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¥ - Access iti
" LAND Percent of % of _ within 10-Min Walk to Park of park space Recreation &
! . s of color Low-income " Basketball Hoops ¢ Splashpads &
Residents within Low-Income space | | neighborhoods have Spending per Senior Conters Spraygrounds per
a10-Minute Walk | | People of Color Households than white park space than high- Resident Residents per 20,000 100,000 Residents
to Park | e Residents
income
Acreage Points Points Points . Points Points Points Points | Amenities y
Rank | ciy pomsiton| | %2 | oo Data | 100 100 Points 1100 Data 100 Data | 19 Pata | 10 a2 | 100 | Points/t00 hd
DC 99% | 99 99% | 98 9 75 7% more B 92 X 100 100 Washington, DC
St_Paul, MN 99% | 99 99% | 100 3 34%less. 0 | 100 L 100 46 St_Paul, MN
Minneapolis, MN 98% | 98 98% | 98 3 65% less. 9 | 100 X 100 100 N
Invine, CA 94% | o1 94% | 90 7 6% less .0 | 100 X 8 21 . CA
99% | 99 99% | 99 7| 100 L 7 100 rfington, VA
88% | 82 87% | 80 8 100 100 ¥ 100 incinnati, OH
100% | 100 100% | 100 1 10 6 X 45 an Francisco, CA
99% | 98 98% | 98 10 9 X 48 eattie, WA
90% | 85 90% | 85 1 4 X 100 7 ortland, OR
99% | 99 99% | 99 1 7 ¥ L 100 lew York, NY
100% | 100 100% | 100 1 0 K 4 5 | 100 Boston, MA
98% | 98 98% | 97 6 X 100 8 100 Chicago, IL
92% | 89 9% | 87 59 . 46 .7 100 enver, CO
95% | 93 95% | 93 100 100 ¥ 7 39 tadison, W1
77% | 65 81% | 70 53 L 78 56 L Petersburg, FL
1 80% | 70 80% | 68 68 ¥ 11 37 lano, TX
9% | 88 91% | 87 95 X 100 100 ittsburgh, PA
85% | 78 86% | 78 7 28 X 100 ane,
75% 2 76% | 61 100 X 100 Henderson, NV
91% 7 91% | 86 100 X % iiwaukee, W1
73% ) 73% | 57 6 19 . 13 Fremont, CA
70% Z] 68% | 49 100 X o4 oise, ID
91% | 86 90% | 85 59 K 24 N
81% | 7. 8% | 72 52 X 8 an Diego, CA
97% | o 97% | 96 . L 100 t. Louis, MO
83% | 7 84% | 75 L H 100 leveland, OH
69% | 5. 75% | 6 1 22 4 1 100 (ansas City, MO
71% | 6 74% | 5 7 4 9 72 anta, GA
87% | 81 8% | 8 2 7| 100 37 Baltimore, MD
84% | 76 84% | 7 10 .7 38 100
95% | 93 9% | o . 100 100 iphia, PA
80% | 70 76% | 6. 1 . a7 6 lew Orleans, LA
80% | 70 81% | 7 9 X 54 4 an Jose, CA
Z 90% | 85 90% | 85 100 . 41 7 23 incoln, NE
i 91% | 86 92% | 88 7: X 100 8 100 Buffalo, NY
mi, 2. 88% | 82 87% | 80 3 X 100 100 5 fami,
Honolulu, HI 6. 72% | 58 74% | 60 65 X 100 79 Honolulu, HI
North Las Vegas, NV z 59% | 38 61% | 38 37 ¥ 7 27 orth Las Vegas, NV
Richmond, VA 4. 80% | 70 78% | 66 1 K 100 Richmond, VA
Toledo, 5.7 8% | 73 87% | 80 1 Y 19 22 Toledo, OH
Austin, T 67 70% | 54 70% | 52 3 X 22 Austin, T>
Aurora, CO 7. 87% | 81 89% | 83 1 ¥ 8 urora,
Tampa, 65% | 46 63% | 42 8 X 100 ampa,
Dallas, TX 73% | 59 73% | 56 1 69 X Dallas,
Jersey City, NJ 98% | o7 98% | o7 78 X 100 Jersey City, NJ
Omaha, NE 8% | 72 8% | 73 54 . %0 Omaha, NE
Santa Clarita, CA 52% | 26 52% 4 2 25 1 2 X 1 Santa Clarita, CA
Las Vegas, NV 74% | 60 75% 1 5! 53 9 | 100 . 100 Las Vegas,
irginia Beach, VA 68% | 51 70% 2 4 4. 90 ¥ 5 Virginia Beach, VA
akland, CA 89% | 83 90% 7] 8 4 18 K 5 Oakland, C/
olorado Springs, CO 78% 7 79% 7 6 6 29 ¥ 36 olorado Springs, CO
forfolk, VA 7% 6 78% 7 1 7 100 X 100 45 orfolk, VA
aleigh, NC 48% 0 45% 3 X 100 45 aleigh, NC
Uisa, O 65% 6 67% 7. Y 14 100 isa,
Anchorage, AK 76% | 63 80% 4 ¥ 1 Anchorage, AK
Columbus, OH 71% | 55 71% 58 X Columbus, OH
an Antonio, TX 51% | 25 53% 4 L an Antonio, TX
ong Beach, CA 83% | 74 84% 1 3 K ong Beach, CA
lewark, NJ 1 94% | o1 94% | o 9 X i,
etroit, MI 2 83% | 75 83% | 7 7. X etroit, MI
cottsdale, AZ 1 40% 8 47% 3¢ . 4 cotsdale, AZ
aton Rouge, LA 52% | 26 55% X 100 ¥ 100 Baton Rouge, LA
he ke, VA 46% 7 51% 1.7 | 100 K 6 Ch ke, VA
 FL 67% 9 63% 1 58 L 7: Orlando, FL
Lexington/Fayete, KY 62% 2 66% 9 46 X 3 44 Lexington/Fayette, KY
s 52% 7 59% 1 7 1 X 1 100 KS
62% 62% 6 7 4 L 7 53 ElPaso, TX
naheim, CA 67% 67% 1 ¥ 7 19 naheim, CA
[ Corpus Christi, TX 75% 76% 7 7 7 . a1 57 orpus Christi, TX
[Reno, NV 76% 71% | 6. 66 1 8 4 ¥ 100 NV
fouston, TX X 61% 59% | 35 29 4 2 . 56 uston, TX
Riverside, CA 16 51% 52% 2 1 Y 58 iverside, CA
Chandier, AZ 4 62% 64% 7] 55 3 X 38 handler, AZ
Laredo, 1 52% 53% 1 65 100 X 100 aredo,
Ariington, TX 6 60% 5] 61% 1 27 Y 5 Arlington, TX
Tucson, 5 64% 4 65% 1 58 L . 9 on, AZ
Chula Vista, CA 9 73% | 58 73% 37 8 H % Chula Vista, CA
Stockton, CA 0 76% | 63 76% 2 65 1 ¥ tockion, CA
Memphi 0 46% | 16 45% | 13 1 [ 3 9 L femphis, Tt
Los Angeles, CA 4 64% | a4 67% | 47 4 1 1 X 0s Angeles, CA
| Glendale, 8 74% | 61 75% | 60 54 4 Y . Glendale, AZ
[Jacksonvile. FL 6 35% 1 38% 1 1 6 L .7 [ Jacksonvile,
Winston-Salem, NC 4 37% 3 42% 7 7 1 1 £ 0 100 Winston-Salem, NC
Greensboro, NC 0 4 64% | a4 66% | 46 a5 1. . 4 4 35 Greensboro,
Phoenix, AZ 4.6 8 49% | 22 51% | 23 18 3 2. 7 4 0 2 hoenix, AZ
Charlotte/Mecklenbura, NC 65 38% s 38% 1 1 62 40 44 32 34 05 25 1.0 09 33 35 376 |Charlotte/Mecklenbura, NC
Garland, TX 62 63% | 44 63% | a1 35 12 26 41 2.0 16 06 33 05 00 1 13 372 |Garland. X
Fort Worth, TX 52 62% | 41 62% | 40 35 55 47 31 22 19 05 19 02 01 1 12 365 Fort Worth, TX
Durham. NC 44 50% | 23 52% | 23 24 16 36 27 39 a4 07 36 28 96 14 49 49 359 [Durham, NC
Bakersfield. CA 2 46% | 17 46% 7 38 1 7 . 3 61 100 5 akersfield, CA
Santa Ana, CA 2 74% | 60 74% 5 33 . 43 35 1 1 Santa Ana, CA
ouisville, KY 31% 4 43% 1 29 X 27 1 100 5 uisville, KY
hville/Davidson. TN 46% | 16 5% 1 9 . 42 2 18 3 ™
Hialeah, FL 68% | 51 68% 4 1 X 100 7 48 Hialeah, FL
Oklahoma City, OK 42% 50% 1 3 X 32 3 100 4 Oklahoma City, OK
Mesa, 1 65% 71 ¥ 3 2 27 sa. AZ
Lubbock, TX 4 53% 7 . 14 4 1 Lubbock, TX
[Fresno, CA 17 66% 7" 5 37 3 46 Fresno, CA
ing, X 24 61% 1! 9 4 .8 42 1 26 Iving,
[Gibert, AZ 36 45% | 1 5 12 3 6 3 7 1 38 Cibert, AZ
[Fort wayne =] I I - [Fort wayne
I - ] -1 S| - - [indianapois
[National Median [ 74% 60 57 a7 43 38[ 435 08[ 42 13 48 a9 [National Median
[National Maximum | [ 100% | 100 | 100 100 220 100 32 100 125|100 National Maximum
| National Minimum 35% 1 1 1 09| 1 02| 1 - 1 National Minimum




