
In-Person Survey Group  Page 1 

Introduction: 
Our group collected the opinions of UC students through in-person open surveys as part 
of a class focused on making UC students effective stakeholders in Burnet Woods.  The 
challenges we faced from the stakeholders occurred during the survey collection.  What 
happened was that a large portion of the student body were not familiar with what 
Burnet Woods is.  With this in mind, it was difficult for us to ask the follow-up questions 
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about the stereotypes of Burnet and what changes they wanted to see inside of Burnet 
Woods.  What we had to do to combat this problem was to change the way we analyzed 
our data to make it reflect the truth clearly. 
 
Conjecture: 
In order to obtain authentic, personal responses, an in-person, discussion provoking 
survey should be implemented amongst UC students. 
 
General Research: 

Before any planning began, the group met and determined that the goal was to 
make students at the University of Cincinnati effective stakeholders in Burnet Woods 
and to obtain their input on the park’s future.  It was later concluded that administering 
an in-person survey would present an opportunity to engage with the stakeholders, 
inevitably increasing their effectiveness through their increased awareness of the park 
and its features (R1.1) (R1.2).  Note that observations made throughout the critical path are 
marked as (R-), and each corresponds with research shown in either the Web Research, 
Literature Research, or Case Studies section. 

 
Assembly: 

Initially, a plan was designed to use mass assemblies to gather large crowds of 
students: implement a pre-presentation survey, present information on Burnet Woods, 
and gather the results from a final survey about how the presentation changed the 
audience’s perspective on the park.  This form was optimistically estimated to bring in 
about three hundred respondents.  The first survey was planned to ask general 
questions to determine how the individual student spent their free time, their favorite 
activity on campus, and their suggestions for additions to the campus, as well as their 
age and major.  By leaving the questions open for interpretation and not exclusive to a 
park, the results were expected to provide a wider range of ideas than if the questions 
limited the mind to the constraints of a park (R2).  Upon review, the group found that 
while this information could be useful for trend comparison, the ideas could be 
condensed and made applicable to the urban park in the final form of the data 
collection, described later.  Following this survey, a thirty minute presentation was 
planned to present key information about Burnet Woods such as its location, geographic 
features, and available facilities and activities.  When this plan was reviewed at a later 
time, the group found this information unnecessary to obtain our desired results. After 
the presentation, a concluding survey was meant to be administered, containing 
questions specific to the park including what the student would like to change in the 
park, if they would use the park with the information they gained from the presentation, 
and whether or not the presentation changed their thoughts on Burnet Woods.  While 
the question regarding change in the park was taken for the finished survey, the other 
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two inquiries were not included because the progress in the park would not depend on 
whether or not the presentation was persuasive. 

 
Focus Groups: 

After planning all of the necessary processes to ensure the assemblies would 
happen, the group realized that the amount of information planned for the presentation 
did not need a long time window. We condensed our presentation to a ten to fifteen 
minute session which would allow us to survey multiple groups in one day. The number 
of expected survey responders for each session decreased from about fifty to an 
average of twelve. This small group size was proposed because it would allow the 
surveyors to engage with each student present in a format known as a focus group (R4) 
and it would make it easier for students to engage in the presentation.  Using the same 
format of a pre-presentation survey, a brief presentation highlighting the originally 
planned information, and a final survey; the focus groups were expected to provide 
discussion based responses to each question within the survey, provide personal and 
engaged responses.  To increase the number of students coming to the focus groups, it 
was proposed that the group should provide incentives obtained through funding from 
the University Honors Program.  A partnership with this reputable group on campus was 
anticipated to increase responses from those who questioned the validity of the survey 
(R5). Due to the small size of focus groups, the estimated number of respondents was 
decreased to one hundred fifty.  In addition to the problems with the questions within the 
surveys mentioned before, the group determined that the most difficult task of forming 
focus groups would be bringing volunteer students into the sessions.  If the group 
wanted to regulate the number of responders in each focus group, it would require 
attendees willing to fill out an online form, a task that would deter potential respondents 
(R6).  Furthermore, this style of in-person surveys was completely dependent on 
volunteers fulfilling their commitment to attend the focus group, drastically increasing 
the risk of nonresponse due to absence. 

 
Final Plan: 
 With all of these flaws in mind, a final survey method was proposed.  Centered 
on the need for a personal survey, the group determined that the most promising form of 
data collection would be an in-person, discussion provoking group survey that could be 
completed within five to ten minutes during regularly scheduled student group events.  
Capitalizing on a captive audience to increase response rates, the group survey was 
planned to obtain mass amounts of data in a comfortable setting that allowed for 
spontaneous discussion and the combination of ideas in a way similar to the focus 
groups’ planned discussion (R7.1) (R7.2) (R7.3).  Because this form was guaranteed high 
attendance rates, through the relaxed environment of each group’s scheduled event, 
the estimated number of responses for the survey was increased to four hundred(R8). 
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Data Collection: 

Before the data collection began, the survey presenter recorded the approximate 
size as well as the general demographic of the group.  The presenter began each 
survey with a statement or question to capture the audience’s attention.  For example, a 
late evening survey began with the question, “Would anyone like to go to Burnet Woods 
after this meeting with me?”  This surprising statement fueled by the stereotype that the 
park is dangerous allowed the presenter to control the audience’s concentration for the 
brief survey.  Following the shocked response of the crowd, the presenter introduced 
himself and explained their purpose as a student in an honors seminar focused on 
improving Burnet Woods for students at the University of Cincinnati by collecting the 
students’ input. To open with a simple, general question asked how many students in 
the audience had heard of Burnet Woods before the survey. Increasing the focus, the 
second question asked how many students had personally visited the park. Responses 
for the first two questions were collected by estimating the number of hands raised as a 
percentage of the entire audience. Next, the survey obtained stereotypes of the park 
without mentioning the idea of a stereotype in order to keep the respondents’ minds 
open to all possibilities. The question asked students to give their initial thoughts on 
Burnet Woods in terms of the first idea that comes to mind. In each group, this question 
lead to discussion within the audience where students would agree and disagree with 
each other on each idea. The data was collected by taking each general characteristic, 
such as “dangerous,” “dirty,” or “pretty,” and asking how many members of the audience 
agreed with the statement, again recorded as a percentage of the total group members.  
Reminding the audience that their responses were important, the presenter transitioned 
to the fourth question, asking what the students would change in Burnet Woods.  
Because this followed an inquiry that tended to elicit a negative response about the 
park, responses tended to provide solutions to the initial thoughts provided in the 
previous question.  Every response was recorded, disregarding agreement throughout 
the group to assure each respondent that their answer was a valid piece of data.  
Answers to the final question were recorded in the same way to expand the possibilities 
under the open question of what the students would like to add to Burnet Woods.  To 
conclude the survey, the presenter thanked the group for participating, assured the 
respondents that their thoughts would be useful for the development of the urban park, 
and referred the audience to the online survey from another data collection group for 
those who wished to provide more input. 
 Surveys were conducted on various days from November 10 through November 
20, 2014.  Beginning with one section of Gateway to University Honors on November 
10, twenty first year honors students were surveyed.  Data was collected from 25 
students in another section of the same class on November 12.  The other class that 
allowed a presenter to administer the survey was the Success in Nursing class of 33 
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freshman nursing students, which was surveyed on November 13.  On November 11, 
during the routinely scheduled meetings for the marching band and Sigma Phi Epsilon, 
a fraternity on campus, the in-person survey was administered, acquiring data from 225 
band members and 100 fraternity members.  The marching band was comprised of a 
diverse group ranging from first year to fifth year students in majors from all colleges on 
campus including Engineering, Nursing, Arts and Sciences, Fine Arts, and Business.  
Similarly, Sigma Phi Epsilon contained 100 males of all ages in a wide range of majors 
on campus.  On November 20, a meeting for the Institute of Electrical and Electronics 
Engineers granted a presenter the opportunity to survey 30 Electrical Engineers ranging 
from first through fifth year students.  The same day, a church group of 40 students at 
Saint Monica Saint George Parish was surveyed, providing data from University of 
Cincinnati students involved with the Catholic faith.  The results from each of these 
surveys, including the responses to the open-ended questions, can be found in the 
appendix labeled “Raw Data.” 
 
Web Research: 
(R2) The University of Wisconsin-Madison created a guide to focus groups that also 
covered the best practices for creating questions for the initial and final surveys.  While 
the idea of using focus groups was removed from the final form of the survey, the 
general ideas of different types of questions and discussions remained key 
components.  The University’s guide suggested that surveys worked best when 
“beginning with the more general...and transitioning to those which are more specific,” a 
model that the group followed when determining the order of the survey questions. 
(R4) Professor Glenn Blank from Lehigh University defined the limits of a focus group 
as a range from six to twelve people because “[f]ewer than six participants tends to limit 
the conversation, because there is not enough diversity to spark energy and creativity.  
A group larger than twelve gets to be unwieldy, and voices get lost.”  At the time of 
planning this style of survey, for the sake of data collection, the group decided to 
maximize the amount of people within each focus group by admitting twelve 
respondents.  The key components from this research that were used in the final survey 
were the ideas of “[e]ncouraging discussion about a particular topic” and “[b]uilding 
excitement from spontaneous combination of participants’ comments.”  In addition, the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry suggested that discussions within 
surveys help “to garner reactions (perceptions, opinions, beliefs, and attitudes) and 
preferences,” based on research of surveys from the Center for Disease Control. 
(R5) In order to obtain the most responses possible, the group needed to determine 
why people voluntarily respond to surveys.  A report from the Survey Research Center 
at the University of Michigan listed the first cause for response as being associated with 
“[a]ltruistic reasons (e.g. wanting to be helpful to research, researchers, society).”  The 
group used this information in the introduction and conclusion of each in-person survey 
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by assuring the respondents that their responses would impact the future of Burnet 
Woods, an important part of Cincinnati.  The second thought process behind responding 
was affiliated with “[e]goistic reasons (including monetary incentives).”  During the 
planning phase, the group determined that incentives would increase the number of 
respondents, and multiple sources of funding were searched for during this time.  These 
claims are expanded upon under the Case Studies section labeled (R5).  The final 
cause for response was associated with “[r]easons associated with aspects of the 
survey (e.g. topic interest, trust in sponsor or research organization).”  As mentioned at 
the point of this citation, the group planned to utilize the University Honors Program as a 
reputable sponsor for the survey to gain the trust of potential respondents. 
(R6) An article from the User Experience Movement reported that consumers do not 
voluntarily complete online signup forms if they create too much of a burden.  The group 
opted to remove the online application because “users will weigh the effort it takes to 
complete your form against the value they’ll get.”  This removed the group’s 
dependence on volunteering students’ commitment. 
(R7.1)   Research from eic Agency reported that “[m]ultiple studies have shown that 
almost 90% of the people ‘held captive’ with an advertisement will inevitably pay 
attention to it.”  Relating this statistic to the in-person survey, approximately 90% of the 
audience was expected to respond to each question because the presenter was the 
only active part of the meeting.  This held true through most of the data collection, 
where an average of 93% of the total students responded to the first question, shown in 
the Raw Data section of the Appendix. 
 
Literature Research: 
(R7.2)   Research printed from Jack and Patti Phillips’s PhD found that while “the 
average response rates are in the 10%-25% range” for other styles of surveys, 
“[o]ccasionally, captive audiences respond at the 100% level.” 
 
Study Research: 
(R1.1)   A case study conducted at the University of Coimbra compared the response 
rate of web based surveys to that of in-person surveys.  The first point determined was 
that “no cases of giving up were registered when respondents were interviewed in 
person,” while “in the web based survey a total of 53 questionnaires were submitted 
uncompleted.”  This information aided with the increase in the estimated number of 
respondents.  Although the response rate found for the in-person survey through this 
case study was not perfect due to those who choose not to participate, out of a total of 
275 attempts, “a total of 230 in-person interviews were completed during the 
survey...leading to a survey response rate of 84%.” 
(R1.2)  A second case study determining the effectiveness of in-person surveys was 
conducted by Professor Bowling at the University College of London.  Over the course 
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of multiple in-person surveys, the presenter determined that this method of data 
collection was effective because “an interviewer can re-direct respondents back to the 
topic of relevance if they stray off it, probe to elicit relevant information, and utilize a 
range of techniques to prompt memory.”  These techniques were used in the discussion 
setting present throughout this study and the group’s data collection for Burnet Woods.  
The study also found that, with the assistance of open-ended questions, face-to-face 
interviews could provide extensive explanations, which were found significantly more 
useful than “truncated responses, or no responses at all.” 
(R3) A study published in the Journal of Clinical Epidemiology found that the length of 
a survey related to the overall response rate.  From a sample of 220 respondents in 
Western Sydney, Australia, “[t]he final response rates were higher among those 
receiving the short, rather than the long, questionnaire (75.6% versus 68.2%).”  While 
minimal, the difference caused the group to focus on a brief survey that could be 
combined with the ideas of captive audiences to increase responses. 

The same study that tested the effects a survey’s length from the Journal of 
Clinical Epidemiology also tested the effect of incentives on the response rate of an 
additional 220 respondents in Western Sydney, Australia.  Out of this group, half 
received a chance to win an incentive by participating in the survey, and “[the response 
rate] among those receiving the lottery incentive compared with those not receiving the 
incentive (75% versus 68.2%).”  In a similar manner to survey length, the group used 
this increase in responses as motivation to find funding for incentives; however, the final 
result of the in-person surveys did not include incentives for respondents. 
(R7.3)   A second captive audience case study was completed in airports across 
America.  Because airports offer “a ‘high dwell time environment,’ [they] deliver a 
captive audience” that advertisers use for new products.  The study found that 
“Business Frequent Flyers are 83 percent more likely than all American adults to be the 
first to try or buy new products and services,” which was directly related to the captive 
exposure to such products.  With such a high rate of commitment found from this style 
of advertising, the group determined that the most effective way to maintain an 
audience’s attention and elicit responses was a captive audience method. 
(R8) Citizens of New York City conducted a survey of Central Park users in three 
different styles.  Out of a total of approximately 13,700 samples, “4,600 sample counts 
were conducted, along with more than 3,300 interviews accompanied by observations 
of interview subjects, and another 5,800 “non-participation surveys” recording 
observable characteristics of visitors exiting the Park.”  Because Central Park has 
approximately one million annual visitors, the group determined that out of about 44,000 
students at the University of Cincinnati, a sampling of 400 students would present 
approximately the same ratio as the Central Park survey.  In addition, “to avoid skewing 
the results,” the surveys in New York were conducted “on more or less ‘typical’ days...to 
exclude large-scale events in the Park.”  With this idea in mind, the group ensured that 
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its in-person surveys would take place during regularly scheduled meetings to keep 
respondents comfortable and willing to participate. 
 
Innovation proposal: 
 After revising our survey plan numerous times, the group decided that an in-
person survey would work the most effectively.  As discussed in the research sections, 
the group looked at various pieces of the data collection process and took concepts 
from both the assembly and focus group ideas to maximize our potential for success. In 
addition, the group decided to use graphics on the poster that would capture the 
audience’s attention instead of simply using pie charts and bar graphs. The use of icons 
allowed viewers to easily understand the information that was collected from the 
surveys. These graphics included filling up percentages of icons such as an ear for the 
first question of how many students had heard of Burnet Woods and a map marker for 
the second question of how many students had been into the park.  The third question 
that focused on stereotypes was represented through an image of Burnet Woods that 
was darkened based on the percentage of negative responses and brightened based on 
the percentage of positive responses.  The final two questions were represented with 
word clouds that increased the size of the responses that were the most frequent.  
Using these creative methods of collecting and presenting information, the group 
provided a method that was expected to be useful and memorable. 
 
Conclusion and Reflection: 
For most of the project, the members of our group set aside their disciplinary pretenses 
and worked together very well to make the project move forward. However, when the 
time came to actually implement our survey, our range of knowledge and involvement 
played a very useful role. Being from different backgrounds and being involved in 
different groups allowed us to easily implement our survey among a wide demographic. 
For instance, we were able to survey a fraternity that consisted of males of all ages and 
all disciplines, various engineering groups, a nursing group, and even a religious group. 
This range of groups that we were able to survey provided an all around better 
representation of the UC student body as a whole. 

The initial implication of our survey went very well, and we quickly acquired a 
decent amount of results. However, once we started going over the data, we found that 
there was a slight flaw with our survey. Some people had simply heard nothing about 
Burnet Woods at all. This affected the data in the way that in a certain group maybe only 
20% of people would agree that Burnet Woods was dangerous. This makes it seem like 
Burnet Woods is not very dangerous, but really the other 80% of people just hadn’t 
heard anything, good or bad. However, we were able to analyze our data in such a way 
that this flaw did not affect the final results of our survey.   
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Reflection: 
(Jeremy Greer) 
         When we were first separated into the four sets of audiences, I was unsure of the 
technique. After interacting with my group, however, I realized that our group had come 
up with an interesting idea that would be enjoyable to enact. All of us had a large 
amount of passion for the project, so much so that I knew whatever plan we would 
finalize, we would make sure it came to fruition and was executed well. Going through 
the process of changing our idea was interesting, as it gave insight as to the decision-
making process, where we must think about the pros and cons of the current iteration, 
as well as how it might be changed to improve itself. Our group did well in identifying the 
problems with each plan, and editing it each time to make up for its faults. 
         Everyone began gathering research at a very rapid pace, and in addition, when 
we began surveying groups of people, everyone had more potential groups to contact 
than myself. So, in an effort to make my part meaningful, I took on the entire job of 
creating the posters. The basic design of the posters was done in class, with some of 
the graphics ideas coming from myself, particularly the percent gradients of the ear, 
marker, and Burnet Woods. After hearing the praise from others about the graphics of 
our poster, I realized I had the ability and potential to be creative and successful in the 
design process. The first half of the semester taught us the process of creation and 
design, and I feel as if that benefited me in my ability to design and create the poster 
and graphics. 
         Throughout this project, I have attempted to tie in what we have learned to how it 
could affect my future. As a Computer Science major, I continuously design and create 
programs used to perform certain functions or solve problems. My learning about 
creativity and the design process, I will be able to integrate my knowledge into my future 
career as a computer scientist, helping to improve my problem solving ability as well as 
my creativity. In addition, creating and giving the presentation on our project provided 
me with additional experience in such areas. As a computer scientist, I hope to spend a 
large amount of my time as a researcher, studying many aspects of computers and 
presenting my findings to groups of people. Through the experience I have gained from 
this class, I hope to apply my newly found knowledge and abilities to future work, 
helping my research, presentations, and overall future career. 
 
(Kathryn Maggio) 

As soon as my group got together to start planning out our first idea, the 
assembly, I knew we would work well together. For the most part, we were all from 
different disciplines and had a wide variety of knowledge which helped our group 
accomplish what we wanted to by the end of the semester. I believe we were successful 
in what we wanted to do because we planned out our idea, put it into action, and 
analyzed our results. 
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In all honesty, I had no idea what I was getting into when I signed up to take this 
class. Little did I know I would enjoy it more than any other class I took this semester. 
Throughout the course of the semester the class became a little escape for me from my 
science classes. It allowed me to have free expression in my thinking because there 
was no “right” answer. Which helped me to develop new ideas and think outside of the 
box. In doing so I began to learn more about myself and how far I could stretch my 
mind. I also learned that I can be creative. It is in thought instead of my idealized image 
of a creative person as an artist. I had the mindset, going into the class, that creativity is 
just one thing. But in reality it is much more than just being an “artist.” I learned you can 
bring a creative mindset to almost anything you do. For example, I can take what I have 
learned back to my science classes by asking more unique questions which will allow 
me to remember and understand the material easier. How I personally changed was 
that I became more confident talking to a group of people. Before the class I had gone 
through life being nervous to talk to large groups of people. I was nervous because I 
thought whatever I said would sound unintelligent and people would laugh at me. As 
cliché as it sounds, it was completely true. But I have come to realize that confidence is 
key. People do not question someone who seems sure of themselves. The person could 
be making up answers and no one would question them because from the outside it 
seems like the person knows exactly what they are talking about. This is the type of 
person I have always wanted to become; the type of person who is not afraid to ask 
questions in class. I had practice at becoming like this through the countless 
presentations we had to make. I believe I am now more confident and sure of myself 
while I give presentations. An example, that has proven this, was for my nursing class. 
We had a presentation to give over a disease and I felt relaxed while given the 
presentation. I did not have the nervous feelings I usually get right before I have to give 
a speech. This skill will be improved throughout my college career and will serve me 
well when giving presentations in the future. The two things that I will take away from 
this class is the ability to think in a creative way and to be confident talking in front of 
others. 
 
(Brian Schubert) 
I was pleasantly surprised to see our group’s work come together so well.  After weeks 
of theoretical work, I was unsure if a team of four students could pull a plan together 
and collect data in such a short time.  Thanks to our cooperation within the group to 
work outside of class, we managed to revise three different plans until we found a 
successful method to collect data.  I believe our revision process was one of the most 
useful aspects of this project in terms of how it can be applied in my future.  Although 
our group disregarded our disciplinary backgrounds in it, as a Chemical Engineer, I can 
see myself using the process in future experiments.  When we first proposed the idea of 
an assembly, it seemed to have all of its concepts perfected, but through trial and 
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analysis, we found that an assembly would have been a potential waste of time if few 
volunteers showed up to take the survey.  In the future, I will use this experience as well 
the revisions to the focus group plan to think critically about experimental processes.  
This will be helpful from next semester’s Organic Chemistry lab through my job 
experiences.  In addition, surveying the entire marching band took more courage than I 
expected.  A crowd of about 225 college students that were almost all older than me 
gave me their attention, and my speaking skills were put to the test.  Because we had 
just finished practice in the bubble over the football field, I had to raise my voice as 
much as possible without screaming at the audience, so I made a quick joke at my 
expense to lighten the mood and gain some confidence.  Based on this, I know that I 
speak in front of large crowds and my superiors, which I will be required to do 
throughout my career.  Another important piece of this project will be the open house.  In 
the professional world, we may attend seminars where we are presenting research, or 
we could be presenting for an evaluation where our presentation and communication 
skills will play a huge role in our success.  Through the experiences of the open house 
as well as the various presentations throughout the year, I am certain that my speaking 
skills have dramatically improved from being stressed about any presentation to now 
treating a speech as an opportunity to calmly talk to the audience.  Overall, this project 
has presented many opportunities to gain skills that are not focused on in normal 
classes with exams.  I expect to use my experiences from this class to improve myself 
throughout my college and professional careers. 
 
(Bryan Wilson) 

At the beginning of the part of the second part of the class where we actually got 
to apply what we had learned in the first half and actually start doing some action and 
problem solving, I approached the task just as I have approached similar projects in the 
past. This approach consisted simply of two phases: coming up with the plan, and then 
executing the plan. Our original plan was to have the assembly, which seemed like a 
good plan at first, and we started laying out the groundwork. However, we quickly 
realized our approach could be improved with some slight alterations, so we switched to 
our focus group idea. This was fine by me, because we were still kind of in the planning 
phase. Then, weeks later, right before we were about to implement our focus groups, 
we had the even better idea of going to the students rather than drawing them to us. 
This did sound like a great idea, but I was skeptical of changing our idea after all of the 
planning we had done, and even annoyed when we did come to the agreement to 
change the plan. Of course, this ended up working wonderfully for us, as we were able 
to get more results for our survey than I had ever expected. 

From this experience, the big realization I came to was that my former way of 
attacking projects was not quite the best. Rather than separating the phases into 
planning and action, I now see that by letting the phases mesh together and occur 
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simultaneously can be much more productive. Just because you have already picked a 
path to go down, that doesn’t mean you can’t turn around or go off road. This is really 
the idea that we were learning in the whole first half of the class, but I didn’t really buy 
into it until I saw it play out in a real scenario that I was involved in. I think that this 
lesson in itself is going to stick with me and really benefit me in projects that I have to 
complete in the future. 
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Appendix: 
 
Raw Data 

People Surveyed Number Percent 
Date 
Surveyed 

Sigma Phi Epsilon 100 21.14164905 11/11/2014
Marching Band 225 47.56871036 11/11/2014

Intro. to Prof. Nursing 33 6.976744186 11/13/2014

Gateway Classes 45 9.513742072
11/10 and 

11/12
IEEE 30 6.342494715 11/20/2014

St. Monica St. George 40 8.456659619 11/20/2014

Total 473 100
 

People Surveyed 
How many of you have heard 
of Burnet Woods? (percent) 

How many of you have been 
to Burnet Woods? (percent) 

Sigma Phi Epsilon 100 75
Marching Band 95 75

Intro. to Prof. 
Nursing 60 20

Gateway Classes 90 30
IEEE 90 50

St. Monica St. 
George 100 90

Total 93.24524313 66.56448203
Total (approx.) 93% 67%

 
 
Initial Stereotypes What would you change? 
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Dangerous x2 
Finish/improve disc golf course (make signs/maps/better 
marked) 

Homeless People x2 improve lighting x5 
Useless clean pond 
Dirty more trees 
Don't go at night safer x3 
Don't go alone restock pond with fish x2 
Pretty improve trails and markings 
Good Place to Run less trees 
Dangerous at Night educate criminals 
 tear down the park 
Good: 2/11 = 18% make facilities more visible 
Bad: 9/11 = 82%  
 
 
What would you add to 
Burnet Woods? 
Ferris wheel Ampitheater Soccer fields 
Ball pit Paddle Boats Tennis courts 
Help phones x3 Sand volleyball court Playground 
Putt Putt Petting zoo Free parking for students 
 
Images of the posters are on the next two pages. 
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Poster Displaying the Introduction, Conjecture, and Research: 
 
 
Poster Displaying the Data Collected 
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