22 and older (66%), female
(66%), Latino (71%), had incomes less than $20,000 (52%), and were insured (75%). 24% of
participants were age 16 and younger and 9% were age 17-21. Survey data from the oldest PAD
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parks showed that female participation increased more than males, while youth participation

declined for PAD Group One and increased for PAD Group Two by 2016. PAD surveys were
anonymous and some respondent may have complete the surveys more than once.

Outreach

The great majority of PAD participants attended PAD parks daily (47%) or weekly (40%)
throughout the year. Most individuals learned about PAD because they lived in the area or
were walking by (47%), but many participants learned through word of mouth (26%) or PAD
flyers (21%). Many attended PAD for multiple years, including participants at Pamela and
Roosevelt Parks, at which 23% and 10% attended every year since PAD started in 2010,
respectively. PAD also attracted attendees who did not use the park routinely. To understand
long-term trends in PAD outreach methods, survey data for the oldest PAD park groups were
examined. PAD outreach changed from 2010 to 2016, with an increase in the number of
participants who heard about PAD through word of mouth, walking by, or the internet.
Participants suggested more advertising and a stronger community and online presence. PAD
park staff indicated having used advertising and distribution of promotional items for outreach;
providing these materials during PAD and in the community. The staff expressed interest in
more social media outreach and guidance on the most effective methods.

Programming

PAD programming was diverse and included arts/entertainment, physical activity and sports,
teen clubs and activities, personal development/health services, and a community resource
fair. Participants rated arts and entertainment programs as their favorite activity (27%),
followed by physical activity (9%). Participants also recommended more exercise classes and
food options, but most frequently asked for movie night, concerts, soccer, and swimming as
recommended activities. PAD provided volunteer and youth employment opportunities for 587
individuals in 2016. However, key informants discussed several limitations of using volunteers.
It is critical to address barriers and limitations to adequately staff for PAD, particularly when
considering expansion. Ten PAD parks had year-round teen clubs which provided teen
programs during PAD. Additionally, Probation provides year-round youth development
programs at five PAD parks, and provided outreach and services at PAD during the summer.

Participant Satisfaction

PAD participant satisfaction was high with 67% to 70% giving the program activities, hours of
availability, and park facilities an “A” and 94% reporting they would attend PAD again and
recommend it to a friend. Many had highly positive feedback such as: “Parks After Dark is the
most empowering cultural/artistic educational event in the community to bring peace and
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understanding as neighbors across neighborhoods.” and “The current program is very good. We
needed something like this for low income people. It helps a lot because we can’t afford to take
them to places that charge. Thank you for remembering us and we hope that you please
continue to offer the program.” Teen clubs that participated in the PhotoVoice project
confirmed the benefits of parks to include sports and entertainment opportunities and
improved community cohesion. Key informants also confirmed positive community impacts

that included stronger family engagement and participation.
Recommendations

Recommendations from key informants and participant surveys for increased access to PAD
included the following:

e Develop outreach strategies and programs tailored to boys and men to increase
participation in PAD.

e Increase outreach methods, including promoting at schools and through social media to
increase attendance at parks and engage a diverse group of community members.

e Improve park safety, facilities, and equipment.

e Address staffing challenges by developing a strategy to streamline and increase
volunteer and employment opportunities at the parks.

e Improve planning for PAD by engaging more community members and local
organizations in the PAD planning process.

e Identify a sustainable funding source for PAD and expand PAD to more parks or more
times throughout the year.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 1: Increase Access to PAD E



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

Goal 2: Facilitate Cross-Sector Collaboration

Cross-sector collaboration in PAD was assessed through surveys and interviews with key
informants in participating departments and examination of available data for joint activities,
such as the resource fairs. Surveys, focus groups, and one-on-one interviews with individuals in
different positions from multiple departments and agencies were conducted. Topics included 1)
the level of collaboration and potential increase in collaboration attributable to PAD, 2)
perceptions of PAD collaboration and recommendations, and 3) identification of new
opportunities to increase cross-sector collaboration in the future.

Departments and Agencies that Collaborated in PAD

Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) is the lead organization for PAD and works in close
collaboration with the Sheriff’s Department Parks Bureau (LASD), Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Probation Department, and various community based
organizations and county departments, with strategic support from the Office of Child
Protection (OCP) and Chief Executive Office (CEO). Key informants were identified from their
involvement in PAD. Informants included DPR PAD Regional Directors, Recreational Supervisors,
and Managers; LASD Deputies and Supervisors; Probation Department Officers; and DPH staff.
Leadership from collaborating agencies were invited to provide input. Additional organizations
were involved with resource fairs and other PAD programs (see Appendix 2: Additional Data for
a complete list of Resource Fair Participants, page 218).

Cross-Sector Collaboration in PAD Implementation

Key informants were asked to report the level of collaboration between sectors in
implementing PAD ranging from none (0), low (1), medium (2), or high (3) (Exhibit 49). The
highest level of collaboration occurred between entities involved with the daily operations of
PAD. DPR (2.7) and LASD (2.9) reported very high collaboration with each other. DPH’s highest
level of collaboration was with DPR (2.4). The Probation Department reported the most
collaboration with DPR (3.0) and LASD (2.6). Lower levels of collaboration were seen for some
departments because staff who worked in the parks during PAD collaborated the most with
each other and were the majority of survey respondents. In contrast, directors and senior
administrators had medium to high levels of collaboration across a larger number of
departments.
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Exhibit 49: Level of Cross-Sector Collaboration in PAD by Los Angeles County Departments, 2016
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Department of Parks and Recreation (n=22) -- 2.4 2.7 1.4 1.5 1.8 2.1
Sheriff's Department (n=15) 2.9 1.0 -- 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.7
Department of Public Health (n=5) 2.6 -- 1.6 1.4 1.6 14 2.2
Probation Department (n=7) 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.0 1.7 -- 1.7

Source: 2016 PAD Key Informant Survey

Note: Collaboration rates ranged from 0 to 3, with higher scores indicating a high level of collaboration. The Department of
Mental Health was most commonly listed in the “Other Los Angeles County Department” category.

DPR and LASD key informants reported on their impressions of how PAD improved cross-sector
collaboration in the survey. Overall, they responded improvements in areas such as between

County departments (31 out of 36), community groups (32 out of 36), community members (33
out of 36), and new groups (26 out of 36) (Exhibit 50).

Exhibit 50: Number of DPR and LASDs Key Informant Who Reported Their Impressions of Impact
of PAD on Cross-Sector Collaboration, 2016

PAD improved relationships between County

departments and community members_
PAD improved collaboration between community
groups.
PAD improved collaboration between County
departments.

Through PAD my working relationship with other
groups or departments improved.

Communication and collaboration with partner

organizations was effective.

PAD increased the likelihood my organization will
use parks for outreach or services.

Through PAD | worked with new groups or _

departments | had not previously worked with. 26
W Disagree Neutral W Agree

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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DPR and LASD key informants also reported on success of the collaboration and most reported

receiving support from leadership (18 out of 26) and building collaboration between County
departments (20 out of 25; Exhibit 51). But most (24 out of 28) were neutral on success in
identifying and securing funding.

Exhibit 51: Number of DPR and LASD Key Informants Who Reported on Success of Cross-Sector
Collaboration in PAD, 2016

Received support from County and
:
department leadership

Identified and secured a consistent source of
funding

Built collaboration between County
departments

W Not Successful Neutral  ® Successful

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.

In addition to cross-sector collaboration, key informants reported on their collaboration with
youth and community members. LASD had the highest level (2.7 and 2.5, respectively),
followed by DPR (2.5 and 2.6, respectively), Probation (2.4 and 2.6, respectively), and DPH (2.2
and 1.8, respectively; data not shown). Informants also reported on collaboration with
community organizations and the highest rating was reported by Probation (2.6) followed by
DPR (2.3), DPH (2.2), and LASD (1.7). Exhibit 52 highlights illustrative comments from the key
informant survey around the benefits of cross-sector collaboration to County departments.

Exhibit 52: Selected Comments around Cross-Sector Collaboration by County Department, 2016

Department of “Partnering with other departments and getting the word out to the community about the
Parks and resources and programs we have to offer is vital in sustaining PAD. The community is able to
Recreation see that we have a lot of quality programs and services for them that they find useful.”

“We learned what each department was capable of providing, and how each provided their
services. We then figured out ways how to tie everything together to provide these services
to the community.”

“Working with the CEQ's office for the resource fair was very important. Through that office
| was able to make many relationships with other County Departments.”

Sheriff’s “It allowed us to speak with both members of the community and park staff to help them
Department, Parks | better understand law enforcement’s role in their communities.”

Bureau “PAD allowed the Sheriff's Department to positively work as a team with other
organizations, that if it were not for PAD, would never be able to.”

“Collaboration between County agencies and the citizens they serve is the single most
important thing... none of these things are mutually exclusive. The concept of collaborating
for the sake of community (specifically for the sake of keeping children safe) is something
every human being can relate to.”

Department of “It allowed DPH to look at its work in a new way, and encouraged collaboration with other
Public Health sectors to address the multiple needs that face many of the same communities.”

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Informants noted challenges in PAD implementation. These included limited funding,

schedules/timelines, and staffing most commonly. Selected comments are highlighted in Exhibit

53.
Exhibit 53: Selected Challenges to Implementing PAD, 2016

Themes What has been most challenging in implementing PAD?

Scheduling/ “The allotted time to plan for the whole summer, it was a huge hit but very time

timeline sensitive.”
“The most challenging part of PAD has been Saturday evenings. The community tends
to not come to PAD on Saturdays.”
“Getting supplies on time.”
“The main challenge has been implementing the program on a short timeline. As we
expand the program we are not always sure how many parks will be included and
when funding has been identified right before summer we must gear up within a very
short timeline.”
“Timetable between allocation of funding and securing needed program support
materials.”

Funding/ “There was not a challenge to implement a program, however if we had more funding,

staffing we could do so much more.”
“Trying to the implement the program with limited funding and staff hours.”
“When we have to downsize on programs due to budget decrease.”

Other “Receiving all the paperwork from the facilities”

challenges “Coming up with activities to bring the community in.”
“When the sheriffs don't patrol the park on foot during the P.A.D.”
“Group Sports.”

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.

Key Informants were asked about what helped to sustain PAD and the most common responses

were funding, cross-sector collaboration, community need/support, and colleagues/supervisors

(Exhibit 54).

Exhibit 54: Selected Factors that Helped Sustain PAD, 2016

Themes

What has helped to sustain PAD?

Funding

“Sufficient funds.”

Cross-sector
collaboration

“The County family has helped to sustain PAD. The Department of Public Health, Probation,
CEO, Sheriff and others have stepped forward to support and provided grants, leadership and
resources to PAD.”

“Board of Supervisors, our and other County Departments and local CBO's and commitment
from staff.”

“Family involvement and funding.”

Community
need/support

“The need for this type of community program, and great support from the general public.”

“The community support as well as the funding.”

“Quality services for the community during PAD. When they know the program is great they
want to return and be part of it again.”

“Funding and the community wanting PAD.”

“Getting the word out about PAD and PAD activities.”

Colleagues/
supervisors

“Recreation Leaders as well as my Recreation Supervisor.”

“The staff's dedication and passion for their community.”

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Department of Parks and Recreation Perceptions of Cross-Sector Collaboration

DPR is the lead agency for PAD. DPR provided overall administration, hosted PAD at their park
facilities, planned programming, and conducted daily operations. Key informants from DPR
talked about how PAD helped build relationships with other county departments, and the
critical role funding from other sectors played in expanding PAD to more communities.

Key informants from DPR, the lead department in PAD implementation, discussed how PAD
facilitated cross-sector collaboration: “PAD brought County Departments and community
groups together to serve our patrons.” DPR staff reflected on how PAD is different from other
programs: “PAD provides programs to our communities that may not otherwise be possible due
to funding and supplies. This program truly makes a difference in the communities we service.”;
“We were able to offer programing that we may not have been able to provide otherwise.”
They also noted that PAD improved well-being by: bringing families together as a whole, was
pretty neat to see”; and PAD “brought the community together.” They also said that “The
County family has helped to sustain PAD. The Department of Public Health, Probation, CEO,
Sheriff and others have stepped forward to support and provided [funding], leadership and
resources to PAD.”

In 2015, OCP approached departments such as DPR to inquire about programs that strengthen
families, and PAD was identified as a strategy that could meet their mission to reduce youth in
the foster and criminal justice systems. CEO and OCP worked together with DPR to identify
county funds to sustain and expand PAD. Federal funding from the Probation Department’s
Title IV-E Waiver were identified, requiring a 50% local match. Probation recognized value in
PAD: “PAD allows our department to find more ways to reach out to the community. We can
identify at-risk populations and provide services in a safe place with the hope of keeping young
people from becoming more involved in the criminal justice system.” The funding match
required to leverage Probation dollars for the 2016 expansion was secured using a small
amount of ongoing County funds, along with prior years’ savings and one-time funding from
DPH’s Trauma Prevention Initiative, which were not renewable sources of funds. Although the
federal Title IV-E Waiver matching funds are available for two more years, the local or state
matching funds needed to sustain PAD at 21 parks have not yet been identified for 2017 to
2019. Departments were collaborating to find new resources for non-federal matching funds as
well as alternate sources to provide ongoing funding.
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Sheriff’s Department, Parks Bureau Perceptions of Cross-Sector Collaboration

During key informant interviews, LASD Deputies discussed their role in PAD. One Deputy said
“Parks Bureau just attracts a different type of person” and another, “we are generally seen as
more approachable.” Many mentioned other community based programs they were involved in
as a mentor or coach to youth (e.g. BRAVE program, bicycle education programs, basketball
skills competitions). Deputies believed this to be advantageous to the role they can play during
PAD and ability to relate to and engage PAD communities.

Deputies highlighted the increased emphasis on walking around and engaging community
members, particularly the youth. A Deputy expressed “Without PAD, Deputies would not get
out of their patrol cars or communicate and interact with the kids or community members in
the same manner.” One Deputy shared a story of baking cookies to bring to PAD events as a
strategy to help youth connect with Deputies more informally. Commonly mentioned
approaches utilized by Deputies to improve community relationships included handing out
coloring books and stickers to children, recruiting at the PAD community resource fair, and
inviting youth to see the lights/inside of the police car.

Deputy Probation Officer Perceptions of Cross-Sector Collaboration

Deputy Probation Officers (DPOs) involved with PAD and park youth programs were
interviewed separately by DPH and described their role in PAD and their collaboration with
other sectors. DPOs reported meeting weekly with park staff and the Sheriff Deputies who ran
the Youth Activity League. DPOs reflected on the positive working relationships built between
Probation, DPR, and the Sheriff’'s Department staff at the parks: “[We] get along and have each
other’s back” and another noted “I feel like | work for Parks and Rec.”

DPOs offered examples of their impact on PAD. At Pamela Park, the DPO provided extended
hours during PAD until 11 PM to 12 AM to ensure the safety of kids and park staff. At Athens
Park, the DPO worked with the community around gang truces. DPOs also reported that park
staff taught them “about a lot of resources in community that you don’t have in Probation.”
Finally, DPOs felt that they were able to enhance the ability of Park staff to reach specific
populations: “l used to work at a City park, a very active gang park... gangsters would intimidate
you... If you had a Probation officer’s access to the referrals and the CBOs and the information,
to give that [to park staff] and work with them, you would make a world of difference with
those kids... If you put a PO there to bring in these services, to bring in this knowledge... that’s
going to garner a little more respect.” DPOs also talked about how the park setting changed the
dynamic of how they work with youth and families: “When you are at the park, you are totally
in their environment,” and, “That’s what saved me, getting involved in sports and different
things at the parks. It’s the same for them. | can relate and identify.” Providing services at the

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 2: Facilitate Cross-Sector Collaboration ey


http://agency.governmentjobs.com/sdcounty/default.cfm?action=viewclassspec&classSpecID=80806&agency=1408&viewOnly=yes

UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

parks helped them build trust with the community: “A lot of people are kind of hesitant to
associate with law enforcement... | kind of turn it around and let them see the positive side...

We're here to help you.”

DPOs wanted to provide more services at parks because they had unique training as system
navigators, and PAD provides an opportunity to prevent youth from becoming involved in the
criminal justice system. They identified a need for parks to provide services tailored to at-risk
youth, to address gang issues in community, and for programs that provide age appropriate
activities for younger kids separate from older kids.

Department of Public Health Perceptions of Cross-Sector Collaboration

DPH leadership described its role in PAD to be an initial and long term advocate. DPH Injury &
Violence Prevention (IVPP) assisted with evaluation and strategic planning, and Community
Health Services developed PAD outreach and programming, such as walking clubs. One
informant said that DPH was “one of the funding departments and one of the champions of this
concept and one that did the initial Health Impact Assessment to demonstrate that this concept
impacts both obesity prevention and increasing exercise as well as decreasing violence in
communities.” An informant also noted that “It allowed our staff to implement creative
programs and think differently about how to deliver services and information to communities in
need”. Informants noted that DPR was also instrumental in helping sustain and advance PAD by
promoting collaboration with the CEO and Probation (Exhibit 55).

Exhibit 55: Selected Comment about DPH’s Role Promoting Cross-Sector Collaboration, 2016
“As the evidence base developed, DPH increasingly promoted PAD as a promising practice to address violence

and chronic disease, helping to identify funding to sustain and expand PAD, and involve more partners in
PAD.

As PAD grew and DPH continued to develop the evidence base through a Health Impact Assessment, PAD
gained national attention as a model practice, and more support from local leadership, new partners and
sectors. PAD is included in the strategic plans of several County departments and initiatives, including the
DPH strategic plan, and the new LA Health Agency strategic priorities.

There is still a lot of untapped potential for DPH to leverage PAD to provide outreach and services co-located
at parks to address multiple public health priorities, including women's health, substance abuse,
communicable disease, tobacco prevention, HIV/STD prevention, environmental health, and others. DPH will
continue to explore how to align health outreach and services at the parks and further build its partnership
with Parks and Recreation and other PAD partners.”

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Cross-Sector Collaboration in Community Resource Fairs

A specific example of cross-sector collaboration during PAD was the community resource fair.
Each park held one community resource fair during PAD, organized by DPR, which centralized
outreach to County departments and community organizations and other agencies, and worked
closely with each park to schedule each resource fair. DPH assisted with outreach to health and
public health agencies to provide services at the community resource fair.

The services provided at the fair were diverse. Many service providers attended multiple
resource fairs at PAD parks. For example, Planned Parenthood and SafetyBeltSafe USA had
services at 15 parks each, and Family Health Care Centers of Greater LA had health outreach
services at 12 parks. A complete list of Resource Fair Participants and services available to PAD
attendees at the resource fair is available in Appendix 2: Additional Data (page 218).

Exhibit 56 shows the extent of services and resources at PAD community resource fairs by
service type. The most common services were health outreach services (19%). A few
organizations provided services in more than one domain. For example, DPH provided animal
services through Veterinary Public Health and public health resources, including lead poisoning
awareness, nutrition education, and emergency preparedness. As indicated in Exhibit 25, 44%
of PAD participants attended the resource fair.

Exhibit 56: Type of Services at PAD Community Resource Fairs, 2016

Health outreach T 19%
Social services IS 10%
Library s 9%
Assistance programs NN 9%
Public Health TS 7%
Other IS 7%
Mental health services I 7%
Senior services NN 6%
Education services IS (6%
Employment services I 4%
Parenting resources IEE—————— 3%
Probation/Juvenile Justice T 3%
Oral health E——— 3%
Financial outreach mE——— 3%
Animal services I————— 3%
Legal services mmmmm 1%

Exercise classes mm—m 1%

Source: 2016 PAD resource fair provider survey.
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A survey of resource fair participants indicated that the majority of resource fair providers

found out about the resource fair through participation in previous years (29%) or an invitation
from DPR (29%). Other providers indicated learning of the resource fair through another County
department (13%) or a colleague (13%).

Resource fair service providers gave a rating of excellent (grade of A), good (grade of B), fair
(grade of C), and poor (below a grade of C) to various aspects of the resource fair as highlighted
in

Exhibit 57. Overall, satisfaction was high, with the majority of service providers giving a grade of
A or B. Facilities were the highest rated and publicity by the organizer was the lowest rated
aspect of the resource fair. Roughly one in four service providers gave a grade of C or below to
publicity, suggesting the need for stronger outreach to the community, particularly as the
community can greatly benefit from access to and information about various services available
at the resource fair.

Exhibit 57: Grade Assignment to Various Aspects of the Resource Fair by Resource Fair Service
Providers, 2016

Rating of attendance at resource fair
A 43%
B 41%
C or below 15%
Average "GPA" 3.28
Rating of pre-planning for resource fair
A 46%
B 39%
C or below 15%
Average "GPA" 3.30
Rating of on-site management at resource fair
A 41%
B 48%
C or below 11%
Average "GPA" 3.30
Rating of facilities at resource fair
A 41%
B 50%
C or below 9%
Average "GPA" 3.33
Rating of publicity by organizers
A 39%
B 34%
C or below 27%
Average "GPA" 3.11

Source: 2016 PAD resource fair provider survey.
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All resource fair service providers indicated feeling safe at PAD and 97% believed PAD to be a
pleasant venue to provide services. Additionally, 95% agreed PAD makes it easier to reach their
target population and all resource fair service providers indicated they were likely to participate
in the resource fair in the future.

Service providers feel as though the resource fair is a great way for the community to get
involved and noted the general community response to be very positive and appreciative.
Resource fair service providers were asked to provide feedback on the benefits of the resource
fair and their satisfaction with PAD, as well as recommendations for improving the resource fair
and PAD in the future. Selected comments from service providers around the resource fair and
PAD are provided in Exhibit 58.

Exhibit 58: Selected Comments from Service Providers about the Resource Fair and PAD, 2016
Community Benefits | “l enjoy these events and it's a perfect way to inform the community of our services.”
of Resource Fair “Great staff and community members who attended PAD, were very appreciative.
Everyone had a great time and provided an avenue for community members to walk
together with their kids. Also provided great community engagement in a fun and safe
environment.”
“It's a great opportunity to hear concerns and address questions from the community.
Engaging with children on healthy lifestyle and food choices.”
“It is an innovative way to reach out to the public that would otherwise be intimidated to
walk into an office.”
Satisfaction with “The event seems to be growing year after year and can only get better.”
PAD “Great community event. Great way for staff and community members to get exercise
and great avenue to educate community members on variety of health issues. Also great
way to start building relationships with other County departments.”
“It was very much appreciated by the families who attended. They particularly
appreciated the extra security.”

Recommendations “Doing Community Surveys, asking community members about their needs.”

for Resource Fair “More community outreach, list event on a website, have a flier to promote it.”
Recommendations “Involve the community more regarding programs the park offers.”

for PAD “Joint planning has to be done between departments so that we can maximize assets

(staff, funding, etc).”
“Better advertising. We were advertising the event and people were unaware of PAD.”
Source: 2016 PAD resource fair provider survey.

A key informant noted, the “Resource Fairs were very impactful. It provided an opportunity to
collaborate with various agencies and the community was able to receive a variety of services
at the same time.” One challenge raised by park staff about the resource fair and the PAD
expansion is that parks were drawing from the same limited resources and lost effective
programs that served a community need. Informants struggled to maintain consistent
resources from Los Angeles County Library and volunteer staff from the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles on a regular basis. One informant noted that parks were “pulling from the same
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resources.” Strategic scheduling and engagement of key resources to plan their participation

ahead of time would help ensure resources are available at multiple parks.

Recommendations for Improving and New Opportunities to Increase
Cross-Sector Collaboration

Key informants offered recommendations for improved cross-sector collaboration and
identified new opportunities to increase collaboration. These recommendations can be
grouped into three domains.

1) Improve communication and coordinate programming within sectors

Survey respondents recommended improving communication and cross-sector collaboration
through regular meetings/opportunities for relationship building (71%), having a central point
person for PAD activities at my department (63%), and having regular communication regarding
PAD progress to partners (63%).

LASD leadership expressed interest in being more involved in PAD planning and suggested
developing and sharing a master calendar of events by park to allow LASD to assess need for
additional law enforcement at events that draw a large number of attendees. One LASD
informant noted that “We need to be a part of the planning well before the start of the
program.”

Coordinating programming with cities or other PAD parks in vicinity to avoid scheduling
conflicts and competing programing was also mentioned. One informant discussed coordinating
advertising with Pasadena and another participated in meetings throughout the year at
Altadena to coordinate scheduling to avoid conflicting events on the same nights. Coordinating
with other similar summer park programs were recommended by multiple respondents across
sectors, such as Summer Night Lights (SNL) in the city of Los Angeles, Pasadena, and Long
Beach.

A PAD leadership informant noted that “When we started out and there were only three parks
or six parks, it wasn’t nearly as hard and the staff at the parks did a pretty good job about
reaching out. As we’ve continued to expand some of the groups that were already booked for
the existing parks [...] without having somebody to coordinate it all is really difficult and we
should be doing this as a department [...] and that all of the County resources are available at all
those different fairs. [...] We can coordinate purchasing, and we can line up their resources to
plan their different programs and to aid them in purchasing all of their supplies.”
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The role of the PAD Coordinator was identified as “A big portion of the goals will be to work

with the other County departments to bring in their programs and services and program for us,
to work on finding additional funding for the program, and also to work with Public Health as
well as [evaluator] on what the statistics mean and where we can continue to improve in the
program and where we can continue to add additional programs and services. The Coordinator
will also help with daily operations...”

2) Increase involvement of local organizations in PAD events

Informants noted that park staff were successful at recruiting partners in their local
neighborhood. This was a positive experience because these organizations’ activities and
resources enriched the PAD program, but also a challenge when it also added to their summer
workload. Respondents from multiple sectors encouraged PAD to increase involvement of local
organizations and businesses to support the community.

3) Recommendations about expanding PAD using cross-sector collaboration

Respondents in leadership positions recommended cross-sector collaboration as a mechanism
to expand PAD by identifying additional funds, coordinating with existing funded initiatives, and
engaging other departments to leverage PAD to meet their missions. For example, DPOs
suggested that they could serve as system navigators, by increasing awareness of various
programs and services available to refer families. Additionally, DPH used PAD as a platform to
promote public health through participation in the resource fair and leading weekly walking
club activities.

Summary

PAD is led by DPR, in collaboration with LASD, Probation, and DPH, with strategic and funding
support from OCP and CEO. To assess PAD’s impact on increased collaboration, key informant
surveys and interviews were conducted with staff from DPR and partner organizations. Key
informants from these organizations rated the level of PAD cross-sector collaboration very high.
Department staff that collaborated closely to implement PAD in the field, particularly DPR and
LASD, gave the highest collaboration scores. Directors and senior administrators more often
rated high levels of collaboration with all sectors. In general, key informants from DPR, LASD,
Probation, DPH, OCP, and CEO highly rated PAD cross-sector collaboration (a score of 3.0 to 3.7
out of 4).
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DPR Staff on Collaboration

Key informants from DPR, the lead department in PAD implementation, discussed how PAD
facilitated cross-sector collaboration: “PAD brought County Departments and community
groups together to serve our patrons.” DPR staff reflected on how PAD is different from other
programs: “PAD provides programs to our communities that may not otherwise be possible due
to funding and supplies. This program truly makes a difference in the communities we service.”
and “We were able to offer programing that we may not have been able to provide otherwise.”
They also noted that PAD improved well-being, “bringing families together as a whole, was
pretty neat to see” and PAD “brought the community together.”

PAD Partners on Collaboration

LASD key informants pointed out their participation in PAD helped improved perceptions of
Deputy Sheriffs in the community: “We are generally seen as more approachable.” PAD
provided opportunities for Deputies to interact with community in a positive way: “Without
PAD, Deputies would not get out of their patrol cars or communicate and interact with the kids
or community members in the same manner.”

Deputy Probation Officers identified PAD as an investment in prevention: “PAD allows our
department to find more ways to reach out to the community. We can identify at-risk
populations and provide services in a safe place with the hope of keeping young people from
becoming more involved in the criminal justice system.” Probation also discussed their funding
contributions to PAD and willingness to expand their services at PAD parks. Probation staff also
discussed how the park setting changes the dynamic of how they interact with the community:
“When you are at the park, you are totally in their environment.”; “That’s what saved me,
getting involved in sports and different things at the parks. It’s the same for them. | can relate

and identify.”; “A lot of people are kind of hesitant to associate with law enforcement... | kind of
turn it around and let them see the positive side... We’re here to help you.”

DPH leadership described its role in PAD to be an early and long-term advocate and an
informant pointed out that PAD presents an opportunity for creative programming to address
health and equity in high need communities. DPH noted: “Providing variety of physical activity
options to the community has been wonderful... the community members really enjoyed going
out and experiencing different ways to be physically active. Even if it was walking on the
walking trail with your kids and talking. That is a plus in so many ways.” DPH helped to develop
the evidence base for PAD: “As the evidence base developed, DPH increasingly promoted PAD
as a promising practice to address violence and chronic disease, helping to identify funding to
sustain and expand PAD, and involve more partners in PAD.” DPH key informants also discussed
the untapped potential of PAD to impact other aspects of public health and equity.
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Cross-sector Collaboration

The resource fair was another example of successful cross-sector collaboration, which provided
a venue for multiple County departments and community organizations to provide an array of
health and social services to community members. Service providers agreed PAD improved the
accessibility of services to their target populations and noted the positive response from PAD
participants. One survey provider noted, “It is an innovative way to reach out to the public that
would otherwise be intimidated to walk into an office.” In the key informant survey, County
departments overwhelmingly agreed PAD increased the likelihood their agencies would use
parks for outreach or services. In interviews and focus groups, key informants said PAD helped
build better relationships with other departments and the community, as they gained a
stronger understanding of community needs.

Comments reflected the high level of collaboration: “We learned what each department was
capable of providing, and how each provided their services. We then figured out ways how to
tie everything together to provide these services to the community.” Informants noted that
cross-sector collaboration has sustained PAD: “the County family has helped to sustain PAD”, as
well as community support: “great support from the general public” and dedication of staff:
“the staff's dedication and passion for their community.”

Recommendations
Key informant recommendations for improved collaboration included the following:

e Improve communication and coordination of PAD within sectors through a coordinator.

e Convene leadership of key departments to strategically align resources and plan
programming for PAD each year, including DPR, LASD, DPH, Probation, and other
partners.

e Increase collaboration with local community organizations through involvement in park
stakeholder planning meetings.

e Coordinate with County initiatives to align resources to address multiple needs of
communities through PAD.

e |dentify opportunities to use the park as a hub for system navigation to link at-risk youth
and families to needed services.
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Goal 3: Decrease Community Violence and Increase

Perception of Safety

The potential impact of PAD on community violence and perceptions of safety were examined
using different data sources and methods. Potential impact on violence and crime was assessed
using Los Angeles Sheriff Department (LASD) and Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) Part |
and Part Il crime data from 2004 to 2016 (when available) at the reporting districts (RDs) where
PAD parks were located or adjacent RDs when parks crossed RD boundaries. This section
examines crime rates in PAD parks, rates over time by individual park and PAD park group,
compares crime rates to LASD overall rates, estimates the impact of PAD with a difference in
difference (DD) analysis, and measures crime severity and seasonality in PAD and crime
comparison parks. These data describe the potential impact of PAD on crime in the park and
surrounding community and highlight the potential impact of expanding PAD to other parks in
Los Angeles County. Perceptions of safety and relationships between community members and
Deputies were also examined using PAD participant surveys, stories provided by DPR and LASD,
and key informant interviews.

Part | and Part Il Crime Rates

Part | crimes are serious property and violent crimes that include homicide, aggravated assault,
rape, larceny theft, robbery, grand theft auto, burglary, and arson. Part Il crimes include non-
violent and violent low-level offenses such as narcotics, disorderly conduct, non-aggravated
assaults, and vandalism, among others. Part Il crime rates are subject to underreporting and
therefore trends presented in this report may underestimate rates of these crimes.

To estimate the potential impact of PAD on crime, a number of non-PAD parks were selected as
a comparison group. Crime comparison parks were selected based on assault and obesity rates
in LASD/LAPD RDs for PAD parks specifically and for the RDs that surrounded the park. Each
PAD park group was matched to a group of crime comparison parks, but crime comparison
parks could be matched to more than one park group.

Part | and Part Il daily crime rates were created by calculating the ratio of number of crimes
during the PAD period to the total population of the selected RDs using LASD/LAPD and Census
population data. The PAD period was park and year specific and included the common
timeframe of when PAD was in operation at all parks for the year. Daily crime rates were used
for this analysis as 1) PAD operation is concentrated during summer months and for a short
period of time and 2) the number of days of PAD varies from year to year; therefore, using a
daily rate makes crime comparable over time. See Appendix 3: Methods for further detail on
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Crime Data Analyses Methods (page 238). These methods are different in several ways from

methods used in previous evaluations of PAD.

Patterns in Part | and Part |l Crime Rates

Part | and Il Crime Long-Term Trends, PAD Parks and LASD Overall

Long term trends during the PAD period were examined from 2004 to 2016, including five years
prior to implementation of PAD in PAD Group One, for a more reliable assessment of potential
changes related to PAD. Several years of baseline data provide a more stable assessment of
pre-PAD trends, for comparison to several years of trends for PAD implementation.

Exhibit 59 shows the Part | crime rates in PAD parks and Los Angeles County RDs on average
from 2004 to 2016. These data confirm that PAD parks had higher rates as they were
intentionally selected for PAD programming due to being located in high crime areas.

Exhibit 59: Part | Daily Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, PAD Parks, and Los Angeles County
Reporting Districts, 2004-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016.
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Exhibit 60 shows Part Il crime rates in PAD parks and Los Angeles County RDs on average from

2004 to 2016. These trends are similar to Part | crime rates, with higher rates in PAD parks than
LASD overall, though the number of these crimes were in general higher than Part | crimes.

Exhibit 60: Part Il Daily Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, PAD Parks, and Los Angeles County
Reporting Districts, 2004-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016.
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Change in Trends in PAD Parks Relative to LASD Overall

Exhibit 61 displays the crime rates in PAD groups compared to their respective baseline year
(the year prior to implementation of PAD) to 2016. The analyses highlight the reductions in
crime rates in PAD Group One and Two, but not for PAD Group Three and Four. Specifically,
Part | crime rates increased and Part Il crime rates declined for PAD Group One, similar to LASD.
Both Part | and Part Il crime rates declined for PAD Group Two, but not in LASD. Part | and Part
Il crime rates both increased for PAD Group Three and PAD Group Four, similar to trends in
LASD. Crime Trend Analyses by Individual Park and PAD Group is presented in Appendix 2:
Additional Data (page 221).

Exhibit 61: Change in Daily Crime Rate in PAD Parks and Los Angeles County Reporting Districts,
by PAD Group, from Respective Baseline to 2016

20.6% 20.4%
14.3%
12.3% 12.5%
879% 10.2% 9.2% 0.3%
R 7.8% 7%
4.5%
2009-2016 2(@@-2016 2014-2016 2015-2016 2088-2016 2(@8-2016 2014-2016 2015-2016
-8.4% -8.7% 8%
Part | Crime 11.0% Part Il Crime
[ ] PAD
LASD
Part | Crimes Part Il Crimes
Years PAD LASD PAD LASD
2009-2016 (PAD Group One) 4.50% 8.7% -8.7% -11.0%
2011-2016 (PAD Group Two) -8.4% 7.8% -7.8% 9.2%
2014-2016 (PAD Group Three) 12.3% 20.6% 14.3% 10.3%
2015-2016 (PAD Group Four) 10.2% 7.7% 12.5% 20.4%
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Differences in Daily Crime Rates and Trends in PAD and Selected Crime

Comparison Parks

To accurately assess the impact of PAD on crime rates, changes in crime rate before and after
PAD implementation were compared to changes in crime comparison parks in the same time
period. This analysis helps assess whether crime trends in PAD parks were similar or different to
what we would expect to see in comparison parks (predicted crime rates). These changes were
calculated using regression models that predicted crime rates. Comparison of the change
between regression-based rates for PAD and crime comparison parks (difference-in-differences
or DD indicates whether PAD implementation had an impact on crime rates in PAD parks. The
analyses included 1) comparing the change in predicted crime rates between the PAD park
group and crime comparison parks at the respective baseline year and the first year of
implementation, 2) comparing change in crime rate during PAD between the two groups, and 3)
comparing the long term trends before PAD and during PAD for both groups. Long term trends
included five years prior to implementation of PAD in each park group. All rates reported in this
sections are predicted rates and do not correspond to descriptive rates of crime reported in the
rest of this chapter. See Appendix 3: Methods for additional detail on Crime Rate Calculation
and DD Methodology (page 240).

Overall, findings indicated either a reduction in crime rates or a dampening effect on crime and
an estimated avoidance of 81 Part | crimes and 91 Part Il crimes between 2010 and 2016
(Exhibit 62 and Exhibit 63).

Exhibit 62: Estimated Cumulative Change in Number of Part | Crime (vs. Comparison Parks),
2010-2016
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Exhibit 63: Estimated Cumulative Change in Number of Part Il Crimes (vs. Comparison Parks),
2010-2016
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PAD Group One

Among PAD Group One, PAD may have prevented a greater rise in Part | crimes during PAD
operation in PAD parks. Also, PAD may have contributed to a faster decline in Part Il crime rate
during PAD operation in PAD parks.More specifically, Exhibit 64 shows the predicted Part | daily
crime rate declined significantly from 2009 to 2010 in both the 2010 PAD park group and the
crime comparison parks. Predicted Part | daily crimes per 1,000 population declined from 0.084
in 2009 to 0.065 in the PAD parks, a decline of 0.019 daily crimes per 1,000. In contrast, the
decline among crime comparison parks was from 0.099 to 0.084, a decline of 0.015 daily crimes
per 1,000. The difference in decline between PAD parks and crime comparison parks was not
statistically significant. The Part | daily crime rate continued to decline from 2010 to 2016 in the
crime comparison parks. However, the Part | daily crime rate in the PAD park group increased.
The long term patterns of change between the 2010 PAD park group and crime comparison
parks in the five years prior to PAD and during PAD was also statistically different.

DD analyses of changes in predicted Part Il daily crime rate per 1,000 population also showed a
significant drop from 2009 to 2010 in PAD Group One (from 0.175 in 2009 to 0.148 in 2010 in
the PAD parks, a decline of 0.027 crimes per 1,000), but an increase for crime comparison parks
(from 0.086 in 2009 to 0.102 in 2010, a significant increase of 0.016 per 1,000). During PAD or
from 2010 to 2016, Part Il daily crime rates significantly declined for both groups and the rate of
this decline was significantly greater for PAD Group One than the crime comparison parks. The
long term patterns of change in Part Il daily crimes for both PAD park groups and crime
comparison parks was statistically similar.
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Exhibit 64: Predicted Part | and Il Daily Crime Rates per 1,000 population for PAD Group One and Selected
Crime Comparison Parks, 2004-2016

0.175
P4
0.140 - = 0.148
-
-
0.102 0.100
0.091 0099 0.084
0.080
-
- - o= = 0.090 0.086
0.084 0.071
0.076 :
0.065 0.069
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
S 8g8ggggeggegeee g 8888gg2e2g¢g¢gzeegeze
H (93] [e)] ~ oo (o] o Ll N w £ w (o)) N (93] [e)] ~ [o] (Vo] o = N w H (%] [e)}
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Crime Comparison Parks (Baseline, before 2010) Crime Comparison Parks (2010-2016)
- PAD PAD Group One (Baseline, before 2010) — PAD PAD Group One (Intervention, 2010-2016)

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016.
Note: Predicted crime rates are based on regression models. The predicted values do not match descriptive data presented elsewhere in this
section.
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PAD Group Two

Among PAD Group Two, PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes in PAD parks during
PAD operation. Trends in PAD and crime comparison parks were similar for Part Il crimes,
indicating no potential impact.

More specifically, in PAD Group Two, predicted Part | daily crime rate per 1,000 increased
significantly from 2011 to 2012 (0.057 to 0.071, an increase of 0.014) for PAD parks but not for
crime comparison parks (0.042 to 0.045, an increase of 0.003). During PAD and from 2012 to
2016, this rate declined slightly for PAD Group Two (0.071 to 0.066, a decline of 0.005), while
crime comparison parks experienced a significant increase. The change in long term trend for
five years prior to PAD and the crime comparison parks was also statistically different, with a
consistent declining trend for both groups prior to PAD implementation, a diverging trend
during PAD implementation.

Predicted Part Il daily crime rate per 1,000 for PAD Group Two also increased from 0.090 to
0.113 (an increase of 0.023) and in crime comparison parks from 0.081 to 0.097 (an increase of
0.016) from 2011 to 2012; a proportionally similar increase for the two groups. During PAD and
from 2012 to 2016, predicted Part Il daily crime rate per 1,000 decreased from 0.113 to 0.088 (a
decline of 0.025) and from 0.097 to 0.049 (a decline of 0.048) in crime comparison parks; a
statistically similar decline for both groups. The long term patterns of change before and during
PAD were the same for both groups.
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Exhibit 65: Predicted Part | and Il Daily Crime Rates per 1,000 population for PAD Group Two and Selected
Crime Comparison Parks, 2007-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2007-2016.
Note: Predicted crime rates are based on regression models. The predicted values do not match descriptive data presented elsewhere in this

section.
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PAD Group Three

Among PAD Group Three, PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes. However, PAD did
not have a similar impact on Part Il crimes.

More specifically, the predicted Part | daily crime rate per 1,000 among PAD Group Three
declined (0.048 to 0.043, a decline of 0.005) and crime comparison parks increased (0.138 to
0.152, an increase of 0.014). This was a statistically significant difference between the two
groups. During PAD, the predicted Part | daily crime rate for this park group increased slightly,
but increased at a significantly higher rate for crime comparison parks. The long term patterns
of change between the two groups, from 2009 to 2016, before and during PAD, were
statistically different.

The Part Il daily crime rate per 1,000 among PAD Group Three showed a significant increase
from 0.077 to 0.110 (an increase of 0.033) and a significant decline for crime comparison parks
from 0.234 to 0.214 (an increase of 0.020) from 2014 to 2015. From 2015 to 2016, the patterns
of Part Il daily crime rates diverged with a decline for PAD and an increase for crime comparison
parks; these were statistically different patterns for the two groups. The long term trends
between the two groups also differed statistically before and during PAD.
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Exhibit 66: Predicted Part | and Il Daily Crime Rates per 1,000 population for PAD Group Three and Selected
Crime Comparison Parks, 2009-2016
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- PAD PAD Group Three (Baseline, before 2015) — PAD PAD Group Three (Intervention, 2015-2016)

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
Note: Predicted crime rates are based on regression models. The predicted values do not match descriptive data presented elsewhere in this
section.
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PAD Group Four

Among PAD Group Four, PAD may have contributed to a decline in Part | and Part Il crime rates.

The DD analyses of PAD Group Four and crime comparison parks were limited to 2015 and
2016, since a trend during PAD could not be established. For this park group, the predicted Part
| daily crime rate per 1,000 increased slightly, but not significantly (0.060 to 0.065, an increase
of 0.005). However, in crime comparison parks this rate increased significantly (0.063 to 0.092,
an increase of 0.029), leading to a statistically higher rate of increase in Part | crime rates for
crime comparison parks (Exhibit 67).

Similar changes were found for the predicted Part Il daily crime rates; an increase for PAD
Group Four (0.101 to 0.109, an increase of 0.008) and crime comparison parks (0.084 to 0.100,
an increase of 0.016) from 2015 to 2016. The change in the crime comparison parks was
statistically significant.

Exhibit 67: Predicted Part | and Il Daily Crime Rates per 1,000 population for PAD Group Four
and Selected Crime Comparison Parks, 2015-2016
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Part | Daily Crime Rates Part Il Daily Crime Rates
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2015-2016.
Note: Predicted crime rates are based on regression models. The predicted values do not match descriptive data presented
elsewhere in this section.
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Cumulative Reduction in Part | and Il Crime

The reduction in Part | crimes were measured as the marginal reduction in PAD parks versus
crime comparison parks each year PAD was in operation per 1,000 population. Exhibit 68 shows
cumulatively, Part | crimes for PAD overall were reduced by 2.572 per 1,000 population over
crime comparison parks. This reduction was primarily attributed to PAD Group Three (1.790),
followed by PAD Group Four (0.865). The estimated reduction in Part | crime in 2016 was 2.181
per 1,000 population.

Exhibit 68: Estimated Cumulative Reduction in Rate of Part | Crime per 1,000 population in PAD
Parks by Park Group, 2009-2016

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
PAD Group One - | -0.111 | 0.044 | 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.052 0.065 0.203
PAD Group Two -- -- --| 0.298 | -0.095 | -0.097 | -0.100 | -0.127 -0.120
PAD Group Three -- - - -- - -- -0.536 -1.253 -1.790
PAD Group Four -- - - -- - -- -- | -0.865 -0.865
Cumulative Crime
Reduction - | -0.111 | 0.044 | 0.349 | -0.044 | -0.046 | -0.584 | -2.181 -2.572

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.

Applying the crime reduction rate to the PAD population at each park’s specific reporting
district (total population of all specific PAD Park RDs was 31,574), roughly 81 Part | crimes were
avoided during PAD operation from 2010-2016 and 69 Part | crimes were avoided during PAD
operation in 2016. This analysis was used to inform the estimates for Potential PAD Cost
Savings Due to Reduced Crime presented in Goal 6: Estimated Cost Savings Associated with
PAD.

Exhibit 69 shows cumulatively, Part Il crimes for PAD overall were reduced by 2.874 per 1,000
population over crime comparison parks. The estimated reduction in Part Il crime in 2016 was
3.524 per 1,000 population.

Exhibit 69: Estimated Cumulative Reduction in Rate of Part Il Crime per 1,000 population in PAD
Parks by Park Group, 2009-2016

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
PAD Group One - | -1.267 | -0.076 | -0.082 | -0.077 | -0.072 | -0.067 | -0.078 -1.717
PAD Group Two -- -- - | 0.197 0.232 0.176 0.131 0.116 0.852
PAD Group Three -- - - -- - -- 1.554 | -3.261 -1.707
PAD Group Four -- - - -- - -- -- | -0.302 -0.302
Cumulative Crime
Reduction - | -1.267 | -0.076 | 0.115 0.155 0.105 1.618 | -3.524 -2.874

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
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Applying the crime reduction rate to the PAD population at each park’s specific reporting
district (total population of all specific PAD Park RDs was 31,574), roughly 91 Part | crimes were
avoided during PAD operation from 2010-2016 and 111 Part | crimes were avoided during PAD
operation in 2016.

Crime Severity

Crime severity was measured by calculating the proportion of Part |, or more severe crimes, to
total crimes from 2004 to 2016 during PAD operation months. Exhibit 70 shows that, despite
annual fluctuations, Part | crimes were frequently more common in crime comparison parks
during PAD operation months than in PAD parks or LASD overall. There were variations in these
trends by PAD park groups, but the patterns were generally similar (see Appendix 2: Additional
Data, page 223; Exhibit 150, Exhibit 151, Exhibit 152, and Exhibit 153).

Exhibit 70: Crime Severity Rate during PAD for PAD Parks, Crime Comparison Parks, and Los
Angeles County Reporting Districts, 2004-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016.
Note: Crime severity is measured as the proportion of Part | crimes to total crimes.
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A closer look at number of Part | crimes for the 21 PAD parks during the PAD period showed
reductions in many types of crimes from 2009 to 2016, with an overall decrease of 8.8%. More
specifically, the number of cases of burglary (25.8%), grand theft auto (22.6%), and robbery
(13.9%) decreased most from 2009 to 2016. Only larceny theft increased over this period
(29.8%).

Exhibit 71: Change in Number of Part | Crimes during PAD from 2009 to 2016, by Part | Crime
Type

Other
Robbery
 Burglary
W Aggravated Assault
Grand Theft Auto

M Larceny Theft
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
Note: The “other” category includes arson, criminal homicide, and forcible rape crime types.
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Crime Seasonality

The seasonality of crime in PAD parks was assessed by examining the number of Part | and Part
Il crimes during 2016 trends in daily and monthly numbers of crimes during 2016 in PAD and
crime comparison parks. Exhibit 72 shows significant fluctuations in Part | crimes daily crime
rates but a relatively flat trend (dotted trendline) over the entire year in PAD parks with
perhaps a small growth in late spring and summer during 2016. Peaks in Part | crime do not
seem to be correlated with major holidays.

Exhibit 72: Part | Crime Numbers in PAD Parks, 2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2016.
Note: PAD occurred in Los Angeles County parks from June 16 to August 27, 2016; however, the 6-8 week PAD period varied by

individual park. The graph displays the entire range in which PAD occurred for all parks.
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during 2016, and a trend (dotted trendline) highlighting a notable increase during the late
spring and summer. Peaks in Part |l crime were more often near major holidays such as

weekends before Memorial Day, Fourth of July, and Halloween.

Exhibit 73: Part Il Crime Numbers in PAD Parks, 2016

May 2017

Exhibit 73 shows much greater fluctuation in the daily number of Part Il crimes in PAD parks
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2016.
Note: PAD occurred in Los Angeles County parks from June 16 to August 27, 2016; however, the 6-8 week PAD period varied by

individual park. The graph displays the entire range in which PAD occurred for all parks.
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The monthly Part | crime rates per 1,000 population in PAD and crime comparison parks during
2016 was also compared to assess if crime rates changed after PAD ended. The data showed
that the rate of Part | crimes in PAD parks was lower than crime comparison parks during PAD
and remained low after PAD ended and declined slightly in September. In contrast, the rate was
higher during PAD period in crime comparison parks and also increased in September (Exhibit
74). While these results are not definitive, they suggest that the impact of PAD may have
lingered after PAD ended.

Exhibit 74: Monthly Part | Crime Rate per 1,000 in PAD and Crime Comparison Parks, 2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2016.
Note: PAD occurred in Los Angeles County parks from June 16 to August 27, 2016; however, the 6-8 week PAD period varied by
individual park. The graph displays the entire range in which PAD occurred for all parks.
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The monthly rate of Part Il crimes per 1,000 was also lower for PAD parks during PAD operation
months than crime comparison parks (Exhibit 75). The rate of these crimes remained about the
same or increased slightly after PAD ended in PAD parks but was on the decline in crime
comparison parks and remained lower in September.

Exhibit 75: Monthly Part Il Crime Rate per 1,000 in PAD and Crime Comparison Parks, 2016

0.35 -
PAD Period
0.30 A
0.25 A
o / ;\_,—_
— 4
0.15 -
0.10 A
0.05 A
0.00
— — — m
© A < .g < c c JC> 4 o g g
> o Q = 2 = < oQ ° - < o
2016
PAD Parks Comparison Parks

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2016.
Note: PAD occurred in Los Angeles County parks from June 16 to August 27, 2016; however, the 6-8 week PAD period varied by
individual park. The graph displays the entire range in which PAD occurred for all parks.
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PAD Participant Perceptions of Safety and Satisfaction with Law
Enforcement

The majority of PAD attendees perceived PAD parks to be very safe (55%) and an additional
42% perceived PAD parks to be somewhat safe (Exhibit 76). Perceptions of PAD parks as very
safe appeared to be highest in PAD Group Two (62%). In contrast, PAD attendees perceived the
neighborhoods they live in as very safe less frequently (38%). Among PAD attendees who
expressed not feeling safe in their neighborhood, 73% felt safe at PAD.

The great majority (74%) of PAD attendees reported that the number of Deputy Sheriffs at PAD
parks was just right (Exhibit 77). More reported that the number of Deputy Sheriffs was not
enough (18%) as opposed to too many (7%). Overall, the overwhelming majority agreed that
PAD improved the relationship of the community with Deputy Sheriffs (95%).
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Exhibit 76: PAD Attendees Perceptions of Safety at PAD Parks and Their Neighborhoods in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name _ _ = § _
3 I o 8 s
° 2 ' £ < o
¢ g £ 8 g 2
2 » o ° » = (= c ° - [ e
5 = S| 2|8 ¢ g| % 2l 2| ¢ E o 5 2 8 o %
2 s 3| 38|& z 2|238|,., . §p|l8|z & s ¢ £ g g E g ¢ ®|3
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s/ & & 2| &5 & s g/ 8 & S| &8 I I & & S = £ s 3 5 S| &
Perception of safety during
PAD attendance
Unsafe 3 2 4 4 4 2 5 . 2 2 2 2 2 1 5 1 4 6 4 2 1 . 3 2 . 3
Somewhat safe 42 36 57 53 54 41 35 24 36 47 53 29 46 19 37 34 47 57 43 25 46 21 56 21 30 36
Very safe 55 62 39 43 42 57 60 76 62 52 45 69 52 80 58 65 49 37 54 74 53 79 42 77 70 61
Perception of neighborhood
safety from crime
Unsafe 3 4 7 7 6 3 6 0 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 3 11 5 . 3 1 2 1 . 3
Somewhat safe 59 55 67 63 65 73 45 48 61 61 64 45 59 45 53 51 62 65 56 51 60 53 67 45 56 55
Very safe 38 40 26 30 28 25 50 51 36 37 34 53 39 54 43 47 35 24 38 49 37 46 31 53 44 42
Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: safety during PAD and within the neighborhood (5.2% and 4.8%, respectively).
Exhibit 77: PAD Attendees Perceptions of Satisfaction with Law Enforcement in Percentages (%), 2016
Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name = ° _
5 = 3 & o
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Number of Deputy Sheriffs
at PAD
Just right 74 83 72 74 73 87 57 81 79 76 70 83 75 80 81 68 69 53 73 84 64 92 64 82 87 74
Not enough 18 9 25 19 22 12 14 12 12 16 24 11 18 9 11 13 26 41 21 12 19 5 33 6 11 17
Too many 7 8 4 7 5 1 29 7 9 8 6 6 7 11 8 19 5 7 7 4 17 3 3 12 2 9
Agreed that PAD improved
relationships between
community and Deputies 95 91 96 96 95 98 91 92 95 96 96 96 96 99 98 93 94 66 97 93 94 100 90 96 100 93

Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: questions around deputy presence (6.2% and 7.7%, respectively).

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 3: Decrease Community Violence and Increase Perception of Safety kY



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

To understand long-term trends in perception of safety at PAD and in the surrounding

community, survey data were examined for the oldest PAD park groups, which had several
years of data available. Feelings of safety at PAD were relatively consistent from 2010 to 2016
for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two (Exhibit 78). For PAD Group One, values were below
90% in 2014. Ted Watkins Park (PAD Group One) showed the greatest fluctuation in feelings of
safety at PAD over time as indicated by 99% who expressed feeling safe at PAD in 2010 and 85%
expressed feeling safe at PAD in 2014 (Exhibit 79). Five out of six PAD parks improved feelings
of safety at PAD from 2015 to 2016; all six PAD parks had at least 95% of participants express
feelings of safety at PAD in 2016.

Exhibit 78: Proportion of PAD Participants in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two who
Expressed Feelings of Safety at PAD, 2010-2016

98.9% 97.8% 98.1%
95.9%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Park Group One  ===Park Group Two

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).

Exhibit 79: Proportion of PAD Participants in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two who
Expressed Feelings of Safety at PAD by PAD Park, 2010-2016
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 99% 97% 96% 97% 94% 95% 98%
Roosevelt 99% 98% 95% 94% 89% 95% 96%
Ted Watkins 99% 98% 91% 98% 85% 89% 96%
PAD Group One 99% 98% 94% 96% 89% 93% 96%
City Terrace - - 98% 97% 95% 94% 98%
Jesse Owens -- -- 95% 94% 96% 97% 95%
Loma Alta -- -- 99% 97% 97% 95%  100%
PAD Group Two -- -- 98% 97% 95% 94% 98%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2010-2016).
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On average, neighborhood perception of safety from crime was lower for PAD Group One than
PAD Group Two (Exhibit 80). In 2014, PAD Group One’s perception of safety was below 80%.
Participants’ feelings of safety from crime within their neighborhood increased over time, with
the greatest gains in the last two years and particularly for PAD Group One. Neighborhood
perception of safety increased for all parks in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two from 2015 to
2016 (Exhibit 81). From 2015 to 2016, there was an 18% change in participants who expressed
feeling safe within their neighborhood at Ted Watkins Park (from 79% to 93%; PAD Group One)
and a 14% change for participants at City Terrace Park (from 86% to 97%; PAD Group Two).

Exhibit 80: Proportion of PAD Participants in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two who
Expressed Feelings of Safety at in Their Neighborhood, 2012-2016

97%

94%
90%

82%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Park Group One e Park Group Two

Source: PAD participant surveys (2012-2016).

Exhibit 81: Proportion of PAD Participants in PAD Group One and PAD Group Two who
Expressed Feelings of Safety at in Their Neighborhood by PAD Park, 2012-2016
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 89% 91% 85% 88% 96%
Roosevelt 82% 80% 80% 86% 93%
Ted Watkins 77% 83% 71% 79% 93%
PAD Group One 82% 84% 77% 84% 94%
City Terrace 90% 90% 91% 86% 97%
Jesse Owens 84% 88% 88% 90% 94%
Loma Alta 95% 95% 89% 93%  100%
PAD Group Two 90% 91% 90% 88% 97%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2012-2016).
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PAD respondents rated their level of safety when attending PAD and identified what factor(s)

contributed to this level of safety. Exhibit 82 displays common themes of the responses around
factors that contribute to feelings of safety or unsafety. Selected comments are highlighted in
Exhibit 83.

Exhibit 82: Common Themes of Responses around Feelings of Safety, 2016

Deputies

5 Positive atmosphere

E g

5 Neighborss @ @

E Friends © Lo Gamblers
rien =3 D

5 GangSvoum% 3E Positive

C Adults S u SBad people
VlolenceFam||y Safe

Security Staff

Community Substance use
nghtmg Unsafe

People around

Need more deputies
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Exhibit 83: Selected Comments about Park and Neighborhood Safety, 2016

Safety during “More crimes are done at the park.” (City Terrace Park)
PAD “I go to this park a lot, so | trust it.” (Loma Alta Park)
attendance “People looking out for each other here.” (Roosevelt Park)

“The crowd was calm and staff is alert.” (El Cariso Park)

“It makes me feel safe because of the cops that are here.” (Roosevelt Park)

“Drinking and gambling by older people. Some homeless people who drink. Dark spots not
safe enough for women to exercise.” (Salazar Park)

“The staff and volunteers. It was very organized.” (Loma Alta Park)

“If big crowds of gang members have them leave. Too many kids at the park that need to be
kept safe.” (Salazar Park)

“Congratulations. Years ago City Terrace Park was unsafe.” (City Terrace Park)

“We have safe parks. | strongly recommend parks for all kids and all types of events.”
(Belvedere Park)

“Seeing sheriffs in the park makes me feel safe.” (Sorenson Park)

Perception of “I live in neighborhood for 15 years and have never had any trouble.” (El Cariso Park)
neighborhood | “Sometimes the neighborhood crowd makes it unsafe.” (Jesse Owens Park)

safety from “People visiting not living in the neighborhood.” (San Angelo Park)
crime
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Exhibit 84 identifies the themes associated with these factors by count and percentage. The
responses were overall positive. The most common theme was deputy presence, which was

based on PAD participants feeling safe when Deputy Sheriffs were around and visible at PAD
events. However, a sizeable number of those surveyed suggested the need to increase deputy
presence and visibility (4.4%). A large number of respondents also indicated that having a lot of
people around during PAD made it safe (8.9%), and the presence of park staff made them feel
safe (8.3%). Another common theme was general supervision/security; these responses did not
directly mention deputy presence but expressed safety in a more general sense of participants
being supervised in and around the park.

Restrooms were common areas of the park identified as unsafe and often overlapped with
substance use. Lighting was a common theme around feelings of unsafety as well; many people
felt that the park was too dimly lit for the event to take place at night.

Safety concerns also focused on other people who were at the park during PAD— both in a
positive and negative way. Roughly 25% of respondents contributed their safety ranking to
other people attending PAD. People felt safe when there were people around (i.e. friendly
people, crowds), park staff/PAD organizers, and family members at PAD. Feelings of unsafety
were associated with the presence of gangs or strangers.
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Exhibit 84: Comment Distribution around Feelings of Safety at PAD, 2016

Theme Sub-Theme Count Percentage
General safety factors Deputy presence 2,853 59.4%

General supervision/surveillance/security 286 5.9%

Need more deputies 213 4.4%

Other 140 2.9%

General safety 122 2.5%

Community/neighborhood (positive) 112 2.3%

Substance use 86 1.8%

Positive atmosphere 74 1.5%

Violence/weapons/crime 51 1.1%

General positive 47 1.0%

General lack of safety 21 0.4%

Lack of crime 15 0.3%

Community/neighborhood (negative) 6 0.1%

Park specific factors Park lighting 123 2.6%
Park environment 55 1.1%

Park facilities 35 0.7%

People at PAD People around 430 8.9%
Staff 399 8.3%

Family 155 3.2%

Gangs 102 2.1%

"Bad" or strange people 59 1.2%

Friends 42 0.9%

Adults 24 0.5%

Neighbors 20 0.4%

Young people 10 0.2%

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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PAD participants described their thoughts about the number of Deputy Sheriffs present at PAD

and offered comments or suggestions to the Sheriff’'s Department. Exhibit 85 displays common

themes of the responses around comments or suggestions to the Sherriff’s Department.

Selected comments are highlighted in Exhibit 86.

Exhibit 85: Common Themes of Comments and Suggestions to Sheriff’s Department, 2016

More surveillance
Increase deputies
Pasitive interacti Walk around
RQSI’EIVE/ safe

Communit

Thank you

Coverage/patrol

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.

Exhibit 86: Selected Comments about Deputy Sheriffs, 2016

Deputy “Sheriffs need to be around more than just when there is an event because men in back by
presence handball court drink and smoke weed every day.” (Bethune Park)
“Police presence keeps families safe and deters crime.” (Roosevelt Park)
“More moving around the park because | see them just sitting in one spot all the time.”
(Salazar Park)
“The more police the better for the neighborhood.” (Salazar Park)
“I think they are doing a great job. | notice that they stay and secure the park until everything
is done and even after.” (Adventure Park)
“I am happy that they take care of us. Thank you for your help.” (Mayberry Park)
Relationship “| feel this is an excellent opportunity to create an environment of brotherly and sisterly love in
between the community, with the Sheriff Department, and with the churches. Keep up the good work!”
deputies and (Athens Park)
community “Everything is good, but if they could interact more with the kids or give them information that
would be great.” (Bassett Park)

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Exhibit 87 identifies the themes associated with these factors by count and percentage. Most
responses were positive, with nearly one in three comments expressing gratitude to Deputy

Sheriffs for their participation and involvement with PAD. Most responses were
recommendations to the Sheriff’'s Department. There were many recommendations about
expanding current coverage and patrol within the park or a specific area of the park. Within the
coverage and patrol theme, it was frequently suggested that Deputies increase their presence
at the park outside of scheduled PAD programming. Many expressed the need to increase the
number of Deputies, for Deputies to walk around more while at PAD, to add more general
surveillance, and to improve their interaction with the community. Roughly 10% of comments
and suggestions to the Sheriff’s Department had a less positive tone.

Exhibit 87: Comment Distribution around Suggestions/Comments for Sheriff’s Department,
2016

Theme Sub-Theme Count Percentage
Positively charged Thank you/good job 545 29.7%
comment General positive/safe 171 9.3%
Positive deputy interaction 60 3.3%
Recommendations/ Improve coverage/patrol 309 16.9%
observations Bathroom 13 0.7%
Courts/fields 13 0.7%
Neighborhoods around park 14 0.8%
Park (more often) 99 5.4%
Playground 11 0.6%
Parking lot 2 0.1%
Increase number of deputies 179 9.8%
Walk around more 127 6.9%
More general surveillance 97 5.3%
Improve community engagement/response 79 4.3%
Interact more with youth 26 1.4%
Increase visibility (did not see any deputies) 24 1.3%
Address substance use 20 1.1%
Address fights/violence 15 0.8%
"Black lives matter" 14 0.8%
Negatively charged Negative deputy interaction 29 1.6%
comment Did not see any deputies 24 1.3%
Substance use 20 1.1%
Decrease deputy presence 10 0.5%
Other 191 10.4%

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys

Selected photos and stories of park safety and law enforcement are displayed in Exhibit 88 and
Exhibit 89.
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Exhibit 88: Selected Photos abot Park Safety and Law Enforcement, 2016

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Exhibit 89: Selected Stories about Park Safety and Law Enforcement, 2016
While PAD is meant to keep older kids off the streets my kids love the program and | believe by getting them
into programs when they are young they will develop a love and passion that will keep them off the streets
when they get older. | have three kids under 7 and they can tell you exactly what we are doing on which day.
They look forward to PAD every week and can’t wait to attend. As children they find it fun and entertaining and
get to interact with the park staff that they adore, as mom | find it beneficial for their health. It gets them up
and moving and off the couch. Without Parks After Dark my kids wouldn’t be as active over the summer. Yes we
have a great splash pad but you can only spend so many hours playing in the water. They would be at home
watching Netflix and playing Barbie’s and being “bored”. When we go to parks after dark they get to do cheer,
dance, soccer, tennis, cooking, arts and crafts, games, karaoke, and so on. PAD is an amazing program that |
can’t say enough good things about. — (Participant, Stephen Sorenson Park)
There was a lady who came out at least twice a week (every week) for PAD with her three children; ages two,
seven, and nine. This family really seemed to enjoy the family activities we had. She told me she loved movie
nights because as a single mother she couldn’t afford to take her children out to the movies as much as she
would like to. Not only did she love the free food every night, but she liked the fact that the Sheriff’s deputies
were at the park to keep the families safe. She enjoyed the free concerts because she said “it exposed my
children to a different culture and different music”. — (Staff, East Rancho Dominguez Park)

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Key Informants’ Perceptions of Safety at PAD Parks

Various County departments described their perceptions of safety at PAD in key informant
surveys (Exhibit 90), focus groups, and interviews. Exhibit 90 and Exhibit 91 highlights survey
responses about safety at PAD. The great majority agreed that PAD improved relationships
between community and law enforcement (32 out of 36), improved participant perceptions of
safety (32 out of 36) and reduced crime at PAD parks and communities (32 out of 36). In
addition, 31 out of 33 survey respondents reported that PAD succeeded in insuring safety of the
parks during PAD programming (data not shown).

Exhibit 90: Number of DPR and LASD Key Informants Who Reported on Role of PAD on Safety,
2016

PA improved relaionships between

community members and law enforcement.

PAD improved partcpants’ perception of

safety.

PAD reduced rime n County park

communities.

M Disagree Neutral W Agree

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.

Exhibit 91: Selected Comments around Safety at PAD by County Department, 2016

Department of Parks and “Many families thought parks were unsafe at night but after PAD families
Recreation looked forward to warm summer evenings in the park.”

Sheriffs Department, Parks “It provides a safe environment for families to enjoy entertainment. Where
Bureau the PAD is available, it is in high crime areas and with this program and the

Deputies dedicated to just this program, | know many more came out, because
they felt safe, PLUS, it is FREE and that is a good thing!”

“PAD allows members of the community to interact with deputies in a more
personal, positive manner. Members of the community are able to speak with
deputies about concerns in their communities and gain a better understanding
of Law Enforcement.”

“It fosters a bonding of deputies to the community and the community to the
deputies; they approach us more as a human and find that we are much like
them.”

“It gets the Deputies out of their cars and interacting with the community. We
become part of the community and give them information flyers, of what is
going on in their community or about safety and whom to contact for

services.”
Los Angeles County “Increasing community safety and reducing violence. This is extremely
Department of Public Health important because it then leads to lots of other positive outcomes for

individuals, families, and the community overall.”
Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Summary

To assess the potential impact of PAD on community violence, crime rates were analyzed, as
well as perception of safety and law enforcement from participant satisfaction surveys and key
informant interviews. PAD was designed to take place in parks in high crime areas and analyses
of Part | and Part Il crime rates confirmed these rates were higher in PAD parks than in Los
Angeles County reporting districts (RDs) overall. Part | crimes include serious and violent crimes
(i.e. homicide, aggravated assaults, rapes, and robberies) and Part Il crimes include less violent
and lower-level offenses (i.e. narcotics, disorderly conduct, and vandalism). Crime rates were
analyzed using the number of crimes in the park RD and the RD immediately surrounding each
park, along with Census block-level population estimates. Unless otherwise specified, analyses
focus on the common period of PAD operation during the summer, or the shared time period
between the first day of PAD and the last day of PAD, at each park each year. As PAD schedules
varied by park and by year, daily crime rates were used to enable accurate comparisons.

Findings indicated either a reduction in crime rates or a dampening effect on crime and an
estimated avoidance of 81 Part | crimes and 91 Part Il crimes between 2010 and 2016. No
change in crime severity in this time period was observed but some types of Part | crimes
declined. Higher overall number of Part Il crimes in spring and summer months and around the
holidays point out PAD expansion opportunities. The consistency in participant and key
informant reports that PAD had an additional positive impact on feelings of safety in parks
pointed out other tangible benefits of PAD. The following data highlight the underlying
variations in crime rates between PAD and crime comparison parks.

PAD Park Crime Rate Trends

Crime rate trends were examined for each group of PAD parks, looking at each group’s baseline
year (the year before PAD started) to 2016. Among PAD Group One, both Part | and Part Il
crime rates declined from 2011 to 2016, additionally Part Il crime rates decreased among PAD
Group One from their baseline year of 2009 to 2016. Among the other park groups, crime
trends were similar to LASD overall, which increased. In LASD reporting districts overall, Part |
crime rates increased 9% from 2009 to 2016; while Part Il crime rates decreased 11% during
this timeframe.

Crime Rates in PAD Parks and Crime Comparison Parks

To accurately assess the impact of PAD on crime rates, changes in crime rate before and after
PAD implementation were compared to changes in crime comparison parks in the same time
period (Difference in Differences methodology). This analysis helps assess whether crime trends
in PAD parks were similar or different to what we would expect to see in comparison parks
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(predicted crime rates). A greater reduction in PAD parks would indicate the marginal impact of

PAD in reducing crime. Crime comparison parks were identified using statistical modeling that
had similar levels of violence at baseline, and adequate facilities to host a program like PAD.
The DD analyses showed mixed results among PAD Groups.

PAD Group One (2010 start: Pamela, Roosevelt, and Ted Watkins Parks)
O Part | crime rates: PAD may have prevented a greater rise in Part | crimes during PAD

operation in PAD parks.
0 Partll crime rates: PAD may have contributed to a faster decline in Part Il crime rate

during PAD operation in PAD parks.
e PAD Group Two (2012 start: City Terrace, Jesse Owens, and Loma Alta Parks)
O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes in PAD parks

during PAD operation.
0 Part |l crime rates: Trends in PAD and crime comparison parks were similar for Part Il

crimes, indicating no potential impact.
e PAD Group Three (2015 start: Basset, Salazar, and San Angelo Parks)
O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have prevented a rise in Part | crimes.

0 Partll crime rates: PAD did not have a similar impact on Part Il crimes; PAD parks

showed a significant increase, while comparison parks experienced a significant
decline during PAD operation.

e PAD Group Four (2016 start: Adventure, Allen Martin, Athens, Belvedere, Bethune, East
Rancho Dominguez, El Cariso, Helen Keller, Mayberry, Obregon, Stephen Sorensen, and Val
Verde Parks)

O Partlcrime rates: PAD may have contributed to a decline in Part | crime rates.

O Partll crime rates: PAD may have contributed to a decline in Part Il crime rates.

Cumulative Reduction in Part | and Part Il Crimes

The crime analysis indicated PAD had a potential impact on Part | crime rates since it began in
2010. The cumulative marginal reduction in Part | crimes in PAD parks (vs. comparison parks)
was 2.572 crimes per 1,000 population, with the greatest reductions in PAD Group Two. This
resulted in roughly 81 Part | crimes avoided during PAD operation from 2010 to 2016. In 2016,
there was a reduction of 2.181 crimes per 1,000 population, resulting in roughly 69 Part | crimes
avoided during PAD operation in 21 parks.

PAD may have had a greater impact on Part Il crime rates than Part | crime rates. The
cumulative marginal reduction in Part Il crimes in PAD parks (vs. comparison parks) was 2.874
crimes per 1,000 population, with the greatest reductions in PAD Group One. This resulted in
roughly 91 Part Il crimes avoided during PAD operation from 2010 to 2016. In 2016, there was a
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reduction of 3.524 crimes per 1,000 population, resulting in roughly 111 Part | crimes avoided

during PAD operation in 21 parks.
Crime Severity Rates

Crime severity remained relatively flat for PAD and comparison parks. The ratio of Part | to total
crimes was used as a measure of crime severity and indicated some fluctuations but little
change from 2004 to 2016 in both PAD and crime comparison parks. Severity rates were
generally lower (fewer Part | crimes to total crimes) in PAD than in crime comparison parks and
LASD overall. Of Part | crimes in the 21 PAD parks during the PAD period from 2009 to 2016, the
number of cases of burglary (26%) and grand theft auto (23%) decreased most.

Crime Seasonality

Crime seasonality patterns were observed for PAD parks. The daily number of crimes during
2016 for PAD parks was examined to assess seasonality and showed Part Il crimes increased in
the spring and summer months, but no seasonal variation for Part | crimes. Examining monthly
crime rates after the end of PAD showed a slight decline in Part | crime rates among PAD parks
through September, but an increase among crime comparison parks. In contrast, Part Il crime
rates remained at a higher rate among PAD parks but declined among crime comparison parks.

Participant Perception of Safety

Perception of safety at PAD parks was high, particularly relative to perception of safety in
participant neighborhoods. Overall 97% felt safe attending PAD in 2016. The majority (55%) of
PAD participants reported feeling very safe at PAD parks but fewer (38%) reported feeling very
safe in their neighborhoods. Long-term trends among PAD Group One and PAD Group Two
showed consistently high levels of perception of safety from 2010 to 2016. Trends in
perceptions of safety within participants’ neighborhood in the same park groups increased in
the same time period.

Community Law Enforcement Relationships

Participants indicated that PAD helped improve relationships between community and law
enforcement. The majority agreed that the number of Deputy Sheriffs at PAD were just right
(74%) and that PAD improved the relationship of the community with the Deputies (95%).
Participants indicated that these perceptions were most frequently based on the presence of
Deputies (56%): “Seeing Sheriffs in the park makes me feel safe.” Having people (9%) and park
staff (8%) around also contributed to feelings of safety “People looking out for each other
here.” And “The crowd was calm and staff is alert.” General feedback to the Deputy Sheriffs
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most often included gratitude (30%): “I am happy that they take care of us. Thank you for your
help.” and to increase the number of Deputies and have more of a constant presence at parks

(10%): “Sheriffs need to be around more than just when there is an event because men in back
by handball court drink and smoke weed every day.” Participants also recommended Deputies

walk around more and interact with the community (7%): “More moving around the park...”
and “Everything is good, but if they could interact more with the kids.”

Key Informant Perception of Safety

Key informant comments confirmed the feelings of safety expressed by the community: “It
provides a safe environment for families to enjoy entertainment... with this program and the
Deputies dedicated to just this program, | know many more came out, because they felt safe...”
and “It fosters a bonding of Deputies to the community and the community to the Deputies;

they approach us more as a human and find that we are much like them.”
Recommendations

Recommendations for improved safety at PAD from key informants and PAD participants
include:

e Develop programs and strategies to ensure youth and families can travel safey to and
from the parks across gang neighborhoods.

e Encourage increased engagement of Deputy Sheriffs with the community at PAD (e.g.
interaction with youth, consistent assignment of same Deputies per park to build trust).

e Encourage increased presence of Deputy Sheriffs at parks throughout the year.
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Goal 4: Increase Physical Activity and Decreased Burden

of Disease

The impact of PAD on physical activity and burden of disease was assessed using PAD
participant survey data, DPR data on attendance, and Census data on population
characteristics. The potential impact of PAD on disease burden was estimated using a modified
version of the Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM). Further detail on
Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM) Methods is provided later in this
chapter and in Appendix 3: Methods (page 241). These data highlight the potential benefits of
physical activity at PAD parks and motivate encouraging increased participation at existing PAD
parks and expansion of the program to other parks.

Routine Physical Activity and Physical Activity during PAD

PAD participants reported on their routine levels of physical activity (independent of PAD) and
participation in physical activity while attending PAD. About one third (30%) indicated they
routinely had at least 30 minutes of moderate physical activity for five or more days per week
(Exhibit 92). This percentage was highest for males (32%) and children ages 16 and under (37%).
Approximately 11% of PAD participants indicated not having any routine weekly physical
activity.

Exhibit 92: Weekly Frequency of at least 30 Minutes of Routine Moderate Physical Activity
among PAD Participants, 2016

Group N None | 1-2days | 3-4days | 5+days
Gender
Female 5,914 11% 19% 39% 31%
Male 3,068 10% 22% 35% 32%
Age
Adult (22 and older) 7,122 11% 20% 41% 28%
Young adult (17-21) 1,002 12% 21% 39% 27%
Children (16 and under) 2,648 11% 21% 32% 37%
All PAD participants 11,468 11% 20% 38% 30%

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: The frequency for 5+ days for all PAD participants does not fall in the range of female/male groups due to Ns. Not all PAD
participants indicated gender in the PAD participant survey.

This routine level of activity was compared with the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services physical activity guidelines, which indicated 60 minutes/day for youth ages 16 and
under, 30 minutes for 5 days a week for adults ages 17 and older. Based on these guidelines,

53% of adult and 14% of youth PAD participants met these levels of routine physical activity
(Exhibit 93).
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Exhibit 93: PAD Attendees’ Physical Activity Level and Participation in PAD Physical Activities in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name ~
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Reaches recommended level of
daily physical activity
Youth 14 | 24 9 6| 10| 12 17 17| 14| 20 22 14| 20 .11 10 9 16 16 . 4 4 16 6 28| 10
Adult (17 and older) 53| 50 51 66| 55| 58 64 71| 63| 49 61 55| 54| 46 57 44 61 53 54 61 46 41 54 42 47| 50
Participation in any physical
activity at PAD 83| 8 87 87| 8| 93 8 60| 8 | 8 8 76| 8 | 62 74 78 8 94 71 66 8 79 8 8 99| 80
Team sport 20| 12 18 13| 16| 10 33 18| 17| 19 18 23| 19| 19 13 29 15 36 35 10 27 31 17 30 28| 24
Walking club 35 | 53 49 30| 45| 42 17 5| 28| 45 45 29| 42| 26 35 30 33 21 25 10 21 13 36 27 63| 28
Exercise class 17 | 25 13 38| 20 7 15 5 8| 12 11 11| 11| 11 17 25 12 22 8 10 25 32 22 32 9| 21
Swimming 19 2 19 18| 17| 51 25 33| 42 6 22 4| 13 2 3 19 34 49 2 29 18 1 25 4 57| 18
Other activity 9 8 5 7 5 7 8 14 9| 12 6 15| 10| 11 11 6 9 6 8 15 6 10 10 10 15 9

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: questions around physical activity (9.7% and 7.5%, respectively).
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Nearly half (47%) of participants indicated they visited the park daily independent of PAD, and
83% participated in physical activity (of any form) at PAD. Many PAD attendees reported to
have participated in various PAD physical activities including team sports (20%), walking club
(35%), exercise classes (17%), and swimming (19%). Among attendees who did not meet the
recommended activity guidelines for their age, 84% participated in PAD physical activities.

Select comments about participation in PAD physical activity are highlighted in Exhibit 94.
Examples of photos and stories are provided in Exhibit 95 and Exhibit 96.

Exhibit 94: Selected Comments about Physical Activity at PAD, 2016

Physical activity at “They should have more events for the kids to exercise more.” (Salazar Park)

PAD “You can exercise at the park. | am going on 8 years of doing weights, walking, and
running.” (Belvedere Park)

“This is the best park in the community and | feel happy to come and exercise here.”
(Roosevelt Park)

“Make gym more available.” (East Rancho Dominguez Park)

“More exercises/sports.” (Multiple)

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Source: Department of Parks and Recreation. -
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Exhibit 96: Selected Stories about Participation in PAD Physical Activities, 2016
| can’t even begin to tell you how wonderful it was to have the opportunity to work with community members
and staff from Bethune Park and surrounding area. As you know, my colleague and | conducted The Walking
Club for 8 weeks. During those 8 weeks | witnessed the importance of why these programs are a great
community benefit, let me explain. Every week, | was witness to connections made between the walking club
participants. During those walks they exchanged ideas about the community, their access to healthy food
choices, opportunities to be more physically active, healthy recipe exchanges and so on.

Not only did they get a chance to walk together as a group, but also share and swap ideas on how to sustain
healthy lifestyles for their families. This was not only limited to the adults, but their children were also part of
the conversation. The enthusiasm of the children, who created challenges for themselves to see how many laps
they could walk was inspiring. One boy even walked extra laps since he promised his younger sister that if he
won the raffle, he would give her the prize. He won, and he did. It was a bitter sweet ending as | had gotten
used to seeing all of their familiar faces every week. Many of them promised to keep up their walking and are
looking forward to seeing us next summer. — (Staff, Bethune Park)

The indoor soccer instructor told me that a mom from the program, thanked her for bringing this soccer
program to East Rancho Dominguez, even if it was for a short period of time. She felt that the appreciation was
very genuine and sincere. The mom expressed to her how expensive soccer can be. Her son has always wanted
to play soccer, so she looked around for soccer organizations. She found AYO, but it was too expensive! She
knew she wouldn’t be able to get her son in that organization, but didn’t want to break his heart. So she told her
son that first he had to do well in school (to procrastinate the process and save money). Timing was perfect,
because her son had just asked her again about soccer. Her neighbor told her to inquire at the park about
soccer and that’s when staff told her about indoor soccer. She was sad to see the program end, but was so
happy her son got the opportunity to play soccer. — (Staff, East Rancho Dominguez)

As you know, my colleague and | were responsible for the walking club during Parks After Dark this year. Every
Thursday, we would form small groups of parents and children and walk two laps around the park. Participants
received a raffle ticket each time they participated. Many families participated on a weekly basis and some even
walked multiple times in a single day. One child mentioned that they were excited about their parents
participating in the walking club because they “now come to the park every week”.

As part of the walking club, we provided weekly health messaging. The messages were available in written
materials and we offered resources for topics such as: exercise guidelines, nutrition, and emergency
preparedness. All materials and discussions were available in Spanish and English depending on the
participant(s) preference. Health principals were further reinforced during our walks around the park. Some
participating moms shared ways that they made their favorite recipes a little healthier by using less salt, less
fats/oils, and steaming some dishes.

Among the incentive being distributed, kids enjoyed books and coloring books with health messaging such as
hand washing and dental health. We saw several families reading the books to their children at the park.
Participants also enjoyed an interactive wall where they could write their “why walking is good” and “why
drinking water is a better choice”. Kids were very engaged in this project and enjoyed talking about their ideas
before writing on the butcher paper, which served as a temporary mural. All participants were very excited
about the idea of Parks After Dark returning to Bethune next year. We hope to be able to assist in making next
year even more successful. — (Staff, Bethune Park)

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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The level of physical activity at PAD increased somewhat from 2012 to 2016 in PAD Group One
and PAD Group Two (Exhibit 97). The rate of growth seemed to be similar in both park groups.

Exhibit 97: PAD Group One and PAD Group Two Average Participation in Physical Activity at
PAD, 2012-2016

87%

84%

83%

76%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Park Group One  e===Park Group Two

Source: PAD participant surveys (2012-2016).

From 2015 to 2016, all PAD parks other than Loma Alta showed an increase in physical activity
participation (Exhibit 98). From 2012 to 2016, Ted Watkins Park experienced the greatest
percent increase (22%) in PAD attendees participating in physical activity. Roosevelt Park
consistently had 80% or more of its attendees participate in physical activity at PAD.

Exhibit 98: Participation in Physical Activity at PAD for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two,
2012-2016
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pamela 76% 71% 73% 69% 84%
Roosevelt 81% 80% 80% 83% 87%
Ted Watkins 71% 85% 82% 85% 87%
PAD Group One 76% 79% 79% 82% 87%
City Terrace 81% 79% 82% 82% 93%
Jesse Owens 88% 85% 77% 86% 87%
Loma Alta 83% 72% 87% 83% 60%
PAD Group Two 83% 78% 81% 83% 84%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2012-2016).
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Comparatively, a low number of PAD participants met physical activity guidelines for their age,
but a high number of PAD attendees participated in physical activity at PAD. Exhibit 99
demonstrates an increase in physical activity at PAD by individuals who did not meet physical

activity guidelines for their age from 2014 to 2016.

Exhibit 99: Individuals Who Did Not Meet Physical Activity Guidelines, but Participate in Physical
Activity at PAD for PAD Group One and PAD Group Two, 2014-2016
2014 2015 2016

Pamela 67% 74% 86%
Roosevelt 79% 84% 88%
Ted Watkins 80% 81% 88%
PAD Group One 76% 82% 88%
City Terrace 81% 81% 95%
Jesse Owens 77% 86% 87%
Loma Alta 85% 83% 68%
PAD Group Two 80% 82% 89%

Source: PAD participant surveys (2014-2016).
Note: Detailed baseline physical activity measures were only asked in the survey beginning in 2014.
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Potential Impact of PAD on Disease Burden

The potential impact of PAD on disease burden was estimated using the Integrated Transport
and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM). ITHIM was originally developed to assess the impact of
different modes of transportation such as walking and bicycling on years of life lost (YLL), years
living with disability (YLD), and disability adjusted life years (DALYs) for a number of chronic
conditions (Maizlish et al., 2013).

ITHIM was modified for estimating the impact of physical activity on premature mortality,
disability, and associated costs by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health in the
2014 Health Impact Assessment report. The model inputs included the number participants at
PAD and their length, type, and frequency of physical activity routinely and during PAD by age
and gender.

DPR attendance data was used to estimate number of participants. Routine and PAD physical
activity levels, type of physical activity (e.g. team sports, swimming, etc.), age, and gender were
obtained from PAD participant surveys. The length of activity was measured in hours/week and
was obtained from the PAD program schedules and registrations. The weekly physical activity
participation rate (83%) and frequency of weekly PAD visits (35%) was obtained from the PAD
participant surveys. The model then calculated the level of energy expenditure by PAD
participants measured in metabolic equivalent of task (METs) by age and gender for the
population that participated in PAD.

The model used METs to predict disease burden in terms of premature deaths, YLL, YLD, and
DALYs for several chronic conditions using data from the literature.

Exhibit 100: Physical Activity Participation by Activity Type, Time, and Intensity, 2016

Physical Activity Type Percentage Activity Time Intensity (METs)
(hours/week)

Team sports 20% 2.0 8.0

Swimming 19% 3.6 4.0

Walking club 35% 1.5 3.8

Exercise class 17% 1.4 6.5

Other 9% 0.5 4.5

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys and DPR program schedules and registration forms.
Notes: Each participant may have participated in more than one activity. The average activity time for the categories of physical
activity were missing for some parks and the regional averages were used.
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A number of assumptions were necessary in ITHIM to assess the impact of PAD on disease

burden. ITHIM is designed to assess the impact of physical activity levels annually, while PAD
programming was only available to participants for six to eight weeks during the summer
months. Therefore, the level of activity in the models was assumed to be for an entire year.
Additionally, PAD participants were assumed to engage in a given physical activity program for
the total length of time the activity was scheduled.

Each PAD survey was assumed to represent a unique participant. However, any PAD participant
may have responded to the survey more than once and the anonymous nature of the survey
did not allow to identify how many unique individuals that participated in PAD physical activity
programs. Similarly, PAD park attendance data did not identify the unique number of
participants and the same assumption was used for that data. Finally, it was assumed that
survey data indicated survey respondents who participated in physical activity every time they
came to PAD because this data was not available.

Previous analysis of PAD on chronic disease impact, which was presented in the 2014 Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) by DPH, did not consider how often participants attended PAD. A new
guestion was added to the 2016 PAD participant survey to gauge frequency of PAD visits,
changing previous calculations and increasing accuracy of estimated impact. Survey data
indicated that 35% of survey participants attended PAD at least once per week and 83% of all
respondents participated in physical activity at PAD. Using these data, the estimated impact of
participation in PAD physical activity programs on chronic disease burden was calculated
assuming PAD participants engaged in physical activity once a week and year-round (Exhibit
101). The data indicated that PAD physical activities would not save any premature deaths or
YLDs, but reduce years of life lost and disability adjusted life years by six years each. These
numbers varied by type of condition and were highest for ischemic heart disease and stroke.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Goal 4: Increase Physical Activity and Decreased Burden of Disease [EE)



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

Exhibit 101: Estimated Change in Burden of Disease from PAD Physical Activity by Chronic
Condition Type, 2016

Rate (per Million Population) Disease Burden 21 Existing PAD Sites
Ischemic Heart Disease
Premature deaths -36 3% 0
Years of Life Lost (YLL) -423 4% -3
Years Living with Disability (YLD) -37 4% 0
Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs) -460 1% -3
Hypertensive Heart Disease
Premature deaths -7 3% 0
YLL -100 1% -1
YLD -11 3% 0
DALYs -111 4% -1
Stroke
Premature deaths -63 3% 0
YLL -846 1% -6
YLD 0 1% 0
DALYs -846 1% -6
Depression
Premature deaths 0 2% 0
YLL 0 2% 0
YLD -200 2% -1
DALYs -200 2% -1
Diabetes
Premature deaths -6 3% 0
YLL -98 3% -1
YLD -127 4% -1
DALYs -225 4% -1
Breast Cancer
Premature deaths -2 0% 0
YLL -29 1% 0
YLD -8 1% 0
DALYs -37 1% 0
Colon Cancer
Premature deaths -2 1% 0
YLL -24 1% 0
YLD -5 1% 0
DALYs -29 1% 0
Dementia
Premature deaths -12 3% 0
YLL -67 3% 0
YLD -176 3% -1
DALYs -243 3% -2
All Causes
Premature deaths -63 1% 0
YLL -846 1% -6
YLD 0 0% 0
DALYs -846 1% -6

Note: Negative numbers indicate reductions in disease burden. Disease burden shown represents the fraction of cases or
deaths from each condition that would be avoided if people exercised in PAD types of physical activities once per week for an
entire year.
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Using more relaxed criteria and assuming the 83% of participants who engaged in physical

activity attended PAD weekly, the data indicated avoidance of one premature death, and 16
years of life lost and disability adjusted life years each (see Appendix 2: Additional Data, page
208).

Summary

Analysis indicates that PAD provides important opportunities for physical activity with the
potential to reduce the burden of chronic disease in high need communities. Beginning in 2012,
PAD park selection criteria expanded to include community obesity prevalence in addition to
economic hardship and assault rates. Overall, PAD parks are in communities with higher obesity
prevalence than the rest of Los Angeles County.

Physical Activity Participation

Most PAD participants reported routine physical activity of at least 30 minutes independent of
PAD on three or more days a week (68%). These levels indicated 53% of adults and 14% of
youth participants met federal guidelines on recommended levels of activity. The majority of
participants (83%) participated in physical activity at PAD. Among participants who did not
meet the recommended level of physical activity, 84% participated in physical activity during
PAD. Walking club was the most popular type of physical activity program at PAD (35%),
followed by team sports (20%) and swimming (19%). To understand long-term trends in
physical activity participation, survey data from the oldest parks were examined, including PAD
Group One and PAD Group Two. Physical activity participation was consistently high for PAD
Group Two, and increased somewhat for PAD Group One (76% to 84%).

Potential Impact on Chronic Disease

PAD has the potential to impact chronic disease if levels of physical activity offered during the
program are sustained throughout the year. The potential impact of PAD on disease burden
was calculated using a modified version of the Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model
(ITHIM), assuming 83% participated in PAD overall and 35% participated at least once per week.
The analyses indicated an overall decline of six years of life lost and six fewer years of disability
adjusted life years for the entire PAD population, mostly associated with reductions in stroke
and ischemic heart disease. Assuming that all 83% of attendees who participated in physical
activity at PAD participated every week, it would reduce the burden of disease by 16 fewer
years of life lost and disability adjusted life years, and avoid one premature death.

Recommendations
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The ITHIM analyses led to the following recommendations:

e Identify opportunities to link PAD participants to year-round physical activity to
maximize impact on chronic disease.

e Encourage more frequent participation in physical activity and increase diversity of
physical activity offerings at PAD.

e Encourage PAD park outreach to inform communities about availability of free physical
activity programming and opportunities.
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Goal 5: Increase Social Cohesion and Community Well-

being in the Targeted Communities

To assess the potential impact of PAD on social cohesion and community well-being, a variety
of data were examined, including participant satisfaction surveys, key informant interviews, and
service and outcome data from County Departments and other sources. Social cohesion was
assessed by examining level of attendance by families and perceptions of bonding. Community
well-being was assessed by examining multiple indicators of health (e.g. preventable chronic
disease, mental health needs), safety (e.g. preventable injuries and deaths, arrests), economic,
and youth and family services (e.g. DCFS and Probation caseloads). The purpose of this analysis
was to demonstrate PAD’s relevance to new sectors, by: 1) determining if PAD parks had higher
levels of need relative to Los Angeles County overall, and 2) identifying potential PAD impact on
these indicators that can be explored in future analysis. While the most recent year of data
available are a few years past for many data sources, these indicators still enable us to
understand relative need of PAD communities, that can be further examined as new years of
data become available.

Perceptions of Social Cohesion among PAD Participants

Among PAD attendees surveyed by DPR, 88% reported attending PAD with children (Exhibit
102). Of those who attended with children, 57% reported attending with children ages 6-12 and
fewer reported attending with children ages 0-5 (31%) or 13-18 (23%). The overwhelming
majority (97%) of attendees reported that PAD increased quality time with family members.

Many PAD attendees (84%) reported a high level of social cohesion as indicated by perceptions
that they lived in a close-knit and unified community (Exhibit 103). In addition, the vast majority
(95%) reported that PAD improved their relationship with their neighbors. Of the individuals
who identified as not living in a close-knit unified community, 88% agreed that PAD improved
their relationship with neighbors. Positive comments consistently mentioned PAD improved
both community and family connections (Exhibit 104).

Examples of family bonding and social cohesion were the most frequent theme among the
stories and photos (Exhibit 105 and Exhibit 106).
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Exhibit 102: Attendees Family Attendance and Bonding during PAD in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016

Park Name ~
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Attended PAD with children 88 85 94 88 92 96 90 76 90 88 93 88 90 87 92 80 87 90 61 81 81 85 82 79 94 84
Attended PAD with children of ages:

0-5 31 23 29 35 30 45 22 24 36 36 30 28 32 38 43 20 28 37 17 36 25 30 31 27 22 31
6-12 57 56 67 56 64 74 54 44 63 60 60 56 59 54 50 47 58 55 31 51 42 54 51 48 56 51
13-18 23 20 17 19 18 43 28 29 37 23 23 27 24 15 16 25 24 23 25 22 26 24 23 21 63 23
PAD increased quality time with family 97 93 98 96 97 98 93 91 95 97 97 97 97 | 100 97 94 97 90 96 97 93 100 96 98 99 96

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: questions around family attendance and bonding (5.7% and 8.3%, respectively).

Exhibit 103: PAD Attendees Social Cohesion and Improvement in Social Cohesion Due to PAD in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
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Agreed that he/she lives in a
close-knit, unified
community 84 85 83 73 81 90 81 84 87 87 87 88 87 89 92 81 82 73 74 79 76 96 78 84 94 84
Agreed that PAD improves
relationship with neighbors 95 96 96 96 96 98 87 94 95 95 97 95 96 97 96 96 93 93 89 92 94 99 89 96 99 95

Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: questions around community relationships (7.2% and 6.7%, respectively).
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Exhibit 104: Selected Comments about Family Attendance and Bonding during PAD, 2016
PAD increased “Doing our son’s birthday party at Parks After Dark.” (Loma Alta Park)
family quality time | “Parks after Dark is a great idea, families come together with their kids and they enjoy
themselves as a family. | like the entertainment.” (Mayberry Park)
“It’s fun for the whole family.” (City Terrace Park)
“These programs are more family oriented and they unite families.” (Salazar Park)
PAD unified “Well run program. Keep adding to the budget. It really improves the community
community connections.” (Loma Alta Park)
“It’s great for the community. Helps us know each other.” (Jesse Owens Park)
“When a health or safety issue comes up, please put $ resources into this before all other
activities, park activities are helping unite our community.” (El Cariso Park)
Source: 2016 PAD participant surveys.
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Exhibit 105:Selected Photos a
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bout Family Bonding and Social Cohesion at PAD, 2016
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Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Exhibit 106: Selected Stories from Participants about Family Bonding and Social Cohesion at
PAD, 2016
| am writing you to congratulate you on providing a great summer program of family activities that could be
enjoyed by our community’s families. Throughout the summer we could count on music, food, movies and
activities for the kids and ourselves.

| particularly enjoyed the concerts, your DJ who provided games and Karaoke, and the family atmosphere that
was created. We met so many families and neighbors we hadn’t seen before. We realized the diversity in our
neighborhood we had never experienced. Our kids were able to connect with kids that they only saw at the
park. It was a good experience.

The program added continuity to what you have provided in the past. But being able to rely on continuous
activities at the park made our summer easy. Before you provided three or four days of family activity. Good as
they were, this summer was by far the best. — (Participant, Allen Martin Park)

This summer has been a very enjoyable, family oriented summer not only for my family but for many other
families in our community. | would like to thank the park staff for all their hard work and devotion to our
families. Awesome summer, hope next year will be great. — (Participant, Obregon Park)

Thank you for the PAD. My kids like the game truck and movie on Saturdays. We like all your activities,
especially Bingo. We like to win the chairs and back packs. My daughter won a bike on Saturday on a movie
night, she was very happy. She likes to ride her bike a lot at the park. My kids like the clowns and have their face
painted. They also like the jumper.

Thank you for bringing PAD to the park. It gives my family and | something to do together as a family. —
(Participant, City Terrace Park)

This letter is to give thanks to Parks and Recreation for having events at Obregon Park. My family and | enjoyed
the concerts, Friday night movies, jumpers and face painting. The resource flier was very informative. We also
enjoyed the wrestling show, very entertaining. My children enjoyed the ceramic class as | enjoyed the aerobics
class. My children also attended the bike safety class, which was very informative. We also joined the walking
club as a family. We also enjoyed some night swimming. — (Participant, Obregon Park)

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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DPR and the LASD key informant survey respondents reported on their perception of whether

PAD improve social cohesion and relations with the community. The majority agreed that PAD
had multiple positive effects such as improving general well-being (33 out of 36) and improving
relationships with the community (33 out of 36) (Exhibit 107). Exhibit 108 highlights selected
stories about social cohesion and community relations.

Exhibit 107: Number of DPR and the LASD Key Informants Who Reported on Impact of PAD on
Social Cohesion and Community Relations, 2016

PAD provided an opportunity to receive community feedback.
PAD helped our staff develop a positive relationship with the

community.
Through PAD, the community’s perception of my department
improved.
PAD provided opportunities for family members to spend quality
time together.
PAD improved relationships among community members. 3 33
PAD improved the general well-being of participants. i 7 33
PAD helped us better understand community needs. 31

B Disagree M Neutral B Agree

Source: 2016 PAD key informant survey.
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Exhibit 108: Selected Stories about Family Bonding and Social Cohesion from DPR Staff at PAD,
2016

| got to say, these past weeks have been full of adventures. From feeding the community to hostinga 3 on 3
basketball tournament for the youth in the community, has shown me to appreciate life more. In our personal life
many moments good and bad happen, but | got to say our Parks After Dark program have brought smiles to the
whole community. | come to work and | work hard to make a difference in the youth lives here in our park’s
community. — (Staff, San Angelo Park)

Working here at Jesse Owens Park, during the Parks After Dark program was a great experience. | was able to witness
families enjoying their community without any worries and or concerns. The youth within the community were more
than willing to assist with passing out free food to the younger children, helping set-up and breakdown tables and
chairs and maintaining a safe environment at the jumpers. I've never really seen a community pull together the way
the adults, teens and children did here at Jesse Owens Park during the Parks After Dark program. Parks After Dark
was a free, resourceful and fun event held every Thursday, Friday and Saturday night.

| think the community cherished the program mainly because there were programs being offered that usually have a
cost that some parents can’t afford. The instructors were welcoming to all participants. Parents were able to interact
in activities while the children were occupied with face painting, jumpers, movies, sports and other fun activities. |
would love to be a part of the Parks After Dark program at Jesse Owens Park next year. — (Staff, Jesse Owens Park)

This summer has been a very enjoyable, family oriented summer not only for my family but for many other families in
our community. | would like to thank the park staff for all their hard work and devotion to our families. Awesome
summer, hope next year will be great. — (Participant, Obregon Park)

| started as a recreational leader back in 2006 till 2011 and recently rejoined the Parks and Recreation department as
of last year. It wasn’t until this past summer that | experienced PAD (Parks After Dark) for the first time at Adventure
Park. At first | wasn’t too sure what to expect from our Parks After Dark program because this was my first time
hearing of it. | called Adventure Park and spoke to the park manager asking if she had any work hours to spare. She
said yes and that’s when | was introduced to our Parks After Dark program.

Our PAD program opened up my eyes in so many ways. Yes all of our staff worked long hard hours, but at the end of
the night it was all worth it. | felt like we were really able to make an impact in our community. | felt that we were
able to give some families “together time”. Sometimes families do not have that opportunity because of financial
difficulties. With our PAD program, we served hot dogs, drinks and popcorn at our concert and movie nights.
Adventure Park gave families the opportunity to come together, eat, laugh and play as a community. We were able to
introduce all of our programs that we offer and give more information on how they can find assistance at our park
and other LA County parks around the area. Many, if not all, were grateful for our PAD program. | see many families
that still visit the park on a regular basis and many kids and adults are now part of our programs. — (Staff, Adventure
Park)

Our families that surround Salazar Park are mostly low income families that depend on free programs in order to
accommodate to their needs and Parks after Dark and Movies in the park was the missing piece that brought families
together this summer. Many families were surprised that all the programs we provided were free and | was happy to
see them participating. There was one family that didn’t miss a day of PAD and were always thankful and had a plan
set so nothing was missed; they would start the day in the pool and end it with crafts with their kids, concert and
movie screening. Saturdays they would bring a blanket, drinks and sandwiches and they would bring extra for many
of the kids that weren’t theirs. This family has always appreciated everything we’ve done since PAD started last year.
Families like that keeps us going and with your support we can provide more for our community. Wrestling was the
highlight of this summer, families gathered in the gym to see our local wrestlers and cheered for their favorite
opponent.

The community had never experience an event like this; a ring in the middle of a gym, wrestlers performing in front of
their seats, they were fascinated and extremely thankful. This event was something that families were only able to
enjoy watching on a television but with the support we received in funding, families had the opportunity to see it live,
receive autographs and take pictures with their favorite wrestler. — (Staff, Salazar Park)

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Service Needs of PAD Participants

PAD attendees reported on additional services needed in the community that could be
provided at PAD parks and in future programming. Many attendees reported that they
currently use services for mental health (19%), substance use (14%), family (e.g. child care or
parent supports; 19%), employment (18%), housing assistance (18%), and/or financial
assistance (26%; Exhibit 109). Over a third (34%) indicated using at least one of these services
(data not shown). From 7% to 11% of attendees also reported being interested in using these
services. Exhibit 110 highlights selected photos around current social service use.
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Exhibit 109: PAD Attendees Current Social Service Use and Interest in Future Use in Percentages (%), 2016

Year in which park joined PAD (Park Group)
2010 2012 2015 2016
Park Name
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Use of services
Mental health
Currently use 19 29 17 23 20 20 30 21 22 18 22 20 20 11 20 33 17 16 26 17 12 10 7 21 29 17
Interested in using 7 9 5 4 5 6 15 2 7 6 7 8 6 3 6 5 10 22 11 4 5 13 6 9 11 9
Substance use
Currently use 14 15 14 10 13 15 18 10 15 16 14 12 15 6 16 28 12 14 21 6 10 7 5 19 16 13
Interested in using 8 9 6 5 6 4 14 . 5 6 7 8 7 3 7 7 11 25 12 7 4 12 7 9 10 10
Family assistance
Currently use 19 24 19 17 19 22 25 21 23 19 18 20 19 10 22 31 15 17 27 17 13 9 16 23 36 18
Interested in using 10 13 6 8 7 14 17 6 13 7 9 10 8 5 8 11 12 27 13 7 7 13 9 10 9 12
Employment assistance
Currently use 18 22 16 17 17 20 32 15 22 18 18 15 17 10 20 30 15 18 30 17 13 10 16 23 25 18
Interested in using 11 12 6 10 7 15 15 4 13 6 10 11 8 5 7 22 12 29 14 8 8 13 9 12 13 13
Housing assistance
Currently use 18 22 20 19 20 22 29 15 22 18 17 16 17 7 19 28 18 18 28 11 14 9 12 22 15 17
Interested in using 11 12 6 9 7 19 15 5 15 8 10 10 9 6 7 29 14 30 11 7 6 13 11 11 10 14
Financial benefits
Currently use 26 25 30 31 30 38 27 16 32 25 30 21 27 19 22 28 28 19 31 17 15 19 14 37 27 23
Interested in using 11 13 5 6 6 19 16 2 15 8 9 10 8 5 11 32 12 34 10 8 7 12 11 10 12 15

Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
Note: In the 12,700 surveys analyzed, the following data had missing values: questions around health and social service utilization (from 16-18.5%). Family assistance refers to services such as child
care or parent supports, employment assistance refers to services such as job training, and financial benefits refers to services such as CalWorks or CalFresh.
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Exhibit 110: Selected Photos abou Social Service Needs or Use, 2016

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Community Well-Being among PAD Participants and Indicators of

Community Needs

A broad array of indicators of community well-being and needs for programming similar to PAD
were examined in PAD parks and well-being comparison parks. Well-being comparison parks
are a subset of crime comparison parks, but have adequate facilities and staff to implement
PAD programming in the future. These analyses served two goals: 1) to identify needs in PAD
communities that may be addressed through future partnerships and programs; and 2) to
identify potential PAD benefits not previously been examined, that may warrant further
examination.

The indicators of well-being were grouped into health, safety, economic, and youth and family
service categories (Exhibit 111). When possible, these indicators were calculated at the zip code
of the park as a proxy for the community where the park is located (see Appendix 3: Methods
for additional details on Well-Being Indicator Methods, page 242). Change in rates for PAD,
well-being comparison parks, and Los Angeles County were assessed by calculating the
percentage point change between the first and last date of observation for each indicator. The
overall change in the pattern of change over time (slope) was calculated for all the dates
available and statistically compared between all three groups. These analyses do not account
for underlying population differences in the respective communities (e.g. income, race, age).
Accounting for such differences might explain why discrepancies in rates exist.

Trends were calculated based on years of available data, as a result, there is variation in the
number of years included in each analysis. Despite differences in recency of data sources, trend
analysis of health, safety, ecomonic, and youth and family service indicators is helpful for
gaining a deeper understanding of need in PAD communities. These data will be further
analyzed as new years become available, to assess the potential impact of PAD.

Exhibit 111: Indicators of Community Need
Data Analyzed
Health Indicators
To further examine need and potential impact in PAD communities related to chronic disease, and to identify
indicators of potential future impact related to mental health and social cohesion.
Adult (2014) and Childhood (2010) Obesity Rates in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles
County
Self-Reported Participation in Physical Activity in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles
County, 2014
Average Non-fatal Coronary Heart Disease Hospitalization Rate per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2014
Average Non-fatal Stroke Hospitalization Rate per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison
Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2014
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Average Coronary Heart Disease Mortality Rate per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison
Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2013

Average Stroke Mortality Rate per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los
Angeles County, 2009-2013

Average Monthly Specialty Outpatient Mental Health Service Use per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-
being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2015

Average Monthly Mental Health Hospitalization and Residential Stays per 100,000 population in PAD Parks,
Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2015

Safety Indicators
To further examine the need and potential impact in PAD communities related to crime and safety, including
arrest rates, and violence related injuries and deaths.

Average Monthly Adult Arrest Rate per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los
Angeles County as Served by LASD, 2009-2015

Emergency Department Visit Rate (Treated and Released) for Non-Fatal Assault per 100,000 population in PAD
Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005-2014

Rate of Inpatient Hospitalizations for Non-Fatal Assault per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005-2014

Rates of Emergency Department Visits (Treated and Released) and Hospitalizations for Non-Fatal Suicide and
Poisoning Attempts per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles
County, 2005 and 2014

Homicide Rates per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County,
2005-2015

Economic Indicators
To further examine the need in PAD communities related to poverty and unemployment, and identify indicators
of potential future impact.

Average Unemployment Rate in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2011-2015

Average Poverty Rate (<100% Federal Poverty Level in the Last 12 Months) in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison
Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2011-2015

Percent Living in Poverty by Age (<100% Federal Poverty Level) in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and
Los Angeles County, 2014

Youth and Family Service Indicators
To determine level of need in PAD communities related to Probation and Child and Family Services, to inform
development of future on-site services and partnerships at PAD parks.

Average Department of Child and Family Services Substantiated Referral Rate per 100,000 population in PAD
Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2006-2015

Average Department of Child and Family Services In-home Caseload Rate per 100,000 population in PAD Parks,
Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2007-2015

Average Department of Child and Family Services Out-of-Home Caseload Rate per 100,000 population, in PAD
Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2007-2015

Average Rate of Probation Youth Served (Ages 0-21) per 100,000 population, in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2013-2016
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Health Indicators

The evaluation examined additional indicators related to health to further examine need and
potential impact in PAD communities related to chronic disease and to identify indicators of
potential future impact related to mental health and social cohesion.

Obesity

On average, PAD park communities had higher obesity rates than the County overall, indicating
higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through future programming. Adult
obesity rates were averaged across zip codes of each group. On average, adult obesity rates
were similar in zip codes where PAD parks are located (35%) and well-being comparison parks
(36%), but both were significantly higher than the Los Angeles County (26%) average as
indicated by confidence intervals (Exhibit 112). Obesity rates did not differ by gender, but
differences by race/ethnicity were observed.

Limited information on obesity rates for children in grades 5, 7, and 9 was also available.
Childhood obesity rates were averaged across communities/cities of each group. The rates of
childhood obesity in PAD park communities (30%) and well-being comparison park communities
(33%) appeared to be higher than the Los Angeles County average (24%).

Exhibit 112: Adult (2014) and Childhood (2010) Obesity Rates in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County

Well-being Comparison | Los Angeles
PAD Park Average Park Average County Average

35% 36% 26%

Obese (BMI > 30; Age 18 +)t Cl: (33.0%-36.0%) Cl: (33.0%-37.9%) Cl: (23.9%-27.8%)

Female 34% 35% 25%

Male 36% 35% 27%

Black 42% 41% 39%

Latino 36% 36% 33%
Childhood Obesity* (BMI at 95th

percentile or above for age and gender) 30% 33% 24%

Source: ¥ Adult obesity rates: California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), Ask CHIS: Neighborhood Edition (2014) for adult obesity
rates in zip codes where PAD and potential PAD parks are located; *Childhood obesity rates: Office of Health Assessment and
Epidemiology, Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, 2009-2010 school year estimates, California Physical Fitness
Testing Program, California Department of Education for childhood obesity rates in city/community where PAD and potential
PAD parks are located (boundaries used were based upon the 2000 Census and the SPA boundaries were based upon the 2010
Census).
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Regular Physical Activity

Levels of physical activity were averaged across zip codes of each group. A relatively similar
percentage of youth ages 5-17 participated in regular physical activity (60 minutes daily) across
PAD park (16.7%) and well-being comparison park communities (17%), compared to youth in
Los Angeles County (18.9%, Exhibit 113). Among adults 18 and older, physical activity,
measured as walking at least 150 minutes in the past week, was also similar across PAD parks,
well-being comparison parks, and Los Angeles County.

Exhibit 113: Self-Reported Participation in Physical Activity in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2014

Well-being Comparison | Los Angeles County
PAD Park Average Park Average Average
Regular physical activity (60
minutes/day; ages 5-17) 16.7% 17.0% 18.9%
Walked at least 150 minutes in the
past week (18 and older) 33.7% 34.8% 34.1%

Source: California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), Ask CHIS: Neighborhood Edition (2014).
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Chronic Disease Morbidity and Mortality

On average, PAD park communities had lower rates of chronic disease morbidity and mortality
than the County overall. These trends are most likely due to underlying population
demographics in PAD communities, warranting further research. Non-fatal hospitalization rates
per 100,000 as an indicator of morbidity from coronary heart disease and stroke were
examined from 2009 to 2014. Data for communities with fewer than 15 hospitalizations were
not available. Average rate was examined across zip codes for each group.

These data indicate a declining trend for coronary heart disease in Los Angeles County overall
(from 335.9 to 264.9 per 100,000; 21.1%) and in both PAD (25.3%) and well-being comparison
parks (20.7%) over time (Exhibit 114). The rate of decline was statistically the same for all three
groups within this timeframe.

Exhibit 114: Average Non-fatal Coronary Heart Disease Hospitalization Rate per 100,000
Population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2014

335.9
332.7 ——-—'—\\
310.6 N—m—— \
N
264.9
™~ 248.5
246.3
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), Hospital Discharge Data.
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Non-fatal hospitalization rates for stroke in Los Angeles County declined slightly from 2009 to
2014, from 194.9 to 188.9 per 100,000 population (3.0%). The non-fatal hospitalization rate for
stroke in PAD appeared to remain flat, but declined in well-being comparison expansion park
communities (8.6%), with a particularly large decrease in 2012 (Exhibit 115). There was no

difference in rate of decline between groups.

Exhibit 115: Average Non-fatal Stroke Hospitalization Rate per 100,000 population in PAD Parks,
Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2014

194.9
192.0 188.9
— \ 185.8
185.8 R
175.4
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), Hospital Discharge Data.
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Mortality rates per 100,000 from coronary heart disease and stroke were examined from 2009
to 2013, the most recent year of data available. Data for communities with fewer than five
deaths were not available. Average rate was examined across zip codes for each group.

Exhibit 116 shows the average mortality from coronary heart disease rate per 100,000
population from 2009 to 2013. Both PAD and potential PAD expansion mortality rates from
coronary heart disease were somewhat lower than the Los Angeles County average. In addition,
these rates have not changed notably over time, except for PAD parks (11.7%). PAD parks
appear to have a somewhat lower rate than well-being comparison parks in 2009 but
differences in 2013 are negligible. There were no statistically different rates of change between
groups. The lower rates of mortality in PAD and well-being comparison parks may be due to
underlying age differences, since Census data indicate that a higher proportion of population in
these communities are youth under 21 years of age.

Exhibit 116: Average Coronary Heart Disease Mortality Rate per 100,000 population in PAD
Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2013

138.8 136.5

120.3 118.4
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PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: California Department of Public Health, Center for Health Statistics, Death Statistical Master File.
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A rather stable trend was found for the average stroke mortality rates from 2009 to 2013 for
PAD parks and the Los Angeles County average (Exhibit 117). However, well-being comparison
park mortality rates saw a decrease during this time period (34.4%). There were no statistical
differences in rates of change between the three groups.

Exhibit 117: Average Stroke Mortality Rate per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2009-2013

48.5

46.5
44.5

35.0 \ —— 335

29.2

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: California Department of Public Health, Center for Health Statistics, Death Statistical Master File.
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Psychological Distress and Mental Health Service Use

On average, 9.1% of adults self-reported serious psychological distress in the California Health
Interview Survey (CHIS 2014) in communities where PAD parks and well-being comparison
parks are located, as well as in Los Angeles County. CHIS data was pooled across zip codes.

On average, PAD park communities had higher mental health service rates than the County
overall, indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through future
programming. Mental health burden of disease, as measured by use of specialty outpatient
services (including non-urgent routine visits and rehabilitative outpatient services) and
hospitalizations or residential stays per 100,000 population, was examined by month during
2015. Average rate was examined across zip codes for each group. Rates were only analyzed
during 2015 due to changing categorization of services in available mental health records.

The use of specialty outpatient services per 100,000 population was higher in PAD and well-
being comparison park communities when compared to the average for Los Angeles County
(Exhibit 118). There was variation in rates throughout the year, but a decrease over time. The
decrease was 14% points in PAD, 23.9% points in well-being comparison parks, and 15.2%
points in Los Angeles County from January to December. The rate of decline was highest for
well-being comparison parks than the other two groups and higher for PAD than Los Angeles
County in 2015.
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Exhibit 118: Average Monthly Specialty Outpatient Mental Health Service Use per 100,000
population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2015

8,106
8,016
7,053
6,103
5,244
4,448
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: Los Angeles County, Enterprise Linkages Project/Department of Mental Health.
Note: Utilization records are limited to 2015 due to substantive modifications in the data sharing agreement between the

Department of Mental Health and the Enterprise Linkages Project.
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On average, mental health hospitalization and residential service rates per 100,000 population

appeared to be higher in PAD parks than the Los Angeles County average or well-being
comparison parks communities in 2015 (Exhibit 119). While this rate increased for PAD parks
from January to December 2015 (22.8%), there were no statistically significant differences in
trends between the three groups.

Exhibit 119: Average Monthly Mental Health Hospitalization and Residential Stays per 100,000
population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2015

38.8
31.9
31.8
31.6
28.0
25.8
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

PAD Parks Well-being Comparison Parks LA County Average

Source: Los Angeles County, Enterprise Linkages Project/Department of Mental Health.
Note: Utilization records are limited to 2015 due to substantive modifications in the data sharing agreement between the
Department of Mental Health and the Enterprise Linkages Project.
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Safety Indicators

The evaluation examined additional indicators related to safety to further examine the need
and potential impact in PAD communities related to crime and safety, including arrest rates,
and violence related injuries and deaths.

Arrests

On average, PAD park communities had higher adult arrest rates than the County overall,
indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through future
programming. Monthly adult arrest rate per 1,000 population was examined from 2009 to
2015. Arrest data were available from LASD by residential zip code, as a proxy for the
community. Average rate was examined across zip codes for each group. The Los Angeles
County data in this comparison only includes zip codes served by LASD.

The average monthly rate of adult arrests per 100,000 population declined for PAD park
communities (44.4%), PAD expansion park communities (51.6%), and Los Angeles County
(33.7%; Exhibit 120). The dotted lines represent the polynomial trend lines for ease of
interpretation since monthly rates fluctuate within the year. The rate of decline was statistically
similar between all three groups.

Exhibit 120: Average Monthly Adult Arrest Rate per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-
being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County as Served by LASD, 2009-2015
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Source: Los Angeles County, Enterprise Linkages Project/Sheriff’s Department.
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Non-fatal Assault Leading to Injury

On average, PAD park communities had higher rates of non-fatal assault leading to injury than
the County overall, indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through
future programming. Rate of non-fatal assaults leading to emergency departments visits
(treated and released) and inpatient hospitalizations per 100,000 population was examined
from 2005 to 2014, the most recent year of data available. Data were available at the patient’s
billing address zip code. Overall rate was derived across zip codes for each group.

The rate of non-fatal assaults leading to emergency department visits per 100,000 population
was higher in PAD parks than the Los Angeles County average from 2005 to 2014 (Exhibit 121).
This rate declined for PAD (2%) and well-being comparison parks (22.3%) but increased in Los
Angeles County (10%). Examining the rate of change between the three groups showed a
statistically higher decline for well-being comparison park communities from 2009 to 2014
compared to the other two groups but no difference between PAD and Los Angeles County.
While more recent data were not available at the time of this evaluation, the data further
indicate that PAD communities have higher levels of violence than the rest of the County. These
data will be further analyzed as new years become available, to assess the potential impact of
PAD.

Exhibit 121: Emergency Department Visit Rate (Treated and Released) for Non-Fatal Assault per
100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005-
2014
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Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Emergency Department Data.
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The rate of non-fatal assaults leading to inpatient hospitalizations per 100,000 population was
somewhat higher in PAD park communities than the Los Angeles County average from 2005 to
2014 (Exhibit 122). All three groups experienced a decline in this time period, including 37.7%

points in PAD, but the rate of change was statistically similar for all groups.

Exhibit 122: Rate of Inpatient Hospitalizations for Non-Fatal Assault per 100,000 population in
PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005-2014
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Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development Hospital Discharge Data.
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Suicide and Poisioning Attempts

Rates of emergency department visits (treated and released) and hospitalizations for non-fatal

suicide and poisoning attempts per 100,000 population were examined in 2005 and 2014. Data
were calculated at the patient’s billing address zip code and available for the overall rate across
zip codes for each group.

The rates of emergency department visits (treated and released) for suicide attempts were
lower in 2014 in PAD and potential PAD parks compared to the average for Los Angeles County
(26.9, 24.1, and 29.3, respectively; Exhibit 123). This rate declined from 31.9 to 26.9 (15.7%)
from 2005 to 2014 in PAD parks, but increased in well-being comparison park communities
from 21.2 to 24.1 (13.7%). The increase for Los Angeles County over this period was negligible
(29.1t0 29.3; 0.7%).

The rate of visits for poisonings treated in emergency departments (treated and released)
increased in all three groups from 2005 to 2014. Poisonings are typically a result of drug
overdose. Potential PAD park communities appeared to experience the largest increase from
74.3 to 106.5 (43.3%).

The rates of non-fatal hospitalizations for suicide attempts were relatively similar in all three
groups in 2014. PAD park communities increased from 38.8 to 41.5 (7.0%). However, well-being
comparison park communities and Los Angeles County average decreased. The rate for non-
fatal hospitalized poisoning was higher in PAD and well-being comparison parks than Los
Angeles County on average in 2014 (73.9, 70.3, and 65.5, respectively). PAD park communities
had increased between 2005 and 2014 in non-fatal hospitalizations for poisonings from 60.8 to
73.9 (21.5%). The other two groups increased slightly.
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Exhibit 123: Rates of Emergency Department Visits (Treated and Released) and Hospitalizations
for Non-Fatal Suicide and Poisoning Attempts per 100,000 Population in PAD Parks, Well-being
Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005 and 2014

115.4
1065 1047
87.
79.
74. 73.9 68 ;0'3
) 65.1 65.5
60.
415 420 44.0
31.9 293 38.8 | 39.1 | 40.6
I 21.2 |

i < z < < =z < < z < < z
s 5 c 5 & < & 5 S 5 & 5
a [an o a o ) o a ) o a )
o g O [a)] S o (=) g O [a) S ()
& 2 S = 2 S = 2 3 g 2 g

© © © ©

Q. [oX o Q.

£ = = €

o o o o

(@] (@] (&) (&)

ED Visits for Non-Fatal Suicide ED Visits for Non-Fatal Inpatient Hospitalizations for = Inpatient Hospitalizations for
Attempts (Average) Poisonings (Average) Non-Fatal Suicide Attempts  Non-Fatal Poisonings (Average)
(Average)

W 2005 m2014

Source: Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Hospital Discharge and Emergency Department Data.
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Violence Related Mortality

On average, PAD park communities had higher rates of violence related mortality than the
County overall, indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through
future programming. Homicide rates per 100,000 population were examined from 2005 to
2015. Overall rate was calculated across zip codes for each group. The rate of homicides in PAD
parks was higher than the Los Angeles County average from 2005 to 2015 (Exhibit 124). This
rate was relatively similar between PAD and well-being comparison parks. Over this period, the
rate declined for PAD parks, well-being comparison parks, and the Los Angeles County average
(54.8%, 48.4%, and 46.1% change, respectively). The rate of change for all three groups
appeared to be similar.

Exhibit 124: Homicide Rates per 100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison
Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2005-2015
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Source: Los Angeles County Department of Medical Examiner-Coroner.
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Economic Indicators

The evaluation examined economic indicators to further examine the need in PAD communities
related to poverty and unemployment and identify indicators of potential future impact. On
average, PAD park communities had higher rates of unemployment and poverty than the
County overall, indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through
future programming.

Unemployment

The average unemployment rate for eligible workers ages 16 and older was analyzed from 2011
to 2015. Average rate was examined across zip codes for each group.

The average unemployment rate appeared to be similar in PAD and well-being comparison park
communities, but slightly higher than the Los Angeles County average (Exhibit 125). From 2011

to 2015, PAD park and well-being comparison park communities experienced an increase in the
unemployment rate (18.3% and 12.8%, respectively) at an apparently similar rate.

Exhibit 125: Average Unemployment Rate in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los
Angeles County, 2011-2015
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Source: Census, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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Living in Poverty

From 2011 to 2015, the average poverty rate was similar in PAD park and well-being
comparison park communities and both rates were higher than the Los Angeles County average
(Exhibit 126). All groups experienced an increase over this period but both PAD and well-being
comparison park communities had a statistically higher rate of increase than Los Angeles
County.

Exhibit 126: Average Poverty Rate (<100% Federal Poverty Level in the Last 12 Months) in PAD
Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2011-2015
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Source: Census, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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Examining the poverty rate by age, there appears to be higher levels of poverty for youth ages

0-17 in PAD and well-being comparison park communities than the Los Angeles County average
(Exhibit 127). In contrast, the rates of poverty for adults were both lower and there was less
variation between the three groups. Rates were pooled across zip codes of each group.

Exhibit 127: Percent Living in Poverty by Age (<100% Federal Poverty Level) in PAD Parks, Well-
being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2014
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Source: California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), Ask CHIS: Neighborhood Edition (2014).
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Youth and Family Service Indicators

The evaluation examined additional indicators related to youth and family services to
determine level of need in PAD communities related to Probation and Children and Family
Services, to inform development of future on-site services and partnerships at PAD parks.

Child Abuse and Neglect

Data from the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) were
used to examine the rates of substantiated referrals due to child abuse and neglect and the in-
home and out-of-home DCFS caseload rates. Average rate was calculated across zip codes for
each group.

PAD parks have higher rates of substantiated referrals, as well as in- and out-of-home
caseloads, than the County overall, indicating higher levels of need that may be addressed at
PAD parks through future programming. A substantiated referral is defined as a report by the
investigator based on credible evidence that child abuse or neglect occurred. The average
substantiated referral rate per 100,000 population was higher in PAD park and well-being
comparison park communities, in comparison to the Los Angeles County average (Exhibit 128).
The average rate declined for all groups during this time period, with well-being comparison
park communities a significantly higher decline (32.0%) than the other two groups. Also, the
rate for PAD declined significantly more than for Los Angeles County.

Exhibit 128: Average Department of Child and Family Services Substantiated Referral Rate per

100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2006-
2015
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Source: Department of Child and Family Services.
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In-home cases occur when the home of their parents/caregivers has been deemed suitable for

children to continue to reside, and the family is being served by a DCFS social worker. The
average DCFS in-home caseload rate per 100,000 population was highest in PAD park and well-
being comparison park communities, in comparison to the Los Angeles County average from
2007 to 2015 (Exhibit 129). Despite fluctuations in this rate for PAD park communities, the rate
remained relatively consistent over time. Well-being comparison park communities had a
statistically significant decrease in the in-home caseload rate from 2007 to 2015 (10.4%)
compared to PAD and Los Angeles County rates but the latter two groups had a statistically
similar rate of change.

Exhibit 129: Average Department of Child and Family Services In-home Caseload Rate per
100,000 population in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2007-
2015
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Source: Department of Child and Family Services.
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Out-of-home cases occur where the home of the parents/caregivers has been deemed

unsuitable, and children have been placed in another setting, including foster parents, or group
homes. The average out-of-home caseload rate per 100,0000 population was higher for PAD
park communities than for well-being comparison park communities and both rates were
higher than Los Angeles County from 2007 to 2015 (Exhibit 130). The average rate declined for
all groups during this time period, with well-being comparison park communities experiencing
the greatest decline (45.8%) but a similar rate for the other two groups.

Exhibit 130: Average Department of Child and Family Services Out-of-Home Caseload Rate per
100,000 population, in PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2007-
2015
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Source: Department of Child and Family Services.
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PAD and Probation Youth

PAD parks have higher rates of Probation youth than the County overall, indicating higher levels
of need that may be addressed at PAD parks through future programming. Average rate of
Probation youth served per 100,000 population was examined from 2013 to 2016. Data was
available by residential zip code and average rate was calculated across zip codes for each
group. There was a similar declining trend in PAD parks, well-being comparison parks, and Los
Angeles County from 2013 to 2016 (Exhibit 131). From 2013 to 2016, rates of Probation youth
served declined similar in PAD parks, well-being comparison parks, and in Los Angeles County
(45.5%, 39.9%, and 39.8% change, respectively). Rates were statistically similar in PAD and well-
being comparison parks and were higher than the Los Angeles County average.

Probation programs were operating during PAD at Athens, Helen Keller, Roosevelt, Ted
Watkins, and Pamela Parks. There was variation within PAD park communities and average
rates of Probation youth served were highest for Ted Watkins (268.6), Helen Keller (251.8), and
Stephen Sorensen (221.2) communities from 2013 to 2016.

Exhibit 131: Average Rate of Probation Youth Served (Ages 0-21) per 100,000 population, in
PAD Parks, Well-being Comparison Parks, and Los Angeles County, 2013-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Probation data.
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Summary

To assess the potential impact of PAD on social cohesion and community well-being, a variety
of data were examined, including participant satisfaction surveys, key informant interviews, and
service and outcome data from County Departments and other sources. Indicators that were
examined include family bonding, social cohesion, and health and social service usage.
Additionally, the evaluation examined a variety of data related to community well-being,
including health, safety, economic, and youth and family service indicators. The purpose of this
analysis was to demonstrate PAD’s relevance to new sectors, by: 1) determining if PAD parks
had higher levels of need relative to Los Angeles County overall, and 2) identifying potential
PAD impact on these indicators that can be explored in future analysis. While the most recent
year of data available are a few years past for many data sources, these indicators highlighted
the relative need of PAD communities, that can be further examined as new years of data
become available.

These analyses indicated that rates of self-reported social cohesion and family bonding were
high among PAD participants. Furthermore, participants frequently identified the need for
additional services such as mental health and employment. Well-being indicators for PAD
communities showed high level of need for services that address poorer health, lower socio-
economic status, higher crime and its consequences, and services that may prevent crime
among youth. A similar need was identified in well-being comparison parks.

Family Bonding and Social Cohesion

PAD provided opportunities for family members and neighbors to spend quality time and
develop positive relationships. PAD participants reported high levels of attendance with
children and youth under age 18 (88%). 31% reported attending with children ages 0-5, 57%
with children ages 6-12, and 23% with children ages 13-18. Additionally, 97% of participants
indicated that PAD increased opportunities to spend quality time with family: “These programs
are more family oriented and they unite families.” PAD provides opportunities for families in
underserved communities, “Free activities enable families the opportunity to participate and
benefit underserved children. More programs are needed year round.” 84% of participants
indicated that they live in a close knit and unified community, while 95% of participants
conveyed that PAD helps improve relationships with neighbors: “It’s great for the community.
Helps us know each other.”

PAD Participant Service Usage and Needs

PAD provides access to participants who use, and need, a variety of services. Many PAD
attendees mentioned using mental health (19%), substance use (14%), family support (19%),
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employment and housing (18%), and financial services (26%). A smaller but notable proportion

noted needing these services. 74% of attendees had a primary care physician and 75% had
health insurance.

Health Indicators of Well-being

Overall, health indicators of well-being showed that PAD park communities had higher levels of
need than well-being comparison parks or Los Angeles County. There was an equally high rate
of obesity in PAD and well-being comparison parks (35% and 36%) compared to the Los Angeles
County rate of (26%) in 2014 and similar rates for all groups in level of routine physical activity.
Indicators of non-fatal coronary health disease hospitalizations declined from 2009 to 2014 for
all three groups but the rate of decline was similar. Non-fatal stroke hospitalizations rates
declined also from 2009 to 2014 but at a similar rate. Indicators of coronary heart disease and
stroke mortality were slightly higher for PAD parks than the other two groups from 2009 to
2013 but no statistical differences in rates of change were observed.

About 9% of adults in Los Angeles County and PAD and well-being comparison park
communities reported psychological distress. The rates of outpatient mental health service use
was higher in PAD and comparison parks than Los Angeles County, and PAD park inpatient
mental health service use was higher than the other two groups, although there were no
significant differences in trends over time between the three groups.

Safety Indicators of Well-being

Overall, both PAD and comparison parks had higher safety needs than Los Angeles County.
Safety indicators of well-being showed a higher monthly rate of adult arrests in PAD and well-
being comparison parks than in Los Angeles County, a decline in all three groups, though
statistically similar, from 2009 to 2015 in their respective zip codes. The emergency department
visit (treated-and-released) and hospitalization rates related to non-fatal assault were equally
high for PAD and well-being comparison parks and somewhat higher than Los Angeles County.
The rate of emergency department visits for assaults declined in both PAD and comparison
parks, with a greater decline among comparison parks, while Los Angeles County rates
increased.

The rate of emergency department visits for suicide attempts declined for PAD park
communities from 2005 to 2014. The rates of visits for poisoning, likely due to drug overdose,
increased. The rate of non-fatal hospitalizations for suicide attempts and poisonings also
increased in PAD parks. Homicide rates for PAD and comparison parks appeared higher than Los
Angeles County, and rates declined for all three groups from 2005 to 2015.
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Economic Indicators of Well-being

Economic indicators of well-being, such as unemployment, appeared to be slightly higher
among PAD and well-being comparison parks compared to Los Angeles County from 2011 and
2015. The proportion of the population living in poverty was higher in PAD and well-being
comparison parks than Los Angeles County, and the rate of increase was also higher for these
groups compared to Los Angeles County. The rate of poverty was higher among children ages 0-
17 than adults in all three groups, and both PAD and comparison parks had slightly higher rates
than Los Angeles County.

Youth and Family Service Indicators of Well-being

Youth and family service indicators included service and outcome data from DCFS and the
Probation Department. Rates of substantiated referrals to DCFS were higher among PAD and
well-being comparison parks than Los Angeles County, with a significantly higher rate of decline
for PAD and well-being comparison parks compared to Los Angeles County from 2006 to 2015.
The rates of in-home and out-of-home case-loads, reflecting children under supervision in
either setting, were also higher for both PAD and well-being comparison parks compared to Los
Angeles County from 2007 to 2015.

Additionally, the average rate of Probation youth served was similar in PAD and well-being
comparison parks. These rates were higher than the Los Angeles County average. There was a
statistically similar declining trend in all groups from 2013 to 2016.

Recommendations

Recommendations from the evaluation of PAD participant survey and well-being indicators
include:

e Coordinate with sectors that may benefit from partnering with PAD to address
community needs related to health, economic, safety, and youth and family services.

e Develop strategies and programs to further increase social cohesion at the parks
through partnership with community members and organizations.

e Develop innovative on-site services to address PAD community needs.
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Goal 6: Estimate Cost Savings Associated with PAD

Costs of PAD in 2016 were calculated using the administrative expenditures for PAD
programming for DPR and LASD. The potential cost savings due to physical activity at PAD were
calculated using the data on reduced burden of disease from the ITHIM model. The potential
cost savings associated with reduced crime were calculated using the cumulative reduction in
numbers of Part | crimes and available literature on costs of each type of crime. While PAD may
have had a greater impact on Part Il crime rates, cost figures for Part Il crimes were not
available for this evaluation. This reduction was estimated for the reporting districts of the PAD
parks rather than that of the surrounding area for a more conservative estimate. These data
can be used to justify continued and increased investment in PAD and potential expansion
parks.

PAD Program Budget

The total allocated PAD budget was $2,301,000, with an average allocation of $93,700 per park
(Exhibit 132). Park personnel costs were the largest category (31%), followed by PAD services
and supplies (27%) and park personnel costs (27%). Approximately $344,000 of the total PAD
budget was for salary of a PAD coordinator and PAD evaluation (15%).

Deputy Sheriffs were assigned to each park to provide safety patrol and community
engagement. Park personnel includes all of the staff necessary to plan and implement PAD, and
services and supplies includes purchased supplies and contracts for park programming.

Exhibit 132: PAD Overall Program Budget and Average per Park, 2016

Category Budget Percent of Total Budget
Existing Parks $ 1,967,000
Park Personnel S 707,000 31%
Sheriff Personnel S 630,000 27%
Services and Supplies S 630,000 27%
PAD Coordinator $ 129,000 6%
Evaluation $215,000 9%
Total $ 2,301,000 100%

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Potential PAD Cost Savings Due to Increased Physical Activity

Reductions in years of life lost (YLL) and disability adjusted life years (DALY) associated with
increased physical activity at PAD were estimated using ITHIM and identified earlier in this
report (Goal 4: Increased Physical Activity and Decreased Burden of Disease). The model
predicts both direct and indirect costs of illness and disease based on the cost estimates in the
available literature, adjusted to 2016 U.S. dollars.

Exhibit 133 displays the potential cost savings attributable to physical activity during PAD based
on the survey data that indicated 83% of PAD participants engaged in physical activity and 35%
of those participants attended PAD at least once a week, and that weekly physical activity
afforded by PAD continued for the entire year. The overall savings were estimated at $510,000
in direct and indirect costs in 2016. The largest cost savings were due to reduction in morbidity
in diabetes (31%), heart disease (30%), and dementia (21%).

Exhibit 133: Estimated PAD Cost Savings Due to Physical Activity in 2016 Dollars, 2016

Condition Estimated Cost Savings from PAD (2016 Dollars)
Diabetes $ 158,000
Heart disease $ 152,000
Dementia $ 105,000
Depression S 40,000
Stroke S 38,000
Colon and rectum cancer $ 9,000
Breast cancer $ 8,000
Total $ 510,000

Source: Calculated based on attributable share of PAD from ITHIM on Cost of Iliness.

Note: Estimated savings are based on the assumption that 83% of PAD participants engaged in physical activity and 35% of
participants attend PAD at least once a week, as indicated in the 2016 PAD participant surveys, and that weekly physical activity
afforded by PAD continued for the entire year. ITHIM assumes participation in physical activity at PAD once a week for an entire
year.
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Potential PAD Cost Savings Due to Reduced Crime

Potential reductions in rates of Part | crimes were calculated earlier in this report (Goal 3:
Decrease Community Violence and Increase Perception of Safety; Cumulative Reduction in Part
| Crimes). The reduction in crimes were measured as the marginal reduction in PAD parks
versus comparison parks each year PAD was in operation per 1,000 population. While PAD also
had an impact on reducing Part Il crimes, cost figures were not available at the time of this
evaluation. The cumulative cost savings for the duration of PAD was calculated by summing the
annual rate changes from the baseline for each PAD park group to 2016. The estimated cost of
Part | crimes was obtained from a RAND paper Heaton, 2010, that provided costs by type of
Part | crimes from three different sources. Costs included tangible costs or those that directly
impact the criminal justice system and intangible costs such as quality of life or value of life,
physical pain, and/or psychological trauma. These costs were averaged as recommended by the
authors and inflated to 2016 dollars. See Appendix 3: Methods for additional details on
Methods for Calculating Cost of Crime Savings (page 245).

Exhibit 68 (Goal 3: Decrease Community Violence and Increase Perception of Safety;

Cumulative Reduction in Part | Crimes) shows the cumulative marginal reduction in number of
Part | crimes for PAD overall is 2.572 per 1,000 population. The reduction was greatest in PAD
Group Three. The reduction in number of Part | crimes for 2016 is 2.181 per 1,000 population.
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Applying the cumulative crime reduction rate to the PAD population size at each park’s specific
reporting district (total population of all specific PAD Park RDs is 31,574), roughly 81 Part |
crimes were avoided during PAD operation from 2010-2016. The potential decrease in cost of
Part | crime due to PAD was estimated as $6,917,000 in 2016 dollars (Exhibit 134). Murder was
the most costly crime and a potential reduction of 13 murders during the entire operating
period of PAD was estimated to lead to $4,239,000 in crime cost savings.

Exhibit 134: Estimated Cumulative Cost Savings Associated with Reduction in Part | Crime in
PAD Park Specific Reporting Districts, 2010-2016

Estimated Cumulative

Proportion of Crime Type Cost Per Crime, Cost Savings from PAD,

in PAD RDs (2010-2016) 2016 Dollars * 2016 Dollars
Murder 0.52% $10,011,828 $ 4,239,000
Aggravated assault 16.16% $ 100,982 $ 1,325,000
Robbery 10.10% $ 77,876 $ 639,000
Rape 1.20% $ 252,189 $ 246,000
Burglary 18.60% $ 15,159 $ 229,000
Motor-vehicle theft 20.65% $ 10,509 $ 176,000
Larceny-theft 31.56% $ 2,476 $ 63,000
Arson 1.20% - --
Total 100% $6,917,000

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
Note: Costs were obtained from Heaton, 2010 and adjusted to 2016 dollars.

Applying the 2016 crime reduction rate to the PAD population size, roughly 69 Part | crimes
were avoided during PAD in 2016. The potential decrease in cost of Part | crime due to PAD in
2016 was estimated at $5,866,000 in 2016 dollars; this value is used in calculating cost savings
atrributable to PAD in 2016 (Exhibit 135).

Exhibit 135: Estimated Cost Savings Associated with Reduction in Part | Crime in PAD Park
Specific Reporting Districts, 2016

Estimated 2016 Cost Savings from PAD, 2016 Dollars

Murder S 3,594,000
Aggravated assault $ 1,124,000
Robbery $ 542,000
Rape $ 209,000
Burglary S 194,000
Motor-vehicle theft S 149,000
Larceny-theft S 54,000
Arson -
Total $ 5,866,000
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Summary

To estimate potential cost savings from PAD, budget data were collected from DPR. Budget
figures were compared with estimated cost savings based on reductions in crime and potential
reductions in chronic disease burden.

The overall PAD budget in 2016 totaled $2,301,000, with an average budget of $93,700 per
park. Most of the PAD budget (31%) was allocated to park personnel, followed by 27% for
Deputy Sheriffs and 27% for services and supplies. Additional PAD budget line items included
the evaluation and a full-time PAD Coordinator (15%).

Potential cost savings due to reductions in chronic disease because of increased physical
activity at PAD were estimated at a total of $510,000 in 2016. The largest cost savings were due
to reduction in morbidity in diabetes (31%), heart disease (30%), and dementia (21%).

The cumulative reduction of Part | crime rates during PAD was estimated at 2.572 fewer crimes
per 1,000 population in PAD parks relative to comparison parks from 2010 to 2016. An
estimated 81 crimes were thus reduced in the PAD specific RDs, leading to an estimated
cumulative cost savings of $6,917,000 from 2010 to 2016. The reduction of Part | crime rates in
2016 was estimated as 2.181 fewer crimes per 1,000 population in PAD parks relative to
comparison parks. An estimated 69 crimes were thus reduced in the PAD specific RDs, leading
to an estimated cost savings of $5,866,000 in 2016. No data on cost of Part Il crimes was
available to assess the cost savings associated with potential reduction of these crimes.

In 2016, potential cost savings associated with PAD included approximately $510,000 in
reduced health expenditures and $5.866 million due to reductions in crime expenditures
compared to the $2.301 million budget for PAD in 2016.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

This report highlights the impact of PAD using program implementation data from DPR, PAD
participant surveys, key informant interviews, community feedback from teen clubs, available
literature, and data from County departments and other sources related to community health,
safety, and well-being. Extensive qualitative and quantitative analyses were used to analyze this
data. The analyses assessed whether PAD succeeded in achieving its six goals including 1)
increased access to quality recreational programming and innovative services; 2) increased
collaboration among different stakeholders; 3) decreased community violence and increased
perception of safety; 4) increased physical activity and decrease chronic disease risk; 5)
increased social cohesion and community well-being in the targeted communities; and 6) cost
savings.

PAD was implemented in communities of Los Angeles County with low safety and high levels of
economic hardship and obesity. Collectively, these conditions put the residents of these
communities at a disproportionately high risk of chronic disease and injury because of high
levels of gang activity, limited availability of safe areas for physical activity and gathering, and
limited access to needed health and social services.

The evaluation findings detailed in this report indicate that PAD has made significant progress
in meeting all its goals. The findings also highlight ways PAD operations can be improved and its
reach extended through additional parks, an extended timeframe, and new partnerships to
develop innovative on-site services. The achievements of PAD and recommendations for
improvement and expansion are outlined below.

Goal 1) Increase access to quality recreational programming and innovative services

PAD achieved its goal of increasing access to free recreational programming to residents of PAD
zip codes and many others living in greater Los Angeles County. Attendance was higher in the
vicinity of the parks, but many traveled from other areas to attend programming. PAD provided
a mix of entertainment and physical activities that attracted families and youth. PAD also
provided health and social services targeted to the needs of the community residents.
Participant and youth feedback on various aspects of PAD was highly positive indicating the
need for PAD programming in these low resource communities. PAD key informants and park
staff also provided many anecdotes of the success of PAD in subjective but significant ways.

Recommendations for improving PAD operations and program expansion were offered by
participants, youth, and key informants. These included cleaner and better lit facilities and
upgraded equipment, increased and innovative outreach methods such as using social media,
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better engagement of the community in planning for PAD, and expanded hours or nights of

operation in the summer and throughout the year. Additionally, both DPR and LASD staff
indicated a need to ensure that staffing capacity keeps up with expansion, and identifying ways
to flex staff schedules, or utilize summer employees and volunteers to supplement staff time to
implement PAD. Finally, data indicate lower participation among males, and older adults, which
may be addressed through targeted outreach and programming.

A consistent source of funding and improved communication are perhaps the most significant
challenges to PAD expansion. Early planning, increased funding, coordination across parks and
sectors, and increased PAD staffing would be essential for smooth PAD operation in existing
parks and expansion within these parks or to new parks.

Goal 2) Increase collaboration among different stakeholders

PAD improved cross-sector collaboration among various Los Angeles County departments as
indicated by key informants who participated in planning and implementing PAD. The
collaboration level was highest between DPR and LASD, particularly due to close, daily
interaction between park supervisors and staff and Deputy Sheriffs during PAD operation.
Higher level coordination between departments that provided funding, resources, or services
also occurred. The key informant feedback on collaboration was highly positive. Feedback from
key informants illustrated the value of using parks, and PAD specifically, to provide outreach
and services to their target populations, and improve their organizations’ relationship with
community and understanding of their needs.

Key informant major recommendations for improving collaboration included better
communication and coordination, and through assistance of the PAD Coordinator and partner
organizations, developing strategic approaches to maintaining and building new partnerships.
These recommendations reflected increasing challenges associated with PAD expansion to new
parks that depend on the same programming resources and slow influx of new funding to
increase staffing. During this evaluation, DPR hired a PAD Coordinator to address some, if not
all, of these challenges.

Goal 3) Decrease community violence and increased perception of safety

PAD parks are located in communities with higher crime rates than the County overall and
crime rates have been increasing in LASD jurisdictions overall including PAD parks. Overall, the
analyses indicated that PAD may have avoided 81 Part | crimes and 91 Part Il crimes between
2010 and 2016, relative to what we would expect to see in crime comparison parks. As might be
expected, crime rates did not decline in all PAD park groups relative to crime comparison parks.
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The cumulative reduction was based on declines in Part | and Part Il crimes for some of the park

groups, particularly those compared to a group of parks with the most similar characteristics.

Further analyses of crime rates after end of PAD operations did not identify strong evidence
that PAD’s impact on crime lasted beyond its operations period and highlighted the importance
of continuation of PAD programming to control increase in crime rates. Furthermore,
seasonality analyses highlighted opportunities for expansion of PAD when incidence of crime is
highest including spring and summer months and around holidays.

Despite the rigorous methodology used, crime data findings do not indisputabley attribute
changes in crime rates to PAD implementation due to nature of such place-based interventions.
However, such limitations were counterbalanced by concordance of both participants and key
informants that PAD increased safety through reduced levels of offences at parks during PAD
operating hours. Both participant and key informant reports indicated that PAD had a positive
impact on feelings of safety in parks and pointed out other tangible benefits of PAD that cannot
be identified through analyses of crimes data. The primary contributors to improved safety
were presence of Deputies and the presence of large numbers of people who attended PAD
programs. An additional benefit of PAD was improved community relationships with the
Deputies.

Recommendations by PAD participants centered on increased interaction of Deputies with the
community at PAD and increased presence throughout the year, as well as ensuring safe
passages to and from parks. Recommendations by LASD key informants included ensuring
consistent assignment of Deputies to each park throughout the summer to help maintain
community trust. Recommendations based on the crime data analyses include expansion of
PAD to other periods as part of a broader effort to reduce crime in other time periods
throughout the year.

Goal 4) Increase physical activity and decrease chronic disease risk

PAD is implemented in communities with higher obesity prevalence relative to the rest of the
County, providing important opportunities for physical activity. PAD increased physical activity
by providing accessible programming and providing safe public spaces for engaging in physical
exercise. Diverse programming and evening hours were important in reaching both youth and
adult populations. The existing data on level of physical activity was used to estimate impact of
PAD on reduced disease burden and found a reduction in morbidity.

This analysis also highlighted the potential for further reduction in morbidity and mortality if
physical activity levels were increased by providing more exercise opportunities at PAD,
expanding PAD to more parks, or connecting PAD participants with physical activity
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opportunities year-round. More frequent participation in PAD physical activity events,

increased diversity of events, and outreach to inform the community regarding availability of
such opportunities are likely to reduce the burden of disease further in PAD surrounding
communities.

Goal 5) Increase social cohesion and community well-being in the targeted communities

PAD contributed to social cohesion as indicated by high rates of family attendance, multiple
mentions of spending quality time with family members in key informant interviews, and survey
responses revealing PAD’s contribution toward improved relationships with neighbors. PAD
provided families with opportunities to participate in activities they could not otherwise afford,
and helped to breakdown social isolation.

Well-being of the population residing in areas surrounding PAD and well-being comparison
parks was examined through assessment of trends in health, safety, economic, and youth and
family service indicators. The data showed that PAD communities had poor health conditions,
levels of safety, and low levels of socioeconomic success, as well as higher proportion of youth
involved with the foster and criminal justice systems. The higher rates of morbidity and
mortality from heart disease and stroke combined with overall high rates of obesity in Los
Angeles County highlight the importance of providing PAD programming to promote physical
activity. The high rates of potential drug use, mental distress, child abuse and neglect, youth on
Probation, unemployment, and poverty highlight the importance of provision of social services
and outreach to vulnerable communities. Similarly, the high rates of assaults and consequences
of violent acts emphasize the importance of increasing safety and provision of safe spaces. As
PAD develops tailored partnerships and strategies to address these factors of well-being, future
analyses can further examine PAD’s potential impact on these indicators.

Promoting health, safety, and economic status of these communities can be accomplished with
increased and new cross-sector collaboration and partnerships to maintain existing PAD
programming and introduce new and innovative programs to better address the needs of the
PAD communities. Expanded collaboration and partnerships can also be directed at extending
PAD programming to other communities with similarly high levels of need.

Goal 6) Cost savings

Analyses of potential cost savings associated with PAD indicated approximately $5,866,000 due
to reductions in crime expenditures and $510,000 in health expenditures compared to the $2.3
million PAD budget in 2016.
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Overall Conclusions

The evaluation findings detailed in this report indicate that PAD has made significant progress
in meeting all its goals. PAD provides a safe and welcoming space for community members of
all ages to access free recreation and entertainment programs, health and social services
resources, physical activity opportunities, build relationships among family, neighbors, and with
County departments and law enforcement. The collaborations developed during PAD, including
County leadership support, park staff connections with community, and networks built among
County departments can be leveraged by many other County departments and initiatives to
meet the varied needs of PAD communities outlined in this report. Most importantly, PAD has
provided an opportunity for community engagement and ownership of their parks. Collectively,
the evaluation findings highlight the significant benefits of PAD in participating parks and argue
for continued implementation in existing PAD parks and in other parks with similar levels of
need and crime. Sustaining PAD at the current 21 parks is a priority. Yet, the findings support
benefits of expanding PAD in the following ways: 1) provide additional on-site programs and
services at the existing PAD parks to meet community needs, 2) provide PAD programming
throughout the year within PAD parks by leveraging partners and initiatives, and 3) initiate PAD
in additional parks within Los Angeles County. These options can be the vehicle to expand and
extend the benefits of PAD within current PAD communities and to more communities in Los
Angeles County.
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Appendix 1: PAD Background

PAD parks were selected based on three criteria: 1) level of need in the community measured
by economic hardship, rates of assault and gang violence, and obesity prevalence; 2) alignment
with funding priorities of participating sectors in Los Angeles County and across Supervisorial
Districts; and 3) availability of facilities to host PAD programming. Three parks were added in
PAD Group One, PAD Group Two, and PAD Group Three and 12 parks were added in PAD Group
Four.

PAD Group One

PAD was originally designed to target underserved communities with high rates of gang
violence as part of the County’s Gang Violence Reduction Initiative (GVRI). Therefore, the
locations of the three original PAD parks were determined by the demonstration site
communities selected for GVRI. Additional criteria for selection of the demonstration sites
included ensuring representation among County Supervisorial Districts and identifying sites that
bordered other jurisdictions to promote cross-jurisdiction collaboration. Two of the three
original PAD parks, Roosevelt and Ted Watkins, were located in the demonstration site
community of Florence-Firestone in unincorporated Florence Firestone in South Los Angeles.
This community ranks highest in economic hardship indicators in Los Angeles County, and has
among the highest rates of violence and obesity. The third, Pamela Park, was located in the
unincorporated Duarte community of the Monrovia/Duarte demonstration site. This site is
uniquely situated in a pocket of violence and gang crime in an unincorporated community, and
surrounded by cities with higher than average income.

PAD Group Two

As DPH became more involved in the development of PAD through Community Transformation
Grant (CTG) funding beginning in 2012, high rates of obesity were included in criteria for park
selection, resulting in the selection of three additional parks that were outside of the GVRI sites.
This included an additional South Los Angeles park, Jesse Owens, and a park in East Los Angeles,
City Terrace. DPR was able to add an additional park in 2012 by leveraging other funds and
working in partnership with the City of Pasadena that started its own PAD program at two parks
in 2012. The County provided technical assistance to the City of Pasadena to help them develop
their program, and also included Loma Alta Park, an unincorporated County park in neighboring
Altadena to demonstrate cross-jurisdiction collaboration. CTG funding helped sustain Loma Alta

PAD in 2013 and GVRI funds sustained the program in 2014. CTG funding ended in 2014, and
PAD partners worked together to develop a long-term strategic plan to maintain and expand
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PAD. The strategic plan, in combination with the PAD Health Impact Assessment (HIA) Report
developed in 2014, resulted in the County Chief Executive Office (CEO) allocating funding in the
County budget to backfill the CTG funding and sustain funding to support the six PAD parks.

PAD Group Three

In 2015, Supervisor Hilda Solis allocated funding to offer PAD at three new parks in her district,
Supervisorial District 1 (SD1). These included: Bassett Park and San Angelo Park in La Puente,
and Salazar Park in East Los Angeles. Salazar Park was identified in the PAD Strategic Plan as a
park with high assaults, economic hardship, and obesity. Bassett and San Angelo Parks were not
included in the PAD strategic plan, however they have higher economic hardship than the
County overall, and were selected to coordinate with an initiative in the Puente Valley led by
SD1.

PAD Group Four

In late 2015, the County Chief Executive Office coordinated with the newly established Office of
Child Protection (OCP), to identify funding to expand PAD to more communities. Funding was
identified by the Probation Department to support the expansion, with matching funds from
DPH. PAD parks were selected using the same prior criteria, including appropriate facilities,
economic hardship, obesity prevalence, and assault rates, and the expansion was strategically
planned in order to achieve a greater reach across Los Angeles County Supervisorial Districts.
The expansion included two parks in unincorporated Whittier and East Los Angeles, and one
park each in Puente Valley, Willowbrook, unincorporated Compton, Florence Graham, Castaic,
Sylmar, and Lake Los Angeles. Additionally, one park, Helen Keller Park in unincorporated
Westmont West Athens, was also in a zip code identified as a high need community by the
Office of Child Protection Strategic Plan.
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Appendix 2: Additional Data

Surveys by PAD Park

Exhibit 136: Number of Surveys Collected by PAD Park, 2016

Park Number of Surveys

Adventure 344
Allen Martin 727
Athens 666
Bassett 1,349
Belvedere 788
Bethune 500
City Terrace 686
East Rancho Dominguez 191
El Cariso 197
Helen Keller 291
Jesse Owens 246
Loma Alta 299
Mayberry 601
Obregon 423
Pamela 244
Roosevelt 1,856
Salazar 1,397
San Angelo 569
Stephen Sorensen 593
Ted Watkins 86
Val Verde 647
Total 12,700

Maps of PAD Attendance by Zip code

Exhibit 136, Exhibit 137, Exhibit 138, Exhibit 139, and Exhibit 140 display the maps of zip codes
of PAD survey respondents in the five Supervisorial Districts (SD) in Los Angeles County. Each

map includes survey respondents from the respective SD’s PAD parks. PAD attendees most

frequently came from immediate zip codes surrounding the PAD parks, but they also came from

most distant zip codes in Los Angeles County and crossed Supervisorial Districts
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Exhibit 137: Supervisorial District 1 Map (PAD Parks: Allen J. Martin Park, Bassett Park, Belvedere Community Regional Park, Eugene
A. Obregon Park, Ruben F. Salazar Park, and San Angelo Park)

PAD attendance

Number of people
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Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Appendix 2: Additional Data \ 209



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

Exhibit 138: Supervisorial District 2 Map (PAD Parks: Athens Park, East Rancho Dominguez Park, Franklin D. Roosevelt Park, Helen
Keller Park, Jesse Owens Community Regional Park, Mary M. Bethune Park, and Ted Watkins Memorial Park)
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Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 139: Supervisorial District 3 Map (PAD Park: El Cariso Community Regional Park)

PAD attendance
Mumber of people
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Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 140: Supervisorial District 4 Map (PAD Parks: Adventure Park and Amelia Mayberry Park)
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Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 141: Supervisorial District 5 Map (PAD Parks: Charles White Park, City Terrace Park, Loma Alta Park, Pamela Park, Stephen
Sorensen Park, and Val Verde Community Regional Park)
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Source: 2016 PAD participant survey.
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Maps of PAD Reach over Time

Exhibit 141, Exhibit 142, Exhibit 143, and Exhibit 144 display the maps of zip codes of PAD survey respondents each year a new park
group joined PAD. The maps demonstrate the increased reach of PAD throughout Los Angeles County over time. With the addition
of PAD Group Four, PAD reached more zip codes in the Northern and Western areas of Los Angeles County.

Exhibit 142: PAD Reach in 2010, Los Angeles County

Number of Participants from Zip Code, 2010
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Source: 2010 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 143: PAD Reach in 2012, Los Angeles County

Number of Participants from Zip Code, 2012
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Source: 2012 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 144: PAD Reach in 2015, Los Angeles County

Number of Participants from Zip Code, 2015
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Source: 2015 PAD participant survey.
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Exhibit 145: PAD Reach in 2016, Los Angeles County

Number of Participants from Zip Code, 2016
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Resource Fair Participants

Exhibit 146: Resource Fair Participants, Service Description, and Number of Parks Served, 2016

Number of PAD

Organization Name Service Description Parks Served
County of Los Angeles Department of Mental Health Mental health services 15
Planned Parenthood LA Reproductive services 15
SafetyBeltSafe USA Child safety outreach 15
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health Nutrition education 14

Senior services, service

directory/outreach,
County of Los Angeles Community and Senior Services activities/programs 14
County of Los Angeles Public Defender's Office Legal services 12
Family Health Care Centers of Greater LA Health outreach 12
County of Los Angeles Department of Child and Family
Services Recruitment, foster care services 11

Recruitment/employment
Los Angeles Sheriff's Department opportunities 10
First 5 LA Parenting resources
Century 21 Action! Financial literacy
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health
Whittier Health Center Health education 8
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health:
Veterinary Public Health Health outreach, animals 8
County of Los Angeles Public Library Library services, arts 8
Office of Women's Health Health education 7
SPAY4LA Animals, spay/neuter 7
Total Care Dental and Orthodontic Health outreach, oral health 7
AltaMed Health outreach 6
California Health Collaborative Women's health outreach 6
County of Los Angeles Consumer Affairs and Business
Affairs Financial literacy 5
Anthem Blue Cross Health outreach 4
Department of Public Social Services Public assistance 4
County of Los Angeles Probation Youth services 3
Family First Charter School Education 3
Get PrEP LA/LA Condom Project HIV/STD outreach 3
LA County Friday Night Live Partnership Youth services 3
Umma Community Clinic Health outreach 3
211 Los Angeles County Service directory/outreach 2
California Health Collaborative Women's health outreach 2
Kids' Community Dental Clinic Health education, oral health 2
LA Care Health Plan-Family Resource Center Health outreach 2
Altadena Senior Center Senior services 1
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Organization Name

Service Description

Number of PAD

Parks Served

Antelope Valley Partners for Health Employment opportunities 1
California Hispanic Commission on Alcohol and Drug

Abuse Substance abuse treatment 1
ChapCare Health outreach 1
County of Los Angeles Child Support Services Foster care services 1
Neighborhood Junior Tennis Program Youth services 1
Probation Department Social services 1
San Fernando Valley Partnership, Inc Substance abuse treatment 1
San Gabriel Valley Service Center Service directory/outreach 1
Santa Clarita Valley Service Center Service directory/outreach 1
Sylmar Neighborhood Council Service directory/outreach 1
YWCA Community Empowerment Center Public assistance outreach 1

Source: Department of Mental Health Resource Fair Provider Database
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Key Informant Survey Respondents

The majority of key informants who completed the survey were from DPR (45%), followed by
the Sheriff’s Department (31%); these organizations were largely involved in PAD on-ground
implementation (Exhibit 146). There was representation from individuals involved with the
program since its inception (14%) and individuals who had just completed their first year with
PAD (40%); 27% had been involved with PAD four or more years (Exhibit 147).

Exhibit 147: Department Affiliation of Survey Responses

m Department of Parks and Recreation

m Sheriff’s Department

M Probation Department

Department of Public Health

Exhibit 148: Years Involved with Parks After Dark

Years with Parks After Dark (n=48) Frequency | Percent
1vyear 19 40%
2-3 years 16 33%
4 or more years 13 27%
Average years of involvement 2.75
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Crime Trend Analyses by Individual Park and PAD Group

Exhibit 149: Part | Daily Crimes per 1,000 Population in PAD Parks by Park Group and Los Angeles County Reporting Districts, 2004-2016
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Percent change
in crime rate
from park group
baseline year

Percent change
in crime rate
from last year

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2009 to 2016 2015 to 2016
Pamela (RD 583, 594) 0.055 0.070 0.063 0.063 0.029 0.070 0.004 0.027 0.025 0.029 0.007 0.036 0.017 -75.25% -51.35%
Roosevelt (RD 2173, 2195) 0.080 0.058 0.051 0.078 0.104 0.082 0.095 0.119 0.074 0.080 0.070 0.108 0.103 24.48% -4.82%
Ted Watkins (RD 2176,2194) 0.107 0.130 0.074 0.133 0.145 0.083 0.095 0.070 0.088 0.080 0.074 0.080 0.111 34.36% 39.00%
PAD Group One 0.082 0.085 0.062 0.092 0.098 0.079 0.070 0.078 0.066 0.067 0.055 0.079 0.083 4.50% 4.25%
2011 to 2016 2015 to 2016
City Terrace (RD 272, 273, 232) - - - 0.045 0.050 0.055 0.040 0.040 0.035 0.042 0.040 0.036 0.046 14.25% 25.68%
Loma Alta (RD 771, 794) - - - 0.052 0.022 0.061 0.033 0.039 0.030 0.041 0.041 0.050 0.020 -47.88% -59.46%
Jesse Owens (RD 1283, 8392) - - - - - - 0.005 0.122 0.150 0.156 0.148 0.155 0.103 -15.80% -33.66%
PAD Group Two - - - - - - 0.033 0.052 0.051 0.059 0.057 0.058 0.048 -8.37% -17.42%
2014 to 2016 2015 to 2016
Bassett (RD 1420, 1422) - - - - - 0.014 0.011 0.026 0.020 0.026 0.029 0.034 0.031 8.82% -9.31%
Salazar (RD 278, 236) - - - - - 0.077 0.063 0.061 0.077 0.073 0.061 0.051 0.053 -12.94% 3.64%
San Angelo (RD 1462, 1466) - - - - - 0.044 0.054 0.059 0.078 0.034 0.034 0.044 0.071 107.28% 61.22%
PAD Group Three - - - - - 0.048 0.042 0.048 0.057 0.048 0.043 0.043 0.049 12.28% 12.28%
2015 to 2016
Adventure (RD 491, 431) - - - - - 0.031 0.035 0.027 0.027 0.022 0.027 0.040 0.038 - -5.56%
Allen Martin (RD 1421, 1423) - - - - - 0.041 0.027 0.038 0.041 0.031 0.031 0.025 0.027 - 7.14%
Mayberry (RD 494, 432) - - - - - 0.015 0.037 0.032 0.017 0.023 0.023 0.027 0.028 - 6.25%
Athens (RD 2140, 2198) - - - - - 0.078 0.088 0.097 0.074 0.088 0.065 0.078 0.069 - -11.76%
Belvedere (RD 282, 230, 1625) - - - - - 0.727 0.925 0.463 0.991 0.330 0.727 0.859 0.463 - -46.15%
East Rancho Dominguez (RD 2852, 2891) - - - - - 0.124 0.047 0.100 0.071 0.083 0.083 0.041 0.059 - 42.86%
El Cariso (RD 1909, 8334) - - - - - - - 0.075 0.069 0.056 0.031 0.056 0.094 - 66.67%
Obregon (RD 280, 234) - - - - - 0.053 0.093 0.020 0.066 0.040 0.046 0.060 0.099 - 66.67%
Helen Keller (RD 378, 392) - - - - - 0.094 0.108 0.169 0.155 0.070 0.094 0.108 0.145 - 34.78%
Bethune (RD 2170, 2190) - - - - - 0.063 0.088 0.095 0.058 0.083 0.063 0.063 0.097 - 53.85%
Stephen Sorensen (RD 1197, 1191) - - - - - 0.036 0.049 0.055 0.089 0.038 0.072 0.040 0.023 - -42.11%
Val Verde (RD 662, 693) - - - - - 0.088 0.029 0.018 0.035 0.088 0.053 0.035 0.012 - -66.67%
PAD Group Four - - - - - 0.052 0.054 0.059 0.058 0.048 0.050 0.048 0.053 10.17%
Los Angeles County RDs Overall 0.084 0.082 0.080 0.084 0.081 0.070 0.072 0.070 0.070 0.068 0.063 0.071 0.076 7.68%

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016. Only Jesse Owens Park and El Cariso Regional Park were in LAPD reporting districts and data for
2009 and/or 2010 were not available.
Notes: Crime rates were calculated using each park’s reporting district and surrounding reporting district when available. Shaded areas indicate the years prior to implementation of PAD per park.
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Exhibit 150: Part Il Daily Crime Rates per 1,000 Population in PAD Parks by Park Group and Los Angeles County Reporting Districts, 2004-2016

Percent change in
crime rate from park

Percent change in
crime rate from

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 group baseline year last year

2009 to 2016 2015 to 2016
Pamela (RD 583, 594) 0.158 0.151 0.191 0.136 0.125 0.077 0.103 0.107 0.075 0.103 0.121 0.071 0.104 34.36% 2015 to 2016
Roosevelt (RD 2173, 2195) 0.104 0.082 0.095 0.112 0.165 0.104 0.153 0.198 0.105 0.102 0.122 0.108 0.141 34.88% 30.43%
Ted Watkins (RD 2176,2194) 0.204 0.127 0.225 0.198 0.385 0.222 0.210 0.182 0.114 0.113 0.132 0.092 0.121 -45.66% 31.76%
PAD Group One 0.152 0.115 0.163 0.147 0.227 0.136 0.159 0.169 0.100 0.106 0.125 0.093 0.124 -8.65% 34.03%

2011 to 2016 2015 to 2016
City Terrace (RD 272, 273, 232) - - - 0.098 0.099 0.072 0.072 0.048 0.095 0.086 0.098 0.064 0.099 103.72% 55.21%
Loma Alta (RD 771, 794) - - - 0.088 0.116 0.097 0.144 0.099 0.066 0.054 0.058 0.091 0.027 -72.97% -70.52%
Jesse Owens (RD 1283, 8392)* - - - - - - 0.005 0.206 0.192 0.193 0.112 0.133 0.091 -55.77% -31.72%
PAD Group Two - - - - - - 0080 0.086 0.102 0.094 0.090 0.081 0.079 -7.77% -2.92%

2014 to 2016 2015 to 2016
Bassett (RD 1420, 1422) - - - - - 0052 0.077 0.049 0.055 0.066 0.052 0.075 0.065 24.95% -13.50%
Salazar (RD 278, 236) - - - - - 0075 0.094 0.068 0.080 0.097 0.094 0.077 0.093 -1.41% 20.16%
San Angelo (RD 1462, 1466) - - - - - 0137 0113 0.049 0.103 0.069 0.078 0.215 0.110 40.56% -48.89%
PAD Group Three - - - - - 008 0092 0.057 0.076 0.080 0.076 0.106 0.086 14.29% -18.20%

2015 to 2016
Adventure (RD 491, 431) - - - - - 0.049 0.066 0.057 0.069 0.055 0.088 0.057 0.071 - 23.08%
Allen Martin (RD 1421, 1423) - - - - - 0077 0110 0.050 0.070 0.088 0.052 0.093 0.059 - -36.54%
Mayberry (RD 494, 432) - - - - - 0125 0.110 0.060 0.050 0.066 0.062 0.078 0.086 - 10.64%
Athens (RD 2140, 2198) - - - - - 0171 0152 0.092 0.111 0.134 0.092 0.092 0.143 - 55.00%
Belvedere (RD 282, 230, 1625) - - - - - 1057 2974 1.189 1.718 1916 1784 1322 1.586 - 20.00%
East Rancho Dominguez (RD 2852, 2891) - - - - - 0165 0230 0.136 0.106 0.088 0.165 0.047 0.071 - 50.00%
El Cariso (RD 1909, 8334) - - - - - - - 0.050 0.044 0.044 0.075 0.056 0.012 - -77.78%
Obregon (RD 280, 234) - - - - - 0113 0.060 0.060 0.093 0.099 0.146 0.132 0.113 - -15.00%
Helen Keller (RD 378, 392) - - - - - 0136 0192 0.267 0.234 0.178 0.178 0.169 0.276 - 63.89%
Bethune (RD 2170, 2190) - - - - - 0107 0.134 0.073 0.090 0.090 0.136 0.058 0.085 - 45.83%
Stephen Sorensen (RD 1197, 1191) - - - - - 0.083 0220 0.129 0.093 0.129 0.078 0.085 0.074 - -12.50%
Val Verde (RD 662, 693) - - - - - 0.058 0.041 0.047 0.076 0.076 0.053 0.012 0.058 - 400.00%
PAD Group Four - - - - - 0103 0.134 0.089 0.091 0.098 0.097 0.083 0.093 - 12.50%
Los Angeles County RDs Overall 0.113 0.120 0.123 0.136 0.141 0.122 0.129 0.100 0.102 0.097 0.099 0.090 0.109 - 20.43%

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016. Only Jesse Owens Park and El Cariso Regional Park were in LAPD reporting districts and data for

2009 and/or 2010 were not available.

Notes: Crime rates were calculated using each park’s reporting district and surrounding reporting district when available. Shaded areas indicate the years prior to implementation of PAD per park.
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Crime Severity Rates in PAD and Crime Comparison Parks by PAD Park
Group

Crime severity, measured as the ratio of Part | crimes to total crimes was analyzed over time.
Exhibit 150, Exhibit 151, Exhibit 152, and Exhibit 153 display the crime severity rate over time
for PAD Group One, PAD Group Two, PAD Group Three, and PAD Group Four and their crime
comparison parks, respectively.

Exhibit 151: Crime Severity Rates during PAD, PAD Group One vs. Crime Comparison Parks,
2004-2016

60%
50%
40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

= Park Group One Crime Comparison Parks

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2004-2016.

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Appendix 2: Additional Data



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program May 2017

Exhibit 152: Crime Severity Rates during PAD, PAD Group Two vs. Crime Comparison Parks,
2007-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2007-2016.

Exhibit 153: Crime Severity Rates during PAD, PAD Group Three vs. Crime Comparison Parks,
2009-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
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Exhibit 154: Crime Severity Rates during PAD, PAD Group Four vs. Crime Comparison Parks,
2009-2016
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Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
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Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM)

This exhibit displays the impact of physical activity at PAD using the more relaxed criteria of
assuming 83% of participants who engaged in physical activity attended PAD weekly and
disregarding the survey question that indicated only 35% of these individuals attended PAD at

least once a week.

The data indicated that PAD may have avoided one premature death and 16 years of life lost
and disability adjusted life years each if 83% of PAD participants engaged in regular physical
activity (Exhibit 154). This data highlight the potential in reducing disease burden if physical
activity participation at PAD increased.
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Exhibit 155: Estimated Change in Burden of Disease and Mortality from Physical Activity, Assuming Weekly
Attendance at PAD by Every Physical Activity Participant at PAD, 2016

Rate (per Million Population) Disease burden 21 Existing PAD Sites

Ischemic Heart Disease

Premature deaths -36 3% -1
Years of Life Lost (YLL) -423 4% -8
Years Living with Disability (YLD) -37 4% -1
Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs) -460 4% -9
Hypertensive Heart Disease

Premature deaths -7 3% 0
YLL -100 4% -2
YLD -11 3% 0
DALYs -111 4% -2
Stroke

Premature deaths -63 3% -1
YLL -846 4% -16
YLD 0 4% 0
DALYs -846 4% -16
Depression

Premature deaths 0 2% 0
YLL 0 2% 0
YLD -200 2% -4
DALYs -200 2% -4
Diabetes

Premature deaths -6 3% 0
YLL -98 3% -2
YLD -127 4% -2
DALYs -225 4% -4
Breast Cancer

Premature deaths -2 0% 0
YLL -29 1% -1
YLD -8 1% 0
DALYs -37 1% -1
Colon Cancer

Premature deaths -2 1% 0
YLL -24 1% 0
YLD -5 1% 0
DALYs -29 1% -1
Dementia

Premature deaths -12 3% 0
YLL -67 3% -1
YLD -176 3% -3
DALYs -243 3% -4
All Causes

Premature deaths -63 1% -1
YLL -846 1% -16
YLD 0 0% 0
DALYs -846 1% -16

Note: Negative numbers indicate reductions in disease burden. Disease burden shown represents the fraction of cases or deaths from each
condition that would be avoided if people increase exercise by participating in PAD activities once per week for an entire year.
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Appendix 3: Methods

PAD Community Characteristic Methods

Community Level Data

In order to better understand the communities PAD impacts and how PAD participants might
be similar to or different from residents in the area surrounding the park, demographic data
were compiled from 2015 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. Data from zip codes
corresponding to PAD parks were compared with the Los Angeles County average.

While zip-code level data may not perfectly reflect the local social and economic conditions
immediately surround each park. To the extent participants may travel to attend PAD, the data
is not fully representative. However, the data is helpful in informing about the general
characteristics of the area surrounding PAD parks.

Estimated Reach

DPR provided attendance data, from which the number of PAD visits were estimated. PAD
reach was estimated within each zip code by dividing each park’s PAD visits by the park’s zip
code population reported in 2015 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This approach
assumed the number of visits represented the number of unique PAD participants. To the
extent PAD participants attend PAD more than once in the summer, this would overestimate
PAD reach.

Economic Hardship Index

The Economic Hardship Index (EHI) was analyzed for PAD parks based on the Los Angeles
city/community associated with the PAD park zip code. The city/community boundaries used in
calculating EHI were based upon the 2000 Census and the SPA boundaries were based upon the
2010 Census. EHI is a measure which gives equal weight to the following:

(1) Crowded housing (percentage of occupied housing units with more than one person per
room),

(2) Percent of persons living below the federal poverty level,

(3) Percent of persons over the age of 16 years who are unemployed,

(4) Percent of persons over the age of 25 years without a high school education,

(5) Dependency (percentage of the population under 18 or over 64 years of age), and

(6) Per capita income (Senterfitt et al., 2013).
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Survey Data Analyses Methods

PAD participant surveys were based on a convenience sampling method (Exhibit 155). PAD
attendees completed the surveys in English or Spanish when participating in events or activities
whenever possible. Some completed more than one survey if they attended more than one
PAD event or multiple nights of PAD. The surveys were scanned electronically and checked by a
Los Angeles DPH staff for accuracy and completeness.

Frequency tables were created to highlight the distribution of quantitatively measured
responses. Qualitative theming was conducted for survey questions around 1) feelings of safety
while attending PAD, 2) comments and suggestions for the Sheriff’s Department, 3) favorite
PAD activity, 4) top three recommended activities for future PAD, and 5) general comments and
suggestions about PAD. Responses were categorized and frequency of responses in each
category were recorded. Some responses were included in multiple themes because the same
comment included different concepts.
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Exhibit 156: Parks After Dark Participant Survey

Los Angeles County PARKS AFTER DARK Survey 2016 .

3692

YOUR OPINION MATTERS! Help us improve services. All responses are confidential.

PARK NAME: Survey No.

—
Leave blank: to be completed by researcher

Please answer the following questions about your activity and your community:

1. What zip code do you live in?

2. How often do you visit this park? O Daily Q Weekly O Monthly  Q Yearly Q First Time
3. How many days per week do you currently exercise (walking, biking, gardening, jogging, playing sports)?
O None Q1 Day O 2 Days Q3 Days Q4Days Q5Days Q6 Days Q7 Days
On average, about how much time do you spend doing these activities/exercises each day?
©Q 15 minutes or less Q about 30 minutes Q about 1 hour Q more than 1 hour
4. How safe from crime do you consider your neighborhood to be?
QO Very safe O Somewhat safe Q Somewhat unsafe QO Not at all safe
5. | live in a close-knit or unified neighborhood.
Q Strongly Agree Q Agree Q Disagree Q Strongly Disagree
Please answer the following questions about your experience at PARKS AFTER DARK:
6. How did you find out about PARKS AFTER DARK? (Check all that apply)

O Live in the areafwalking by [ Flyer DOWebsite [ Social Media [ Somebodytold me
O Other

7. Did you attend PARKS AFTER DARK with young children or teens? (Check all that apply)
O Children age 0-5 O Children age 6-12 [ Children age 12-18 O None

8. About how often are you attending or plan to attend PARKS AFTER DARK this summer? (Check one)
O Once or twice Q Three or more times Q Once a week O Twice or more each week

9. What PARKS AFTER DARK event or activity did you want to do the most?

10. Did you go to the Community Resource Fair? Q Yes QO No
Did you find a useful service at the Resource Fair? O Yes O No
What was it?

11. Did you do any physical activity/exercise during PARKS AFTER DARK? (Check all that apply)
O Team Sport [0 Walking Club [ Exercise class [ Swimming L[] Other

12. How safe do you feel attending PARKS AFTER DARK?
OVery safe O Somewhat safe O Somewhat unsafe O Not at all safe

What made you feel safe or unsafe?

13. What do you think about the number of Deputy Sheriffs at PARKS AFTER DARK?
O Toomany QJustright O Notenough

Do you have any comments or suggestions for the Sheriffs Department?

PLEASE TURN OVER — MORE QUESTIONS ©
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3692
14. Please show how STRONGLY YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE with the following items by checking your response:
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
PARKS AFTER DARK... A Pisgico®
Helps me get to know my neighbors better. (o] o] O (@]
Makes it easier to get services | need (i.e., health, social services). O o} O O
Improves relationships between community members & Deputies. [o) [e) [e) (o)
Makes it easier to spend quality time with my family. (o] (o] (o) [e)
15. Please show what GRADE you would give each of following items by checking your response:
The many types of activities offered OA oB ocC oD OF
The hours of the activities QA OB [e]e [e]n] OF
The park facilities QA OB ocC oD OF
16. What are the top 3 activities, events, or services would you like to see in future PARKS AFTER DARK?
1 2 3.
17. What years did you go to PARKS AFTER DARK at this park or another park? (check all that apply)
02010 02011 02012 2013 02014 02015
18. Would you participate in PARKS AFTER DARK again? O Yes O No
19. Would you recommend PARKS AFTER DARK to a friend? QO Yes QO No
20. Additional comments or suggestions:
Please describe yourself. All responses are completely confidential.
21. What is your age? (check one)
O 0-16 O 17-21 0 22-29 O 30-39 O 40-49 0 50-59 O 60-69 Q70+
22. Please identify yoursell: O Male ©OFemale O Other
23. What is your race/ethnicity?
"' Q African American/Black O Asian/Pacific Islander O Hispanic/Latino
Q WhiteMon-Hispanic Q Native American/Alaskan O Mixed/Multi-ethnic
Q Cther
24. What is your annual household income? (please check one)
O less than $20,000 O $20,000-339,999 O $40,000-559,999
Q $60,000-$79,999 O $80,000-$99,999 © $100,000 or more
To help us provide the services you and your family need, please answer the following questions.
25. Do you have health insrurance? O Yes O No Do you have a primary care doctor? O Yes O No
26. Do you or your family currently use any of the following services?
Mental health services Oves ONo notneeded © No, butinterested
Substance use treatment QYes ONo, notneeded Q No, but interested
Family services, such as child care or parent supports OYes QONo, notneeded O No, but interested
Employment services, such as job training O Yes O No, not needed O No, but interested
Housing assistance services O Yes O No, not needed O Mo, but interested
Financial benefits, such as CalWorks or Cal Fresh O Yes O No, not needed O No, but interested
Other (please describe)
B THANK YOU FOR YOUR FEEDBACK @ B
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Attendance Data Analyses Methods

PAD park staff recorded participation at activities and special events. The aggregate of these
numbers were used to obtain total attendance throughout PAD’s operation period (June-
August 2016), though the specific approach varied by some parks. Therefore, total attendance
was likely overestimated for individuals who attended two events during the same night (e.g.
an individual went to a basketball clinic prior to movie night). Exhibit 156 demonstrates an
example of classification of PAD activities by type in aggregating attendance data.

Exhibit 157: Activity Classification Example for Analysis of PAD Attendance Records

Activity Type Roosevelt Park
Physical activity Basketball clinics
Bike safety

Cheer and dance clinic
Indoor soccer clinics
Tennis program
Walking club

Zumba
Arts/entertainment Concerts

Movies

Performing arts
Personal development/social services Computer fun

Financial planning seminar
Free notary services
Library time

Real estate seminar

Other Cooking classes
Teen club
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Key Informant Survey and Interview Methods

Key Informant Survey

Key informants from agencies involved with PAD administration, planning, and implementation
were sent a survey by email. Contacts were identified by DPH; contacts from LASD were
identified by the scheduling Sergeant at LASD, Parks Bureau. The open window for the survey
was approximately two weeks, from November 28 to December 9, 2016, but was extended
until the end of December to collect additional responses.

Key topics of the survey included: PAD affiliation and background, perception of community
impact, cross-sector collaboration through PAD with other County departments, potential PAD
expansion, implementation challenges and successes, and general recommendations.
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Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups

Two in-person focus groups were conducted with staff from DPR to better understand PAD
implementation and park-specific challenges and successes; largely East region staff were
present. Recognizing issues vary by geographic location, group and individual interviews were
conducted over the phone in order to get better regional representation from park staff. To
better understand PAD planning and administration, interviews with upper level leadership and
regional directors at DPR were conducted by phone.

Due to scheduling conflicts, Deputy Sheriffs could not participate in a focus group, therefore
interviews were conducted individually by phone with a wide-variety of positions within the
Parks Bureau. Probation interviews were conducted in-person by a representative from DPH.

A script was followed for each focus group and interview asking similar questions on level of
involvement with PAD, challenges and successes, and recommendations around expansion.
Participants were also given the opportunity to provide feedback and reflect on their
experience with PAD. Exhibit 157 highlights department affiliation of key informant
interviewees; the majority of interviewees were directly involved in the on-ground
implementation of PAD.

Exhibit 158: Department Affiliation of Interviewees

Key Informant N

Department of Parks and Recreation 25
Sheriff’s Department 8
Probation Department 6
Department of Public Health 1
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Teen Club PhotoVoice Project Methods

The goal of the PhotoVoice project was to solicit feedback from Teen Club members as part of
the larger Parks After Dark (PAD) evaluation. This project was developed using protocols that
have shown to “activate (excite and engage)” youth in identifying influences in a process that
encourages the development of advocacy projects (Necheles et al., 2007). PhotoVoice is a
method that enables participants to identify and record areas of strength and concern in their
communities through photography (Pagan & Carlson, 2013). The process is designed to
promote critical discussion in groups and generate new knowledge that can be shared with
policymakers to promote change. UCLA used PhotoVoice to engage teenage participants of
Teen Clubs. Teens provided feedback regarding park usage, perceptions about safety at the
park, satisfaction with PAD programming, and ideas for future PAD programming to foster
community pride, social cohesion, and well-being.

Participant Recruitment and Training

Parks were invited to participate in the Teen Club PhotoVoice Project if the park had PAD and if
the Teen Club leader was interested in engaging in this project. UCLA attempted to recruit teen
clubs at five Los Angeles County PAD Parks (Athens, Bassett, Pamela, San Angelo, and Stephen
Sorensen) in three Supervisory Districts (SD1, SD2, and SD5); four agreed to participate (Athens,
Basset, Pamela, and San Angelo Parks).

UCLA conducted two in-person PhotoVoice trainings. In the first training, both adult leaders and
about 40 teen members from Bassett and San Angelo parks participated. In the second training,
only the adult leaders for Pamela and Athens Parks participated. The adult leader for the fifth
park (Stephen Sorensen) did not have a Teen Club structure that could support this project and
withdrew from the project. Athens Teen Club was unable to complete the project by the
reporting deadline, but did submit photos and a description for one theme.

Teen members were trained by the UCLA team or by their adult Teen Club leaders. Their
participation was explained to be voluntary. Teen members who opted to participate in the
PhotoVoice project were asked to sign a release form co-signed by the adult leaders of their
club allowing use of their photos for PAD evaluation purposes. The project was determined to
be non-research by the UCLA Institutional Review Board (IRB IRB#16-001702)

PhotoVoice Theme Development

UCLA developed three themes together with PAD and UCLA staff to inform the overall PAD
evaluation and to guide the teens’ photographs (Exhibit 158). Additionally, one or two themes
of priority for each park were developed by the teens themselves. Examples of these themes
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include hunger and homelessness, bathroom cleanliness, and increasing the safety of spaces

surrounding parks.

Exhibit 159: Teen Club PhotoVoice Themes

THEME 1: Identify areas in and around the park and the community that can benefit from future PAD
activities. Focus on areas that are:
SAFE UNSAFE
USED Safe and can be used for PAD Used but not appropriately or to their
activities best potential
UNUSED | Unused and can be used for PAD Unsafe and can be made safe and used
activities for PAD
Example: Photographs of well-lit areas where families can congregate, areas that need

better lighting or police patrolling, or areas that are currently used for storage
but could be used for an arts and crafts space.

THEME 2: Illustrate ways in which PAD activities have benefitted the community.
Example: Photographs of PAD activities (e.g. art, clubs, etc.) or of positive aspects of the
community that PAD has improved (i.e., increased safety, improved health,

creating a positive atmosphere and sense of community)

THEME 3: Capture images of activities you would like PAD to bring that would benefit your park and

community
Example: Photographs of murals and other art to beautify the community; physical
activity you see on TV or Internet (e.g. field hockey, diving) that could be
offered at the park, creative ways that health, civic engagement, or social
services could be offered at the parks
THEME 4: [INSERT YOUR THEME HERE]
Example: [provide an example here]

THEME 5: [INSERT YOUR THEME HERE]
(optional)

Example: [provide an example here]
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Mobile Technology and Alternatives

Teens were encouraged to use their own cell phones to capture images for each theme. Teens
that did not have access to a cell phone were encouraged to work in groups with other teens.
Alternatives to photography were also encouraged, including drawings and online stock photos
from copyright free sites.

PhotoVoice Activities

The PhotoVoice activities consisted of three two-hour sessions over a three to five-week period
with time between each session for taking photographs. The PhotoVoice activities timeline
included:

Participation in initial PhotoVoice training (Session 1)

Taking photographs for each theme (own time)

Sharing and discussing photographs with teen club members and leaders (Session 2)

As a group, selecting 1-2 photographs per theme to title and caption (Session 2)
Compile final photograph selection with titles and caption (Session 3)

Share photographs, titles, and captions with UCLA for additional feedback and technical
assistance (Session 3)

o Uk WwWwN e
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Crime Data Analyses Methods

Comparison Park Selection

To test the impact of PAD on crime rates, comparison parks in Los Angeles County were
identified for each PAD park group (Exhibit 159). Comparison parks were selected using the
“Nearest Neighbor Matching” method. A group of comparison parks was identified for each
PAD park group. Assault rate and obesity rate quartiles were used for matching. Inclusion of
additional variables for matching parks (e.g. total population size of the reporting district,
percent of the population that was male, under 18 years of age, ages 18 to 25, African
American, Latino, and Asian/Pacific Islander) was not possible due to the insufficient universe of
comparison parks meeting all criteria. Several comparison parks were selected as a match for
more than one park group due to the same issue. The candidate pool for comparison parks was
limited as PAD parks were intentionally chosen based on high assault rate. Exact quartile
matches were used for assault rate, but not for obesity quartiles. Several parks were excluded
as candidates for comparison parks due to lack of facilities for implementing PAD programming.
For PAD Group One and PAD Group Three, three comparison parks were identified. Two
comparison parks were chosen for PAD Group Two. For PAD Group Four, 10 comparison parks
were selected.
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Exhibit 160: PAD Comparison Parks by Park Group

PAD Park

Comparison Park

PAD Group One

Franklin D. Roosevelt Park (RD 2173, 2195)
Pamela County Park (RD 583, 594)
Ted Watkins Memorial Park (RD 2176, 2194)

Alondra Community Regional Park (RD 388, 338)
Enterprise Park (RD 2142, 2192)
Ladera Park (RD 2767, 2790)

PAD Group Two

City Terrace Park (RD 272, 273, 232)
Jesse Owens Community Regional Park (RD 1283, 8392)
Loma Alta Park (RD 771, 794)

Alondra Community Regional Park (RD 388, 338)
Lennox Park (RD 382, 391)

PAD Group Three

Bassett Park (RD 1420, 1422)
Salazar Park (RD 278, 236)
San Angelo Park (RD 1462, 1466)

El Parque Nuestro (RD 2171, 2180)
La Mirada Community Regional Park (RD 471, 496)
Lennox Park (RD 382, 391)

PAD Group Four

Adventure Park (RD 491, 431)

Allen J. Martin Park (RD 1421, 1423)

Amelia Mayberry Park (RD 494, 432)

Athens Park (RD 2140, 2198)

Belvedere Community Regional Park (RD 282, 230, 1625)
East Rancho Dominguez Park (RD 2852, 2891)

El Cariso Community Regional Park (RD 1909, 8334)
Eugene A. Obregon Park (RD 280, 234)

Helen Keller Park (RD 378, 392)

Mary M. Bethune Park (RD 2170, 2190)

Stephen Sorensen Park (RD 1197, 1191)

Val Verde Community Regional Park (RD 662, 693)

Alondra Community Regional Park (RD 388, 338)
Amigo Park (RD 1512, 1592)

Atlantic Avenue Park (RD 231, 285)

Charles White Park (RD 772, 795)

Del Aire Park (RD 384, 394)

Enterprise Park (RD 2142, 2192)

Jackie Robinson Park (RD 2663, 2693)

Lennox Park (RD 382, 391)

Mona Park (RD 2136, 2197)

Saybrook Park (RD 237, 287)
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Crime Rate Calculation

To explore trends in crime rates in the reporting districts (RD) surrounding PAD parks, data from
LASD and LAPD were used with Census population data. Complete LAPD crime data was
available from 2010-2016 and LASD crime data was available from 2004-2016. LAPD and LASD
crime data provided crime numbers and type by RD. Using GIS software, parks were assigned to
at least two RDs: 1) the RD covering the park’s geographic area and 2) the RD immediately
surrounding the park. An additional RD was added for City Terrace and Belvedere Park. For City
Terrace Park, the park boundary crossed two surrounding RDs and therefore a third RD was
added to the analysis. For Belvedere Park, the population was too small for calculation of a rate,
therefore a third RD was added.

To calculate crime rates per population, the RDs were spatially merged with Census block
information to derive the population per reporting district. This data was then combined with
LASD and LAPD data to calculate rates of Part | and Part Il crimes per capita for each park. Crime
rates were calculated for the common period of time each year when all parks in the same park
group had PAD programming. For years prior to the implementation of PAD, the common time
frame was based on the baseline year’s common dates for each park group.

PAD only happens in summer (a relatively short period of time) and the length of the PAD
period varies by park group and year. To account for this, daily crime rate was used as the unit
of analysis.

DD Methodology

A DD analysis was conducted for each park group, comparing the difference between PAD and
comparison parks in the change in crime rate trends between the years prior to the
implementation of PAD and the years after PAD began. Long term trends included five years
prior to implementation of PAD in each park group. Only crimes committed during summer PAD
programming were included in the analysis. Part | and Part |l crime rates were considered
separately.

In order to describe the immediate effect of PAD and the long-term effect of PAD, an
interrupted regression model was used. Interaction of the PAD indicator variable with time
allowed comparison between PAD and non-PAD, in their immediate change between pre-PAD
year and PAD year and in the immediate trends after PAD had been implemented.
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Crime Severity

Part | crimes include serious and violent crimes that include homicide, aggravated assault, rape,
larceny theft, robbery, grand theft auto and arson. A crime severity rate was calculated as the
ratio of Part | crime to total crime in PAD parks, comparison parks, and all RDs served by LASD.

Integrated Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM) Methods

PAD participant surveys were used to estimate routine (baseline) levels of physical activity and
physical activity attributable to PAD. Park-specific program schedules and registration forms
provided by DPR were used to estimate the average activity time for broad categories of
physical activity offered through PAD (e.g. team sport, aquatics, walking club, exercise class,
etc.). The level of detail in program schedules and registration forms varied significantly by
park; for parks where program schedules and registration forms were not provided, the
regional average was used.

ITHIM was adapted to incorporate routine and PAD physical activity levels. The activity
calculation was an aggregate measure considering both the 1) length (measured by
hours/week) and 2) intensity of physical activity (measured by metabolic equivalents of task,
METs; Exhibit 160). The survey did not identify what type of physical activity the individual
participated in for the baseline estimate, therefore METs for general gym exercise were used
(5.5 METs).

The physical activity METs calculations were aggregated across all responses and quintiles (10%,
30%, 50%, 70%, and 90%) of routine and PAD physical activity METs were calculated based on
gender and age. The age categories from the PAD participant survey did not perfectly match
those used by ITHIM; similar age categories were combined where necessary to more closely
match the model.

Exhibit 161: Intensity of Baseline and PAD Physical Activities

Physical Activity Intensity (METS)
Baseline (routine) physical activity
General gym exercise 5.5
PAD attributable physical activity
Team sports 8.0
Swimming 4.0
Walking club 3.8
Exercise class 6.5
Other 4.5

The model’s impact was standardized to the size of the PAD population using the estimated
number of person activity visits at PAD. The 21 PAD parks reached roughly 18,500 individuals
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weekly, assuming all participants attend once a week. The 21 PAD parks reached roughly 6,500

individuals weekly, given 35% of participants indicated actually attending at least once a week
in the PAD participant survey; this analysis is included in the body of the report. Of these
individuals, 83% indicated participating in physical activity at PAD in the PAD participant survey.

Well-Being Indicator Methods

A needs assessment was conducted on a wide range of health, safety, and well-being indicators.
Trends analysis for each indicator was conducted at the zip code level for PAD parks and well-
being comparison parks (Exhibit 161 and Exhibit 162). Well-being comparison parks were
selected as a subset of the crime analysis comparison parks; this subset contained parks where
expansion was identified as most feasible from an administrative and implementation point of
view. Additionally, for each indicator, the Los Angeles County average was calculated as a
standard of comparison.

Exhibit 162: PAD Parks by Zip code

Park Zip Code

Mary M. Bethune Park 90001
Franklin D. Roosevelt Park 90001
Ted Watkins Memorial Park 90002
Belvedere Community Regional Park 90022
Ruben F Salazar Park 90023
Helen Keller Park 90044
Jesse Owens Community Regional Park 90047
Athens Park 90061
City Terrace Park 90063
Eugene A. Obregon Park 90063
East Rancho Dominguez Park 90221
Adventure Park 90605
Amelia Mayberry Park 90605
Loma Alta Park 91001
Pamela County Park 91010
El Cariso Community Regional Park 91342
Val Verde Community Regional Park 91384
Allen J. Martin Park 91744
Bassett Park 91746
San Angelo Park 91746
Stephen Sorensen Park 93591
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Exhibit 163: Well-being Comparison Parks by Zip code

Park Zip Code PAD Zip Code
Atlantic Avenue Park 90022

Saybrook Park 90022 X
Ladera Park 90056

Enterprise Park 90059

Mona Park 90222

Lennox Park 90304

Amigo Park 90606

Jackie Robinson Park 93543

Note: These parks are a subset of crime analysis parks where PAD is feasible from an administrative/implementation
perspective.

Calculation of Rates of Well-Being Indicators

In general, rates per 100,000 population were averaged across zip codes for each group (for
specific data notes by indicator see Exhibit 163) and analyzed as a trend over time. Health,
safety, and well-being indicator data varied by years analyzed, which was dependent on
availability of indicator data from the source. The overall change in the pattern of change over
time (slope) was calculated for all years or months available using the underlying data. The
slope for each indicator was statistically compared between all three groups, where possible.

The indicators were standardized as a rate using population at the zip code level, obtained from
the Census. Data for years 2011-2015 was provided by the American Community Survey 5-year
estimates and data for 2010 was provided by the decennial Census. For years prior to 2010, the
Census did not provide zip code level population estimates; the population was estimated using
2000 Census data and the by-year growth rate for the postal city associated with the zip code,
available from the California Department of Finance.

Exhibit 164: Data Notes for Indicators

Indicator Notes

Obesity Adult obesity rates were pooled across zip codes for each group using
the California Health Interview Survey: Neighborhood Edition. Data
were not analyzed at the zip code level.

Childhood obesity rates were averaged across communities for each
group. Rates were not available for communities of Ladera and Lennox
Parks; therefore these values were not included in the calculation of the
average rate of potential PAD expansion parks.

Regular physical activity Self-reported levels of physical activity were pooled across zip codes for
each group using the California Health Interview Survey: Neighborhood
Edition. Data were not analyzed at the zip code level.

Chronic disease morbidity and Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group; data were by
mortality zip code of patient's residence. Data for zip codes with fewer than 15
hospitalizations for coronary heart disease and stroke were not

Parks After Dark Evaluation| Appendix 3: Methods



UCLA Center for Health Policy Research | Health Economics and Evaluation Research Program

May 2017

Indicator

Notes

available. Data for zip codes with fewer than 5 deaths for coronary heart
disease and stroke were not available.

Psychological distress and mental
health service use

Mental health trend analysis is limited to 2015 due to changes in how
services were categorized. Data were analyzed at the zip code level for
each group; data were by zip code of where the service was provided.

Arrests

Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group; data were by
residential zip code. Los Angeles County average only includes arrests by
LASD.

Non-fatal assault leading to injury

Data were available at the patient’s billing address zip code; numbers
less than 15 were not reported.

Suicide and poisoning attempts

Aggregate data was used to calculate rates due to high level of non-
reported values at zip code level.

Violence related mortality

Aggregate data was used to calculate rates due to high level of non-
reported values at zip code level.

Unemployment

Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group.

Poverty

Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group.

Child abuse and neglect

Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group; data were by
zip code of referral and location of in-home case or out-of-home
placement.

PAD and Probation youth

Data were analyzed at the zip code level for each group; data were by
zip code of Probation youth served. 2015 population was used as a
denominator for rate calculation for 2016.

Zip Code Level Analysis

In comparison to the neighborhood immediately surrounding the park, zip codes are relatively
large boundaries. Additionally, because zip codes have origins within the postal service (e.g.
designed to correspond to mailing addresses and streets), the boundaries may not accurately
reflect the community-defined or social neighborhood. However, this data analysis can provide

an overview of general trends in the areas of interest. Furthermore, the historical data from the

California Department of Finance to calculate population prior to 2010 was not available for all
postal cities associated with Los Angeles County zip codes. For some zip codes, indicator data
was not available due to inability to report small numbers. Therefore rates were only calculated

for years where both the raw number for the indicator of interest and the population estimate

were available; this varied by indicator.
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Methods for Calculating Cost of Crime Savings

Cost Estimates

The literature cites a significant amount of uncertainty in estimating cost of crime. Heaton
(2010) estimated cost of crime taking the average of three studies, two of which used
accounting-based methods and one using contingent valuation to estimate the cost of various
types of part | crime; these estimates give value to intangible social costs of crime, in addition
of the costs to law enforcement. Exhibit 164 shows the variation by study in estimated costs;
the average cost of these three studies was used for the total cost of crime savings per 1,000
population calculation. Cost estimates were inflated from 2007 to 2016 dollars using the Bureau
of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index calculator.

Exhibit 165: Cost of Crime Estimates

French, Average Cost Average Cost
Cohen and McCollister, and Chen, Rust, per Crime (2007 | per Crime

Type of Crime Piquero (2009) | Reznik (2004) et al. (2004) dollars) (2016 dollars)
Murder $ 5,000,000 $9,339,330 | $11,608,317 $ 8,649,216 $10,011,828
Rape $ 150,000 $219,973 $ 283,626 $ 217,866 $ 252,189
Robbery $ 23,000 $51,117 $127,715 $67,227 $ 77,876
Aggravated assault $ 55,000 $122,943 $83,771 $87,238 $ 100,982
Burglary $ 5,000 $4,370 $29,918 $13,096 $15,159
Larceny-theft $ 2,800 $1,478 - $2,139 $2,476
Motor-vehicle theft $9,000 $9,158 - $9,079 $ 10,509
Arson - - -- - -

Source: Heaton, 2010.

Crime Reduction and Impact

In order to estimate the cumulative impact of PAD, a by-year difference-in-difference (DD) was
calculated for each park group’s Part | crime rate per 1,000 population, using the crime analysis
parks as a control. DD is measured as:

Impact = (Treatmentduring - C ontrolduring) - (Treatmentbefore - C ontrolbefore)

The overall impact was measured as each park group’s change in Part | crime per 1,000
population in comparison to the park group’s respective control group. Cumulative impact by
park group was measured yearly from one year prior to the park group’s start of PAD to 2016.
Exhibit 165, Exhibit 166, Exhibit 167, and Exhibit 168 show the area calculated for PAD Group
One, PAD Group Two, PAD Group Three, and PAD Group Four, respectively, to estimate the
cumulative impact of PAD on part | crime reduction per 1,000 population. Although cost
estimates were not available for by type of Part Il crime, similar analysis was conducted to
estimate cumulative reduction in crime.
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Exhibit 166: PAD Group One Change in Part | Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, 2004-2016
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Exhibit 167: PAD Group Two Change in Part | Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, 2007-2016
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Exhibit 168: PAD Group Three Change in Part | Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, 2009-2016
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Exhibit 169: PAD Group Four Change in Part | Crime Rate per 1,000 Population, 2015-2016
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The cumulative crime reduction, since PAD’s inception, was estimated as 2.575 per 1,000
population. The PAD population size at each park’s most immediate reporting district is roughly
31,574, suggesting approximately 81 Part | crimes were avoided during PAD operation from
2009-2016. The crime reduction for 2016 was estimated as 2.181 per 1,000 population,
suggesting approximately 69 Part | crimes avoided during PAD operation in 2016.

The proportion of the most common Part | crimes (e.g. larceny theft, motor-vehicle theft,
burglary, etc.) were calculated looking at the total number of each crime type in PAD operation
months from 2009-2016 in PAD reporting districts (Exhibit 169). The proportion of Part | crime
type was multiplied by the estimated reduction of Part | crimes attributable to PAD (81) to
estimate the reduction by type. Cost savings were then calculated by crime type avoided due to
PAD during operation periods of 2009-2016.

This methodology was followed to estimate cost savings by crime type avoided due to PAD
during operation periods of 2016 (Exhibit 170).
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Total Number of

Proportion of

Crimes in PAD Crime Type in

RDs by Type PAD RDs (2009- | Estimated Crime Cost Per Crime, 2016 Projected Crime Cost,

(2009-2016) 2016) Reduction dollars * 2016 dollars
Murder 13 0.52% -0.42 $10,011,828 $ 4,239,000
Aggravated assault 403 16.16% -13.12 $ 100,982 $ 1,325,000
Robbery 252 10.10% -8.21 $77,876 $ 639,000
Rape 30 1.20% -0.98 $252,189 $ 246,000
Burglary 464 18.60% -15.11 $15,159 $ 229,000
Motor-vehicle theft 515 20.65% -16.77 $10,509 $ 176,000
Larceny-theft 787 31.56% -25.63 $2,476 $ 63,000
Arson 30 1.20% -0.98 - -
Total 2,494 100% -81 $ 6,917,000

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.
Note: Costs were obtained from Heaton, 2010.

Exhibit 171: Estimated Cumulative Cost Savings Associated with Reduction in Part | Crime in PAD Park Reporting Districts,

Total Number of

Proportion of

Crimes in PAD Crime Type in

RDs by Type PAD RDs (2009- | Estimated Crime Cost Per Crime, 2016 Projected Crime Cost,

(2009-2016) 2016) Reduction dollars * 2016 dollars
Murder 13 0.52% -0.36 $10,011,828 $ 3,594,000
Aggravated assault 403 16.16% -11.13 $ 100,982 $ 1,124,000
Robbery 252 10.10% -6.96 $77,876 $ 542,000
Rape 30 1.20% -0.83 $ 252,189 $ 209,000
Burglary 464 18.60% -12.81 $15,159 $ 194,000
Motor-vehicle theft 515 20.65% -14.22 $ 10,509 $ 149,000
Larceny-theft 787 31.56% -21.73 $2,476 $ 54,000
Arson 30 1.20% -0.83 - -
Total 2,494 100% -69 $ 5,866,000

Source: Los Angeles County Sheriff Department and Los Angeles Police Department data, 2009-2016.

Note: Costs were obtained from Heaton, 2010.
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Exhibit 170: Estimated Cumulative Cost Savings Associated with Reduction in Part | Crime in PAD Park Reporting Districts, 2009-2016
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