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Community Advocacy for Parks

 Modifying or improving parks a promising solution to the 
obesity crisis

 Will require the interest of multiple constituencies

 Participatory action research 
(PAR) emphasizes community 
participation through collective 
inquiry, data collection, and action 
to address community based issues

 Citizens often do not have the knowledge or preparation 
to make meaningful contribution

American Academy of Pediatrics, 2009; Institute of Medicine, 2005; Sallis et al., 2006; Baum et al., 2006; Bozlak et al., 2014; Shandas & Messer; 2008 



Community Park Audit Tool (CPAT)

 Comprehensive yet user-friendly
 Developed with and for community 

members
 6 pages with 4 sections:
 Park information
 Access and surrounding neighborhood
 Park activity areas
 Park quality and safety

 Concerned with presence/absence and ‘usability’ and 
‘condition’ of most park elements

 Quick, reliable method for auditing parks for their 
potential to promote PA

Kaczynski et al., 2012



Getting Youth Involved

 Youth can and should be involved in healthy community 
change efforts 
 Youth voices especially powerful
 Positive youth development
 Future public health leaders

 Youth advocacy for obesity 
prevention the next wave of 
social change for health

 Often an under represented group

Checkoway et al., 2005; Ribisl et al., 2004; Millstein & Sallis, 2011



Youth Empowerment through Technology

 Benefits of technology within youth PAR frameworks
 Increases self-efficacy
 Fights apathy/improves motivation
 Provides meaningful participation
 Increases youth voice 
 Improves youth-adult communication
 Promotes equitable power-sharing (increased youth control)
 Provides political or social agency
 Improves research capabilities 
 Increases civic engagement

Bell, 2005; Purcell et al., 2012; Valaitis, 2005; Santo et al., 2010; Livingstone, 2003; London et al., 2010; Shank & Cotton, 2014; Findholt et al, 2011; Al-Kodmany et al., 2012



Purpose

To describe the development and validity and reliability 
testing of an electronic version of the Community Park 
Audit Tool (eCPAT) for use by youth 



eCPAT Project Phases

Evaluation of youth experience through surveys and focus groups

Large scale evaluation of eCPAT app across parks in Greenville, SC

Beta testing of eCPAT app

Development of eCPAT app for Android tablets

Key informant interviews with academic and community leaders

Review of literature on technology, youth, and health advocacy



150 Youth Invited 
(n = 136 attended pre test)

Control
Pre Test 
(n = 42)

Post Test 
(n = 36)

Both Completed 
1 of each format

(n = 31)

Post Test 
(n = 31) 

Both focus 
groups (n = 20)

Paper
Pre Test 
(n = 47)

Completed 2 
paper audits 

(n = 45)

Total of 90 
paper audits 

across 47 parks

Post Test 
(n = 43)

Paper focus 
groups (n = 14)

eCPAT
Pre Test 
(n = 47)

Completed 2 
eCPAT audits 

(n = 46)

Total of 92 
eCPAT audits 

across 47 parks

Post Test 
(n = 45)

eCPAT focus 
groups ( n = 16)
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• Literature review

• Key informant 
interviews

• Systems 
requirement 
analysis

• Application 
software design

• Program coding

• Alpha (capacity) 
testing

• Database 
development

Server for data analysisData collection on 
Mobile Device + App

eCPAT 
Development





Methods

• Sample of 47 diverse parks in Greenville County

• Analyzed park audit data from youth who used eCPAT 
application

• Criterion validity analysis compared youth eCPAT 
audit to gold standard eCPAT audit

• Inter-rater reliability analysis compared youth eCPAT 
auditor 1 to youth eCPAT auditor 2

• Cohen’s kappa and percent agreement statistics

• Only explored items that had at least 3 pairs of park audit 
data (Saelens et al, 2006)



eCPAT Project Parks – Greenville County, SC



Results

 90 items examined using Cohen’s kappa
 41 items examined using percent agreement

Validity
 40% of items had moderate to perfect kappas
 All but 2 items had excellent percent agreement

Reliability
 41% of items had moderate to perfect kappas
 All but 4 items had excellent percent agreement



eCPAT Validity and Reliability

Validity Reliability

eCPAT Item Pairs of ratings Kappa
% 

agreement Pairs of ratings Kappa
% 

agreement
Playground# 47 0.735 87.2% 46 0.721 87.0%

Useable? 30 N/Ab 100.0% 30 N/Ab 100.0%
Good condition? 30 0.375 80.0% 30 0.172 73.3%
Distinct areas for different age groups? 30 0.315 70.0% 30 0.068 66.7%
Colorful equipment? 30 0.444 83.3% 30 0.375 80.0%
Shade cover for some (25%+) of the area? 30 0.348 66.7% 30 0.267 63.3%
Benches in/surrounding area 30 0.255 76.7% 30 0.259 86.7%
Fence around area? 30 0.645 83.3% 30 0.648 83.3%
Separation or distance from road? 30 0.118 70.0% 30 0.167 73.3%

Sports Field# 47 0.615 85.1% 46 0.426 76.1%
Useable? 4 N/Ab 100.0% 3 N/Ab 100.0%
Good condition? 4 1.000 100.0% 3 0.000 66.7%

Baseball Field# 47 0.890 93.6% 46 0.765 89.1%
Useable? 13 N/Ab 100.0% 5 0.000b 80.0%
Good condition? 13 0.114 53.8% 5 0.545 80.0%

Swimming Pool# 47 N/Ab 100.0% 46 0.000b 97.8%
Useable?a 0 N/A Empty 0 N/A Empty
Good condition?a 0 N/A Empty 0 N/A Empty

a. Insufficient pairs of ratings for accurate validity or reliability 
b. Insufficient item variability across parks to use kappa
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Results

 Just over a quarter of eCPAT items demonstrated poor 
validity and reliability with youth 

 Items that had lower kappa or percent agreement scores 
tended to be more subjective, temporal, or abstract in 
nature 
 Does playground have separation from the road?
 Are there lack of eyes on the street? 

 Small modifications to definitions/wording suggested 

 Standardized examples to improve rating of condition



Implications

 Valid and reliable tool

 Innovative combination of 
technologies

 Empowerment & advocacy for 
park PSE change

 Healthier communities and 
environmental justice

 Population level obesity 
reduction



eCPAT System



Future Research

 eCPAT PSE advocacy intervention
 Integrate with youth group  community action planning activities
 Work with youth to advocate for and create healthy park PSE changes

 Park Prescriptions intervention
 Development of eCPAT and technology infrastructure at municipal 

level
 Collaboration with local hospital systems

 Standardization of national park data 
 National Recreation and Park Association



eCPAT App Demo
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Contact

CPAT Website: 
http://web.missouri.edu/~wilhelmsta
niss/KCParksPA/Welcome.html

eCPAT Website: 
http://beachlab.sc.edu/current-
research/ecpat/

For more information on the paper CPAT or eCPAT app:
Gina Besenyi, MPH, PhD
Clinical and Digital Health Sciences
College of Allied Health Sciences
Augusta University
gbesenyi@gru.edu

Andrew Kaczynski, PhD
Arnold School of Public Health
Prevention Research Center
University of South Carolina
atkaczyn@mailbox.sc.edu

Sonja Wilhelm Stanis, PhD
Department of Parks, Recreation, and 
Tourism
School of Natural Resources
University of Missouri
sonjaws@missouri.edu
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