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ABSTRACT 
 

Greenspaces provide several well-being (Dinnie et al., 2013) and psychosocial benefits (Addy et al., 
2004). Community-engaged research affords community partners a voice in the project (Cushman et 
al., 2004). This study assessed Detroit community members’ perceived benefits of and suggestions 
for engaging with the community to support greenspaces. Through qualitative analysis, a three-step 
process for community-engaged planning was revealed. Findings highlight strategies that involve 
community members in this process to enhance community engagement and well-being. 
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In recent decades, the impact of the 

natural, social, and built environments on 
people’s health has been well established, 
where well-being has garnered significant 
attention as of late (Croucher et al., 2008; 
Kaplan, 1995). Research has shown that 
exposure to parks and other greenspaces may 
have a positive influence on people’s health 
and well-being (Abraham et al., 2010; Addy et 
al., 2004; Dinnie et al., 2013; Evenson et al., 
2016; Maas et al., 2009; Nutsford et al., 2013). 
For example, it has been revealed that 
individuals who live in proximity of 
greenspaces are less likely to experience 
psychosocial distress and physical ailment 
(e.g., Stigsdotter, 2010). Such results are 
encouraging considering recent societal 
trends, such as increased social 
disengagement, prevalence of mental 
disorders, and physical inactivity (Hallal et al., 
2012; Putnam et al., 2000; Steel et al., 2014). 
Thus, it seems paramount to consider how 
greenspaces may be used to counteract these 
negative societal trends as a strategy to 
enhance people’s well-being. 

Greenspaces as a Strategy to Promote 
Well-being 

Previous studies have revealed that 
greenspaces provide users with an array of 
physical and psychosocial benefits (Abraham 
et al., 2010; Dinnie et al., 2013; Douglas et al., 
2017; Maas et al., 2009; Nguyen et al., 2021). 
For example, greenspaces may be restorative 
and buffer one’s experience of stress through 
attentional and physiological processes (Hartig 
& Staats, 2006; Ulrich et al., 1991). Moreover, 
greenspaces provide opportunities for individ-
uals to engage in leisure activities and social 
interactions, which may increase physical 
activity levels and foster a sense of community 
(Dinnie et al., 2013; Evenson et al., 2016). 
However, evidence also suggests that poorly 
maintained greenspaces may lead to higher 
levels of crime and other health risks (Sivak et 
al., 2021). For example, it has been reported 
that safety concerns regarding greenspaces 
and the surrounding neighborhood may 
discourage people from continued usage 
(Branas et al., 2011; Lapham et al., 2016). 
Such perceptions may be aggravated by the 
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presence of vacant lots and vegetation 
impeding visibility (Branas et al., 2011; Cohen 
et al.; 2012; Sampson et al., 2017; South et al., 
2015). Another barrier relates to a lack of 
facilities, programming, and attractive amen-
ities, which may lead to feelings of detachment 
(Lapham et al., 2016). Moreover, Nguyen and 
colleagues (2021) have suggested that 
different groups may have specific preferences 
for greenspaces. For example, while adults 
may prefer built facilities with paved paths for 
exercising, youth prefer forested areas with 
unobstructed grounds for athletic, adventurous 
activities such as hiking, trail-running, or 
mountain biking. Such environmental features 
may result in psychosocial barriers to 
greenspace usage (Baur & Tynon, 2010; 
Cronin-de-Chavez et al., 2019; Dinnie et al., 
2013). Thus, supporting and ensuring vibrant 
greenspaces are an important strategy to 
enhance individual well-being and strengthen 
communities, but must take into account 
community members’ guidance. 

While there is a considerable body of 
literature attesting to the benefits that arise 
from greenspaces, most studies have been 
conducted in relatively high-income areas 
(Beyer et al., 2016; Branas et al., 2011). What 
is more, it has been reported that residents in 
low-income areas perceive to have a lesser 
quantity and quality of greenspaces available 
(Hoffiman et al., 2017). Thus, exploring the 
perceptions of stakeholders within comm-
unities that have experienced significant urban 
decline in infrastructure, such as Detroit, may 
offer valuable insight into the roles of 
greenspaces and the processes in which such 
spaces may be kept vibrant given the realities 
of population loss and a reduced tax revenue. 

 
Detroit, Michigan 

While Detroit remains one of the 
largest and most populous cities in the United 
States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), it has 
experienced significant population loss and 
financial hardship during previous decades. At 
its peak, Detroit was home to the growing 
automobile industry, attracting a great influx 
of new residents seeking employment. A large 

proportion of these new residents were Black, 
resulting in increased racial tension and 
housing segregation (Sugrue, 2005). Such 
sociodemographic changes would eventually 
impact the layout of the city and give rise to 
significant social issues. For example, while 
many White middle-class families relocated to 
the suburbs, Black families remained in the 
city and faced discriminatory housing policies 
(Sugrue, 2005). To make matters worse, the 
decentralization of the automobile industry 
intensified the population loss, lowering both 
property and wage taxes, culminating in 
Detroit filing for bankruptcy in 2013 
(Schindler, 2014). 

While Detroit successfully exited 
bankruptcy on December 10, 2014, and has 
since made a positive turnaround, it still faces 
significant social issues. For example, a recent 
report (Detroit Future City, 2021) indicated 
that the median income for those living within 
the city of Detroit was half compared to those 
living in the Metro Detroit Region. Moreover, 
only 5% of city residents lived within a 
middle-class neighborhood compared to 59% 
within the Metro Detroit Region. These social 
determinants are likely to lead to vast 
disparities in health outcomes, especially for 
marginalized social groups. A major issue that 
arises from Detroit’s current circumstances is 
the significant degree of urban blight 
(Schindler, 2014).  

In recent years, strategies have been 
employed to address the social, economic, and 
health inequalities that permeate Detroit. One 
such strategy has been to transform blighted 
areas of the city into spaces where residents may 
thrive, and communities are strengthened. While 
these vacant lots and properties tend to be a 
safety concern for residents, these spaces also 
may provide an opportunity to rethink their 
usage in ways that benefit residents’ well-being. 

Studies regarding the positive benefits 
of greenspaces have indicated that usage is 
related to both individual characteristics and 
community needs (Roe et al., 2016). As such, 
community engagement strategies have 
garnered attention as a useful approach in 
providing community residents with attractive 
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greenspaces that meet their needs. Engaging 
members of a community that has been 
historically neglected may not only provide 
greenspaces that address their psychosocial 
needs, but also provide an enduring sense of 
stewardship and community. In fact, there 
have recently been a number of initiatives with 
the goal of improving Detroit’s aesthetics and 
residents’ quality of life. For instance, the 
revitalization of Detroit’s Riverfront area in 
2003 (City Housing and Revitalization 
Department, 2021) expanded greenspaces and 
created greenways connecting different areas 
of the city, stimulating local businesses. 

While important steps have been taken 
toward revitalizing greenspaces, it appears 
involving community members is a crucial 
step in this process. While community engage-
ment seems like a straightforward notion, 
reaching community members, in particular 
marginalized groups (e.g., low socioeconomic 
status), has been a historically challenging task 
(National Institutes of Health, 2011). Thus, it 
is imperative to explore community members’ 
perspectives and preferences for engagement 
with greenspace planning, particularly in areas 
that may have undergone considerable urban 
infrastructure decline. 

 
Purpose and Aims of Study 

The overall purpose of this study was 
to gather and present how community members 
in Detroit view the importance of greenspaces 
and the process to revitalize greenspaces, 
within which there were two specific research 
aims. The first aim was to explore community 
members’ perceptions pertaining to the value 
of greenspaces in their community well-being. 
The second aim was to understand community 
members’ ideas and suggestions for engaging 
with the community in order to meet their 
needs in improving and maintaining valued 
greenspaces within their community. The 
anticipated results are intended to inform future 
community-engaged research related to im-
proving community well-being. These findings 
will help researchers develop a plan for how to 
engage key stakeholders in the process, in this 
case, of supporting vibrant greenspaces. 

METHODS 
 
Methodology 

Community-engaged scholarship has 
varying forms and functions for research 
projects (Doberneck et al., 2010). This 
approach allows for knowledge-sharing 
among the various stakeholders needed to 
make researcher interventions transformative. 
Specifically, this project is applied research 
with the main goal of providing choice for our 
community partners and engaging them in as 
much of the process as possible (Cushman et 
al., 2004). As community-engaged research 
affords the opportunity for community 
development (Israel et al., 1998), it is a fitting 
approach for understanding the community 
partners’ perspectives of the planning process 
for greenspaces. This approach is paired with 
the philosophical perspective of pragmatism, 
which aims to solve practical problems 
through cultivating multiple sources of 
knowledge (Morgan, 2014). With a pragmatic 
philosophy guiding this project, this study 
aims to offer practical solutions for 
community-engaged researchers generated by 
community partners.  
 
Data Collection – Workshop Details 

In October 2017, two members of the 
research team (AP and BD) held a community 
workshop titled “Parks and neighborhood 
priorities” with the stated intention to “…gain 
an understanding of how unmaintained parks 
relate to the broader neighborhood comm-
unity. We are hoping to hear your thoughts and 
stories about how residents view and value 
their neighborhood parks.” Attendees were 
invited based on their participation in existing 
community groups or government agencies in 
Detroit that pertain to parks, greenspace, 
nature, conservation, community develop-
ment, local businesses and/or activism. Email 
invitations were sent to potential attendees. 
Then, using a snowball method, further 
invitations were sent.  

Importantly, the workshop was conce-
ived as an opportunity for the research team to 
begin the sustained process of relationship-



Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education      Volume 14, Number 4 
 

29 
 

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education  
Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283 

 

building and reciprocity with community 
stakeholders with the aim of guiding future 
research and intervention efforts from the 
group; in particular, the discussion data 
generated from the workshop were preserved 
to serve as a snapshot for analysis by other 
researchers. At the one-day event, a total of 27 
participants attended from various community 
groups as well as a journalist, urban farmers, 
and local business owners. At the event, two 
presentations on restoration and health 
benefits were given to promote discussion.  

Discussions were then facilitated by 
BD in three sections, using handouts and an 
open dialogue. Notes were taken of the entire 
discussion, and participants were encouraged 
to also write down responses to question 
prompts. All anonymous written responses 
and discussion transcript notes were compiled 
for the analyses. As the data were collected 
through a workshop and as a part of a larger 
study (STUDY00004438), this study and the 
raw data were determined to involve second-
ary data analysis by the institution’s IRB as all 
data were de-identified prior to analysis. Two 
research team members (ADM and GC) were 
provided the de-identified information to 
complete a qualitative data analysis. 
 
Data Analysis 

This study used a five-step abductive 
coding process for the qualitative data 
analysis. The first step of abductive coding 
involved overarching theme creation with 
three researchers (ADM, GC, and KE) 
independently examining the data set as a 
whole. Each researcher presented their view of 
the data and proposed representative themes. 
Similarities and differences between 
researchers were discussed, with differences 
resolved through discussion until consensus 
was reached, leading to the creation of four 
higher-level themes (i.e., community value, 
accessibility, resources, and process) to be 
used as a coding framework. The second step 
used deductive coding to categorize lower-
level raw data units (i.e., quotes, questionnaire 
responses, workshop discussion notes) into 
one of the four themes. Two researchers 

(ADM and GC) worked collaboratively 
through the data line-by-line to code each raw 
data unit into a theme.  

Once all codes were organized within 
the four themes, step three used inductive 
coding to create subthemes within each of the 
four main themes. Two researchers (ADM and 
GC) collaboratively grouped raw data codes 
into subthemes representing distinct ideas or 
elements within the larger main theme. 
Through this step, constant comparison 
between raw data, subthemes, and main 
themes was implemented to ensure 
trustworthiness and representativeness of the 
emerging structure (Patton, 2015). This step of 
inductive coding across themes highlighted 
the nested nature of two of our themes (i.e., 
accessibility and resources), which led to a 
revision of the four original themes into three. 
As researchers were working through 
subthemes, some raw data codes were moved 
to find a more optimal fit with another theme.  

Step four used a “critical friend” (a 
trained qualitative researcher, not directly 
involved in previous coding stages) as an 
additional measure of rigor (Smith & 
McGannon, 2018). The critical friend’s (KE) 
role was to actively challenge the rationale of 
grouping subthemes and justification for 
inclusion of specific codes within their allotted 
subthemes. This step allowed for further 
comparison across and within themes and led 
to minor changes with stronger organizational 
justification and description of themes.  

The final step was a general review of 
the meaning and groupings of each subtheme, 
ensuring each effectively explained and 
contributed to the major theme. This step led 
to the grouping of themes within a sequence 
that reflected the desired process of engaging 
with a community when developing projects to 
support community well-being (i.e., gain input 
from community stakeholders to develop a 
plan, put the plan into action, and evaluate 
benefits of the greenspace project) and 
successive subthemes. This five-step process 
allowed for constant comparison and rigor 
checks to be used at multiple points of data 
analysis. 
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RESULTS 
 

Three sequential themes emerged 
pertaining to the community-engaged process 
desired by stakeholders from Detroit when 
developing community well-being through 
greenspace projects: (a) gain input from 
community stakeholders to develop a plan, (b) 
put the plan into action, and (c) evaluate bene-
fits of the greenspace project (see Table 1). 
 
Gain Input from Community Stakeholders 
to Develop a Plan 

This theme related to community 
members’ perceptions of important initial 
steps to include in order to effectively gain 
input from community stakeholders before 
taking actions to support greenspace vibrancy. 
 
Decide on Key Stakeholders and Partnerships 

Participants described the importance 
of including different community stakeholders 
(e.g., disenfranchised, youth, park neighbors) 

in the process and developing partnerships 
with local organizations. Several members 
suggested an important step as identifying and 
developing partnerships with organizations 
that have experience working collaboratively 
with residents as learning from these local 
efforts could provide valuable insight when 
improving or maintaining Detroit greenspaces. 
Moreover, participants suggested establishing 
connections with associations (e.g., churches) 
that may represent the larger community as a 
way of engaging and providing ownership to 
community members. While connecting with 
local leaders was seen as an effective strategy, 
other community members warned that 
relying solely on them as a source of 
information, at the expense of local residents, 
represents a potential pitfall. Instead, comm-
unity members discussed the importance of 
including users from different racial, ethnic, 
and socioeconomic groups in order to 
understand their perspectives and be more 
engaged across race and culture.  
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Table 1 (continued). Thematic Structure of Findings with Representative Quotes 

Themes Subthemes Quotes 

 Assess 
Community 
Needs 

“Residents are telling us over and over again: ‘We just want a swing 
set right here, the park isn’t broken.’ This is a very straightforward 
need that doesn’t seem very exciting to funders, but is fundamental 
and very important to residents.” 

 

 Listen to 
Stakeholder 
Concerns 

“Everybody and their brother is there – there’s crime there – so it’s a 
double-edged sword. You want more people to be using the park, 
but you also want to maintain a balance.” 

 

Take Action Coordinate Roles 
and 
Responsibilities 
with 
Stakeholders 

“In many cases, small parks (and repurposed vacant lots) have 
become community challenges, and the use of them is contingent 
upon community stewardship.” 

 Consider 
Greenspace 
Context and 
Purpose 

“What purpose should these spaces serve for the community? If 
there aren’t neighbors around and it’s a more vacant area, then yes, a 
grassland makes sense. If it’s an area that’s heavily populated, what 
other amenities do they want to see within the park? And having 
infrastructure is one thing, but having programming that the 
community wants to see. If safety is an issue, then what type of 
policing needs to happen to make sure our parks are safe and 
accessible to everyone?” 

 Maintain 
Greenspace  

“I think that the question of programming, maintenance, and capital 
improvements are all part of the same picture. It’s only now that we 
are beginning to look at them collectively.” 

Evaluate Benefits 
of the Greenspace 
Project 

Opportunity for 
Outdoor 
Activities 

“The parents of these kids want a place for their kids to play. We 
have some vacant lots that were turned into playgrounds by the 
parents, who went out and found used swingsets and other 
equipment.” 

 

 Enhancement of 
Well-Being 

“…if we want to raise the quality of life for Detroiters all around the 
city, parks were a very important factor in that.” 

 

Note. This table demonstrates raw data (i.e., a participant quote) pertaining to an example for    
each subtheme. Subthemes are further described in the results section.  
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Engage with Stakeholders 
Community members described the 

importance of giving residents a voice rather 
than making assumptions when addressing 
neighborhood concerns. Participants express-
ed that, when connecting with communities, 
both a “savior complex” and a lack of 
sensitivity to neighborhood concerns represent 
considerable obstacles. Participants rejected 
the usual “top-down” approach and believed 
that community members should be seen as 
experts in their own space. Therefore, 
community members should be included in the 
process. Furthermore, community members 
spoke of how neighborhoods should not be 
seen as an aggregate, but rather as composed 
of different users whose perspectives and 
experiences should all be taken into account 
during the process. 

Community members also suggested 
that any actions in the community should be 
taken in a steady manner and be respectful of 
resident concerns and common procedures 
within the community. The need to work with 
existing local organizations was once again 
mentioned as a way to reduce redundancies 
and strengthen concentrated efforts. Last, 
residents revealed barriers to effectively 
engaging with the community, which mainly 
included neglecting to incentivize resident 
involvement (e.g., via stipends, offering food) 
and feelings of fatigue associated with 
repeated meetings and discussions. 

 
Provide a Climate of Ownership for 
Stakeholders During the Process 

Community members discussed how 
giving people ownership over the process and 
including them in the decisions relative to 
changes in their neighborhoods could provide 
a sense of stewardship. Participants suggested 
generating feelings of ownership could be 
accomplished by interfacing with community 
members that may be affected by the improve-
ment or maintenance of greenspaces, and not 
just perceived community leaders. In addition, 
increasing community-based partnerships and 
creating local jobs could bring those at the 
margins   of   society (e.g., underprivileged, at-

risk youth, unemployed) into a central stew-
ardship role. 

 
Assess Community Needs 

Community members expressed the 
importance for projects to meet the specific 
needs of local residents. In this case, comm-
unity members discussed the need for more 
amenities and programming in greenspaces. In 
some cases, communities may need small-
scale rather than large-scale changes in green-
spaces (e.g., adding picnic tables). Addition-
ally, more programming (e.g., cultural events, 
sports, and recreation for children) and 
strategically placed amenities were suggested 
as factors that could help attract and spread 
people out throughout the space. 

While community members desired 
amenities and programming, they underscored 
the need to be aware of what resources (e.g., 
financial) are available and consider how 
greenspaces will be maintained in the long run. 
Participants also discussed how specific 
societal trends, such as people spending an 
increasing amount of time indoors and 
perceptions that greenspaces are “not for us,” 
may have altered community members’ 
relationship to greenspaces. Participants high-
lighted how goals for the greenspace are 
important to consider. If the goal is to re-
engage community members with green-
spaces, trends and community members’ 
relationship with greenspaces needs to be con-
sidered when developing new programming, 
services, and amenities. 

 
Listen to Stakeholder Concerns 

It is integral to a community-engaged 
process to hear the concerns of the community 
members. Allowances should be made for 
community members to express their own 
concerns; if some topics are needed to start a 
conversation with stakeholders, ask about 
community connection to the greenspace, 
current use of spaces, and safety. In this 
specific study, community members expressed 
their belief that the Detroit community was 
disconnected to greenspaces. They felt that 
greenspaces are not accessible with respect to 
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their needs and that the community does not 
want to engage with these spaces. Prior to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, a specific obstacle was 
re-engaging neighborhood residents with 
greenspaces to combat the increasing tendency 
to spend time indoors, with community 
members suggesting that a considerable 
amount of community involvement would be 
necessary to accomplish this goal. 

Members of the community expressed 
another concern for the misuse of greenspaces 
by community members (i.e., antisocial and 
unlawful behavior). Community members 
discussed antisocial behaviors as when 
greenspaces were being used as racetracks, 
had ATVs and dirt bikes, and had dogs off-
leash. They also stated that unlawful behavior 
was occurring in the greenspaces through 
hiding and selling drugs, loitering, and illegal 
dumping (e.g., tires, mattresses, cement). The 
ways community members were misusing 
greenspaces led to concerns regarding social 
(e.g., crime) and environmental (e.g., 
pollution) safety. Social safety pertained to 
residents’ feelings concerning others in their 
community, stating no police response, guns, 
and cars speeding were significant problems. 
Additionally, safety concerns surrounded the 
built environment of non-maintained areas 
(e.g., tall grass), dark or dimly lit areas, and 
dumped dogs (dead or alive), as well as the 
physical environment, such as pollution (e.g., 
soil, water). 
 
Take Action 

Community members highlighted key 
aspects to take action were effectively 
coordinating roles and responsibilities of 
stakeholders across the process, considering 
the greenspace context and purpose, as well as 
maintaining the greenspace. 

 
Coordinate Roles and Responsibilities with 
Stakeholders 

This category demonstrated how the 
members of the community could play an 
active role in supporting greenspaces (e.g., 
block cleanups). Community members 
brought up stewardship when they stated that 

a neighbor should be a steward, owner, and 
user. For instance, more upkeep (i.e., mowing, 
planting, taking care) was occurring when 
neighbors’ front yards were adjacent to green-
spaces. However, they were concerned that the 
same people or even whole organizations 
could not upkeep the greenspaces all the time, 
as a result of lacking coordination and comm-
unication between these users. Participants 
suggested that members of the community 
could be used as “eyes on the street” and deal 
with loitering by coordinating with the police 
who could come and disperse loiterers. They 
also noted a lack of staff and amenities in 
greenspaces, hoping that jobs could be open to 
teenagers within the neighborhood. Comm-
unity members also expressed the importance 
of volunteers in their greenspaces to maintain 
them, put in playscapes, and provide program-
ing for children. 

 
Consider Greenspace Context and Purpose 

Community members discussed the 
importance of being aware of the character-
istics and needs of the neighborhoods and how 
programs and amenities should be tailored 
with these in mind. Participants spoke about 
the need to be flexible and responsive to the 
community when implementing changes and 
taking action to transform an “ideal” park into 
an “alive” park. Community members empha-
sized there are no ideal fixes when improving 
greenspaces, as different communities and 
residents may want or need something 
different, especially in neighborhoods with 
distinct social, spatial, and economic charact-
eristics. Furthermore, members emphasized 
equity, suggesting that each greenspace may 
need a varied amount of resources to be 
properly supported and maintained. 

Community members raised questions 
about the public budget to maintain these 
spaces, as community members shared how 
greenspaces have been defunded at a 
governmental level and that there has been 
limited funding for park employees. They 
offered solutions to lacking funding by 
requesting support from businesses and raising 
bonds to fund the greenspaces that can be 
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implemented. Moreover, members suggested 
that funds be shared by, and dispersed to, a 
wider variety of greenspaces, not simply the 
largest ones. They brainstormed ways to 
overcome budget constraints and suggested 
hiring neighborhood residents to maintain 
parks as a possibility. 

 
Maintain Greenspace 

Considering the urban or neighbor-
hood space around a greenspace was seen as 
important in the process. Community 
members viewed there to be an unnecessary 
emphasis on greenspace design rather than 
attempts to re-engage people around the 
spaces. They felt that the physical environ-
ment of greenspaces was not being maintained 
(e.g., tall grass), and further suggested 
monitoring of soil lead levels and saturation to 
maintain plant growth (e.g., perennial plants). 
Community members suggested that planted 
areas needed distinction and were often 
mistaken as weedy lots and, thus, vulnerable to 
dumping. Therefore, community members 
suggested amelioration of the physical 
environment by reducing pollutants and litter 
and the addition of possible signage. 

Members of the community brought up 
various ways the built environment of 
greenspaces needed to be maintained within 
the neighborhood, discussing how 
programming, maintenance, and capital 
improvements should all be seen as 
interconnected. They highlighted ways to 
improve neighborhood quality overall, such as 
increasing sanctions for landowners that 
demolish vacant homes. They feared that the 
prevalence of abandoned homes was 
diminishing the value of the properties 
adjacent to greenspaces. Community members 
also stressed the importance of the government 
listening when members submit maintenance 
requests for the greenspaces, such as the 
removal of amenities perceived to attract 
greenspace misuse (e.g., loitering).  
 
Evaluate Benefits of the Greenspace Project 

This theme demonstrated the 
importance of following up with community 

members to understand their view of 
greenspaces in Detroit, evaluating the benefits 
greenspaces have for community well-being. 
This final step in the project planning process 
is to re-engage with the community to 
understand the impact on community 
members as well as what the project has 
afforded them.  

 
Opportunity for Outdoor Activities 

Members of the community viewed 
greenspaces as a way to connect with nature 
and experience trees, leaves, foliage, and 
animals. Community members highlighted how 
greenspaces could improve the aesthetics of 
the neighborhood and help to purify the air. In 
addition to connecting people to the beauty of 
nature, greenspaces also afforded environment-
related activities that the community could 
engage in, such as learning about the environ-
ment, conducting nature studies, planting, and 
growing vegetables. Greenspaces supported 
community members’ psychological well-
being by allowing for rest and connection to 
nature (e.g., wildlife, plants, fresh air). 

Greenspaces also benefited the 
community by providing a space where 
unstructured leisure and structured recreation 
could take place. Community members stated 
that the greenspaces were often used as a place 
for structured programming for kids. They 
shared stories of sports being played and 
events being planned that engaged 
neighborhood children in structured games 
and activities. Although structured recreation 
was discussed, community members also 
stressed the importance of leisure. In addition 
to greenspaces being a place for children’s 
play, members of the community also 
emphasized that parks promoted physical and 
outdoor activities (e.g., kite flying, bird 
watching). They also stated that the 
greenspaces were a positive amenity for 
neighborhoods when there were picnic areas 
and dog parks that were accessible. These 
opportunities support social well-being for 
community members at different ages with 
varying interests (e.g., youth programming, 
family gathering).  
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Enhancement of Well-Being 
Community members perceived green-

spaces as having a specific and critical role in 
enhancing their mental well-being. They 
described greenspaces as a calming space to 
“recreate,” “relax,” “re-imagine,” and find 
“respite.” Members of the community stated 
the need for these spaces as an antidote to ill-
being (e.g., mental stress reduction). Green-
spaces were important to elevate their quality 
of life by increasing their sense of belonging 
and safety while decreasing mental stress. 

Greenspaces improved their social 
well-being by providing ample opportunities 
for community members to socialize. They 
described greenspaces as a gathering place and 
a much larger piece of the community, noting 
that families were moving into the areas as 
there were more children in the neighborhood 
and stressed the importance of a space for 
families to engage. Greenspaces were valued 
in the role of preserving neighborhoods, 
increasing home values, and increasing 
residents’ feelings of connectedness. Comm-
unity members expressed how greenspaces 
were a place to get together, socialize, connect 
with, and meet new neighbors. They also 
stressed the importance of having a neutral 
space for community building (e.g., block 
parties and picnics). 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
In seeking to gather and present Detroit 

community members’ suggestions for perceived 
value of greenspaces and important aspects of 
community engagement, findings highlighted 
three themes relating to a community-engaged 
process to implement. Synthesized, comm-
unity members offered a community-engaged 
process for how planners may support vibrant 
greenspaces by using resources (e.g., social 
capital, volunteerism, ideas) to connect the 
community and by providing valued spaces 
that support members’ needs and well-being. 

The first aim for this study was to 
explore community members’ perceptions 
pertaining to the value of greenspaces in their 
community, particularly in reference to well-

being. The use of greenspaces has been 
previously associated with enhanced user 
well-being (Besenji et al., 2014; Stone & 
Roberts, 2020). The findings of this study, 
particularly the third theme to evaluate the 
benefits of the greenspace project, shows how 
crucial it is to the community-engaged 
process. This final step of the process assesses 
whether or not the greenspace fulfills the 
desired objective (e.g., foster well-being). In 
past research, greenspaces have been found to 
facilitate positive nature interactions and 
learning experiences (Colléony et al., 2020; 
Mumaw et al., 2017). Overall, our findings 
suggest that the psychological, social, 
physical, and environmental benefits of 
greenspaces offer an opportunity for a healthy 
lifestyle. However, to support individuals’ 
well-being, greenspaces need to be accessible, 
welcoming, appropriately programmed with 
basic amenities, and integrated within the 
community (Seaman et al., 2010). Therefore, 
to support a valued greenspace within the 
community, it is imperative to survey 
community members and understand con-
textual aspects that would impact the use of 
greenspaces as well as evaluate the actual use 
of the greenspace. 

The second aim for this study was to 
understand community members’ ideas and 
suggestions for engaging with the community 
regarding greenspaces. Community members 
mentioned several well-established strategies 
consistent with the literature on community 
engagement (National Institutes of Health, 
2011), such as establishing partnerships with 
local organizations that have the mission of 
working collaboratively with community 
members, establishing horizontal rather than 
vertical relationships with both community 
leaders and greenspace users, and providing 
incentives for resident involvement. These 
results suggest community engagement efforts 
should be of the highest priority for agencies 
and organizations looking to revitalize and re-
engage community members with greenspaces, 
or any other community-centered projects.  

Community engagement was a recurrent 
theme where community members’ narratives 
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centered around the importance of having the 
needs of those residing near greenspaces taken 
into consideration by government agencies 
and those responsible for greenspace planning 
and maintenance efforts. In consonance with 
the fact that people’s preferences concerning 
greenspaces and physical activity vary (Lee et 
al., 2015; National Institutes of Health, 2011; 
Payne et al., 2002), community members also 
suggested the input of different social groups 
be taken into consideration. This diverse 
representation would not only facilitate the 
effective maintenance of greenspaces but also 
empower social groups that are commonly 
marginalized. 

Literature on greenspaces and user 
experience shows that examining community 
members’ views of how and why greenspaces 
are not being used is important when making 
them more accessible to the population (Stone 
& Roberts, 2020). Our findings demonstrate 
what community members view as consider-
ations for greenspaces. We posit that including 
community input into the decision-making 
process, relative to local greenspaces (e.g., 
amenities, design, planning), may work to 
enhance the aspects that will ensure effective 
actions. For example, misuse of greenspaces 
may be corrected through environmental 
maintenance strategies (e.g., cutting grass, 
landscape care, planting). Therefore, it is 
prudent to invite the community to engage 
with the greenspaces as well as encourage 
members to create and maintain their spaces as 
a community (i.e., stewardship). 

Echoing the words of Detroit’s comm-
unity members, the process of revitalizing or 
maintaining greenspaces is not a “one-size-
fits-all” solution. Greenspaces may serve 
different functions, community members may 
value different aspects, and neighborhoods 
have distinct characteristics. Dinnie and 
colleagues (2013) also found such results 
when comparing two different yet similarly 
designed parks in Scotland. While one park 
was described as a natural meeting place, 
where social interactions were common, the 
other was a place where people just passed 
through to get to the bus stop or a supermarket. 

This suggests that when implementing new 
amenities or programming, the needs of the 
community members and characteristics of the 
neighborhoods should be considered. 
 
Implications for Future Community-
Engaged Research 

Community engagement researchers 
should inform projects with the lessons learned 
from this study. There are several partnership-
related issues that can arise within this 
nuanced domain (e.g., lack of trust/respect, 
inequitable distribution of power/control, 
conflicts over different emphases on task and 
process; Flicker et al., 2008). Findings suggest 
ways researchers may avoid these issues. 
Researchers should first gain input from 
community members, where they can (a) 
include multiple and diverse voices, (b) view 
stakeholders as experts of their spaces, (c) 
listen to and respect community concerns, (d) 
provide ownership to partners over the process, 
and (e) assess community needs. Next, 
researchers should act in collaboration with 
partners, where they can (a) coordinate roles 
and responsibilities with appropriate stake-
holders, (b) tailor efforts to needs of specific 
neighborhoods, (c) sustain funding for ensuring 
effective implementation, (d) set up resources 
for maintenance, and (e) evaluate benefits and 
outcomes to make any needed changes. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
When supported with the input of 

community members, vibrant greenspaces 
may have an important role to play in 
community well-being. However, simply 
making greenspaces available is not enough; 
community stakeholders need to be re-
engaged with these spaces. Thus, we propose 
that a community-engaged process that 
considers stakeholders’ needs, as suggested by 
the participants of this study, is crucial when 
revitalizing urban spaces such as greenspaces. 
Including community stakeholders in the 
process of shaping urban greenspaces may 
help address real issues and make these spaces 
attractive and accessible. While we have 
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presented suggestions for future community-
engaged processes that could be applicable to 
various contexts, it is worth highlighting that 
this is an idiosyncratic endeavor—every 
community has its own needs—and, thus, 
steps to the plan may be added or modified 
when necessary. Nevertheless, including 
community stakeholders in the process of 
supporting greenspaces and beyond may prove 
to be crucial to foster community well-being. 

 
REFERENCES 

 
Abraham, A., Sommerhalder, K., & Abel, T. 

(2010). Landscape and well-being: A 
scoping study on the health-promoting 
impact of outdoor environments. 
International Journal of Public 
Health, 55(1), 59–69. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.10
07/s00038-009-0069-z  

Addy, C. L., Wilson, D. K., Kirtland, K. A., 
Ainsworth, B. E., Sharpe, P., & 
Kimsey, D. (2004). Associations of 
perceived social and physical 
environmental supports with physical 
activity and walking behavior. 
American Journal of Public Health, 
94(3), 440–443. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.94.3.440  

Baur, J. W., & Tynon, J. F. (2010). Small-
scale urban nature parks: Why should 
we care? Leisure Sciences, 32(2), 
195–200. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
01490400903547245  

Besenji, G. M., Kaczynski, A. T., Stanis, S. 
A. W., Bergstrom, R. D., Lightner, J. 
S., & Hipp, J. A. (2014). Planning for 
health: A community-based spatial 
analysis of park availability and 
chronic disease across the lifespan. 
Health & Place, 27, 102–105. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2
014.02.005  

Beyer, K. M., Szabo, A., & Nattinger, A. B. 
(2016). Time spent outdoors, 
depressive symptoms, and variation 
by race and ethnicity. American 
Journal of Preventive Medicine, 

51(3), 281–290. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.amepre.2016.05.004  

Branas, C. C., Cheney, R. A., MacDonald, J. 
M., Tam, V. W., Jackson, T. D., & 
Ten Have, T. R. (2011). A difference-
in-differences analysis of health, 
safety, and greening vacant urban 
space. American Journal of Epidemi-
ology, 174(11), 1296–1306. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093%2Faje%2F
kwr273  

City Housing and Revitalization Department 
(2021). Retrieved January 29, 2021, 
from 
https://detroitmi.gov/departments/hou
sing-and-revitalization-department  

Cohen, D. A., Marsh, T., Williamson, S., 
Golinelli, D., & McKenzie, T. L. 
(2012). Impact and cost-effectiveness 
of family fitness zones: A natural 
experiment in urban public parks. 
Health & Place, 18(1), 39–45. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2
011.09.008  

Colléony, A., Levontin, L., & Shwartz, A. 
(2020). Promoting meaningful and 
positive nature interactions for visitors 
to green spaces. Conservation 
Biology, 34(6), 1373–1382. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13624  

Cronin-de-Chavez, A., Islam, S., & 
McEachan, R. R. (2019). Not a level 
playing field: A qualitative study 
exploring structural, community and 
individual determinants of greenspace 
use amongst low-income multi-ethnic 
families. Health & Place, 56, 118–
126. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.healthplace.2019.01.018  

Croucher, K. L., Myers, L., & Bretherton, J. 
(2008). The links between green space 
and health: A critical literature 
review. Greenspace, Scotland. 

Cushman, E., Powell, K. M., & Takayoshi, P. 
(2004). Response to “Accepting the 
roles created for us: The ethics of 
reciprocity.” College Composition 
and Communication, 56(1), 150–156. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/4140685  

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s00038-009-0069-z
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s00038-009-0069-z
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.94.3.440
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2001490400903547245
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2001490400903547245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.02.005
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/j.amepre.2016.05.004
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/j.amepre.2016.05.004
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093%2Faje%2Fkwr273
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093%2Faje%2Fkwr273
https://detroitmi.gov/departments/housing-and-revitalization-department
https://detroitmi.gov/departments/housing-and-revitalization-department
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13624
https://doi.org/10.1016/%20j.healthplace.2019.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/%20j.healthplace.2019.01.018
https://doi.org/10.2307/4140685


Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education      Volume 14, Number 4 
 

38 
 

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education  
Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283 

 

Detroit Future City. (2021). The state of 
economic equity in Detroit. 
https://detroitfuturecity.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/05/The-State-
of-Economic-Equity-in-Detroit.pdf  

Dinnie, E., Brown, K. M., & Morris, S. 
(2013). Community, cooperation and 
conflict: Negotiating the social well-
being benefits of urban greenspace 
experiences. Landscape and Urban 
Planning, 118, 103–111. 
http://localhost/var/www/apps/conver
sion/tmp/scratch_2/dx.doi.org/10.101
6/j.landurbplan.2012.12.012  

Doberneck, D. M., Glass, C. R., & 
Schweitzer, J. (2010). From rhetoric 
to reality: A typology of publicly 
engaged scholarship. Journal of 
Higher Education Outreach and 
Engagement, 14(4), 5–35. 

Douglas, O., Lennon, M., & Scott, M. (2017). 
Green space benefits for health and 
well-being: A life-course approach for 
urban planning, design and 
management. Cities, 66, 53–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.0
3.011  

Evenson, K. R., Jones, S. A., Holliday, K. M., 
Cohen, D. A., & McKenzie, T. L. 
(2016). Park characteristics, use, and 
physical activity: A review of studies 
using SOPARC (System for 
Observing Play and Recreation in 
Communities). Preventive Medicine, 
86, 153–166. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.
02.029  

Flicker, S., Savan, B., McGrath, M., Kolenda, 
B., & Mildenberger, M. (2008). ‘If 
you could change one thing…’ What 
community-based researchers wish 
they could have done differently. 
Community Development Journal, 
43(2), 239–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bsm009 

Hallal, P., Andersen, L. B., Bull, F., Guthold, 
R., Haskell, W., & Ekelund, U. 
(2012). Global physical activity 
levels: Surveillance progress, pitfalls, 

and prospects. Lancet, 380, 247–257. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-
6736(12)60646-1  

Hartig, T., & Staats, H. (2006). The need for 
psychological restoration as a 
determinant of environmental 
preferences. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 26(3), 215–226. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.07.007  

Hoffiman, E., Barros, H., & Ribeiro, A. I. 
(2017). Socioeconomic inequalities in 
greenspace quality and accessibility 
— Evidence from a southern 
European city. International Journal 
of Environmental Research and 
Public Health, 14(8), 916. https://doi. 
org/10.3390/ijerph14080916  

Israel, B. A., Schulz, A. J., Parker, E. A., & 
Becker, A. B. (1998). Review of 
community-based research: Assessing 
partnership approaches to improve 
public health. Annual Review of 
Public Health, 19(1), 173–202. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publh
ealth.19.1.173 

Kaplan, S. (1995). The restorative benefits of 
nature: Toward an integrative 
framework. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 15(3), 169–182. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-
4944(95)90001-2  

Lapham, S. C., Cohen, D. A., Han, B., 
Williamson, S., Evenson, K. R., 
McKenzie, T. L., Hillier, A., & Ward, 
P. (2016). How important is 
perception of safety to park use? A 
four-city survey. Urban Studies, 
53(12), 2624–2636. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0042098015592822  

Lee, A. C. K., Jordan, H. C., & Horsley, J. 
(2015). Value of urban green spaces 
in promoting healthy living and 
wellbeing: Prospects for planning. 
Risk Management and Healthcare 
Policy, 8, 131–137. https://dx.doi.org/ 
10.2147%2FRMHP.S61654  

Maas, J., Van Dillen, S. M., Verheij, R. A., & 
Groenewegen, P. P. (2009). Social 
contacts as a possible mechanism 

https://detroitfuturecity.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/The-State-of-Economic-Equity-in-Detroit.pdf
https://detroitfuturecity.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/The-State-of-Economic-Equity-in-Detroit.pdf
https://detroitfuturecity.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/The-State-of-Economic-Equity-in-Detroit.pdf
http://localhost/var/www/apps/conversion/tmp/scratch_2/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.12.012
http://localhost/var/www/apps/conversion/tmp/scratch_2/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.12.012
http://localhost/var/www/apps/conversion/tmp/scratch_2/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.02.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.02.029
https://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bsm009
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(12)60646-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(12)60646-1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.19.1.173
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.19.1.173
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-4944(95)90001-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-4944(95)90001-2
https://doi.org/%2010.1177/0042098015592822
https://doi.org/%2010.1177/0042098015592822
https://dx.doi.org/%2010.2147%2FRMHP.S61654
https://dx.doi.org/%2010.2147%2FRMHP.S61654


Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education      Volume 14, Number 4 
 

39 
 

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education  
Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283 

 

behind the relation between green 
space and health. Health & Place, 
15(2), 586–595. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.healthplace.2008.09.006  

Morgan, D. L. (2014). Integrating qualitative 
and quantitative methods: A 
pragmatic approach. Sage. 

Mumaw, L. M., Maller, C., & Bekessy, S. 
(2017). Strengthening wellbeing in 
urban communities through wildlife 
gardening. Cities and the Environment 
(CATE), 10(1), 6. https://digital 
commons.lmu.edu/cate/vol10/iss1/6  

National Institutes of Health. (2011). 
Principles of community engagement 
(2nd ed.). https://www.atsdr. 
cdc.gov/communityengagement/pdf/P
CE_Report_508_FINAL.pdf 

Nguyen, P. Y., Astell-Burt, T., Rahimi-
Ardabili, H., & Feng, X. (2021). 
Green space quality and health: A 
systematic review. International 
Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 18(21), 11028. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18211102
8  

Nutsford, D., Pearson, A. L., & Kingham, S. 
(2013). An ecological study investi-
gating the association between access 
to urban green space and mental health. 
Public Health, 127(11), 1005–1011. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013. 
08.016  

Patton, M. Q. (2015). Qualitative research 
and evaluation methods. Sage. 

Payne, L. L., Mowen, A. J., & Orsega-Smith, 
E. (2002). An examination of park 
preferences and behaviors among 
urban residents: The role of residential 
location, race, and age. Leisure 
Sciences, 24(2), 181–198. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/01490400252900149  

Putnam, R. D., Malkin, P., & Malkin, I. 
(2000). Bowling alone: The collapse 
and revival of American community. 
Simon and Schuster. 

Roe, J., Aspinall, P., & Thomspon, C. W. 
(2016). Understanding relationships 
between health, ethnicity, place and 

the role of urban green space in 
deprived urban communities. Inter-
national Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health, 13(7), 
681. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph 
13070681  

Sampson, N., Nassauer, J., Schulz, A., Hurd, 
K., Dorman, C., & Ligon, K. (2017). 
Landscape care of urban vacant 
properties and implications for health 
and safety: Lessons from photovoice. 
Health & Place, 46, 219–228. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2
017.05.017  

Schindler, S. (2014). Detroit after 
bankruptcy: A case of degrowth 
machine politics. Urban Studies, 
53(4), 818–836. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177%2F0042098014563485  

Seaman, P. J., Jones, R., & Ellaway, A. 
(2010). It's not just about the park, it's 
about integration too: Why people 
choose to use or not use urban 
greenspaces. International Journal of 
Behavioral Nutrition and Physical 
Activity, 7(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/ 
10.1186/1479-5868-7-78  

Sivak, C. J., Pearson, A. L., & Hurlburt, P. 
(2021). Effects of vacant lots on 
human health: A systematic review of 
the evidence. Landscape and Urban 
Planning, 208, 104020. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.104020  

Smith, B., & McGannon, K. R. (2018). 
Developing rigor in qualitative 
research: Problems and opportunities 
within sport and exercise psychology. 
International Review of Sport and 
Exercise Psychology, 11(1), 101–121. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984X.201
7.1317357  

South, E. C., Kondo, M. C., Cheney, R. A., & 
Branas, C. C. (2015). Neighborhood 
blight, stress, and health: A walking 
trial of urban greening and ambulatory 
heart rate. American Journal of Public 
Health, 105(5), 909–913. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.2105%2FAJPH.2
014.302526  

https://doi.org/10.%201016/j.healthplace.2008.09.006
https://doi.org/10.%201016/j.healthplace.2008.09.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182111028
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182111028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.%2008.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.%2008.016
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph%2013070681
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph%2013070681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2017.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2017.05.017
https://doi.org/%2010.1177%2F0042098014563485
https://doi.org/%2010.1177%2F0042098014563485
https://doi.org/%2010.1186/1479-5868-7-78
https://doi.org/%2010.1186/1479-5868-7-78
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.104020
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.104020
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984X.2017.1317357
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984X.2017.1317357
https://dx.doi.org/10.2105%2FAJPH.2014.302526
https://dx.doi.org/10.2105%2FAJPH.2014.302526


Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education      Volume 14, Number 4 
 

40 
 

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education  
Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283 

 

Steel, Z., Marnane, C., Iranpour, C., Chey, T., 
Jackson, J. W., Patel, V., & Silove, D. 
(2014). The global prevalence of 
common mental disorders: A 
systematic review and meta-analysis 
1980–2013. International Journal of 
Epidemiology, 43(2), 476–493. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyu038  

Stone, E. A., & Roberts, J. D. (2020). Park 
spaces and the user experience: 
Reconsidering the body in park 
analysis tools. Nature and Culture, 
15(2), 123–133. 
https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2020.150201  

Sugrue, T. J. (2005). The origins of the urban 
crisis: Race and inequality in postwar 
Detroit. Princeton University Press. 

Ulrich, R. S., Simons, R. F., Losito, B. D., 
Fiorito, E., Miles, M. A., & Zelson, 
M. (1991). Stress recovery during 
exposure to natural and urban 
environments. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 11(3), 
201–230. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-
4944(05)80184-7  

U.S. Census Bureau. (2019). Interactive maps 
[Census interactive population 
search]. https://www.census.gov/ 
programs-surveys/geography/data/ 
interactive-maps.html 

 
AUTHORS’ BIOGRAPHIES 

 
Alysha D. Matthews. Alysha is a doctoral 
candidate in the Department of Kinesiology at 
Michigan State University, 308 W. Circle Dr., 
Rm. 207, East Lansing, MI 48824. Her research 
interests surround the context of youth sport, 
specifically the development and safeguarding 
athletes. She is currently completing a certificate 
in community-engaged research and enjoys 
working with diverse knowledge providers. 
Email: matth287@msu.edu  
 
Guilherme Hebling Costa. Guilherme is 
currently a PhD student in the Performance Lab 
for the Advancement of Youth in Sport 
(PLAYS) at Queen’s University in the School of 
Kinesiology and Health Studies, 28 Division St., 

Kingston, ON K7L3N6. His research interests 
revolve around Positive Youth Development 
through sport. Specifically, his research aims to 
(a) explore the impact of parent-child inter-
actions towards young people’s experiences and 
personal development within sport settings, and 
(b) identify interpersonal, intrapersonal, and 
environmental factors that facilitate optimal 
sport parenting.  
E-mail: 21ghc4@queensu.ca  
URL: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7586-7563  
 
Karl Erickson. Dr. Karl Erickson is an assistant 
professor in the School of Kinesiology & Health 
Science at York University (Canada), 4700 
Keele St. Rm. 343, Toronto, ON M3J1P3. His 
research examines youth development within 
interpersonal, organizational, and community 
contexts, with an emphasis on sport and 
movement participation. 
Email: kerick@yorku.ca  
URL: https://health.yorku.ca/health-profiles/ 
index.php?dept=&mid=1986784  
 
Karin A. Pfeiffer. Dr. Karin Pfeiffer is an 
exercise physiologist with a focus on 
measurement of physical activity and 
interventions to increase physical activity. She 
has been involved with many school-based 
studies and is interested in incorporating 
families and communities into her research. Her 
roles at Michigan State University are as a 
professor in the Department of Kinesiology and 
director of the Institute for the Study of Youth 
Sport, 308 W. Circle Dr., Rm. 27R, East 
Lansing, MI 48824. Email: kap@msu.edu 
 
Amber L. Pearson. Dr. Pearson is a health 
geographer with a focus on social justice and 
intersections between spatial and social features 
of neighborhoods that bolster opportunities for a 
healthy life, often in the face of socioeconomic 
adversity. Her overall research goal is to inform 
efforts to improve health and well-being while 
paying careful attention to inequalities and 
environmental justice. She is an associate 
professor at Michigan State University in the 
Department of Geography, Environment, and 
Spatial Sciences, 673 Auditorium Rd. Rm. 231, 
East Lansing, MI 48824. 
Email: apearson@msu.edu  

https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyu038
https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2020.150201
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(05)80184-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(05)80184-7
https://www.census.gov/%20programs-surveys/geography/data/%20interactive-maps.html
https://www.census.gov/%20programs-surveys/geography/data/%20interactive-maps.html
https://www.census.gov/%20programs-surveys/geography/data/%20interactive-maps.html
mailto:matth287@msu.edu
mailto:21ghc4@queensu.ca
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7586-7563
mailto:kerick@yorku.ca
https://health.yorku.ca/health-profiles/%20index.php?dept=&mid=1986784
https://health.yorku.ca/health-profiles/%20index.php?dept=&mid=1986784
mailto:kap@msu.edu
mailto:apearson@msu.edu


Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education      Volume 14, Number 4 
 

41 
 

© Journal of Community Engagement and Higher Education  
Copyright © by Indiana State University. All rights reserved. ISSN 1934-5283 

 

Benjamin V. Dougherty. Benjamin works in 
data science at the University of Michigan and is 
an adjunct instructor of Technical Writing at the 
University of Nebraska – Omaha. He has also 
completed extensive cultural resource 
management and preservation work in 
conjunction with Michigan State University and 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service. He 
holds an M.A. in Professional Writing from 
Michigan State University. 
E-mail: dough101@msu.edu  
URL: https://www.linkedin.com/in/benjaminv 
dougherty  
 

AUTHORS’ NOTE 
 
 Correspondence concerning this article 
should be addressed to Alysha D. Matthews, 
Michigan State University, 308 W. Circle Dr. 
Room 207, East Lansing, MI 48824. Email: 
matth287@msu.edu 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

mailto:dough101@msu.edu
https://www.linkedin.com/in/benjaminv%20dougherty
https://www.linkedin.com/in/benjaminv%20dougherty
mailto:matth287@msu.edu

