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A $40 Million I nvestment

Thanks to Mayor Bloomberg's PlaNYC, the New Yorkydbepartment of Parks & Recreation (DPR) is
developing plans for a major investment in Fort Wiagton and upper Riverside Parks, a strip of gegen
providing dramatic vistas, ballfields and meadowesi@the Hudson River from 145th Street to DyckrBareet.
The $40 million committed to this project will cteadestination parks for neighborhood residentsather New
Yorkers. Potential improvements include a netwdrkike and pedestrian paths, active and passiveaton
areas, new playgrounds and accessible bathrooms.

Surveying M ethodology

Partnerships for Parks, a joint program of CitykBdfoundation and DPR, led the development of tre F
Washington/upper Riverside survey, working with D&RI design consultants. Surveys were designed to
determine current and projected use patterns diuit sdeas for park improvements total of 536 surveys were
collected in English and Spanish during July andusi 2007. 374 were collected in a variety of fimees in the
park on weekdays and weekends at a range of tiBesgre collected via mail; 68 through the DPR viteband
26 at neighborhood community evehts.

Survey Respondents

32% of survey respondents live in Manhattan neighdads near Fort Washington and upper Riversidespar
15% live in other Manhattan neighborhoods, 5% iivéhe Bronx, 2% in Brooklyn, 1% in Queens, 3% live
outside New York City, and 42% did not identify ithglace of residenck.

Trave to the Park How do you travel to the park?

* 20% of all respondents use more than one mode of | Walk 56%

transportation (biking and walking are most popular | Bike 43%

* Respondents from other parts of Manhattan are twice | Car 13%

as likely to bike to the parks than those from Public Transportation 7%

neighborhoods near the parks. Numbers do not add up to 100% because
multiple selections were allowed.

New Facilitiesand Programs
Survey respondents were asked to rank possibléiescand programs in order of importance to thetinghest
priority responses are shown here. “Choice”categamflect statistically significant differencesarg answers.

What new facilitiesdo you want in the park?

First What kind of programsdo you
Choice | Bike Paths want in the park?

Second| Restrooms First

Choice | Natural Areas Choice| Cultural programs
Connection to Ft. Tryon Park Second| Children’s programs

Third | Water fountains Choice | Water-based programs

Choice | Continuous greenway Third | Environmental education
Lighting Choice | Fitness programs

Fourth | Water access/beach Fourth | Teen programs

Choice | Pedestrian-only paths Choice| Senior programs

Fifth | Signs and maps
Choice | Quiet seating areas




Open-ended responses
300 of the 536 people surveyed responded to the-epded questions on the surveys. The followibtetahows
the number of times each issue was mentioned. UBeaaultiple answers were allowed, 706 commentsapp

I ssues Brought Up in Open-Ended Responses

Improvements to existing park facilities 145 ¢ feel insecure at entrances and pathways.”
Problems with specific locations in the parks 124

Security and lighting concerns 111 “There should be more activities that groups of
Problems with transportation, access, and tratesys | 91 people can enjoy together.”

Environmental conservation and education 77

Restoration and historic preservation 59 ‘I do not want more playgrounds and soccer
Access to water (passive and recreational use) 44 fields. | like the qwet_nes”s and pastoral quality
Thank you/l love this park! 42 e

Bathroom 'mprovem,ems 27 “Cyclists make the path unsafe for children.”
More food, concessions, and cultural events 15

Fewer park facilities (preserve natural areas) 11 “Pedestrians get in the way of bikers on the bike
Access for strollers, the elderly, and disabled 9 path.”

Concern about PlaNYC'’s impact on local users 9

Total 706

Survey respondents were asked to suggest speataspin the parks that should be preserved or eatlan

Special Placesto Preserveor Enhance

“The waterfront access area around the Little Red

Little Red Lighthouse 44 . . g .

Waterfront access, beach b4 nghthogse is partlcularl)_/ _sp”eual and the annual
. festival is absolutely terrific!

Tennis courts 17

Green LTS, uaisial e CEETS 17 “I love how easily one can get to water, that it is

Ggorge V'Vashlngton'Brldge gnd Dyckman ar| 16 not fenced off.”

Wild berries and native species 14

Survey respondents were asked to suggest parlarstmi-ort Washington and upper Riverside parks wi
interesting or beautiful elements that might sexsénspiration for the park designers.

Parkswith Interesting/Beautiful Elementsto I nvestigate

Central Park 22 “With the lighthouse, the gorgeous views, the
Riverside Park (esp. lower Riverside and Hippo &gy | 15 rocks next to the river, the sense of a Shangrila,,
Fort Tryon Park 13 this is a unique place. | can't think of someplace

Battery Park comparable.”

Riverbank State Park
Inwood Hill Park
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See accompanying graphsfor information regarding:

» Priorities for park improvements

» Use of existing park entrances, concerns aboutiegipark entrances, and suggested locations far ne
entrances

* Use of parks by time of day and time of week

' Because the survey did not use a random seledtitire population, a margin of error cannot be coragdor the data. Because a
significant number of respondents answered witls ‘ir’stead of numbers for questions seven througtthese responses have been
reclassified as fourth choice for analysis purpogesurth choice was the average response for thesstions and therefore sufficiently
represents the intent of the survey respondents.

" Neighborhoods near Fort Washington &upper Riverpits were defined as zip codes 10027, 030, (&2,,@B3, 039 & 040.



Fort Washington/Upper Riverside Park Entrance Usage

60%
54%

50%

40%

30% 21%

20% -
16%
10% 10%
o/ |
10% 7%
5%
- il

135" Street 148" Street 155" Street 158" Street 168" Street 177" Street 181t Street

Concerns about entrances include:
o Steepness of 181%! Street entrance.
o Difficulty of finding exits once inside the park.
o Need for better bike/wheelchair/stroller accessibility in the middle and southern ends of the park and improved safety
and cleanliness of the existing entrances in the middle of the park.
o The most popular locations suggested for new entrances were Dyckman Street, above 181¢ Street,
165" Street, and 145" Street.



Fort Washington/Upper Riverside Park Physical Improvements

MosTt DESIRED

Preservation and restoration I 332 people marked
of natural areas this in their top 3 choices

Safety I 260 people marked this in their top 3 choices

Continuous greenway 209 to 213 people marked
Active recreation these in their top 3 choices
Access to the water 157 people marked this in their top 3 choices
Playgrounds
Passive recreation 116 to 131 people marked

these in their top 3 choices
Improved park access

Less DEsIReD
Other* 43 people marked this in their top 3 choices

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Percent of respondents who marked the physical improvement in top 3 choices

*Most popular suggestions for "other," in descending popularity: restrooms, cleanliness, sports fields
(especially soccer), walking paths separate from bike paths for pedestrian safety, preservation of peace
and quiet, food vendors, improved/expanded bike paths, accessibility for the disabled, and dog runs.



Fort Washington/Upper Riverside Park
Usage by Time of Day
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