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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most of the physical activity studies conducted by public health and behavioral scientists assessed only recreational or leisure-time physical activity.

The “exercise” guidelines in the 1970s were issued by exercise scientists trained in physiology. People meeting the guidelines by doing vigorous ‘exercise’, such as jogging or aerobic dance devaluating the potential for outdoor activities or related them to pure outdoor ‘sports’ 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Following the evolution of the research, determining factors on an individuals health include not only individual behavior, but also those other elements of the socio-ecological model.  Salient to our discussion are the impacts of the two outer rings of the model, the “Living and Working Conditions” and the “Societal & Cultural” policies that influence behavior.  Its is important to look not only at whether or not an individual exercises outdoors, but whether they are able to do so given where they live or their financial situation.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the mid-1990s, based on findings of a dose-response relation between physical activity and various outcomes, epidemiologists developed public health guidelines that emphasized the benefits of accumulating at least 30 minutes of moderate intensity ‘physical activity’, such as brisk walking, each day.

In the late 1990s public health professionals discovered that transportation planners, urban planners, and urban designers had been studying how to design cities so people would walk and cycle more and spend more time outside engaging outdoor activities.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our approach built upon the “Healthier Wisconsin” initiative of the UW Population Health Institute which identified the importance of the Physical Environment and Health Behaviors in determining a person’s health outcomes.
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Presentation Notes
“Active living” is the new broader concept that incorporates exercise, recreational activities, household and occupational activities, and active transportation. The change in terms from ‘exercise’ to ‘physical activity’ to ‘active living’ symbolizes the evolution in how physical activity is conceived.



Data Sources:

2000 –

 

2005 

 SCORP

2008 UW 

 Population 

 Health Institute 

 County Health 

 Rankings

2000 Census



 

“Is there any correlation at the 
 county level between the overall 

 availability of outdoor recreation 
 facilities, the county demographic 
 distribution, and the county health 
 overall ranking?”



 

Building on existing literature, data 
 was analyzed for relevant 

 correlations and relationships

Problem Statement 



Choice of Data

Analysis was 

 data driven 

 due to time 

 constraints & 

 complexity 

 of empirical 

 problem



 

State‐wide demographic & health 
 metrics



 

Recreation supply based on 
 availability to statewide population



 

Two methods:



 

Spatial analysis



 

Statistical Regression analysis



Spatial 

 Analysis

2 variables  

 Data sets:

Health 

 Ranking          

 and 

 Demographic

Analytical 
Methods  
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Statistical 

 Regression 

 Analysis  

Multiple 

 Variables

Sample variables include:
Obesity Rate ‐

 
% of residents with BMI ≥

 
30 

Age

 
‐

 
% of residents 65 or older

Education

 
‐

 
% of residents with bachelor’s 

 degree
Parks

 
‐

 
# of parks within a county

Park availability – acres of parks per resident
Land Use –

 
Housing Density, Rural pop/Urban 

 pop
Hiking Trails –

 
miles within a county

Analytical Methods   



Statistical 

 Regression 

 Analysis  

Multiple 

 Variables

(cont’d)



 

Every model suggested a link between 
 obesity and education



 

Every model suggested a link between 
 obesity and age



 

Research DID NOT support the existence 
 of a link between a particular measure 

 of recreation supply and obesity

Results



Quantity of 

 Primary Data

Data 

 Accuracy

Updated 

 Information

Level of 

 correlation 

 hard to 

 establish



 

Existing primary data is too limited and the 
 duration of analysis restricted collection of 
 new primary data 



 

Discrepancy between three data sets 
 (timeframes, etc.)



 

Correlation is minimal; more complex 
 statistical model would yield more findings



 

Identification of statistical confounding and 
 interaction need further investigation



 

Opportunity exists for more research

Caveats, Limitations , & Conclusions



2011-2016 SCORP Planning Element



 

Outdoor Recreation, Health, and Wellness: 
Understanding and Enhancing the Relationship

Health benefits of recreation activities
Recreation activities and facilities



Focus of Study



 

How do outdoor recreation facilities relate to 
recreation activities and health and wellness 
metrics?


 

Task 1: What specific outdoor recreation activities found 
in Wisconsin have the least and most health benefits?



 

Task 2: How do recreation facilities relate to recreation 
activities and what types of facilities are recommended to 
improve health in Wisconsin?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Led to recommendations, linking health benefits of activities to facilities



Task 1:Health Benefits of Outdoor Recreation

What specific outdoor recreation activities have the 
least and most health benefits?



 

Method: Activities ranked according to metabolic 
intensity (METs)



 

MET data obtained from research recommended by 
the UW Dept. of Kinesiology



 

Calorie expenditures calculated from METs


 

Activities grouped in three categories: vigorous, 
moderate, light intensity





 

Vigorous intensity activities provide the most health benefits


 

Examples (30 min duration):

Task 1:Health Benefits of Outdoor Recreation





 

Moderate and Light intensity activities provide fewer health benefits



 

Examples (30 min duration):

Task 1:Health Benefits of Outdoor Recreation



Task 2: Recreation Facilities and Related Activities

How do recreation facilities relate to
activities and what types of facilities are recommended

to improve health in Wisconsin?



 

Relate recreation facilities to activities and the 
health benefits of these activities



 

General recommendations include providing 
facilities that cater to activities with significant 
health benefits and sufficient demand



Policy Implications



 

Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Fund 


 

Increase the portion of funds available for improvement 
and construction of recreation facilities



 

Land & Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
Program


 

Consider the health benefits of activities and the 
relative health metrics of a community when selecting 
projects for funding



 

Recreational Trails Program


 

Set aside a portion of funds for communities with poor 
health metrics and a lack of recreation trails



Limitations



 
Physical Health Benefits: 
Individual variability in calories burned



 
Mental Health: 
Variability and difficult to measure



Further Research: Spatial Analysis of Facilities

Where should recreational facilities be placed that will 
maximize health benefits?



 

Relate health benefits of recreation activities and 
facilities to facility location quotients



 

Compile recommendations for specific counties with 
poor health metrics or a lack of facilities



 

Problem: 


 

Non-representative sample size of participation 
(demand) for most counties

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It would be useful to have specific recommendations regarding facilities for counties. However, participation (demand) data is unrepresentative at that level – sample sizes are very small, which makes it hard to infer recommendations.



Recommendations



 

Trails


 

Plan for entire corridors


 

Develop multi-tread and multi-use 
trails to avoid user conflicts



 

Water 


 

Support improved access to lakes, 
streams, etc. and facilities that cater 
to these activities 


 

Piers, boat launches, rental facilities



Recommendations



 

Snow
 

activities


 

Designate some trails for non-motorized 
uses in order to make people feel safe 
and increase participation



 

Outdoor ice rinks 


 

High-intensity activities 


 

Ice skating, hockey



 

Involve neighborhood associations with 
maintenance tasks 


 

The City of Madison started this last year



Recommendations



 

Sports facilities 


 

Partner with private sports 
facilities to increase 
participation while efficiently 
managing public funds 


 

Ex: Provide financial incentives 
if the facility is open to the 
public one night a week



 

Team sport leagues 


 

Create fields in open spaces 
for recreation sports leagues



Recommendations



 

Equipment 


 

Rent out second-hand and donated equipment at major 
parks 


 

Skis, snowshoes, etc 



 

Improve public awareness of the health benefits of 
outdoor recreation activities


 

DNR website 


 

Calorie-burning calculator


 

Health and wellness tips



Recommendations



 

Park fee discounts 


 

Discounts for local residents, “park 
stamps”

 
for low-income visitors



 

Youth Recreation 


 

School programs, learning materials 
at parks



 

Encourage participation at an early 
age to combat childhood obesity



Thank You
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