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Executive Summary 

 

City parks provide communities with valuable intangible benefits like recreational value, 

leisurely atmosphere, and aesthetic appeal. City parks have intangible qualities that are 

valued by city residents and enhance city quality of life. People seem to be attracted to 

city parks, and this attraction give city parks the potential to generate tangible economic 

benefits for their surrounding communities. The economic value of park space is realized 

through its ability to attract private investment and people with great economic potential. 

The following research attempts to explain the relationship between parks and economic 

development by testing the relationship between city park space, population change, and 

employment change in America‟s fifty largest cities.  Findings demonstrate that city 

parks do not have a significant relationship with population or employment change. 
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BACKGROUND 

Regional development scholars have historically suggested that companies drive 

economic growth, and have promoted economic development strategies exclusively designed for 

business recruitment (Florida 2003). Before 1960, industrial based businesses dominated the 

American economy. Geographic location was the key to business success because industrial firms 

gained competitive advantages through transportation costs reductions and close proximity to 

immobile production resources, natural resources and labor (Koven and Lyons 2003). City 

governments attracted firms by marketing their communities as a source of production inputs or 

as a market for products (Koven and Lyons 2003). 

Technology gives modern firms more mobility and the increased mobility contributes to 

firm competitiveness. Modern transportation systems have increased resource mobility and 

reduced transportation costs, while modern telecommunications technologies give firms access to 

global communications networks which allow them to manage spatially dispersed business 

operations, personnel, and production inputs (Audirac 2002). Technology gives firms flexibility 

in location decisions by eliminating the need to locate all business operations and organizational 

structures in one central location. Now firms can make location decisions based on the 

competitive qualities of alternative business sites, and the primary factor in site competitiveness is 

qualities of life. Some scholars believe that local governments can recruit and retain modern firms 

by using a new quality of life economic development strategy. 

The quality of life approach implies development strategies that improve the overall 

attractiveness of a region by placing a primary emphasis on developing and improving local 

markets in skilled labor, research, risk capital, education, recreation, and cultural amenities (Blair 

and Premus 1987). Quality of life is an important factor in business relocation, expansion, and 

initiation decisions because firms need to recruit and retain highly skilled employees (Love and 

Crompton 1999). Highly educated individuals enhance firm competitiveness by increasing firm 

productivity and developing innovative business ideas. Talented professionals that possess 

marketable skills and high disposable incomes can work and live wherever they choose. 

Community living standards influence the location decisions of talented professional and 

differentiate jurisdictions from each other. Communities with high quality of life ratings have a 

competitive advantage in the recruitment and retention of talented workers (Crompton 2001). 

The quality of life notion assumes high living standards attract talented workers to 

specific communities and talented workers attract firms. One New York Times article quotes a 

spokesman from Intel saying, “this is where we are headed worldwide,” because, “companies that 

can locate anywhere they want will go where they can attract good people in good places” 

(Lerner and Poole, 1999). Quality of life for employees is the third most important factor in 

locating a business, according to an annual survey of chief executives conducted by Cushman and 

Wakefield in 1989 (Crompton 2001).   

The idea that human capital attracts firms assumes the American economy is shifting 

from an industrial economy to a knowledge economy. Global competition is reducing industrial 

production in America, and labor intensive jobs are being lost to offshore outsourcing and 

automated service production. Industrial firms are being replaced by high-tech production firms, 

like those in Silicon Valley and Research Triangle Park, and advanced producer services firms 

that offer consulting, financial, and legal services (Audirac 2002). These knowledge firms use 

intellectual production to create innovative products and professional services. Competitive 

knowledge firms use technology and sophisticated business operations that require employees 

with higher levels of intellectual capacity (Carnevale 1999).  

Communities attract knowledge workers by using public amenities to create a 

comfortable living environment and positively influencing community livability. The theoretical 

argument for relating amenities, quality of life, and personal preference is based on the economic 

idea of personal utility maximization (Ferguson, Ali, Olfert, and Partridge 2007). Personal utility 
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represents personal happiness and satisfaction. Most people prefer to live near public amenities 

because amenities enrich community livability and enhance personal utility.  

The amenities argument weakens when the broad definition of amenities is disaggregated 

and a specific type of amenity is examined for its empirical link to urban growth. Grouping all 

amenity types into one broad category weakens the argument because every city has amenities 

but not every city experiences growth. Amenity-induced urban growth can only be proven if 

specific amenities are precisely defined. Terry Nichols Clark simplifies the amenity definition by 

separating amenities into two categories: natural amenities and constructed amenities. Natural 

amenities include climate, humidity, temperature, water access, and overall natural attractiveness. 

Constructed amenities include operas, research libraries, used and rare book stores, juice bars, 

Starbucks, and bicycle events (Clark 2003).  

Distinct amenities explain different types of population growth. Clark says recent college 

graduates are more attracted to constructed amenities, and the elderly seem more attracted to 

natural amenities. Middle-aged knowledge workers, however, prefer a balance of both amenities 

(Clark 2003). Clark suggests that municipalities with more amenities experienced higher 

population growth (Clark 2002). The theory that amenities attract people is very plausible, but 

critics question if amenity-induced growth translates into improved worker performance or 

market activity (Landry and Bianchini 1995; Healy 2002). One measures the economic value of 

amenities by examining how a specific amenity influences urban growth and the local economy.  

Recreation and open space have consistently been categorized as amenities that attract 

urban growth and economic development (Ferguson et al 2007). City parks have the potential to 

stimulate community growth because the natural and constructed attributes of city parks give 

universal appeal. Natural attributes include green space and overall natural attractiveness, while 

constructed attributes include installed recreational facilities and capital improvements. City 

parks improve urban livability by providing physical and aesthetic quality to densely developed 

urban neighborhoods that would otherwise lack these qualities (Walker 2004). A survey 

conducted by the National Association of Realtors (NAR) in 2001 found that fifty-seven percent 

of respondents prefer homes near parks and fifty percent of respondents were willing to pay ten 

percent more for houses in close proximity to parks and protected open space (Lewis 2002). 

Findings from a National Association of Homebuilders survey also suggest that sixty-five percent 

of homebuyers feel the presence of parks influence their decision to move into a community 

(Lewis 2002). 

Parks also provide tangible economic benefits to their communities. City parks enhance 

the property values of adjacent properties and increase the tax revenues gained from commercial 

and residential developments near park space. Converting undeveloped land into park space 

increases property values and is productive land use in communities that the park space serves 

(Fausold and Lilieholm 1999). Increased property values allow city parks to pay for themselves 

and generate additional tax revenues. Empirical studies confirm a statistically significant link 

between property values and proximity to urban park space (Fausold and Lilieholm 1999; Walker 

2004). A study on Pennypack Park in Philadelphia found that property values increased from 

$1,000 per acre at 2,500 feet from the park to $11,500 per acre at forty feet from the park 

(Hammer, Coughlin, and Horn 1974). Between 1996 and 2000, single-family homes in the 

vicinity of Brooklyn‟s Prospect Park were fetching prices 300 percent to 100 percent higher than 

comparable homes farther from the park (Hammer et al 1974). Open space improvements in 

Chattanooga, Tennessee increased the annual combined property tax revenues for the city and 

county by $592,000 from 1988 to 1996 (Lerner and Poole 1999). 

City park greenery is a pleasant contrast to the surrounding urban landscape and provides 

an “urban oasis” for commuters, shoppers, workers, residents, businesspeople, and tourists 

(Bulkeley 1994). City parks in large metropolitans are viewed as regional amenities because they 

are used by residents from neighboring jurisdictions and attract tourism. The East Bay Regional 

Park District in Oakland, California is estimated to stimulate about $254 million annually in 
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“park-related purchases”, with $74 million being spent in the local East Bay economy (Lewis 

2002). Outdoor cafes, shops, bars, art galleries, and hotels along the periphery of Riverwalk Park 

in San Antonio, Texas have also become the most popular attraction for the city's $3.5-billion 

tourism industry (Lewis 2002). Parks and open space appear to be powerful economic 

development tools for communities looking to revitalize and strengthen their local economies.  

City parks can improve local economies by attracting affluent retirees. A study indicated 

that retirees consider scenic beauty and recreational opportunity as two major factors in their 

relocation decisions (Miller, Vorth, Woods, Jones, Cluck, Song, and Allen 1994). Affluent 

retirees have high levels of disposable income and benefit local economies by contributing to the 

sales and property tax base. Retirees are “positive” taxpayers that pay taxes on more government 

services than they use (Lewis 2002). Attracting retirees becomes increasingly important for future 

economic stability as individuals in the baby boom generation reach retirement age. The US 

Census Bureau forecasts that by the year 2050 individuals age 65 and over will account for one-

fourth of the American population (Lewis 2002).    

 

PURPOSE OF STUDY AND HYPOTHESIS 

The city parks seem to encourage population growth and economic development. This 

study attempts to measure the effect that the presence of city parks have on local economies. The 

study seeks to determine if park acreage and park budgets have a positive statistical relationship 

with population growth and employment growth in cities.  

 

RESEARH QUESTION 

Did the amount of city park acreage and city park expenditures positively effect population 

change and employment change in America's fifty largest cities between the years 2000 and 

2005? 

 

DATA 

The study examines the fifty largest cities in America as defined by city population in the 2000 

US Census. I collected statistical data about the demographics and quality of life in each city. 

Statistics collected about each city were categorized as dependent variables, independent 

variables, park variables, and control variables. Data variables were separated into groupings 

based on how I used them in my regression models.  

 

Dependent Variables Park Variables 

 Percent population change (2000-2005)  City park acreage  

 Percent employment change (2000-2005)  City park expenditures per-capita FY2005 

  

Independent Variables Control Variables 

 Median dollar value of real estate tax  Midwestern Cities 

 Percent of individuals age 25 and over with BA or higher  Northeastern Cities 

 Per-capita income  Western Cities 

 Percent of individuals below poverty threshold  Percent of population Black 

 R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities in MSA  Percent of population Hispanic 

 

The dependent variables, park variables, independent variables, and control variables were 

collected from the US Census Bureau. Data about research universities in the Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas (MSA) was collected from a report by researchers at the University of North 

Carolina at Chapel Hill (Hoyman and Faircy 2008). The park data statistics were gathered from 

the Trust for Public Land. Each variable was collected in the year 2000 and variables listed as 

FY2005 were collected in the year 2005. Statistics collected in the year 2005 are representative of 
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conditions in each city after employment change or population change has already occurred. 

Therefore, variables collected in the year 2005 cannot be viewed to have a causal relationship 

with the dependent variables. A detailed description of each variable can be found in appendix A. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Pearson‟s correlations were run on each individual variable to determine simple variable-

to-variable correlations and indicate highly correlated variables. Highly correlated variables were 

then isolated from each other to get the best regression model. The park variables were also 

separated in each regression series to determine how each park variable affected the model 

independently, holding constant the dependent, independent, and control variables.  

The study uses two regression analysis models to measure variable correlation. The 

regression models contain the dependent variables, independent, park, and control variables. The 

percentage population change variable is used as the dependent variable in one regression model, 

and the percentage of employment change variable is used as the dependent variable in the other 

regression model. Each regression model uses two series of regression analyses. The regression 

analysis series in each model are identical except for the fact that one series contains the park 

acreage variable and the other contains the park expenditures per-capita variable. More 

information about the dependent, independent, and control variables can be found in appendix A.   

 

LIMITATIONS 

Findings for the cities in the study cannot be generalized to smaller cities. The study uses 

the fifty most populous cities in America and these cities are not representative of the average 

American city. The nation‟s largest cities have historically attracted population growth and 

economic development. These cities already have relatively high concentration of knowledge 

workers and strong local economies. All cities do not possess these characteristics and cannot 

expect for public amenities to behave in the same manner in their jurisdictions.  

The research was driven by data availability, and the information used in was the best 

available data. The Trust for Public Land only had park data for the fifty largest cities and 

selecting cities on this basis creates selection bias. The park expenditure data for each city was 

only available from the year 2005 and would have been allocated after the population and 

employment change occurred. Therefore a causal relationship between the dependent variables 

and park expenditures cannot be determined.   

 

FINDINGS 

The regression analyses demonstrate that park acreage and park expenditures have no 

statistical significance when related to population change or employment change. The park 

variables had p-values greater than 0.1 in both regression models, meaning that there is a greater 

than a ten percent change that the relationship between the variables is random. The conclusions 

of the analyses do not support the study‟s hypothesis.      

However, Pearson‟s correlations suggest statistically significant relationships between 

each park variable and individuals who are age twenty-five and older with bachelor‟s degrees or 

higher. Park acreage had a Pearson‟s correlation of .388 and park expenditures had a correlation 

of .524 with individuals who are age twenty-five and older with a bachelor‟s degree or higher. 

Individuals in this population subgroup can be defined as knowledge professionals, and the 

connection of knowledge workers and city parks strengthens the quality of life and amenities 

arguments.  

Both park variables have Pearson‟s correlations that are positive and statistically 

significant with median per-capita income and median real estate tax. Per-capita income and real 

estate tax are indicators of a community‟s quality of life. Higher per-capita incomes potentially 

mean higher individual living standards and higher real estate taxes could translate into better 

schools and government services. Both park variables had negative statistically significant 
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Pearson‟s correlations with the percentage of individuals age 16-19 not enrolled in high school, 

and park expenditures per-capita are also statistically significant and negatively correlated with 

the percentage of individuals living under the poverty threshold.  

Although, the strong simple correlations do not translate into statistical significance with 

the dependent variables in the regression models, the findings have interesting economic 

development implications nonetheless. The findings, based on the simple correlation of the parks 

variables with individuals age twenty-five and older who possess a bachelor‟s degree or higher, 

support the argument that city parks have a significant relationship with to the presence of highly 

educated professionals.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposition at the outset of the study was that city parks seem to foster economic 

development, as defined as job growth and population growth. However, the study yields no 

statistical evidence that supports this proposition. The lack of statistical evidence can possibly be 

explained by various factors.   

Park spending per-capita may not be the best representation of how park expenditures 

affect economic activity in each city. City parks are used by tourists and individuals living in 

neighboring jurisdictions. City park expenditures could be designed to account for expected park 

use by city residents and nonresidents. Aggregate park expenditures may provide a better 

representation of the regional economic activity generated by parks that is not explained by park 

expenditures per-capita., and aggregate park expenditures could better reflect total park usage. 

The park expenditures per-capita are used in the final analyses because the other independent and 

control variables are standardized to per-capita figures, such as median and mean values.   

Variations in the structural design and growth potential of each city could be affecting the 

predictive ability of the park variables. Some cities in the data set may have the ability to expand 

geographically, while others may not. The ability to expand geographically influences city 

density and the availability of undeveloped land. The potential for parks to influence growth 

varies in cities with different structural constraints and designs. Additional park acreage and 

expenditures could produce different outcomes in cities with different levels of density and land 

availability. The study does not control for the geographic restrictions and variations in the 

sample of cities and therefore the predictive power of the park variables may be distorted. 

Controlling for city density and geographic variation would allow the study to more accurately 

measure the relationship between parks and growth. 

Increased property values associated with city parks limit the affordability of adjacent 

properties. Properties adjacent to parks are only accessible to individuals and businesses with the 

ability and willingness to pay the expensive prices, and these individuals and businesses only 

comprise a small fraction of the overall city population. The overall city population and 

employment levels cannot be significantly affected by changes in such a small sub-population.  

City parks have limited ability to attract customers to adjacent commercial and retail 

stores. Adjacent commercial businesses can directly benefit from tourists and routine users 

attracted to city parks. However, city park users and tourists cannot provide a constant revenue 

stream that adjacent businesses need to remain economically sustainable. Therefore, the direct 

influence on city employment created by city parks is very small in comparison to the overall 

employment opportunities within the city. 

 The human capital and quality of life theories associated with city parks are not supported 

by the results of this study. Anecdotal evidence in other studies suggests that city parks can be 

useful in community development and revitalization, but the benefits city parks seem to be 

realized more at the neighborhood level (Lewis 2002, Walker 2004). The positive neighborhood 

effects of parks do not seem to extend to larger units of analysis, such as a city and county. More 

research is needed to determine how the positive neighborhood effects of parks relate to urban 

growth and development in the larger metropolitan community.  
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Appendix A: Variable Glossary 
 

*All of the following variable definitions were collected from the Trust for Public Land 
 

Park Budget Expenditures (Aggregate)
i
: represents the total expenditure that a city 

government allocated to the city park system. Park expenditures include both operating 

and capital expenditure, but exclude stadiums, zoos, museums and aquariums. If a city 

has more than one agency, expenditures are combined (TPL). 

 

Park Expenditures Per-capita: is a ratio of city park expenditures compared to the total 

city population. The statistic is a proxy for amount of money each city government 

spends on parks for each city resident.     

 

Percent of Park Acreage in Total City Land Acreage 2000
ii
: represents city park 

acreage as a percentage of the total land acreage in each city. Total park acres include 

city, county, metro, state and federal park acres within the city limits (TPL). Park acreage 

was collected to determine if the level of available park space effected population change, 

employment change, or the quality of life variables in each city.  TPL reports the park 

acreage percentages for 2006. The 2006 park acreage figures were compared to the 2000 

city land acreage figures reported by the Census Bureau. The comparison of 2006 park 

acreage and 2000 city land acreage produced the same percentages calculated by TPL. 

The study assumes that park acreage in each city has not change between the year 2000 

and 2006.    

 

 
*All of the following variable definitions were collected from the US Census Bureau

iii
.   

 

Population
iv

 in 2000 and 2005: represent all people living in a geographic area. The 

geographical areas in this study are cities. The population count in year 2000 represent all 

individuals recorded as living within each city‟s incorporated area in year 2000. The 

population count in year 2005 represent all individuals recorded as living within each 

city‟s incorporated area in year 2005. 

 

City: a type of incorporated place in all states and the District of Columbia. A city is a 

governmental unit, incorporated under state law as a city that has legally prescribed 

limits, powers, and functions. The city definition includes consolidated cities and 

independent cities. Independent cities are incorporated places that are not part of any 

county. Consolidated cities are a type of incorporated place that contains one or more 

other incorporated places that continue to function as separate governmental units within 

a consolidated government. A consolidated city is a governmental unit created when the 

functions of two or more types of governmental units are merged to form a single, 

common government; for example, a consolidated city-county government. 

 

Percent Population Change from Year 2000 to Year 2005: represent a figure derived 

from the calculation of the percentage change between city populations recorded in year 

2000 and year 2005. The formula for percent population change is the following:  

(Population FY 2005 – Population FY 2000) / Population FY 2000   
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Employment in 2000 and 2005: represent all civilians 16 years old and over who were 

either „„at work‟‟ a business as paid employees, worked in their own business or 

profession, worked on their own farm, or worked 15 hours or more as unpaid workers on 

a family farm or in a family business. Employment figures also include individuals „„with 

a job but not at work‟‟, individuals who have jobs or businesses and were temporarily 

absent because of illness, bad weather, industrial dispute, vacation, or other personal 

reasons. Excluded from the employed are people whose only activity consisted of work 

around their own house (painting, repairing, or own home housework) or unpaid 

volunteer work for religious, charitable, and similar organizations. Also excluded are all 

institutionalized people and people on active duty in the United States Armed Forces. 

Employment in the Year 2005 is an estimate based on survey data and includes people 

who fit the same criteria.  

 

Percent Employment Change from Year 2000 to Year 2005: represent a figure 

derived from the calculation of the percentage change between city employment recorded 

in year 2000 and year 2005. The formula for percent employment change is the 

following:  (Employment FY 2005 – Employment FY 2000) / Employment FY 2000 

 

Percent of Individuals Age 16-19 Not Enrolled in High School 2000: represents the 

population of individuals who are between the ages of 16 and 19 who are not enrolled in 

school and were not high school graduates. These people may be referred to as „„high 

school dropouts.‟‟ The variable is used to represent the quality of primary education in 

each city and is an alternative measure for high school dropout rates. Primary school 

systems directly relate to the quality of life and economic potential of community. 

Quality school systems attract individuals with children and companies requiring skilled 

workforces.   

 

Percent of Individuals Age 25 and Over with a Bachelorôs Degree or Higher: 
represents each city‟s population of individuals who are age 25 years old and over. These 

individuals have an educational attainment equivalent to or greater than a bachelor‟s 

degree. Degrees included are bachelors, masters, professional, and doctorate degrees. The 

statistic represents human capital in each city. Individuals in this population represent a 

highly skilled workforce and are an attractive resource for companies in the knowledge 

economy.  

 

Median Household Income 2000: the income of the householder and all other 

individuals 15 years old and over in the household. Members of household do not have to 

be related to each other. Household income indicates family welfare, cost of living, and 

overall community livability. The variable also indicates the quality of jobs in the 

community and the quality of life in each city. 

 

Median Per-capita Income:  represents income for individuals 15 years old and over. 

Per-capita income indicates individual welfare, cost of living, and overall community 

livability. The variable also indicates the quality of jobs in the community and the quality 

of life in each city. 
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Percent of Individuals Below Poverty Level 1999: represents the poverty status of 

families and individuals in each city. The poverty statistic is derived by comparing family 

incomes with family poverty thresholds and individual incomes with individual poverty 

thresholds. All family members are considered poor the family income level is under the 

family poverty threshold. Every individual with an income level under the poverty 

threshold is considered poor. Persons are classified as individuals if they are not living 

with anyone related to them by birth, marriage, or adoption. The statistic is used as an 

indicator for the overall living conditions within a community. Poverty levels are closely 

associated with city crime rates and can deter people and companies from locating in a 

city. 

 

Median Percent of Household Income Allocated for Gross Rent 1999: represents the 

ratio of monthly gross rent to monthly household income. The statistic is used to indicate 

cost of living in each city. 

 

Mean Travel Time to Work (minutes) 2000: represents the average length of time it 

takes for workers to travel from home to work during the week. Travel time was report in 

minutes and only represents the time it takes to travel one way. The statistic was used as a 

proxy for quality of life in each city under the assumption that short commute times are 

more desirable.  

 

Median Real Estate Tax (dollars) 2000: refers to the median payment amount of all real 

estate tax payments levied on owner-occupied housing units in each city. The real estate 

tax amounts are measured in dollars and reflect taxes on the entire property, land and 

buildings, payable in 1999 to all taxing jurisdictions, including special assessments, 

school taxes, county taxes, and so forth. The statistic represents cost of living with the 

assumption that higher taxes reduce disposable income levels. The statistic also 

represents quality of life with the assumption that higher taxes increase the quality of 

government services and local school systems. 

 

Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA: represents the number of 

quality research universities in the metropolitan statistical area (MSA). The general 

concept of a metropolitan statistical area
v
 is that of a core area containing a substantial 

population nucleus, together with adjacent communities having a high degree of 

economic and social integration with that core. R1, R2, PhD1, and PhD2 are university 

rankings that are given to the nation‟s top research institutions. The variable was 

borrowed from a report published by Hoyman and Faricy in 2008. Quality research 

colleges and universities are attractive to companies with products and operations that 

require high levels of research and design. Quality research institutions also produce 

highly skilled workers with bachelor‟s degrees and above.    

 

Percent of Population Black 2000:  represents the percentage of individuals within the 

total city population that identify their race as a being “Black, African American, Afro-

American, Kenyan, Nigerian, or Haitian.” The statistic was used as a control variable to 

capture any population change or employment change that was the result of the growth or 

decline of individuals in this particular ethnic group.  
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Percent of Population Hispanic 2000: represents the percentage of individuals within 

the total city population that identify their race as a being “Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

Cuban, or Latino.” The broad ethnic grouping captures individuals with Spanish-speaking 

nationalities. The statistic was used as a control variable to capture any population change 

or employment change that was the result of the growth or decline of individuals in this 

particular ethnic group. 

 

Regional Control Variables
vi

: represents four groupings of states (Northeast, South, 

Midwest, and West) established by the Census Bureau in 1942 for the presentation of 

census data. Puerto Rico and the Island areas are not part of any region. Regional control 

variables were used to see if how population and employment were changing in various 

regions. Viewing regional change patterns gives us a better understanding of national 

changes in population and employment. 

 

Northeast Region: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode 

Island, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania 

 

South Region: Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, 

North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, 

Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas 

 

Midwest Region: North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, 

Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio 

 

West Region: Washington, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Oregon, California, Nevada, 

Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, Alaska, Hawaii 

 

                                                 
i
 http://www.tpl.org/content_documents/ccpe_TotalSpendingbyCity.pdf  

ii
 http://www.tpl.org/content_documents/ccpe_TotalAcres_asPercentofLandArea.pdf  

iii
 http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/phc-2-a-B.pdf  

iv
 http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html  (under link to glossary) 

v
 http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/aboutmetro.html  

vi
 http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf  

http://www.tpl.org/content_documents/ccpe_TotalSpendingbyCity.pdf
http://www.tpl.org/content_documents/ccpe_TotalAcres_asPercentofLandArea.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/cen2000/phc-2-a-B.pdf
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/aboutmetro.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf


Appendix B: High Individual Correlations 

13 

 

% Population Change 2000-2005: Coefficient % Employment Change (civilians age 16 and over) 2000-

2005: 

Coefficient 

% of Population Black 2000  

% of Population Hispanic 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

 

(-.324*) 

(.302*) 

(-.419**) 

Median % of household income allocated for gross rent 1999  

% of Population Black 2000  

% of Population Hispanic 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

Cities in West Region  

 

(.337*) 
(-.364**) 
(.486**) 
(-.479**) 
(.302*) 

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000: Coefficient % Park acreage in City 2000: Coefficient 

% Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000  

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median per-capita income  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

Cities in Northeast Region  

(-.391**) 

(-.424**) 

(-.335*) 

(-.331*) 

(-.345*) 

(-.307*) 

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

% Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median per-capita income  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

(-.391**) 
(.388**) 
(.342*) 
(.388**) 

Median household income 2000: Coefficient Median Per-capita Income 2000: Coefficient 

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median per-capita income  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

Cities in West Region  

 

 

(.560**) 

(.697**) 

(-.754**) 

(.425**) 

(.405**) 

(-.466**) 

(.419**) 

 

% Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000  

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median household income 2000  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Median % of household income allocated for rent 1999  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000  

 

(.342*) 
(-.335*) 
(.913**) 
(.697**) 
(-.576**) 
(-.326*) 
(.400**) 
(.547**) 
(-.373**) 
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Median % of household income allocated for gross 

rent 1999: 

Coefficient % of individuals below poverty level 1999: Coefficient 

% Employment change  (age 16+ civilians) 2000-2005  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

Cities in West Region  

 

(-.326*) 
(.471**) 
(.430**) 
(-.359*) 
(.480**) 

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median household income 2000  

Median per-capita income 2000  

Median % of household income allocated for rent 1999  

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000  

(-.508**) 
(-.754**) 
(-.576**) 
(.471**) 
(398**)  
(-.282*) 
(.295*) 
(.533**) 
(.287*) 

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000: Coefficient % Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000: Coefficient 

% of individuals below poverty level 1999 

Number of R1&2, PhD1&2 Universities within MSA  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

Cities in Northeast Region  

 

 

 

(.398**) 
(.712**) 
(.367**) 
(.494**) 
 

 

 

% Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000  

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

Median household income 2000  

Median per-capita income 2000  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000  

(.388**) 
(-.424**) 
(.560**) 
(.913**) 
(-.508**) 
(.424**) 
(.524**) 
(-.302*) 

% of Population Black (one race) 2000: Coefficient Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA: Coefficient 

% Population Change 2000-2005  

% Employment change (age 16+ civilians) 2000-2005  

Median household income 2000  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

Cities in West Region  

(-.324*) 
(-.364**) 
(-.466**) 
(.533**) 
(.367**) 
(-.462**) 
(.330*) 
(-.578**) 

 

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000  

Cities in Northeast Region  

(.295*) 
(.712**) 
(.627**) 
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Cities in Midwest Region: Coefficient % of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000: Coefficient 

% Population Change 2000-2005  

% Employment change (age 16+ civilians) 2000-2005  

Median % of household income allocated for rent 1999  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

% of Population Hispanic (one race) 2000   

Cities in West Region  

(-.419**) 
(-.479**) 
(-.359*) 
(.330*) 
(-.353*) 
(-.416**) 
 

 

 

% Population Change 2000-2005  

% Employment change (age 16+ civilians) 2000-2005  

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median per-capita income 2000  

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Median % of household income allocated for rent 1999  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

 

(.302*) 
(.486**) 
(-.302*) 
(-.373**) 
(.287*) 
(.430**) 
(-.462**) 
(-.353*) 

Cities in Northeast Region: Coefficient Cities in West Region: Coefficient 

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000  

Number of R1&2, PhD1&2 Universities within MSA  

 

 

(-.307*) 
(.494**) 
(.627**) 

 

% Employment change (age 16+ civilians) 2000-2005  

Median household income 2000  

Median % of household income allocated for rent 1999  

% of Population Black (one race) 2000  

Cities in Midwest Region  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

 

(.302*) 
(.419**) 
(.480**) 
(-.578**) 
(-.416**) 
(.389**) 

Park budget per-capita 2005: Coefficient Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000: Coefficient 

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

% Age 25+ with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median household income 2000  

Median per-capita income 2000   

% of individuals below poverty level 1999  

Cities in West Region  

Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000  

 

(-.345*) 
(.524**) 
(.405**) 
(.547**) 
(-.282*) 
(.389**) 
(.370**) 
 

% Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000  

% Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000  

% Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000  

Median household income 2000  

Median per-capita income 2000  

Park budget per-capita 2005  

 

(.388**) 
(-.331*) 
(.424**) 
(.425**) 
(.400**) 
(.370**) 
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SPSS Output1: Guide to regressions 

 

First Regression Series: Regression Model 1 
R

2
: .375 Sig: .221 N    = 50 

Dependent Variable 

% Population Change 2000-2005 

 

Sig. Beta Independent Variables 
.684 -.070 % Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000* 

.858 .036 % Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000 

.546 -.271 % Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000 

.546 -.224 Median household income 2000 

.354 .505 Median Per-capita Income 

.749 -.143 % of individuals below poverty level 1999 

.907 -.032 Median % of household income allocated for gross rent 1999 

.806 -.086 Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000 

.573 -.129 Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000 

.643 -.135 Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA 

 

Sig. Beta Control Variables 
.744 -.142 % of Population Black 2000 

.341 .325 % of Population Hispanic 2000 

.063 -.383 Cities in Midwest Region 

.844 -.047 Cities in Northeast Region 

.556 -.180 Cities in West Region 
 

First Regression Series: Regression Model 2 
R

2
: .375 Sig: .223 N    = 50 

Dependent Variable 

% Population Change 2000-2005 

 

Sig. Beta Independent Variables 
.844 .040 % Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000 

.556 -.265 % Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000 

.542 -.227 Median household income 2000 

.343 .518 Median Per-capita Income 2000 

.790 -.117 % of individuals below poverty level 1999 

.985 -.005 Median % of household income allocated for gross rent 1999 

.943 -.026 Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000 

.505 -.148 Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000 

.708 -.079 Park budget per-capita 2005* 

.602 -.151 Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA 

 

Sig. Beta Control Variables 
.616 -.214 % of Population Black 2000 

.443 .260 % of Population Hispanic 2000 

.079 -.370 Cities in Midwest Region 

.687 -.097 Cities in Northeast Region 

.541 -.186 Cities in West Region 

*Park Variable: % Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000 

 

*Park Variable: Park budget per-capita 2005 
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Second Regression Series: Regression Model 1 
R

2
: .534 Sig: .010 N    = 50 

Dependent Variable 

% Employment Change of age 16 and over (civilians) 2000-2005 

 

Sig. Beta Independent Variables 
.913 -.016 % Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000* 

.777 -.049 % Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000 

.335 -.376 % Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000 

.374 -.285 Median household income 2000 

.431 .370 Median Per-capita Income 

.882 -.058 % of individuals below poverty level 1999 

.347 .228 Median % of household income allocated for gross rent 1999 

.481 .213 Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000 

.148 -.291 Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000 

.958 .013 Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA 

 

Sig. Beta Control Variables 
.175 -.515 % of Population Black 2000 

.691 .117 % of Population Hispanic 2000 

.039 -.370 Cities in Midwest Region 

.129 -.316 Cities in Northeast Region 

.437 -.205 Cities in West Region 
 

Second Regression Series: Regression Model 2 
R

2
: .535 Sig: .010 N = 50 

Dependent Variable 

% Employment Change of age 16 and over (civilians) 2000-2005 

 

Sig. Beta Independent Variables 
.853 -.032 % Age 16-19 not enrolled in high school 2000 

.324 -.385 % Age 25 and over with bachelor's degree or higher 2000 

.404 -.269 Median household income 2000 

.446 .358 Median Per-capita Income 

.905 -.046 % of individuals below poverty level 1999 

.345 .227 Median % of household income allocated for gross rent 1999 

.534 .193 Mean travel time to work (minutes) 2000 

.119 -.302 Median real estate tax (dollars) 2000 

.768 .054 Park budget per-capita 2005* 

.961 .012 Number of R1, R2, PhD1, PhD2 Universities within MSA 

 

Sig. Beta Control Variables 
.173 -.507 % of Population Black 2000 

.659 .129 % of Population Hispanic 2000 

.037 -.382 Cities in Midwest Region 

.149 -.304 Cities in Northeast Region 

.390 -.226 Cities in West Region 

*Park Variable: % Park acreage in total City land acreage 2000 *Park Variable: Park budget expenditure per-capita 2005 

 

 


